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Informe de la Presidencia del Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia

Accion solicitada:

Se invita al Comité Permanente a tomar nota del conjunto de trabajos acerca del examen de la
gobernanza de la Convencion sobre los Humedales, que comprende tres informes separados y
relacionados entre si, elaborados por un consultor, segin el encargo del Grupo de Trabajo sobre
la Eficacia, de conformidad con la Resolucién XIII.3.

También se invita al Comité Permanente a tomar nota de la manera de proceder propuestay a
formular comentarios al respecto.

Antecedentes

1. Ensu13.2reunidn (COP13), la Conferencia de las Partes Contratantes, mediante la Resolucidn
XI1.3, parrafo 14, solicité al Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia que examinara la estructura de
gobernanza de la Convencién con la ayuda de un consultor independiente para los fines
siguientes:

a. recomendar revisiones (segun sea necesario) que mejoren auin mas la eficacia, incluidas la
eficacia en funcidn del costo y la eficiencia de la Convencidn, con miras a reducir la carga
administrativa y acelerar los procesos para lograr la misidn de la Convencién de Ramsar; y

b. proponer un proceso para aplicar sus recomendaciones.
Resultados hasta la fecha

2. El conjunto de trabajos sobre el examen de la gobernanza de la Convencién, elaborado por SRI
Executive, comprende los tres informes siguientes:

a. Ramsar Convention on Wetlands: Review of Governance Structures and Procedures —
Findings: The Findings Report (Convencién de Ramsar sobre los Humedales: Examen de las
estructuras y procedimientos de gobernanza - Conclusiones: El informe sobre las
constataciones) (basado en un andlisis documental, entrevistas individuales con las
personas adecuadas y los resultados de una encuesta en linea a las Partes Contratantes.
Finalizado el 9 de junio de 2020). Véase el anexo 1.

b. Ramsar Convention on Wetlands: The Comparison Report (Convencién de Ramsar sobre
los Humedales: El informe comparativo) (una comparacién de la Convencién con otros seis



acuerdos multilaterales sobre el medio ambiente?. Finalizado el 16 de septiembre de
2020). Véase el anexo 2.

c. Ramsar Convention on Wetlands: The Measures Report on Positive Indications and
Measures (Convencidn de Ramsar sobre los Humedales: El informe sobre las medidas
acerca de las indicaciones y medidas positivas) (consolidacidn de los dos informes
anteriores y recomendacién de posibles medidas a fin de mejorar la eficacia de Ia
Convencidén para su consideracion por el Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia. Finalizado el
31 de marzo de 2021). Véase el anexo 3.

Los tres informes también se han publicado en el sitio web de la Convencidon y pueden
consultarse en las siguientes direcciones:

www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/sri_executive review findings.pdf

www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/sri_executive review measures.pdf

www.ramsar.org/sites/default/files/documents/library/sri_executive ramsar review meas co
mparison.pdf

El examen de la gobernanza de la Convencidn sobre los Humedales se llevd a cabo en
consonancia con los términos de referencia asignados por el Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia
a SRI Executive de conformidad con el mandato de la Resolucién Xll1.3. Los informes reflejan las
opiniones de los autores tras el andlisis realizado por SRI Executive de los resultados de su
examen de la gobernanza.

Hasta la fecha, el Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia se ha centrado en los planteamientos y las
conclusiones expuestos en los informes elaborados por SRI Executive. Sin embargo, las
recomendaciones acordadas por el Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia pueden tratar de ir mas
alla de estos puntos. Los futuros debates del Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia se centraran en
el desarrollo de estas recomendaciones.

Futuros trabajos del Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia

6.

El Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia, de conformidad con la Resolucidn XIII.3, esta evaluando
actualmente las recomendaciones de SRI Executive, con la intencidn de redactar una resolucién
en la que se expongan sus recomendaciones. Este proyecto de resolucion, una vez acordado por
el Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia, se presentara a las Partes para que lo examinen en la
reunién correspondiente del Comité Permanente antes de la COP14.

El Grupo de Trabajo sobre la Eficacia, con el apoyo de la Secretaria, organizara un taller virtual
para todas las Partes Contratantes interesadas con el fin de presentar una visién general de los
resultados del examen de la gobernanza y un esbozo del proyecto de resolucion resultante,
antes de presentar sus recomendaciones finales al Comité Permanente.

1Convenio de Londres (LC) y Protocolo de Londres (LP), Convencidn sobre el Comercio Internacional de
Especies Amenazadas de Fauna y Flora Silvestres (CITES), Convencidn Internacional de Proteccion Fitosanitaria
(CIPF), Convencidn para la Proteccidn del Patrimonio Mundial Cultural y Natural (Convencion sobre el
Patrimonio Mundial de la UNESCO), Convencidn sobre las Especies Migratorias (CMS), Tratado Internacional
sobre los Recursos Fitogenéticos para la Alimentacion y la Agricultura (TIRFAA).
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Anexo 1: El informe sobre las constataciones (The Findings Report)

Anexo 2: El informe comparativo (The Comparison Report)

Anexo 3: El informe sobre las medidas (The Measures Report)
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Anexo 1
El informe sobre las constataciones
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1. Context

Providing a critical framework for the conservation and wise use of wetlands, the Ramsar Convention
and resulting organisation has ensured the provision of essential ecological services and freshwater
supply since 1971. Promoting national action and international cooperation, Ramsar is the lead
implementation partner on wetlands and contributes significantly to the Sustainable Development
Goals, the Convention on Biological Diversity and to climate change mitigation and adaption globally.
Ramsar’s operating environment has shifted dramatically during its history, with more actors, intense
competition for resources and the rise in importance of nexus and systems approaches to sustainable
development, of which wetlands plays a critical role. This landscape has also seen significant progress
in terms of innovation around alternative structures, business models, integration of new technologies
and demonstration of value for money with measurable impact. The risks linked to water security are
ranked as some of the highest threats to social and economic development, year after year. Being able
to take swift, effective, coordinated and informed action is therefore essential for all organisations
who seek to advance sustainable development.

With 171 Contracting Parties and nearing its 50th anniversary, this intergovernmental organisation
and multilateral convention has made the decision to review its governance structure and processes
to ensure it is fit-for-purpose with effective and efficient, legitimate and accountable decision-making
processes, which demonstrate cost-effectiveness with modern work methods. Ramsar’s governance
should support the Convention in implementing its vision and mission on the ground as well as raising
its global profile to increase its impact.

Scope of Review
The 13" Conference of the Parties adopted Resolution XIIl.3, acknowledging the importance of an

adequate institutional set-up for Ramsar, formulating the Effectiveness Working Group (EWG) to
review the governance structure with the assistance of an independent and neutral third party.
Resolution XlII.3 was in response to deliberations and decision on the two draft resolutions put
forward to COP 13 on the Ramsar Governance®. SRI Executive was selected to support this review, for
the purpose of recommending revisions (as necessary) that further enhance the effectiveness,
including cost effectiveness, and efficiency of the Convention. As indicated in the minutes and
documentation, this review occurs in a back drop of an external environment that is focused on
demonstrating value for money, reducing inefficiencies plagued by administrative burden and slow
processes in order to ensure organizations and Conventions are focused on achieving their critical
missions. In addition to assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the Convention, this review also
includes proposing a process by which the Effectiveness Working Group can implement the
recommendations they deem suitable, practical and impactful to enhance the functioning of Ramsar’s
governance moving forward in support of the conservation and wise use of wetlands. This first report
focuses on independently assessing the effectiveness and efficiency of the Convention’s structure and
processes in relation to the strategic plans of the Convention, and will be followed by an analysis of
comparable MEAs, in order for the EWG to obtain a holistic picture prior to formulating the “so what”
and potential recommendations for implementation.

It is noted that this review is not assessing the operational work, processes or impact of the Ramsar
Convention as whole.

! Draft Resolutions 18.1 and 18.2.
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2. Methodology

Firstly, this review’s methodology has been designed to be truly participatory, noting the “ownership”
of this review while independently carried out, is with the Effectiveness Working Group. Thus, as key
stakeholders in this process, the EWG not only were informed of the methodology, but greatly
contributed to it as well. This includes but is not limited to; the selection of the key informant
interview sample, the key criteria, the survey and evaluation framework including the overarching
evaluation questions (OEQ) and main evaluation questions (MEQ) this review sought to answer. The
assessment criteria are defined in this report, and in line with international best practice, this review
sought to understand the Clarity, Legitimacy, Accountability, Effectiveness and Cost Efficiency of
Ramsar Convention’s Governance. This final evaluation framework and assessment criteria can be

found in Annex 1: Final Evaluation Questions.

In order to ensure our independence, this review sought

to triangulate, where possible and applicable, drawing on

Da the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative data
|_I collection and analysis®>. Quantitative data is best
collected with very clear yes or no questions or requests

to rate or rank statements in order to show frequency of

a specific finding, while qualitative data is best gained

: through open ended questions. The desk review provides
9 ( SRS clear findings as to express governance structures and

DESK REVIEW

processes. The 1:1 interviews were open ended
guestions, while the online survey posed both
1:1 INTERVIEWS quantitative and open-ended questions. Triangulation is

therefore achieved by using a mix of more than one
method of gathering and analysing data against the same evaluation framework, to seek convergence
and corroboration and to eliminate the inherent biases that could exist if we only used one method.
Where possible in our findings by body, we have highlighted the % of interviews and survey
respondents to demonstrate the level of evidence by modality, whilst not losing the nuance that
bubbles to the surface when using multiple methods.

By utilising mixed methods, our team was also able to
review the “what” against agreed upon criteria from

both the desk research and quantitative survey
Triangulation ﬂ

responses, while using key informant interviews and °
[ ]
open comments in the survey to better understand the .
context of why and how. In essence, this ®_®  |ndependence

complementarity and use of different methods allowed
the team to seek elaboration, enhancement, illustration

and clarification with the results of the survey and Actionable WS
evidence demonstrated in key literature. Integrating Chal}ﬂie C:,;nge
these sources throughout the different phases of our w Management
review process, SRl Executive were able to draw Approach

inferences from multiple sources, bringing together
sometimes diverse perspectives from which to draw initial conclusions in context and understanding
that these views may at times be subjective as processes are experienced by humans and thus, human

2 https://www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/research/guides/methods/mixed methods.htm?part=1
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behaviour. This approach is best practice in the field and draws upon both evaluation theory and
change management approaches widely used in governance reviews and the implementation of any
form of change within a system, including an intergovernmental organization.

In terms of sequence, SRI Executive first examined internal structures, drawing upon a desk review of
the Convention’s significant documentation to review the scope and mandate of each subsidiary body
as well as composition, reporting, structure and cost effectiveness (a full list of all documentation
reviewed will be available in the Measures Report). Looking to understand how the structure comes
to life, SRI Executive reviewed the Convention’s internal processes, examining key areas such as
preparing and consolidating resolutions and how communications flow between and within bodies.
As processes on paper may be experienced differently in practice, it is important to understand and
assess ways of working, potential barriers and areas that influence the effectiveness and efficiency of
Ramsar’s governance in reality. While this area in particular may not be as “scientific,” it is an
important consideration as behaviours drive progress and thus, can inhibit effectiveness and efficiency
in a governance context.

The graphic below shows an overall picture of how SRI Executive have gathered information about the
Ramsar Convention. A full list of interviewees and documentation will be provided in the last report.

16 1:1

Interviews

Survey
Responses

The table below shows the percentage of respondent CPs to the online survey per region.

No. No. Countries
Responding which held 1:1
Countries for| Interviews % Responses per Region
Region No. of Countries online survey for online survey
Africa 50 24 1 48%
Asia 34 8 2 24%
Latin America & 3
Caribbean 27 7 26%
Europe 48 36 3 75%
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North America 3 2 1 67%
Oceania 9 2 1 25%

Total 1713 79 11*

As aforementioned, the stakeholders that were invited to interview were considered and agreed with
the EWG, as it was determined they were the most appropriate entry point to garner perspectives
that would add value to this exercise. It is important to note that this set of interviews is meant to
serve as a representative sample, geographically represented, of the Contracting Parties and it would
be unusual to see a governance review that includes a majority or all CPs in order to draw initial
findings or conclusions. SRI Executive supplemented these interviews with an open invitation to all
CPs to complete a global survey, ensuring this process was inclusive and diverse, and most
importantly, confidential. While collating and reviewing data in the back end of the survey tool, SRI
also removed any duplicates to ensure fairness.

As follows, the scope of the review included the following bodies and processes: The Conference of
the Parties (COP), Standing Committee (SC), subgroups, the Secretariat, the Scientific and Technical
Review Panel (STRP), and CEPA Programme Oversight Panel. The review considered only the Ramsar
Convention’s Governance structures, subsidiary bodies and governance processes, and not the
Convention’s operations or impact performance.

Regional
Meetings and Conference of the

National Levels Parties

. . Sci &
Standing Committee T,fh",fiﬁ..

Subgroups Review
Made of of Voting and Executive Management Sub-Group Panel

non-Voting member Team Working on
states Group Finance

Ramsar Secretariat

3 The division of countries according to Ramsar Convention’s website.
4 16 total interviews were undertaken to gain insight into the Contracting Parties’ views. 11 are included as
country interviews while the additional 5 were undertaken with members of Ramsar’s governance.
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3. Summary of Findings of overall governance of Ramsar Convention

according to assessment criteria

As is experienced by many organizations spanning all institutional types, the documentation that
creates good governance on paper and in concept, when examined beyond terms of reference and
how governance operates in practice, potential obstacles or barriers to effectiveness often arise. This
report seeks to unearth some of those areas, not in judgment terms, but where attention can be
pointed to by the Effectiveness Working Group to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of
Ramsar’s governance. In many occasions, this includes responses from both quantitative and
qualitative responses and what the evidence on paper looks like, to see where the differences
potentially lie.

The overall assessment of the Ramsar Conventions is that the foundation of good governance exists
in the Convention, Resolutions and Rules of Procedure, but it is the implementation of the Rules of
Procedure, decisions and processes which are at times weak. The sections below summarise the
overall review findings for each assessment criteria of clarity, legitimacy, accountability, effectiveness
and cost in relation to the Ramsar Convention’s overall governance. Section 4 then details the
assessment criteria in relation to each governance body.

3.1 Clarity
CLARITY - Governance mandate, tasks and responsibilities for decisions and actions in the
Convention are clearly delineated, allocated and accepted.

Clarity is fundamentally important for good governance as ambiguity, overlapping mandates or gaps
in essential governance functions cause confusion for stakeholders. Governance needs to be clearly
set out in the organisation’s governance documentation, drawing clear lines between mandates, tasks
and decision-making between different governance bodies and offices.

Overall, the desk review showed that there is clarity in relation to all the governance bodies examined,
although at times, many resolutions needed to be examined to pull together a full picture of the
mandate of one body. The stakeholders interviewed considered that the governance documentation
is clear on mandates, tasks, and functions for the COP and SC (which is also evidenced by the desk
review), but clarity is reduced in relation to some of the subgroups. For the COP and SC, the mandates
are felt to be wide enough in that they can take on a wide range of technical issues relating to emerging
wetlands management challenges, thus allowing the Convention to be flexible and agile, and able to
adapt to emerging issues within the scope of the Convention’s work.

However, even if the wide and unspecific wording allows for flexible and agile working, often the result
of consensus driven decision making, the responses show that this wide language causes some lack of
clarity in relation to implementation of tasks designated to the subsidiary governance bodies or CPs.
This causes, at times, procedural issues to take prominence in agendas and deliberations in the place
of substantive and technical discussions on wetland management. The findings from the interviews
and survey also point to a lack of clarity due to limited information flows between the COPs, even
though the desk review shows that meeting documentation is made available on the website and
responsibilities for disseminating information from meetings is clearly set out in resolutions. There is
therefore a mismatch between the express and clear governance tasks and functions and how these
are understood and perceived by the stakeholders.
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3.2 Legitimacy

LEGITIMACY - All parties to the Convention are fairly represented, whether directly or by a legitimate
representative, and are informed and empowered to validate or question all decisions taken by the
Convention.

Legitimacy is often referred to as participation and assesses whether all stakeholders of an
organisation are able to have their voices heard, so that the organisation is seen to legitimately act for
its stakeholders.

The governance of the Convention is viewed as legitimate throughout its governance bodies. All
Contracting Parties are given representation either individually or representationally, and are given a
vote, and thereby a voice. In accordance with the nature of multilateral agreements, each member
country decides itself who is to be their representative for the Convention. The COP agrees on the
composition of the countries that form the SC which represents it in the direction and management
of the Convention’s work between the COPs. Subgroups are created by the COP or the SC and all CPs
are free to engage in any subgroup or attend the SC as an observer (if not an appointed member).

The stakeholders interviewed all felt legitimacy of the Convention is strong. The concerns raised
regarding legitimacy related to the varying levels of capacity and political will between the different
CPs. This is a common concern and dilemma for any multilateral organisation that is dependent on
the political will and engagement of its member states, but as a Convention and organisation, to stay
independent of this political power and allow full participation by all its members.®

Currently, the interviews and survey showed there is a perception that certain countries are able to
more actively engage in the Convention’s governance with larger delegations, favourable logistics and
language capacity. A CP’s actual ability to be represented and engage is of course completely
dependent on its own delegate(s) participation and re-engagement with its own country after and in
between COPs, which is applicable to both developed and developing countries. As the desk review
and interview and survey responses show that the Convention is legitimate, the concern raised is a
reflection of behaviours of engagement with the Convention, rather than a flaw in the governance
structure.

3.3 Accountability

ACCOUNTABILITY - The decision-making bodies of the Convention are accessible to their
stakeholders, who are informed and empowered to question decisions taken. All governance bodies
are seen as responsible and accountable for the decisions they take.

Accountability is recognised as a fundamental factor for effective governance within all types of
organisations, be it private or public. Legitimacy is often dependent on the two assessment criteria
above with the addition of “answerability,” which is the factor assessed herein. While assessing the
criteria of accountability, we have focused on the process of decision-making and the flow of
information to stakeholders in relation to the decisions that are to be taken.

There are Rules of Procedure for the COP, as well as certain Resolutions, that set out the process for
decision-making for the governance bodies, describing how issues are to be put forward, debated,
negotiated and finally decided. Consensus is the preferred method of decision-making even if specific
voting can be used according to the Rules of Procedure or Resolutions. The Rules of Procedure for the

5 Good Governance in International Organizations, Ngaire Woods, Global Governance, Vol. 5, No. 1 (Jan.—Mar.
1999), pp. 39-61
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COP are used mutatis mutanda for the SC as well. There is therefore, on the face of documentation,
the foundation for accountability.

The desk review showed that the Ramsar Convention has a high rate of submission of national reports
to the COP, and with mechanisms in place in the Rules of Procedure to discuss and question any
agenda item during meetings, accountability is possible. However, the main findings from the
interviews and survey show that, again, comments on lack of accountability are based on perceived
low internal flows of information on follow-up of implementation of resolutions and decisions which
are taken at the COP and SC.

The practical consequences of this contrast between desk review and interview and survey findings is
a possible “acceptance” of weak accountability resulting in responses criticising accountability but
very few proposals for how this can be solved.

3.4 Effectiveness
EFFECTIVENESS - The governance bodies deliver, in a timely and effective manner, on the objectives
set out by their mandates in the Convention.

This assessment criterion is, in essence, a reflection of the aforementioned assessment criteria taken
as a whole.

The majority of CPs interviewed and surveyed feel that the governance of the Ramsar Convention
supports the progress of work towards the Vision and Mission of the Convention. They also feel it
could be better, which is expected as all respondents wish to highlight the areas of improvement that
they feel are important. This is especially relevant in MEAs where Contracting Parties are sovereign
countries which are free to engage with the Convention at their own discretion.

As the number of participants at the meetings is generally large, there is felt, in theory, to be a strong
mix of skills and experiences at the COP and within the SC in order for there to be proper and efficient
management of the governance.

The factors which are felt to reduce effectiveness are mainly the process related to putting forward
resolutions, and the fact that the rules that govern this process are not the most effective manner of
working. The different responses show that there are too many resolutions, too many steps within the
preparation process, insufficient review of resolutions before they are finalised for the COP and
insufficient support to CPs from the Secretariat to prepare resolutions.

Another factor influencing effectiveness is that the stakeholders interviewed perceive there to be a
lack of communication between COPs. The desk review shows that all documentation relating to the
Convention COP and SC meetings are available on the website and responsibility for reconnecting with
CPs is expressed in Resolution XlIl.4. However, there is still a perception that limited follow-up
information is shared after these meetings and that communication is only picked up again when
preparation for the next COP needs to start. This in turn, results in a gap in knowledge of the
stakeholders and governance capacity in conjunction with the next COP meetings.

3.5 Costs
COST - The cost of governance is justifiable relative to its delivery of impact.

The Convention is funded by each Contracting Party contributing a minimum funding contribution
which is agreed at the COP. The majority of the CPs do pay their minimum contribution®, and some

6 Resolution XI11.2 (3).
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CPs also contribute in addition to this for specific activities and programs. The cost of the governance
is very lean as the main costs for the COP and the developed country CPs’ own participation is borne
by countries themselves, with developing country CPs receiving financial support to attend meetings.

The desk review shows that budget accountability, managed by the Secretariat and overseen by the
Subgroup on Finance, is seen to have been improved. Also, it is evident in reports from the SC and the
Subgroup on Finance that attempts are being made to explore how financing can be improved to
increase the number of the minimum contributions being paid. However, no solutions have been
found yet.

4. Findings — Individual Governance Structures and Procedures
Below we have provided the main findings for each assessment criteria for each governance body.

The speedometer

shows the overall summary of the different assessment criteria for the governance of
any given body, where green is working well, is some concerns, but meeting
requirements (as set out in governance documents) and red is major concerns.

As aforementioned in the methodology section of this report, this review and summary of findings
sought to identify and nuance the assessment of a governance body by utilising mixed methods. While
SRI Executive sees the value in triangulation and demonstrating key findings holistically, we recognize
that Contracting Parties may wish to understand the extent to which these findings have been
reflected across each method or medium of data collection. It is recognised that governance
documentation is insufficient as the only source for a governance review as governance is
implemented by behaviours and the perceptions of these behaviours. As such we have indicated
below in the text and tables within each assessment criteria the main source of the conclusion drawn
by our independent team, and the percentage of times this conclusion was raised within the sample.
Rather than following scientific thresholds, it is common practice in a review such as this one or a
stakeholder analysis to bring out and analyse the interesting findings that when combined across
multiple mediums would see a threshold closer to 20-30% but show a regular reference to an issue
that is noteworthy and should be taken on-board by the Effectiveness Working Group for further
consideration.

4.1 The Conference of Contracting Parties
The mandate and task of the COP are very clearly set out in the Convention text, Article 6. Its mandate
is:

a) to discuss the implementation of this Convention;
b) to discuss additions to and changes in the List (of Ramsar Sites);

c) to consider information regarding changes in the ecological character of wetlands included in the
List provided in accordance with paragraph 2 of Article 3;

d) to make general or specific recommendations to the Contracting Parties regarding the conservation,
management and wise use of wetlands and their flora and fauna;

e) to request relevant international bodies to prepare reports and statistics on matters which are
essentially international in character affecting wetlands;

f) to adopt other recommendations, or resolutions, to promote the functioning of this Convention.

Page 10 of 34



All Contracting Parties have a vote at the COP meeting, although the reports from the COP meetings
and the interviews and survey responses confirm that resolutions are passed by consensus, with
objections noted. |OPs and other observers who attend can request to speak, which provides
legitimacy and accountability to the meeting. In our desk review of the last two COP meetings (2018
and 2015) 25 resolutions relating to the above mandate areas were passed at COP 13 and 16 at COP
12. Out of these total 41 resolutions, 15 related to procedural or internal management issues of the
Convention and the other 26 related to substantive issues in relation to wetlands management.

Resolutions are made available to all CPs on the Ramsar website in all official convention languages.

The desk review shows that the mandate and tasks of the COP do not overlap with the other decision-
making bodies of the Convention, particularly the Standing Committee (SC). Specifically, Resolution
3.3 which established the SC states in paragraph 1(a) that it shall “carry out, between one ordinary
meeting of the Conference of the Contracting Parties and the next, such interim activity on behalf of
the Conference as may be necessary, such activity being limited to matters on which the Conference
has previously recorded its approval”.

The desk review also shows that one of the significant success factors of the COP is the high submission
of national progress reports from CPs. In document 11.1 from the last COP 13 meeting, 140 national
reports had been received prior to the meeting. This is one of the highest rates of reporting of the
Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs).

The responses in the interviews and survey show that the COP has a clear mandate and function (see
figure 1 below). The COP is understood to issue resolutions which are clear .

100% of the responses in the interviews state that the mandate and function of the COP is clear and
that it has full legitimacy, however 62% of the responses qualify that statement with issues which
they feel would improve the clarity, legitimacy and function of the COP. 70% of the responses in the
online survey state that CPs are all well informed in order to take decisions at the COP, but again, 45%
of those responses qualify their “yes” with the fact that there is varying capacity of the delegates
(language and knowledge of Ramsar), and a lack of follow-up information between the COPs.

Figure 1 — Online Survey result for COP

5. To what extent do you agree the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to
them? (6 — Strongly Agree; 2 — Strongly Disagree;, 1 —not aware)

790% of 1:1 interview and 68% online survey responses agree that the resolutions are clear and enacted in a
manner that follows agreed upon rules.
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The Rules of Procedure are adopted at the beginning of each COP, as set out in Article 6(4) of the
Convention and thereby prescribe the process for the submission and review of resolutions for the
next COP. They also provide the rules of procedure for all other governance meetings carried out
during the triennium as they are used mutatis mutandis for other governance bodies’ meetings. The
Rules of Procedure can only be amended by the COP meeting itself. The current Rules of Procedure
are in the process of being reviewed, as per resolution XIIl.4 from COP 13.

The Rules of Procedure set out the requirements for providing notice of meetings, the submission of
resolutions, how the meeting is to be held, the roles of the Chair and other governance roles, and
how meeting documentation is published and shared. The Rules of Procedure are detailed on all
these aspects.

A vital part of any Convention is the process for creating, adopting and then implementing
resolutions, as they are one of the main mechanisms for interpreting and taking action under the
convention. The figure below shows the overall process for submitting resolutions to the COP.

Informal regional meetings may take place to discuss the draft resolutions before the SC Pre-COP
Meeting, and immediately prior to the COP regional meetings are schedules which provides the
forum for convergence on issues relating to draft resolutions, although there is no decision-making
power or rules on how these meetings are to be conducted.
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From the desk review it is noted that the timelines and steps of action set out in the Rules of
Procedure for the COP meetings are adhered to well by the CPs and the Secretariat which provides
the administrative support for the COP meetings. However, the interview and survey responses
show that the processes set out in the Rules of Procedure are not seen as the most effective in
relation to preparing resolutions. The comments relate mainly to the quality of the resolutions due
to inadequate scrutiny before they come to the COP for approval.

The table below sets a summation of the conclusions we have been able to draw by looking at the
documentation (desk review), the results of the face to face interviews and a review of the survey
results and comments received in the online survey, in relation to each governance assessment
criteria for each of the governance bodies. We have indicated in each criteria the main source of the
conclusion and the percentage of responses. In relation to the interview and survey results, we have
here below looked at the responses and comments which were given that directly relate to the
governance role of the COP.

CLARITY e Mandate and tasks clearly set out in Convention and

Mandate, tasks and resolutions (desk review)

responsibilities for decisions
and actions in the Convention | ® Mandate and tasks clearly delineated from other governing

are clearly delineated, bodies (desk review)

allocated and accepted. o ) ]
e Tasks and responsibilities assigned through resolutions

generally understood to be clear and accepted by all
Contracting Parties (100% 1:1, 62% with qualifying statements,
72% survey)

e Inconsistencies and contradictions in resolutions due to poor

preparation creates lack of clarity in relation to how
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resolutions should be implemented (desk review and 53% 1:1,
31% survey)

LEGITIMACY

All parties to the Convention
are fairly represented and are
informed and empowered to
validate or question all
decisions taken by the
Convention.

Each Contracting Party given representation and a vote/voice
at the COP (desk review)

All Contracting Parties are informed with all relevant
information prior to and during COPs and thereby given
opportunity to carry out their responsibilities (desk review)

Strong engagement at regional level during the regional pre-
COP meetings (31% 1:1 interviews)

Unequal levels of engagement and ability to fully engage in
plenary deliberations as well as “corridor discussions” between
Contracting Parties and contact groups resulting in actual
imbalance of representation by the CPs at COP (62% 1:1, 28%
survey)

ACCOUNTABILITY

The decision-making bodies
of the Convention are
accessible to their
stakeholders, who are
informed and empowered to
question decisions taken. All
governance bodies are
responsible and accountable
for the decisions they take.

All decisions of COP and related documents relating to the COP
are accessible online at the deadlines specified in the Rules of
Procedure (desk review)

Rules of Procedure allow for draft Resolutions to be
guestioned, debated and negotiated (desk review)

Concern regarding follow-up of delegated work in resolutions
and no mechanism of enforcement (desk review and 67% 1:1,
50% survey)

Lack of communication between COPs to CPs results in
difficulties to voice question on progress presented at next
COP (38% 1:1, 34% survey)

EFFECTIVENSS

The governance bodies
deliver, in a timely and
effective manner, on the
objectives set out by their
mandates.

Dependent on good chairing and informed participation of
delegates (46% 1:1, 28% survey)

Dependent on the participation and truthful self-assessment of
implementation by Contracting Parties (desk review)

Inequality of knowledge and capacity of delegates creates
inefficiencies in both creation process and quality of
resolutions submitted and participation in debates (62% 1:1,
28% survey)

Lack of implementation enforcement mechanism and follow-
up means difficult to assess effectiveness (desk review and
67% 1:1, 50% survey)
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COST e Cost of COP meetings are carried by the host country and

The cost of governance is developed country CPs pay for their own participation.
Justifiable relative to its Developing country CPs receive financial support to attend
impact on delivering results (desk review)

for the Convention.
e Financial stability is discussed (Finance Subgroup) and assessed

regularly (desk review)

From the text and table above, we have drawn out the main findings.

Initial Findings and Next Steps

Process to prepare and submit resolutions to the COP: The process for preparing Resolutions for
the COP is set out in the Rules of Procedure and although clear, the responses from the 1:1
interviews and online survey show that there is a need for the procedure to be amended so that
the scrutiny of resolutions leads to them being clearer. All preparatory documentation is made
available on the Ramsar website, but a common platform does not exist for all CPs to work on the
documents. The process involves a number of steps as described above in order for Resolutions to
be submitted to the COP.

Related to the process of preparing resolutions, there have been a number of “repeat issues” in
resolutions which have already been decided on in previous COPs but have not been caught in the
review prior to being submitted to a COP. Work has begun since the last COP (Resolution 13.4) to
review all resolutions in order to find duplications and therefore be able to propose to the COP
that resolutions are closed for future deliberation. However, CPs still perceive the support

provided during the preparation process of resolutions as weak (see section 4.8 Secretariat),
and therefore the risk of repetitive or poorly prepared resolutions is still very high.

Varying capacity and knowledge of delegates: The Convention is legitimate and fully represented
by its stakeholders, the Contracting Parties, which are all given a voice through a vote at the
meeting. However, as noted above, resolutions are approved by consensus with objections noted.
The varying capacity and knowledge of the delegates, as well as language issues, means that it is
not possible to conclude whether delegates, in reality, participate actively by exercising a vote,
although meetings reports do, to some extent, note the CP that has commented or raised an
objection. This may prevent all CPs from being able to participate fully (which is noted in
responses in 1:1 interviews and online survey). Certain countries are able to send large
delegations and can therefore participate in a greater part of the work of the COP, including in
parallel contact groups or other informal groups undertaking work at the COP. There is also a
large discrepancy between the institutional knowledge as the same delegate does not always
attend several COPs.

As we move to suggestions for improvements, SRI Executive will look at the composition,
mandates and procedures for other MEAs which could provide ideas for improving the procedural
efficiency of preparing resolutions. SRI Executive will also look at suggestions for strengthening
the capacity of the delegates to enhance their engagement in the COP.
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4.2 Standing Committee

The Standing Committee (SC) was first established in 1987 in order to give the Ramsar Convention a

body through which interim activities between the COPs could be carried out. The SC acts within the
scope of what the COP meeting resolutions have approved and is given its tasks through a resolution
at each COP2. The Rules of Procedure for the Standing Committee are the Rules of Procedure for the
COP and apply mutatis mutandis.

The Standing Committee is currently composed of 20 members (17 Regional members (voting), the
host for the next COP meeting (voting) and 1 permanent observer for the host country of the
Secretariat (not voting). Observers (this includes CPs which are not SC members, representatives of
organisations that Ramsar has a co-operation with, and the Chair of the STRP) which wish to attend
the Standing Committee meetings put forward a request to attend three months prior to the
meeting. 75% of the online survey responses agree that the Standing Committee is legitimate and
representative of the Convention members.

The desk review of the last eight SC meetings (SC 51-57) show that the notice of the meeting and
publication of documents before and after the meeting were carried out according to the deadlines
set out in the Rules on Procedure. The desk review also showed that the meetings adhered to the
agenda and that all decisions are recorded in the reports of the meetings, which are available on the
Ramsar website.

For a number of years, the Convention has had a practice of holding regional meetings, although
there is no decision-making power or rules on how these meetings are to be conducted (the
Secretariat does provide some support). For example, regional meetings held before the pre-COP SC
meeting are used differently by various regions to exchange views and potentially reach
convergence on issues relating to draft resolutions, but are also used to exchange technical
knowledge and lessons-learnt.

The interview and online survey responses show that the Standing Committee has a clear mandate
that is understood by the CPs and IOPs (over 50% in both interviews and survey), but the clarity is
not as strong as with the COP (see Figure 2 below). The interview responses and survey comments
indicate that the slightly lower result for clarity is based on views that the Standing Committee
should have its own Rules of Procedure (31% responses in 1:1s and 28% online survey), that a new
orientation is needed for the new members at each triennium, which affects continuity, that
decisions are not always clear, and that the meeting reports are not detailed enough to be
informative for those who have not attended.

Figure 2 — Online Survey result for the Standing Committee

5. To what extent do you agree the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to
them? (6 — Strongly Agree; 2 — Strongly Disagree; 1- Not aware)

8 The latest Standing Committee composition and tasks for the triennium is set out in Resolution XIII.4.
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These comments should be seen against the background of the fact that the COP issues a Resolution
at each of its meetings setting out the responsibilities, roles and composition of the Standing
Committee and regional categorization of countries under the Convention (Resolution XlII.4). This
resolution also places responsibility on the regionally appointed SC members to “maintain regular
contacts and consultations with the Contracting Parties in their regional group”®, and requests the
Secretariat to provide induction training for the new SC members to support introduction of new
members'®. It would therefore seem that the interview and survey responses indicate a lack of
awareness.

The Standing Committee is also felt to be accountable (68 % survey) and that it has in the last couple
of years become more effective in that more agenda time has been given to discussing substantive
wetland management issues, rather than only procedural issues.

The table below sets a summation of the conclusions we have been able to draw by looking at the
documentation (desk review), the results of the 1:1 interviews and a review of the survey results and
comments received in the survey, in relation to each governance assessment criteria for the
Standing Committee.

CLARITY e Mandate and tasks clearly set out in Convention and
Mandate, tasks and resolutions (desk review)

responsibilities for decisions
and actions in the

e Mandate and tasks clearly delineated from COP (desk review)

Convention are clearly

9 XIIl.4 Annex 3 paragraph 2.
10 New Standing Committee members are also encouraged to attend the Bureau meeting during the COP to gain
insight into the current work of Standing Committee members and the overall work of the COP meeting.
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delineated, allocated and
accepted.

Tasks and responsibilities assigned through resolutions to the
SC generally understood to be clear and accepted (desk
review and 68% survey)

Level of understanding of mandate and tasks varies between
Contracting Parties (62% 1:1s, 28% survey)

LEGITIMACY

All parties to the Convention
are fairly represented and
are informed and
empowered to validate or
question all decisions taken
by the Convention.

Regions are proportionally represented in Standing
Committee and SC members are nominated by the regions, in
a rotational manner or through voting (desk review)

All Contracting Parties are informed with all relevant
information prior to and during SC meetings and thereby
given opportunity to carry out their responsibilities (desk
review)

ACCOUNTABILITY

The decision-making bodies
of the Convention are
accessible to their
stakeholders, who are
informed and empowered to
question decisions taken. All
governance bodies are
responsible and accountable
for the decisions they take.

SC reports on its activities at each convention (desk review)

Material for SC meetings made available to all members on
the Ramsar website (desk review)

CPs see the SC as being accountable for its work (68% online
survey)

Effectiveness

The governance bodies
deliver, in a timely and
effective manner, on the
objectives set out by their
mandates.

General positive attitude that Ramsar Convention’s SC
delivers “with respect to its current capacity” (100% 1:1, with
62% clarifying comments, 68% survey)

Dependent on good chairing and informed participation of
members (46% 1:1s, 28% survey)

Lack of own rules of procedure and implementation
enforcement mechanism means difficult for SC to respond to
lack of responsiveness by Contracting Parties to its work (54%
1:1s, 33% survey)

Decisions could be clearer and reports more detailed 46%
1:1s, 20% survey)

Cost

The cost of governance is
justifiable relative to its
impact on delivering results
for the Convention.

Has the impact it can afford in relation to its existing budget
and Contracting Parties commitments to implement.

Financial stability status is discussed (Finance Subgroup) and
assessed regularly

From the text and table above, we have drawn out the main findings.
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Initial Findings and Next Steps

The Standing Committee is overall functioning well with a clear and understood mandate, tasks
outlined in COP resolutions from each COP meeting, and the Standing Committee’s work is seen
to be carried out in a legitimate and accountable manner by the CPs. It should be noted that
Resolution XlII.4 is dedicated to the function of the Standing Committee from COP 13, available on
the Ramsar website, which clarifies and explains the responsibilities of the SC members clearly.

In contrast, there are sufficient qualitative responses that show the following:

1. Follow-up from previous meetings, specifically in relation to reporting of subgroups, is seen to
be weak and therefore the ability of all the Standing Committee members to be prepared for the
meeting is felt to be varied.

2. Separate Rules of Procedure for the Standing Committee: The Rules of Procedure for the COP
sets out in Rule 25 that the Rules of Procedure for the COP shall apply mutatis mutandis to the SC
(and all other subgroups). This means that the Rules of Procedure have to be re-interpreted for
the SC meetings. This causes, at times, discussions on process taking up time which could
otherwise be dedicated to discussing and developing the technical aspects of the wetland
management.

As we move to suggestions for improvements, SRI Executive will look at the composition,
mandates and procedures for other MEAs which could be used to see where the Standing
Committee can improve on its procedural efficiency (possible own Rules of Procedure),
disseminating information and building capacity of its members.

4.3 Management Working Group

Resolution 1X.24 (2005), on Improving management of the Ramsar Convention, the Conference of
the Parties established a Management Working Group (MWG) which reports to the Standing
Committee and the COP.!! Its mandate was at the time set to examine and review the various
management structures and systems in place within the Convention and to report back to the COP
with their recommendations on:

a. improving the existing terms of reference and/or operating procedures of the Standing
Committee, the Subgroup on Finance, the Scientific and Technical Review Panel, Regional
Meetings, and the Secretariat;

11 cOP9 determined that the Management Working Group would comprise:

a) the Chair and Vice Chair of the Standing Committee of the previous triennium;

b) the Chair and Vice Chair of the Standing Committee established for the forthcoming triennium;

c) the Chairs of the Subgroup on Finance of the previous and forthcoming Standing Committees;

d) the Chairs of the Scientific and Technical Review Panel in the previous and forthcoming triennia;

e) any other interested Contracting Parties, keeping in mind the desirability of equitable regional participation;
f) a representative of the International Organization Partners (IOPs);

g) the Secretary General ex officio; and

h) an appropriate expert on organizational review, as needed, to be determined by the Working Group, subject
to there being no implications for the Convention’s budget;
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b. establishing any new management structures that the Working Group concludes may be
needed;

c. strengthening linkages between the Contracting Parties and the International Organization
Partners.

The desk review shows that in 2008, the MWG was reaffirmed by the COP meeting with the only
amendment that it not be limited in time, but rather that reports be provided regularly to the SC on
progress made and that report findings be provided to each COP. Subsequently, the MWG has also
been given the mandate to oversee the work of the STRP replacing the full mandate of the STRP
Oversight Committee as set out in Resolution 1X.1112,

The responses received during the interviews and in the online survey show a low level of clarity of
the MWG’s mandate, function or tasks. The issue is based on the fact that there is no one document
clearly setting out the MWG’s full mandate and purpose (55% 1:1 interviews, 37% survey). In
contrast, the online survey shows that the MWG is seen to be accessible (79%) and accountable
(72%).

Figure 3— Online Survey result for the Management Working Group

To what extent do you agree the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to
them? (6 — Strongly Agree; 2 — Strongly Disagree; 1- Not aware)

Management Working Group

0 25 5 75 10 125 15 175 20 225
Percent

4.4 Executive Team

The Executive Team consists of the SC Chair, SC Vice Chair, and Chair of the Subgroup on Finance and
provides oversight of the Secretariat’s work between the SC meetings. It defines its own Terms of
Reference for each triennium, to be approved by the SC, the current terms of reference having been

12) to appoint the members of the STRP and appoint the Chair and Vice-Chair from among them; ii) to oversee
the implementation of the STRP’s programme, and report progress to each Standing Committee with
recommendations for action as required; iii) to guide and support the Panel as required; iv) to recommend the
allocation of funds for STRP tasks to the Standing Committee Sub-group on Finance; and v) to work with the
Secretariat to oversee STRP expenditures.
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approved at SC57. It is mainly seen as a resource for the Secretary General to have quicker and more
efficient access to the SC between the SC meetings in order to implement the decisions of the SC.

The Executive Team’s tasks are to:

a. provide guidance and advice to the Secretariat on the execution of the Secretariat’s budget
and the conduct of the Secretariat’s work programmes;

b. provide guidance and advice to the Secretariat on the preparation of meetings, and on any
other matters relating to the exercise of its functions brought to it by the Secretariat.

4.5 Subgroup on Finance

The Subgroup on Finance was established through Resolution VI.17 in 1996. It was given the
mandate to deal with all financial matters of the Convention and report and make recommendations
on these matters to the Standing Committee. Resolution XIII.2 altered the composition to consist of
a CP member from each Ramsar Region, with one CP within this group appointed as Chair, plus the
former Chair of the Finance Subgroup.

The desk review shows that the Subgroup on Finance has presented reports to all SC (SC 51-57)
meetings that were reviewed®3.

Figure 4- Online Survey result for the Subgroup on Finance

To what extent do you agree the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to
them? (6 — Strongly Agree; 2 — Strongly Disagree; 1- Not aware)

Subgroup on Finance

0 25 5 75 10 125 15 176 20 225
Percent

Summary for the conclusions about the convention bodies handled in chapter 4.3-4.5

The table below sets a summation of the conclusions we have been able to draw by looking at the
documentation (desk review), the results of the 1:1 interviews and a review of the survey results and

13 Except the post-COP SC56 that did not have financial issues on the agenda
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comments received in the survey, in relation to each governance assessment criteria for the
Management Working Group, Executive Team and Subgroup on Finance.

CLARITY

Mandate, tasks and
responsibilities for decisions
and actions in the Convention
are clearly delineated,

Mandate and tasks for all subgroups clearly set out in
Resolution but in very broad terms and no one place where all
tasks are listed (desk review)

For Secretariat, the distinction between the ET and the MWG is

All parties to the Convention
are fairly represented and are
informed and empowered to
validate or question all
decisions taken by the
Convention.

allocated and accepted. clear and an efficient mechanism to progress work (1:1
interviews)
e For CPs, very limited clarity of mandate and tasks of MWG
(55% 1:1, 37% survey)
e Subgroup on Finance is clear in its mandate and function (desk
review)
LEGITIMACY e The members of the MWG, ET and Subgroup on Finance are

clear and set out by COP resolutions (desk review)

Regional and IOP representatives are included in MWG (desk
review)

ACCOUNTABILITY

The decision-making bodies of
the Convention are accessible
to their stakeholders, who are
informed and empowered to
question decisions taken. All
governance bodies are
responsible and accountable
for the decisions they take.

MWG, ET and Subgroup on Finance acts within their mandates
and report on their activities to each meeting of SC and can be
questioned (80% survey)

EFFECTIVENESS

The governance bodies deliver,
in a timely and effective
manner, on the objectives set
out by their mandates.

Ambiguity as to MWGs mandate to suggest action to SC or
provide guidance to the Secretariat causes confusion as to
implementation of decisions and resolutions (55% 1:1
interviews).

COST

The cost of governance is
justifiable relative to its
impact on delivering results
for the Convention.

The meetings of these bodies are mainly carried out at the
same time as SC meetings or during the COP (desk review).

From the text and table above, we have drawn out the main findings.
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Initial Findings and Next Steps

The desk review shows that there is documentation that sets out the scope of the mandate for
the MWG, Subgroup on Finance and the Executive Team. In contrast, the interview responses
indicate that CPs would like a clearer description of the mandate of these groups so that it is in
one place rather than pieced together in different resolutions, and therefore help CPs understand
the work and support these subgroups provide.

As we move to suggestions for improvements, SRI Executive will review options for procedures so
to ensure that mandates of all subgroups (permanent or temporary) are clearly stated for ease of
reference and understanding for CPs.

4.6 Scientific and Technical Review Panel

The STRP was established by Resolution V.5 in 1993 with a mandate to provide scientific and
technical guidance to the COP, SC and Secretariat. The STRP’s workplan, based on priorities set at
COP meetings, is approved by the SC. The STRP is made up of 18 scientific and technical expert
members, nominated by the Contracting Parties and other COP observer organisations, and who
have appropriate scientific and technical knowledge. They are then appointed by the MWG which
has oversight of the work of the STRP. The STRP meetings can also have observers representing the
International Organisation Partners (IOPs), scientific and technical expert(s) recommended by
Contracting Parties and other organizations recognized by the COP.

The desk review looked at STRP meetings since 2015 and based on the publications of agenda and
other documentation on the Ramsar website, it is clear that the timelines set in the Rules of
Procedure for meetings is not adhered to and that documentation is made available on a more ad
hoc basis. In 2016 there was no STRP meeting and since 2017 there is no report published on the
website under the headings STRP, as these are a part of the MWG reports to the SC meetings (and
ultimately to the COP). The reports are therefore found in a different place on the website.

The STRP is understood by most CPs to have a clear mandate.
Figure 5— Online Survey result for the STRP

To what extent do you agree the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to
them? (6 — Strongly Agree; 2 — Strongly Disagree; 1- Not aware)
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Resolution XII.5 sets out the process by which the COP will approve the STRP priority thematic work
areas for each triennium. The responses in the 1:1 interviews and online survey were positive
towards the support provided by the STRP to the COP and SC, noting that the STRP Chair is active at
these meetings. The responses also indicated that a change of procedure in Resolution XII.5 means
that the STRP now is more reactive to the urgent issues of the CPs. However, the desk review and
the responses show that it takes more than 6 months (COP 13 in June 2018, STRP workplan
approved at SC57 in June 2019) to approve the STRP workplan which reduces the amount of time it
is able to work on its tasks significantly.

4.7 Communication, Education, Participation, and Awareness (CEPA) Oversight Panel
At the 7th meeting of the Conference of the Contracting Parties (COP7), Resolution VII.9 adopted the
first programme of actions for promoting communication, education, participation, and awareness
(CEPA) under the Convention. The Contracting Parties have named government and non-
governmental National CEPA Focal Points who are expected to form part of a global network of
experts. Each CP is free to set the precise roles and responsibilities of their CEPA Focal Points
according to the suggested areas set out in Resolution XII.9.

The CEPA Oversight Panel was established at COP9 Resolution 1X.18, to monitor and inform on CEPA
issues within the Convention and the implementation of the CEPA programme set out above,
advising the Standing Committee and Secretariat on priorities at national and international level
including CEPA priorities of STRP.

In April 2019 the Secretariat proposed a revised structure and working mechanism for the CEPA
Oversight Panel, which was approved by the Standing Committee inter-sessionally®*. The desk
review shows that there are concerns that the mandate and appointment process for the CEPA
Oversight Panel is not clear, however, as can been seen below, the online survey shows that
respondents feel there is clarity.

1 The composition is the Vice-Chair of the Standing Committee, acting as Chair of the Oversight Panel, a
maximum of six representatives of Contracting Parties, which may include CEPA Government Focal Points,
Standing Committee representatives or other representatives of Parties (a maximum of one per region), the
Vice-Chair of the Scientific and Technical Review Panel, a maximum of two NGO Focal Points (not from the same
region), a maximum of two representatives of the IOPS; and a representative of the Convention Secretariat (ex
officio).
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Figure 6— Online Survey result for the CEPA Oversight Panel

To what extent do you agree the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to
them? (6 — Strongly Agree; 2 — Strongly Disagree; 1- Not aware)

CEPA Oversight Panel

Percent

Summary for the conclusions about the STRP and the CEPA OP

The table below sets a summation of the conclusions we have been able to draw by looking at the
documentation (desk review), the results of the 1:1 interviews and a review of the survey results and
comments received in the survey, directly related to the STRP and CEPA Oversight Panel.

CLARITY

Mandate, tasks and
responsibilities for decisions
and actions in the
Convention are clearly
delineated, allocated and
accepted.

Mandate and tasks clearly set out in resolutions and
understood by most CPs (desk review and 51% survey).

Mandate and tasks clearly delineated from other governing
bodies with clear reporting lines (desk review)

Procedure for appointment of STRP and CEPA Oversight
Panel to be reviewed by Secretariat as resolutions on process
are unclear (desk review)

LEGITIMACY

All parties to the Convention
are fairly represented and
are informed and
empowered to validate or
question all decisions taken
by the Convention.

The members of the STRP are appointed by the MWG (desk
review)

Members of CEPA Oversight Panel appointed at SC 57 (desk
review).

ACCOUNTABILITY

The decision-making bodies
of the Convention are
accessible to their
stakeholders, who are

The key thematic areas are indicated by the COP meeting and
then further elaborated in a STRP workplan, approved by the
SC. (desk review)
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informed and empowered to
question decisions taken. All
governance bodies are seen
as responsible and
accountable for the decisions
they take.

STRP is overseen by the MWG and submits a report on its
activities to each meeting of the SC (desk review)

There is a gap between what is asked/expected by COP
Resolutions and actual capacity of STRP (46% 1:1, 12% online
survey)

EFFECTIVENESS

The governance bodies
deliver, in a timely and
effective manner, on the
objectives set out by their
mandates.

Chair of the STRP resigned in November 2019. A new Chair
was appointed by the MWG in March 2020. (desk review)

The process to appoint members and approve workplan and
then implement it is too long (desk review and 24% survey
responses)

The mandate of the CEPA oversight panel is not very clear
and it is currently under review (desk review & 1:1
interviews)

COST

The cost of governance is
justifiable relative to its
impact on delivering results
for the Convention.

Budget is accounted for in COP budget for each triennium
and approved by SC.

From the text and table above, we have drawn out the main findings.

Initial Findings and Next Steps

The desk review shows that there is documentation that sets out the scope of the mandate and
task of the STRP and CEPA Oversight Panel and it is clearly understood by the CPs, although the
desk review and 1:1 interviews show that more clarity as to appointment process for members of
the CEPA Oversight Panel is needed. The responses in the interviews and online survey, as well as
desk review of COP and SC reports, show there is a lack of clarity on the process to choose
members for the CEPA Oversight Panel and that the commencement of work for the STRP is
delayed as their thematic priority areas of work is first set at the COP meeting, and then
developed into a workplan, approved by the next SC meeting.

As we move to suggestions for improvements, SRI Executive will review options for procedures to
ensure that appointment of members and workplans can be approved in a more expedient
manner. The MEA comparison will also give examples of how other Conventions interact with
their scientific and technical committees.
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4.8 Secretariat

The Secretariat of the Ramsar Convention was originally referred to as the Bureau in the Convention
text (Article 8) and its functions® were undertaken by the International Union on Conservation of
Nature (IUCN). The Secretariat manages the day to day operations of the Ramsar Convention. It is
led by the Secretary General who is appointed by the Standing Committee (current Secretary
General was appointed by SC52-05 decision). The staff of the Secretariat support the CPs to
implement the Strategic Plan of the Convention. The current activities of the Secretariat are outlined
in its Workplan 2019 — 2021 which was approved by the SC 57-21 decision. These activities are
informed by its overall mandate set out in Article 8 as well as resolutions from the COP meetings and
SC decisions.

In relation to this review, the main governance mandate and tasks of the Secretariat are (as outlined
on the Ramsar Convention website):®

a) help convene and organize the Conferences of Contracting Parties (COP) and regional
pre-COP meetings, the meetings of the Standing Committee and of the STRP;

b) publish the Decisions, Resolutions, and Recommendations of the COP and the Standing
Committee;

c) inform the Contracting Parties and the public of developments related to the
Convention.

Oversight of the Secretariat is carried out by the Executive Team (see section 4.4 Executive Team)
and the budget is overseen by the Subgroup on Finance, both which report to the SC. The Secretary
General provides a report to the SC at its meetings and to the COP (Rule of Procedure 26) as well.

From our desk review of governance documentation during the previous 3-6 years, we have noted
that the Secretariat has carried out its function in relation to its governance tasks as listed above. It
has convened and supported the organisation of the meetings listed above. It has published the
documentation to prepare for the meetings and those which record the resolutions and decisions of
the COP and SC meetings in accordance with the various timelines set out in the Rules of Procedure
and other decisions of the COP and SC. We did note that the dates of publication of agenda and
preparatory documents for the STRP have not been in accordance with the timeline set in the Rules
of Procedure (no meeting was held in 2016) and it is evident that this meeting is therefore treated in
a more ad hoc manner.

The Ramsar website is regularly populated with information of the work of the Ramsar Convention.
From the Reports of the last two COPs, it is clear from the documentation that the Secretariat
prepares the relevant documentation in the proper manner (to the extent possible as and when it is

15 a) to assist in the convening and organizing of Conferences specified in Article 6; b) to maintain the List of
Wetlands of International Importance and to be informed by the Contracting Parties of any additions,
extensions, deletions or restrictions concerning wetlands included in the List provided in accordance with
paragraph 5 of Article 2; c) to be informed by the Contracting Parties of any changes in the ecological character
of wetlands included in the List provided in accordance with paragraph 2 of Article 3; d) to forward notification
of any alterations to the List, or changes in character of wetlands included therein, to all Contracting Parties and
to arrange for these matters to be discussed at the next Conference; e) to make known to the Contracting Party
concerned, the recommendations of the Conferences in respect of such alterations to the List or of changes in
the character of wetlands included therein.

16 https://www.ramsar.org/about/the-secretariat
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provided with it) and carries out its tasks during the COP and SC meetings in accordance with the
Rules of Procedure.

Since 2014, The Secretariat has organised 2 COP meetings, 11 SC meetings and 5 STRP meetings, as
well as supporting meetings of CEPA Oversight Panel and other subgroups.

From the responses in the interviews and survey, the clarity of mandate and function, legitimacy and
accountability of the Secretariat is strong. The majority of responses in relation to the Secretariat’s
support for the governance processes either in the interviews or the survey show that the mandate
and function of the Secretariat is clear and that, through fulfilling the functions it has supported
governance processes and dissemination of information in the correct and proper manner.

Figure 7- Online Survey result for the Secretariat

To what extent do you agree the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to
them? (6 — Strongly Agree; 2 — Strongly Disagree, 1 — Not aware)

Secretariat

Percent

The table below sets a summation of the conclusions we have been able to draw by looking at the
documentation (desk review), the results of the 1:1 interviews and a review of the survey results and
comments received in the survey, in relation to each governance assessment criteria for each of the
governance bodies. In relation to the interview and survey results, we have looked at the responses
and comments which directly relate to the governance role of the Secretariat.

CLARITY e Mandate tasks and responsibilities outlined in the Ramsar
Mandate, tasks and Convention, Resolution, SC decision and the Secretariat’s
responsibilities for decisions Workplan approved by the SC are clear (desk review).

and actions in the
Convention are clearly
delineated, allocated and
accepted.

LEGITIMACY e Secretary General is appointed by the SC (desk review).
All parties to the Convention

are fairly represented and
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are informed and
empowered to validate or
question all decisions taken
by the Convention.

The rest of the Secretariat staff is appointed by the Secretary
General.

Accountability

The decision-making bodies
of the Convention are
accessible to their
stakeholders, who are
informed and empowered to
question decisions taken. All
governance bodies are seen
as responsible and
accountable for the decisions
they take.

Secretariat is accountable to the Executive Team, on behalf
of the SC and its financial management is overseen by the
Subgroup on Finance. (desk review)

The Secretary General provides a report to the SC and the
COP of the activities of the Convention according to the SC
approved Work Plan. (desk review)

Effectiveness

The governance bodies
deliver, in a timely and
effective manner, on the
objectives set out by their
mandates.

The Secretariat has greatly improved its performance in
relation to its mandate following the 10 years audit carried
out in 2017-2018 (SC55. Doc 8.2). (desk review)

Secretariat, together with a number of CPs, proposed
amendments to the Rules of Procedure at COP 13, to
enhance the support that the Secretariat can give during COP
meetings (see section 4.1 The Conference of

Contracting Parties).

Secretariat is requested to be more pro-active to support to
CPs in relation to their governance duties (50% 1:1 and 18%
survey)

COST

Cost of the Secretariat’s governance function is relative to
the impact it has on delivering results.

Secretariat needs more funding to increase support to CPs,
specifically between COPs (15% online survey)

From the text and table above, we have drawn out the main findings.

Initial Findings and Next Steps

As noted above, the Secretariat’s role in the governance of the Convention is clear and should,
therefore, be able to function well. There is understanding that the Secretariat is constrained

(limited finances, limited staff & time) in the amount of additional support it can give to CPs in
relation to governance meetings and processes, however, a majority of the responses show that

the governance would be more effective with more pro-active and substantive support to CPs to
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help them understand the Convention’s governance and therefore be more effective in their own
governance work (e.g. in the preparation of resolutions).

As we move to suggestions for improvements, SRI Executive will look at new tools and methods
which can be used by the Secretariat to efficiently support the CPs in their governance work, as
well as possible suggestions for amendments of the Rules of Procedure.

5. Next Steps

Following this report, SRI Executive will provide a report where a comparison with similar MEAs’
governance structures will be carried out, and subsequently an analysis of where changes to current
governance structures or processes may be considered.

Also, in the interviews and the online survey, respondents were asked for their views on the top 3
governance practices which are felt to be needed overall for the effective governance of the Ramsar
Convention to deliver on its Vision and Mission. The responses show that these are chairing of
governance meetings'’ (28%), communication between meetings (34%), and accountability 67%
1:1s, 50% online survey).

Respondents were also asked whether, in addition to the existing Rules of Procedure and processes
set out in Resolutions, there were other processes needed within the operations of the Convention.
The responses mostly referred to a need for an efficient process for preparation of resolutions
(28%), individual rules of procedure for different governance bodies (33%), training within the
aforementioned governance practices for delegates who take on governance (28%), and improved
monitoring and follow-up of implementation of Resolutions and Decisions (50%). In the report it has
been shown through the desk review that there are responsibilities and procedures set out in
Resolutions which address these issues. However, despite this, CPs have responded that more is
needed.

These views will also be taken into account when considering possible changes to the governance
procedures.

17 The literature review shows that high performing governance takes place when the main task of the Chair is
efficiently chairing governance meetings and providing directional leadership.” Board Chairs’ Practices across
Countries: Commonalities, Differences, and Future Trends”,
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Annex 1: Final Evaluation Questions

NOTE: The words “governance body/bodies” used below mean any of the entities within the Ramsar
Convention which have a mandate and carry out tasks that are related to the governance of the
Ramsar Convention, be they explicitly set out in the text of the Convention of created to support the

governance of the Ramsar Convention.

Overall
Governance

OEQ1 What are the critical
success factors and ways of
working?

OEQ2 What level of clarity exists
around the bodies' roles and
responsibilities?

OEQ3 What is the perceived
legitimacy of Ramsar's
governance?

MEQ1.1 Which top 3 governance-related skills

and/or practices do you feel the various governance
bodies need to have and do well in order for them to
best support Ramsar's ability to deliver on its Vision and
Mission?

MEQ1.2 Beyond the Rules of

Procedure, which standard governance-

related procedures do you feel are needed within and
between the governance bodies in order for them to
best support Ramsar's ability to deliver on its Vision and
Mission?

MEQ 2.1 Do the governance bodies have clear
delegated mandates allocated to them? Are there gaps
or overlaps that you are aware of?

MEQ 2.2 Do the Party representatives of the governance
bodies] clearly understand how, and the extent to which,
they contribute to the governance of Ramsar?

MEQ 2.3 Do the Party representatives on the governance
bodies understand the requirements and obligations of
the positions they are filling based on clear

information which is expressly stated and accessible for
all?

MEQ 2.4 Are decisions that are taken, or
recommendations made, by any of the governance
bodies clear and enacted in a manner that follows
agreed-upon rules?

MEQ 3.1 Is each governance body representative of the
Convention's Parties?

MEQ 3.2 Are all contracting parties informed and
empowered to take decisions at Conference of CPs?

MEQ3.3 Are the Party representatives on
the governance bodies chosen and appointed in a
representative manner?
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MEQ 3.4 Are decisions and actions clearly related to
issues discussed at the meetings of the governance
bodies and accepted by all parties?

MEQ 4.1 Are decision-making bodies [COP, SC] of the
Convention accessible and accountable for the decisions
they take?

OEQ4 What is the extent to
which the bodies are held
accountable for fulfilling their
mandates?

MEQ 4.2Does the governance structure include a review
mechanism to objectively assess bodies' fulfiiment of
their functions?

MEQ 4.3 How successful are the mechanisms currently in
place for supporting Parties’ abilities to enhance their
implementation of the Convention including through its
resolutions? Is there opportunity for improvement?

MEQ 5.1 Were any of the major factors influencing the
achievements of the Convention's objectives in the last
trimester related to governance actions or practices?

OEQ5 How well reflected in the
Convention’s governance-
related performance are

the desired key skills or
practices needed of high
performing convention bodies? MEQ 5.3 Do Parties have access to key information
needed to make informed decisions, with information
freely available and accessible to those who will

be responsible for implementing such decisions and their
respective enforcement?

MEQ 5.2 Do governance bodies have a good mix of skills,
knowledge and experience to deliver on their duties? If
not, what is missing.

' MEQ 6.1 Do the governance-related processes that are
OEQ6 What is the level of in place today support the governance bodies, and the

effectiveness of current Convention more broadly, to be effective?
governance-related processes in

supporting Ramsar’s critical
functions?

MEQ 6.2 Where a governance body relies on subgroups
to contribute on issues related to governance, are they
used wisely, in a timely and effective manner?
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OEQ7 How does Ramsar's
governance support the
Convention's sustainability?

MEQ?7.1 Do the mandates of the COP, SC, Sub-Group on
Finance, and MWG allow for sufficient and robust
discussion about the organisation's financial wellbeing?

MEQ?7.2 Do the mandates and processes of the COP, SC,
Sub-Group on Finance, and MWG permit (or encourage)
regular reviews of current and future risks to the
organisation's financial sustainability?

MEQ 7.3 Is the overall governance of the convention as
cost-efficient as it could be? If you feel it is not, do you
know of any tools or processes which would make

the overall governance of the convention more cost-

efficient?
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MEA Comparison Report

1. Background
As part of the Terms of Reference for the Review of the effectiveness and efficiency of the governance
of the Ramsar Convention, SRI Executive was to undertake an external comparison of other
multilateral environmental agreements (MEA Conventions) after the first Report on the Review of
Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures - Findings, using the assessment criteria of the
Ramsar Convention Review.

The first Report mentioned above identified a number of Initial Findings in relation to the governance
assessment criteria of Clarity, Legitimacy, Accountability, Effectiveness and Cost. These findings were
drawn from a desk review of Ramsar governance documentation (attached as a separate document),
one on one interviews with EWG approved stakeholders, and a survey sent to all Ramsar Convention
Contracting Parties. The report presented these Initial Findings and Next Steps in relation to each
governance body of the Ramsar Convention. Where relevant, this report refers to any of the Initial
Findings of the first Report to show how other MEA Conventions have approached similar challenges
with their own governance.

Together with the Effectiveness Working Group (EWG), a list of six MEAs were identified which were
felt to be of comparable mission and mandate, as well as similar in governance structure and
processes. These are:

e London Convention and London
Protocol (LC/LP) - Its objective is
to promote the effective control of
all sources of marine pollution and —~—_"
to take all practicable steps to
prevent pollution of the sea by
dumping of wastes and other
matter.

e Convention on International
Trade in Endangered Species of
Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES) - /ts
aim is to ensure that international
trade in specimens of wild animals
and plants does not threaten their
survival.

¢ International Plant Protection
Convention (IPPC) — Its aim is to
protect the world's plant resources
from the spread and introduction of pests, and promotion of safe trade.

e Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage
(UNESCO World Heritage) - Its objective is the protection, conservation and presentation of
the cultural and natural heritage situated within its member state parties.

e Convention of Migratory Species (CMS) — Its objective is to provide a platform to ensure the
conservation of migratory species, their habitats and migration routes.
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o International Treaty on Plant Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA) - /t
aims to establish a global system to provide farmers, plant breeders and scientists with
access to plant genetic materials and ensuring that recipients share benefits they derive from
the use of these genetic materials

To ensure as accurate a benchmarking exercise as possible, SRI Executive carried out a desk review of
the current governance structures and processes of each of the MEA Conventions. The desk review
consulted documents available publicly or shared with SRI Executive directly by the MEA Conventions.

This was coupled with semi-structured interviews with individuals holding governance roles within
each MEA Convention. A full list of the persons interviewed can be found in Annex A: Contacts
Interviewed for MEA Comparison. The interview questions (Annex C: Final Evaluation Questions) were
the same as those used for the Ramsar Convention interviews, as approved by the EWG. The
individuals interviewed were asked to give information in relation to governance aspects within their
respective MEA Conventions which they felt were relevant for the question posed. In particular,
interviewees were asked about challenges similar to those identified as Initial Findings in the first
Report on the Review of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures. Interviewees were asked
to reflect on challenges that were previously or currently being faced by the MEA Convention they
worked for. The interviews were 1.5 hours in length. It was agreed with all interviewees that their
responses would only be presented in this report in the form of collated and generalised findings
across the MEAs, ensuring that no specific answer may be related back to a specific MEA, unless the
information was already public.

2. Scope of MEA Comparison
The aim of the MEA Comparison is to compare and benchmark the Ramsar Convention against other
MEAs and identify governance arrangements and processes that could be explored for consideration
by the EWG and wider CPs. In particular, this review sought to understand:

o
Lyl The composition of governance structures,
55 The timing and management of key governance processes,
@ . .
0g0 And the governance principles that different MEAs follow.
ol

The EWG also intended for this analysis, backed by qualitative interviews, to shed light on common
areas of difficulty and areas where Ramsar or the other MEAs have succeeded in improving
governance structures or processes.

SRI Executive carried out a desk review of the official governance documents available on the MEAS’
websites to understand the governance structure and processes that are currently in place. As agreed
with the EWG, interviews were then held with the MEA’s secretariat governance officer and, where
possible, the Chair of each MEA’s Standing Committee or a Chair of an equivalent alternative
governance body to provide further insight into how the governance bodies function in practice.
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To be able to present as much data as possible to the EWG, as well as draw findings from the
gualitative interviews, the governance information collected through both the desk review and
gualitative interviews is presented in two formats.

1) Annex B.2: Comparison Table of MEA Conventions, is a table that sets out description of each
MEA’s governance structure and processes (confirmed by the interviews) in columns next to each
other for ease of comparison.

2) Findings of MEA comparison (below) elaborates on insights gained from the qualitative interviews.

3. Findings of MEA Comparison
Using the assessment criteria of Clarity, Legitimacy, Accountability, and Effectiveness, SRI Executive
sets out the below findings from the MEA Conventions which show how the MEA Conventions have
addressed their respective governance challenges. Where relevant, we indicate how these findings
relate back to the findings in the first Report on the Review of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and
Procedures — Findings. These findings will then be used to inform the list of measures and positive
indications for the EWG to consider.

Which challenges are shared, and which challenges have been mitigated by the MEAs?

All the MEAs have similar governance structures to the Ramsar Convention, as can be seen in the
diagrams set out in Annex B.1: Organograms of MEAS. For further information regarding the
nature and role of specific bodies, and how their functions relate to those of Ramsar, see the table in

Annex B.2: Comparison Table of MEA Conventions.

Each MEA has an ultimate governing body comprised of all the countries which have
signed the Convention

Each have, in varying forms, an executive subordinate committee with representation
from the member countries that takes decisions between the meetings of the ultimate
governing body.

)
Jo
/0

All the MEAs also have subgroups or subcommittees, either permanent or ad hoc, that
deal with various specific operational or management issues for the respective
Conventions.

All have, in varying forms, Rules of Procedures and internal guidelines that set out how
the governance operates.

lll
x|

Decisions are overall taken by consensus and at times through voting according to the
rules for voting. Detailed information is available in Annex B.2: Comparison Table of MEA
Conventions.

Despite the similar structures, it should be noted that there is a difference between the missions of all
the MEAs, which for some of them (LC/LP, CITES, IPPC) has an impact on the implementation of the
governance of these conventions. We believe this is important to note and refer to when relevant in
the findings below, as although all the conventions have their own complexities in relation to
implementation, our review indicates from the responses from LC/LP, CITES and IPPC that their
focused and narrow missions enable for resolutions and decisions that set out clear and narrow
implementation measures; this could be an explanation as to why, according to their responses, they
do not experience significant issues in relation to the implementation of their governance.
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Similarly, we also note a difference in responses received to the interview questions and the
indications as to whether MEAs had carried out governance reviews or significant governance changes
in regard to LC/LP, CITES and IPPC. The delegates that participate are often well-informed, prepared
and technically strong in relation to the substantive work of the convention’s governance meetings
and often have a continuous engagement with the convention between major governance meetings.
It should be noted that this does not indicate that these conventions have a stronger success of
operational implementation, as this has not been reviewed.

Overview of Challenges & Successes Across MEAs

The table below sets out an overview of the main challenges that all MEAs have in common with
Ramsar. Successes indicate how certain MEAs have found solutions to challenges. Please refer to the
Findings below in the text for further details of these ongoing challenges and successes.

Overview of Challenges & Successes Across MEAs

Governance Ongoing Challenges — challenges that Successes — where some MEAs have

Assessment are similar across all reviewed MEAs overcome challenges experienced by

Criteria that have not been resolved all reviewed MEAs

Clarity Finding #1.1 Administration of
resolutions passed at COP (CITES and
CMS)

Finding #1.2 Clarity of mandate of
subgroups (All Conventions except
Ramsar and UNESCO World Heritage)
Finding #1.3 Separate Rules of
Procedure for the  different
governance bodies (CMS, IPPC,
UNESCO World Heritage, CITES)
Finding #1.4 Clarity of mandate and
efficient commencement of work for
Scientific Committees (CITES, CMS)

Legitimacy Finding #2.1 Diversity of delegates’
capacity and knowledge at COP
Accountability Finding #3.1 No enforcement
mechanism
Finding #3.1 Rate of national
reporting (Ramsar)
DELETE THIS EMPTY ROW DELETE THIS EMPTY ROW
Effectiveness Finding #4.2 Process for preparation | Finding #4.1 Support from Host
of Resolutions Institutions (CMS, ITPRGFA, LC/LP)

Finding #4.3 Lack of communication
between COPs/GAs

3.1 Clarity

Finding #1.1 — Administration of Resolutions
Administration, follow-up and monitoring of Resolutions and Decisions passed at COP/GA is a
significant factor in increasing clarity around governance structures and processes.
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In the first Report on the Review of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures — Findings,
Section 3.1 sets out that there is some lack of clarity in relation to implementation of tasks designated
to the subsidiary governance bodies or CPs in resolutions passed at the COP of the Ramsar Convention.
This causes, at times, procedural issues to take prominence in agendas and deliberations in the place
of substantive and technical discussions on wetland management.

One of the main findings of the MEA Comparison is that CITES has an interesting practice for how it
manages the resolutions of the Convention. It was referred to by several of the Conventions as having
a very strong administration of their resolutions and three years ago CMS adopted the CITES system.

CITES introduced two types of decisions. Resolutions are only for interpretation of the Convention
and the application of its provisions through policy direction. Meanwhile, decisions are for all activities
directed to the CITES Committees, Contracting Parties or the Secretariat that are short term actions
which end when the tasks they set out to achieve have been completed. All the resolutions are listed
in reverse chronological order and classified per COP and decisions are listed on the website under
thematic headings. Before each COP, a reconciliation is carried out of the list of decisions. Any decision
with activities that should be continued (upon request of a CP) beyond the next COP must be expressly
extended in a new decision. Otherwise the decision, and any subgroup/working group set up under it,
is disbanded and removed.

As stated by CITES and CMS, this has provided a significant difference to the clarity of the activities
that are to be undertaken after a COP. In addition, it has improved the clarity for the Contracting
Parties and their delegates when communicating back to their home governments about decisions of
the COP. In the respondent’s view, it also provides a good platform for anyone new to the Convention
to quickly find and learn about any subject matter within the Convention.

It was noted that the administrative burden on these Conventions’ Secretariats is very heavy at times,
but the level of clarity is felt to outweigh the burden of that work.

Finding #1.2 — Mandates of Subgroups
Clarity around mandates and reporting of Subgroups is recognised by all the Conventions as
important for more efficient operations of the MEA Convention’s governance.

In the first Report on the Review of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures — Findings,
sections 4.3-4.5 describe the Initial Findings for the Ramsar Convention Subgroups. These sections
show that according to the desk review of Ramsar Convention documentation, subgroups’ mandates
were found to be clear, although the interviews and survey responses showed a request by some CPs
for easier and clearer access and understanding of the mandates.

All the MEA Conventions (except UNESCO World Heritage) stated that they have very clear mandates
for their permanent subgroups, and that ad hoc working groups are only set up specifically for the
duration of the sessions between the COPs/General Assemblies, and are disbanded once their reports
are submitted to the COP. The Secretariat of UNESCO World Heritage stated that they have for the
last 10 years become very involved in creating clarity regarding governance processes for subgroups,
but that there is still a great challenge in keeping track of how many subgroups actually exist and are
dormant.

The interviews with the MEA’s governance officers showed that CPs are often well-prepared and
engaged quickly in the subgroups of which they are members or which are of interest to them due to
the clarity gained in their creation of mandates through resolutions or decisions at the COP/GA. This
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is ultimately a contributing factor for more efficient support to governance processes of the MEA
Conventions.

Finding #1.3 — Separate Rules of Procedure
A majority of the MEAs reviewed have Separate Rules of Procedure for the different governance
bodies.

As stated above, all the MEAs have Rules of Procedure for their governance bodies.

Separate Rules of Procedure One Rules of Procedure applied mutatis

mutanda
CMS (Separate rules for COP, Standing | ITPGRFA
Committee, and Scientific Committee)
IPPC (Separate rules for Commission, Standards | LC/CP
Committee, and Implementation and Capacity
Development Committee);
UNESCO World Heritage (Rules for General
Assembly; and for Committee )
CITES (Separate rules for COP, Standing
Committee, Animals Committee and Plants
Committee)

Of the MEAs reviewed two thirds have adopted separate Rules of Procedure for their various
governing bodies, as compared to the Ramsar Convention which applies its Rules of Procedure for its
Conference of Parties mutatis mutanda to the other governing bodies (Report on the Review of
Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures — Findings, section 4.2, page 19).

All the MEA Secretariats’ interview responses show that a preference is for clear, separate rules of
procedure for each governing body. The LC/LP Secretariat have just recently commenced an internal
review of their Rules of Procedure to see how to include, as a separate and distinct section, the
function of their Bureau, which has existed since the Protocol was adopted, but has not been expressly
set out in the Rules of Procedure.

Responses from the interviews with CMS indicate that the introduction of a separate Rules of
Procedure increased the clarity, and thereby the effectiveness of the work to be done. UNESCO World
Heritage noted that this is an area of ongoing deliberation at their GA meetings, with their Rules of
Procedure continuously evolving for the different governing bodies to improve running of meetings
and nomination processes in particular. They noted that clarity of terms of reference and procedures
for sub-committees and subgroups are clearly set out in decisions from the GA meeting.

Finding #1.4 — Efficient commencement of Scientific Committee work
Clarity of mandate and efficient commencement of work for Scientific Committees supports more
informed debates and action at COP/GA meetings.

We have noted findings from the desk review and the interviews regarding the scientific support
committees or subgroups which the reviewed MEAs have. The desk review shows that appointments
to these committees or subgroups are made by the all the MEAs at COP/GA meetings.

Over the course of our review, we noted that CMS carried out a restructure of its Scientific Committee
in 2014 as a response to the need for the Scientific Council to work more efficiently. In comparison to
Ramsar, the CMS Scientific Council has members from all its Contracting Parties (130) and was found
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to be too large. Therefore, a Sessional Committee of the Scientific Council was set up with fewer
members, appointed at each COP meeting, which meets between COP meetings and is responsible for
the implementation of the mandate assigned to the Scientific Council at the COP. The workplan for
the Scientific Council is also approved through a resolution at the COP.

Moreover, CITES has adjusted its Rules of Procedure to clarify the division of policy development and
the support function of scientific advice and expertise. Their Scientific Council had previously reported
directly to the COP which had the effect of blurring the line between science and policy in resolutions.
Now, all Scientific Committee reports and proposals are first reviewed by the Standing Committee.

This is similar to the Ramsar Convention’s decision to shift the STRP workplan to be developed post-
COP, and also to move the appointment of STRP members to the MWG (as part of the Standing
Committee). However, in the first Report on the Review of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and
Procedures — Finding 4.6, it was noted in the desk review and the survey responses that it takes more
than 6 months (COP 13 in June 2018, STRP workplan approved at SC57 in June 2019) to approve the
STRP workplan which reduces the amount of time it is able to work on its tasks significantly.

The representatives on the CITES Scientific Committees are appointed by the COP meeting, and their
workplan is created through a decision of the COP in broad terms (with finalisation and budget
provided by the Secretariat post COP meeting). This means they can begin clearly defined work very
quickly after the COP meeting.

Overall, the desk review and the interviews did not highlight any other specific governance challenges
for the reviewed MEAs in relation to their Scientific Committees (or similar committees).

3.2 Legitimacy

Finding #2.1 — Diversity of delegates
The challenge of diversity of the delegates’ capacity at COP/GA is common to all the MEA
Conventions, and difficult to solve.

All of the MEA Conventions mention a similar struggle in relation to perceived legitimacy as set out in
the first Report on the Review of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures — Findings in section
3.2 (page 8). The perception of a diversity of capacity of delegates has been voiced by most
Conventions.

The only MEA Convention that noted it had a strong level of capacity of the delegates and therefore
rich and fruitful debates in its COP was CITES. This strength was explained by the fact that there is
financial interest in the trade that the Convention regulates, which in turn draws national attention
and also high degree of interest from civil society.

CITES and CMS both noted their strong governance documentation management in relation to
resolutions and decisions (as mentioned in Finding #1.1 above). They note that the way in which
information is presented on their respective websites makes it easily accessible and CPs are able to
inform themselves quickly of an area of interest.

LC/LP noted that the fact that they are hosted by the IMO (International Maritime Organisation)
means that CPs have close access to their national experts within the larger IMO to support the work
to prepare for LC/LP meetings. They also hold capacity building workshops for new delegates and
participants.
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None of the MEA Conventions had a faultless and effective solution to the challenge of individual
delegate capacity, recognising it as a part of the nature and culture of multilateral agreements.
However, as noted above, certain MEAs feel they have less of an issue in relation to legitimacy.

3.3 Accountability

Finding #3.1 — Lack of enforcement mechanism
The lack of an enforcement mechanism is common to all six MEA Conventions. The support of
Compliance Committees and inspections help, but are not effective enough.

None of the MEA Conventions have enforcement mechanisms, except CITES, which can ban trade
against a contracting party and to a certain extent LC/LP which gives permits for dumping waste and
monitors the compliance of those permits. However, LC/LP cannot bring any enforcement action
against a Contracting Party directly under the Convention or Protocol, another Contracting Party
would have to bring enforcement action under international law.

The MEA Conventions, therefore, rely heavily on national reporting, and what some referred to as
“name and shame” in the COP or Standing Committee meetings. Many of the Conventions (UNESCO
World Heritage, LC/LP, CITES, and ITPGRFA) have compliance groups or committees which they feel
are important in the role of monitoring, inspecting and guiding implementation.® The reporting rates
of the other Conventions were not as high as that of the Ramsar Convention (at last COPs/GA
meetings, Ramsar had an 88% reporting rate; LC/LP had 50-60% of CPs report; CMS had a 70%
reporting rate). All noted that reporting was not a satisfactory compensation for other ideas (such as
“no fee — no vote”) for ensuring compliance with resolutions and decisions.

3.4 Effectiveness

Finding #4.1 — Support from Host Institution
Support from Host Institution is a significant factor for effective management of governance
processes.

A factor that was identified as significant by some of the MEA Conventions (CMS, ITPRGFA, LC/LP) is
the support services given by the Conventions’ host organisation. LC/LP is hosted by the International
Maritime Organisation (IMO) which provides all meeting recording and reporting tools, meeting
logistics and communication services. The interviewee stated that it helps the efficiency of the
administration of LC/LP’s governance. ITPRGFA and CMS are hosted by FAO and both Conventions are
very much integrated into FAO’s management tools and systems for reporting both for governance
and operations. For these MEA Conventions, a great deal of the governance administrative burden is
lessened (in relation to cost and efficiency), which is a great help.

This finding is being brought forward to highlight the importance of efficient support from host
institutions to MEA Conventions and significantly their Secretariats. In the first Report on the Review
of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures — Findings in section 4.8 (page 27) on the the
Ramsar Secretariat, the CPs response showed that the Ramsar Secretariat is fulfilling its governance
mandate and tasks in a proper manner. However, it was recognised that the Secretariat needed more
resources to be more efficient, as it was often constrained in relation to time and manpower in
relation to supporting the administration of the institution’s governance.

1% The Compliance Groups or Committees mentioned above are broadly mandated to consider information
submitted regarding non-compliance with the Convention and offer advice or assistance to the Contracting
Parties to better comply with obligations set out in the Convention. For full details on each body, please refer to
the links in the text above.
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The MEAs are hosted as set out below:

MEA Convention Host Institution

Ramsar International Union for Conservation of Nature
CITES UN Environment Program

CMS UN Environment Program

ITPRGFA Food and Agriculture Organisation

IPPC Food and Agriculture Organisation

LC/LP International Maritime Organisation

UNESCO World Heritage Convention UNESCO

Finding #4.2 — Review of resolutions
Support from specific bodies in reviewing draft resolutions increases the effectiveness of passing
the resolutions, and supports more effective post-COP/GA implementation.

UNESCO World Heritage, LC/LP, CITES, CMS and ITPGRFA have strong involvement from their
respective Secretariats to try to review and manage resolutions and reports before they are submitted
to the COPs or General Assemblies (and also review final resolutions after the COP or General
Assembly meeting). They all mentioned that the need to ensure cross referencing to earlier resolutions
or decisions to ensure consistency and limitation of overlap has become a strong focus in the last few
years. This is not a kind of support authors for the proposed draft resolution in the Ramsar Convention
gets as a standard procedure. The CITES has started a procedure on creating consolidated resolutions.
The Ramsar Convention decided at COP 13 to create a process similar.

At UNESCO World Heritage, any resolution must refer to earlier resolutions or decisions of one of its
subgroups that are relevant to it. The Secretariat of the LC/LP enforce strict deadlines for submission
of documents to their General Assembly, with no documentation permitted after the deadline has
passed (13 weeks prior to the COP).

All proposals submitted by CPs to be put forward to the CPM (Commission on Phytosanitary Measures)
at IPPC are reviewed by a Task Force on Topics with members from its Bureau, Scientific Committee
and Implementation Committee to help ensure the proposal can be adopted unanimously, or to be
able to identify where further work is needed before the CPM meeting.

However, overall all MEAs still find this area challenging, with responses from the governance officers
at the MEA secretariats referring to lack of time and resources as the main obstacle to being able to
support CPs in a better way.

Finding #4.3 — Communication to CPs
Communication to CPs between COP/GA is a common challenge, where clear and helpful
publication on websites is seen as the most used solution.

IPPC has a Communication Strategy recognised in the IPPC Strategic Framework 2020-2030 as a core
activity. The IPPC Secretariat noted that this has increased engagement of CPs as it aims to highlight
IPPC’s role within global plant health and improve the implementation of the Convention overall. The
other MEA Conventions mentioned that all their information is available on their websites, and
similarly to the Ramsar Convention, it is up to the Contracting Parties to access the information as and
when they need it. All the MEA Conventions mentioned that they accept a certain level of disparity in
which some CPs engage more than others. As such, one interviewee mentioned that it is an important
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role for the Chair of the meetings to ensure the members who may not be prepared are given the
opportunity to speak as well.

4. Governance Reviews

All the 6 MEAs were asked if they had carried out governance reviews and/or reforms.

MEA Recent Governance Reviews/ Reforms

UNESCO World UNESCO General Assembly created an Open-Ended Working Group in

Heritage 2015 to gather all the previous work on reviewing the governance
structure and working processes of UNESCO. Since 2016 the progress of
reviewing the governance is a fixed agenda item at the General Assembly
and is ongoing. As can be seen, UNESCO is reviewing a large number of
governance structures and practices including some for the World
Heritage Convention. See the latest progress report here.

CMS N/A

LC/ LP N/A

IPPC N/A

ITPGRFA ITPGRFA is currently carrying out a review of their subsidiary bodies and
how they work together to support the governing bodies, but no
recommendations have been made so far.

CITES has ongoing review of governance procedures at its COP meetings
(included as specific agenda items at each COP).

All the six MEA Conventions were also asked if smaller governance changes had taken place and all
responded that smaller changes to procedures have occurred over time but none that stood out as
significant changes. The governance officers interviewed stated that to their knowledge, audit reports
had not highlighted significant governance issues which have had to be addressed. Through a spot
check of audit reports for each of the reviewed MEAs, no significant governance changes have been
noted.

5. Concluding Remarks and Next Steps

The following findings are seen to be most noteworthy from this MEA comparison. In relation to the
findings in the first Report on the Review of Ramsar’s Governance Structures and Procedures —
Findings, we would encourage that the EWG give these findings specific consideration when
developing the Governance Draft Resolution, taking into consideration the specific context of the
Ramsar Convention’s governance structures and processes, which differs at times from that of other
the MEAs:

Finding #1.1: Administration of resolutions

Finding #1.3: Separate Rules of Procedure

Finding #1.4 — Efficient commencement of Scientific Committee work
Finding #4.1 Support from Host Institutions; and

Finding #4.2: Review of Resolutions.
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Following this report, SRI Executive will be putting together a Report on measures and positive
indications to the EWG for its deliberations, in order for the EWG to draft its proposal for a resolution
to be submitted to Standing Committee 59.
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Annex A: Contacts Interviewed for MEA Comparison

UNESCO London ITPGRFA
Convention
(LCLP)

Contacts e Miray Hasaltun| e Melanie |e Azura e Javier e Daniele e Carolina Caceres,
Wosinski, Chair|  Virtue, Prempeh, Arriaga Manzella Chair Standing
World Heritage| Head Chair LCLP (Chair of (Policy and Committee
Committee Aquatic Bureau Commissi Legal e David Morgan,

e Frederique Species e Fredrik onon Specialist), Chief Governing
Aubert, Head Team, CMY Haag, Head Phytosani (FAO) Bodies and
of Unit Policy Secretariat| of Office tary e Francisco Lopez| Meetings
and Statutory | e No Matters) and Aya Services,
Meetings Unit response e Artur Idemitsu Secretariat

from Shamilov, (Treaty
former Agricultur Technical
Chair al Officer, Officers)

IPPC

Secretaria

t
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Annex B.1: Organograms of MEAs
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Annex B.2: Comparison Table of MEA Conventions

UNESCO World CMS London ITPGRFA
Heritage Convention Convention
CONFERENCE OF THE PAR
Conference of the |General Conference| Conference ofthe | General Assembly Commission on Governing Body | Conference of
Parties Parties Phytosanitary Matters the Parties
Body Det'e'rmines e Determines e Reviews e Reviews e Reviews e Reviews and e Reviews
name & policies and poIicies. and implementation implgmentation implgmentation p.rovic.les policy implementati
Mandate/ strategies for strategies of relating to reIa'Fmg to . relatlng' to dlrec.tlon on relating to
S preserving relevant t-o conservation of marine dumping protgctlon of plant relatlhg to food conservation
wetlands preservatlorj of migratory bird Species SeCl_mty & of wildlife
cultural heritage . Agriculture .
species species
e 171 member e 193 members and 130 member e 87 members of Over 180 member | @ 147 member e 183 member
Composition|  states 11 Associate states Convention and states states states
" members 53 members of
.g Protocol
E e CoP host country | e Conference Chair and Vice e Candidates to Chair and up to two | e Chairs elected | e The Chair
o | Selection acts as Chair country acts as Chair elected by be elected Vice Chairs elected at end of each of the
S | Process Chair. Vice chairs the parties at nominated by by Commission for session for Standing
kS in alphabetical previous CoP Secretariat two-year term following period Committee
é order among e Vice chair Chair rotates acts as
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&L succeeds Chair tem.porary
= . . Chair of the
© In practice, so Conference
nomination
practice is for until the
Vice Chair to Conference
take Chair role of the
Parties
elects a
Chair
Other Observers for e Observers for e Observers for non- | e Observers for Observers for non- | e Observers for e Observers for
attendees? non-member non-member member states, non-member member states, non-member non-member
states, IOPs and states, 1GOs, |GOSI.N.GOSI with states, 1GOs, IGOs, NGOs, with states, 1GOs, states, 1GOs,
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Procedure 12 months: e 6 weeks: Draft e 150 days: Draft e Spring: e Proposals fornew (¢ 6 months: Draft | e 150 days:
for Secretariat notifies | proposals to DG amendments to Submission Standards usually amendments Sraft
Decision parties of COP e 20 Days: DG Exec Sec dumping statistics| brought by Standards| circulated to CPs |  resolutions
Making 8 months: CPs considers draft ~ |® 120 days: ExecSec | ¢4 scientific Committee, at times | by Secretary and decisions
. proposals submits scientific groups by CPs but always e All amendments -
submit draft e amendments to to Secretariat
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resolutions . Scientific Council . . e Secretariat
e 5 Days: Parties . to Compliance Committee consensus at CoP .
7 months: WGs . * 90 days: Non- . monitors both
appeal against technical draft Group e All proposals e 90 days after:
submit proposed ; feci . ; resolutions
inadmissible draft amendmentsto  |® COoP: CPsapprove | discussed and agreed| Approved -
DR to the SC for proposals Exec Sec report at inter-sessional amendments and decisions,
consideration and |e Rules of Procedure|e 60 days: Exec Sec |* 13 weeks priorto | regional meetings actions providing
adoption6 months: | reviewed every sends all CoP: Amendment | before annual background
SC pre-COP two years documents to CoP | to Protocol meeting docs to all
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Regional pre-COP Resolutions on consensusOn average and decisions
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National | ¢ 88% at last COP e Rotational o 70%atlastCOP o 50-60% at last |e 46% as of 2020 e 39% asof 2017 | <10% as of
Reporting reporting per copP 2016
Figures Region every 3
years
Meeting | ® 3 years ® 2 years e 3years e Annually e Annually ® 2 years e 3years
Frequency
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Oversight Body

Body
Name &
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Scope

Ramsar

Standing Committee

e Carries out
interim CoP
activities

e Ensures flow of
information
between parties

e Directs
Secretariat,
Committees and
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UNESCO
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Conference
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Convention
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and decision are
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ITPGRFA

Bureau

Carries out interim
activities of
Governing Body as
directed by the
Body

Standing Committee

e Carries out interim

activities of CoP

Directs Secretariat,
Committees and
Working Groups

Composition

& Selection
Process

e 20 regional
members elected
at the CoP

21 members (2
year terms)

Each electoral
group elected
with fixed seats
with some
floating seats.

Each group
represented by 2
or more state
parties who meet
intersessionally

Comprises the
elected regional
representatives of
the Parties, plus
the Depositary
Government
(Germany) and the
Host Governments
of the previous and
next COPs

e Comprises of
Chairs and Vice
Chairs of
Compliance Panel
and any scientific

existence

. . ®
subcommittees in

7 members elected
by CPM, nominees

selected among FAO

regions

Election at end of
each regular session
for two year terms

1 Chairperson and
6 Vice
Chairpersons (one
for each region),
elected by the
Governing Body

Parties
representing 6
regions, with the
number of
representatives
weighted
according to the
number of Parties
within the region.

Regional caucus
put forward
representative
which is approved
by COP.
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ITPGRFA

Secretariat

SECRETARIATS

e Led by Sec Gen, e lLed by DG e Ledby Led by Sec Gen e Led by Secretary o Led by e led by Sec Gen
appointed by and his/ Executive and appointed appointed by Secretary
Standing her Secretary staff DG of FAO appointed by * Administered by
Composition ; . - DG of FAO UNEP
Committee apr;;)lnted e Administered Administered by | ® ?:E)mmstered by
sta -
Administered by by UNEP IMO . ﬁdr:Alrgstered
IUCN e ~700 staff 250 staff v
members members

Carries out interim| e Carries out interim | e Carries outinterim | e Carries out interim | e Carries out e Carries out interim Carries out interim

administrative administrative administrative administrative interim administrative administrative functions

functions functions functions functions administrative functions S

(disseminates (disseminates (disseminates (disseminates functions (disseminates Under.takes Scfe”t'f'c &

information, information, information, information, (disseminates information, technical studies

Mandate translates translates translates translates information, translates Provides support for CPs
& documents, etc.) documents, etc.) documents, etc.) documents, etc.) translates documents, etc.)
L documents, Cooperates with
Activities Provides support Provides support Provides support Provides support e Provides support for P .

etc.) observers and regional

for CPs for CPs for CPs for CPs CPs groups

) ) e Provides

Cooperates with Cooperates with Cooperates with Cooperates with support for CPs | ® Cooperates with Makes

observers and observers and observers and observers and observers and recommendations for

regional groups regional groups regional groups regional groups . C9operates regional groups the implementation of
with the aims and provisions
observers and of the present
regional Convention —this is
groups where they can put

forward proposal to

review,

amend or

remove decisions or
resolutions
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UNESCO CMS London Convention ITPGRFA

(LCLP)
STANDING SUBGROUPS

® Management
Working Group
(MWG)

e Executive Team Executive Board

e  Office of International e Standards
Standards and Legal Committee
Affairs
e Compliance e Compliance e Compliance
Committee Committee Committee

e  Working Group on

Compliance
e Bureau of Strategic e Strategic Planning | e Strategy Planning
Planning (BSP) Group Group
e Resource
Mobilisation
Committee
e CEPA Oversight e Implementation
Panel and Capacity
Development
Committee (IC)
e ad hocworkingle ad hoc working groups| ® ad hoc working e ad hocworking | Noad hoc e ad hoc working e ad hoc working
groups groups groups working groups — groups groups
f:hscusswr.n BrOURs I full list here.
in Strategic
Planning
Committee
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STRP

No equivalent
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SCIENTIFIC COMMITTEES

Scientific Council

Scientific Groups

Expert Working

ITPGRFA

Scientific Advisory

The Plants Committee

Body Name Groups (EWG) | Committee on the & The Animals
Global Information Committee
System
Made up of 18 e Consists of 15 | @ In theory they are | ® Standards e Up to 2 scientific| e Representative
scientific and regional onelLCandone LP| Committee experts from of CITES six
Composition technical representative|  group, but they selects experts | each Region, regions, as well
& Selection Process expert s (three from meet as one, from na.tlonal nominated by the| ¢ one specialist
b each CMS annually in spring and rgglopal Vice-chairpersons
members, . organisations . on
. region) and them report of the Governing
nominated by . nomenclature
proposed by to autumn session | ¢ 6-10 Body of each
the CPs and . . . . on each of the
CPs and of contracting representative respective Region .
observers and appointed at parties. participants, o two committees.
appointed by the COP. including e 10 additional Elected by the
the SC. e Composed of member of scientific and COP with
e Open to all national Standards technical experts consideration
CPs who wish delegations of Committee appointed by the for regional
to attend scientists, chair Secretary diversity.

rotates between
countries
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S
Mandate & e Mandatedto | e Technical andje The Council e Annual obligation | e Draft e Provides e Fills gapsin
Activities provide Scientific makes of CPs to report on| international guidance on the biological and
::Lehn;i'zg and '“rF;l\J/'ided ) recommendat| waste dumped at plant development and|  other specialized
dance to thernal Y ions to the sea. The scientific standards strengthening of knowledge
gu - COP on groups are not hich the Global : .
the COP, SC Advisory . ; which are . regarding species
’ . substantive independent, they Information .
and bodies (IUCN, approved for of animals and
. and research are made up of . System, to
Secretariat ICCROM, . . consultation . plants that are
ICOMOS) issues related national facilitate the i
to delegations of by the exchange of (or might )
conservation scientists. Standards information on become) subject
of migratory Committee scientific, to CITES trade
species. technical, and controls. Their
environmental role is to provide
matters technical support
to decision-
making about
these species

Ramsar UNESCO ITPGRFA
Convention (LCLP)
Subgroup on Finance| Finance & The Finance & No Equivalent The Financial No equivalent Subcommittee on Finance
e 1 CPfrom each Administrative Budget Committee and budget
Body Name region, Chair Commission Subcommittee
= & Composition eIected. from this e Elected by and
@ group, incumbent ts into th
= Chair attending repor.s into the
-é Standing
s Committee
()
§ Mandate & Activities| ® Mandated to deal | e Deals with e Deals with e The LCLP is e Secures financial | ® Financial matters| e Fee is paid by each party,
= with all financial fmar?u.al anf:I financial housed transparency and discussed n the mostly fundraising by
matters of the administrative s . Bureau during s ,
. . matters of within the appropriateness - Secretariat. ‘Voluntary
Convention and questions. the inter- o .
report and make Reports to the the IMO, and throughout sessional period.| contributions by parties
recommendations Executive Board Convention IMO parties planning and Terms of that are assessed
on these matters to and reports absorb cost budgeting reference for the| culturally, they are

Page 24 of 93


https://en.unesco.org/executiveboard/inbrief

(fﬁ' SRI Executive

)' Search - Strategy
the Standing to the of LCLP processes in-session scaled. Some parties
Committee. Standing operations. budget don’t pay, most do. Lots
Committee * 4 members committee of of additional

selected by, and
including at least
one member of,
the CPM Bureau

the Governing

Body are under
development.

contributions.

Evaluation

Has Conducted
Past Governance
Review?

Ramsar

Yes

UNESCO

e Working Group on
Governance, established by
the Conference in 2015
(here)

e No governance
review been
carried out

London

Convention (LCLP)

e For IMO but not
for LCLP
specifically

e No governance
review although
discussions
ongoing.

ITPGRFA

Yes for
subgroups, see
details here.

Has never carried out a
full governance review

Governance procedures

reviewed

here
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Annex C: Final Evaluation Questions

NOTE: The words “governance body/bodies” used below mean any of the entities within the Ramsar Convention which have a mandate and carry out tasks
that are related to the governance of the Ramsar Convention, be they explicitly set out in the text of the Convention of created to support the governance
of the Ramsar Convention.

Overall
Questions

Overall
Governance

OEQ1 What are the critical
success factors and ways of
working?

date, tasks and responsibilities fo

OEQ2 What level of clarity exists
around the bodies' roles and
responsibilities?

Legitimacy - All parties to the Convention are fairly represented and are informed and empowered to validate or question all decisions taken by the Convention.

OEQ3 What is the perceived
legitimacy of the governance?

S

MEQ1.1 Which top 3 governance-related skills and/or practices do you feel the various governance bodies need
to have and do well in order for them to best support Ramsar's ability to deliver on its Vision and Mission?

MEQ1.2 Beyond the Rules of Procedure, which standard governance-related procedures do you feel are
needed within and between the governance bodies in order for them to best support Ramsar's ability to deliver on its
Vision and Mission?

r decisions and actions in the Convention are clearly delineated, allocated and accepted

MEQ 2.1 Do the governance bodies have clear delegated mandates allocated to them? Are there gaps or
overlaps that you are aware of?

MEQ 2.2 Do the Party representatives of the governance bodies] clearly understand how, and the extent to which,
they contribute to the governance of Ramsar?

MEQ 2.3 Do the Party representatives on the governance bodies understand the requirements and obligations of the
positions they are filling based on clear information which is expressly stated and accessible for all?

MEQ 2.4 Are decisions that are taken, or recommendations made, by any of the governance bodies clear and enacted
in @ manner that follows agreed-upon rules?

MEQ 3.1 Is each governance body representative of the Convention's Parties?

MEQ 3.2 Are all contracting parties informed and empowered to take decisions at Conference of CPs?
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MEQ3.3 Are the Party representatives on the governance bodies chosen and appointed in a representative manner?

MEQ 3.4 Are decisions and actions clearly related to issues discussed at the meetings of the governance
bodies and accepted by all parties?

Accountability - The decision-making bodies of the Convention are accessible to their stakeholders, who are informed and empowered to question decisions taken.
All parties are seen as responsible and accountable for the decisions they take.

MEQ 4.1 Are decision-making bodies [COP, SC] of the Convention accessible and accountable for the decisions they
OEQ4 What is the extent to take?

which the bodies are held
accountable for fulfilling their
mandates?

MEQ 4.2Does the governance structure include a review mechanism to objectively assess bodies' fulfilment of their
functions?

MEQ 4.3 How successful are the mechanisms currently in place for supporting Parties’ abilities to enhance their
implementation of the Convention including through its resolutions? Is there opportunity for improvement?

Effectiveness - The governance bodies deliver, in a timely and effective manner, on the objectives set out by their mandates

MEQ 5.1 Were any of the major factors influencing the achievements of the Convention's objectives in the last

OEQS How well reflected in the rimester related to governance actions or practices?
Convention’s governance-

related performance are

the desired key skills or practices
needed of high

performing convention bodies?

MEQ 5.2 Do governance bodies have a good mix of skills, knowledge and experience to deliver on their duties? If not,
what is missing.

MEQ 5.3 Do Parties have access to key information needed to make informed decisions, with information freely
available and accessible to those who will be responsible for implementing such decisions and their respective
enforcement?

' MEQ 6.1 Do the governance-related processes that are in place today support the governance bodies, and the
OEQ6 What is the level of Convention more broadly, to be effective?

effectiveness of current
governa'nce-rfel‘ated processes iNIMEQ 6.2 Where a governance body relies on subgroups to contribute on issues related to governance, are they used
supporting critical functions?  isely in a timely and effective manner?
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Cost - The cost of governance is justifiable relative to its impact on delivering results for the Convention.

OEQ7 How does Ramsar's
governance support the
Convention's sustainability?

MEQ7.1 Do the mandates of the COP, SC, Sub-Group on Finance, and MWG allow for sufficient and robust discussion
about the organisation's financial wellbeing?

MEQ7.2 Do the mandates and processes of the COP, SC, Sub-Group on Finance, and MWG permit (or encourage)
regular reviews of current and future risks to the organisation's financial sustainability?

MEQ 7.3 Is the overall governance of the convention as cost-efficient as it could be? If you feel it is not, do you know

of any tools or processes which would make the overall governance of the convention more cost-efficient?
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Group based on the mandate of Resolution XIlI.3. This report
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1. Introduction

This Final Report — Positive Indications and Measures, is the culmination of the Review of the
Effectiveness and Efficiency of the Ramsar Convention which SRI Executive began together with the
Effectiveness Working Group (EWG) in July 2019. At COP 13, two draft resolutions were presented to
the Contracting Parties that focused on the effectiveness and efficiency of the Ramsar Convention (see
further details in Section

No. No. Countries
Responding which held 1:1
Countries for| Interviews % Responses per Region
Region No. of Countries online survey for online survey
Africa 50 24 1 48%
Asia 34 8 2 24%
Latin America & 3
Caribbean 27 7 26%
Europe 48 36 3 75%
North America 3 2 1 67%
Oceania 9 2 1 25%
Total 171 79 11

It is important to note that SRI Executive remains independent in this report, pointing to findings and
positive indications that come directly from respondents with evidence to support the conclusions
drawn from the desktop study and the accompanying analysis. Positive indications/measures in this
report are for the EWG to consider.

4. COP 13 Draft Resolutions COP 13 doc 18.1 and 18.2). As a result of deliberations at the
COP 13 meeting and due to a lack of consensus on adopting either of the draft resolutions’ options,
COP Resolution XIl1.3 tasked the Effectiveness Working Group to review the governance structure of
the Convention for the purpose of recommending revisions (as necessary) that further enhance the
effectiveness, including cost effectiveness, and efficiency of the Convention in order to reduce
administrative burden and speed up the processes to achieve the mission of the Ramsar Convention
and proposing a process to implement its recommendations.

The Ramsar Convention subsequently engaged SRI Executive to support the EWG with this review. SRl
Executive presented an Inception Report to the EWG on 14™ October 2019. This was followed by a
review of the Ramsar Conventions’ governance structures and processes which was presented in the
Report, Ramsar Convention on Wetlands: Review of Governance Structures and Procedures — Findings
(hereinafter referred to as the “Findings Report”) on 9% June 2020. Following the terms of reference
for the review, SRI Executive then carried out a comparison benchmarking of the Ramsar Convention
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with 6 other Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs)? identified by the EWG. This MEA
Comparison Report (hereinafter referred to as the “Comparison Report”) was presented to the EWG
on 16" September 2020.

The present Final Report in its entirety aims at providing a consolidation/overview of the overall
findings in response to the EWG chosen agile approach to the work requesting 3 separate reports on
the Governance Review:

e Findings Report,

e MEAs comparison Report,

e Final report (consolidating the previous 2).
The Final Report overview draws, often verbatim, from the underlying documents. The results of the
review of the Ramsar Convention’s governance structure and processes are set out in in full in the
Findings Report.

The Final Report presents SRI analysis of the review findings as a result of the underlying data
gathering exercise using 3 different approaches as stated (desktop review, 1:1 interviews & online
survey, MEAs comparison). SRI Executive’s analysis has been carried out through SRI chosen
methodology of cross-referencing different data sets as the use of quantitative and qualitative
approaches in combination provides a better understanding of problems than either approach
alone. The methodology applies equal weight to all data sets %

SRI Executive analysed the collective data gathered to identify matters of concern and/or challenges
to be presented for EWG consideration. SRI suggested measures in this report stem from this data
analysis in response to the Terms of Reference for the Ramsar Governance Review requesting to
provide positive indications to improve the Convention’s effectiveness.

2. Executive Summary

Overall objective:

The measures presented in this report are in response to the Terms of Reference for the
Ramsar Governance Review requesting the consultant to provide positive indications for
the EWG to consider which will support the initial stated context and aim of the review
which is to review, for the purpose of recommending revisions (as necessary) that
further enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of the Convention.

20 L.ondon Convention and London Protocol (LC/CP), Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species
of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), International Plan Protection Convention (IPPC), Convention Concerning the
Protection of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage (UNESCO World Heritage), Convention of Migratory
Species (CMS), International Treaty on Plan Genetic Resources for Food and Agriculture (ITPGRFA)

21 Why use mixed methods research
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The Ramsar Governance Review

The governance review first assessed the Convention’s overall governance against 5
governance assessment criteria (Clarity, Legitimacy, Accountability, Effectiveness, Cost
Efficiency).The review showed that governance structures and processes as set out in the
governance documentation have clear mandates, there are processes in place to ensure
accountability between the governance bodies, and legitimacy is achieved by providing
representation and decision-making power to all Contracting Parties.

The review also used 16 1:1 interviews and an online survey with 79 respondents (regional

breakdown viewable in 3. Methodology section in the full report)?? to gain insight into
the Contracting Parties’ views. Here, respondents provided views that were at times in
contradiction of the governance documentation (for more comprehensive data on the
interview and online survey data please refer to the Findings Report). While the desk
review of documents found the information to be readily available, some respondents
considered that mandates and terms of reference were less clear for the subgroups, as
several resolutions and decisions combined together ultimately set out the full or final
mandate in some instances. This means that in practice, while the information exists and
is available, comments on lack of accountability are based on some respondents’
perceived low internal flows of information on follow-up of implementation of resolutions
and decisions which are taken at the COP and/or SC.

The stakeholders interviewed all felt that legitimacy of the Convention is strong. The
concerns raised regarding legitimacy related to the varying levels of capacity and political
will between the different CPs, which is a common concern and dilemma for any
multilateral organisation that is dependent on the political will and engagement of its
member states. Furthermore, effectiveness of the Convention is perceived by some CPs
as reduced by the current processes, for example related to putting forward resolutions,
which some CPs considered to have rules that prescribe a less than effective manner of
working.

The Ramsar Convention’s governance processes are seen to promote and move the
mission of the Convention forward, but it was also evident from the review findings that
CPs’ comments on lack of accountability are based on perceived low internal flow of
information on follow-up of implementation of resolutions and decisions which are taken
at the COP and SC.

In addition to the review of Ramsar’s overall governance, the Findings Report identified a
number of matters of concern for individual governance bodies by combining the
responses to the 1:1 interviews, the online survey, and the desk review (in line with SR
methodology). In this Final Report, they have been used by SRI to identify possible changes
and thereto related positive measures (outlined in full in section 7 of this Report). These
were:

COP: the efficiency of the COP is most affected by the process to prepare and submit
resolutions, and the varying capacity and knowledge of delegates. The review highlighted

22 16 total interviews were undertaken to gain insight into the Contracting Parties’ views. 11 are included as
country interviews while the additional 5 were undertaken with members of Ramsar’s governance.
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that there is a need for the procedure to be amended so that the scrutiny of resolutions
leads to them being clearer. There is also need for a more effective process in reporting
and follow-up on adopted resolutions. Varying capacity and knowledge of the delegates,
as well as language issues, may prevent CPs from being able to participate fully at
governance meetings.

Standing Committee: the lack of follow-up from previous meetings, specifically in relation
to reporting of subgroups, is seen to need improvement. Also, there are reported
variations in the ability of all the Standing Committee members to timely - prepare for SC
meetings. In addition, the review highlights the need for more clarity on mandates and
Rules of Procedure for the Standing Committee and subgroups. Responses in interviews
and the online survey show there are still, at times, discussions on mandates and process
taking up time which could otherwise be dedicated to discussing and developing the
technical aspects of wetland management. Some CPs considered that that the Standing
Committee should have its own Rules of Procedure.

Subgroups governance: CPs indicated they would like a clearer description of the mandate
of subgroups so that mandate descriptions are in one place rather than pieced together
in different resolutions. For example, the mandate of the MWG is set out in several
different resolutions. Also, in examining the governance of STRP and CEPA Oversight
Panel, it was found that more clarity is needed on the appointment process to these
groups to improve their efficiency.

Secretariat: a majority of the responses indicate that the Secretariat fulfils its mandate
well to the extent that it has the capacity to do so. The review also indicates that overall
governance would be more effective if the Secretariat provided more pro-active and
substantive support to CPs to build their capacity to (1) understand the Convention’s
governance and (2) prepare draft resolutions.

In addition to the internal Ramsar governance review, The MEA comparative analysis
showed the following findings:

Efficient administration, follow-up and monitoring of Resolutions and Decisions is a
significant factor in increasing clarity around governance structures and processes.
Furthermore, clarity around mandates and reporting of Subgroups is recognised by all the
MEAs as important for more efficient operations of the MEA’s governance. As a result, a
majority of the MEAs reviewed have Separate Rules of Procedure for the different
governance bodies. Similarly, clarity of mandate and efficient commencement of work for
Scientific Committees is found to support more informed debates and action at COP/GA
meetings.

On matters of legitimacy, the challenge of diversity of the delegates’ capacity at COP is
common to all the MEA Conventions, and difficult to resolve.

On matters of effectiveness, support from a Host Institution is found to be an impacting
factor on efficient management of governance processes as it alleviates the often heavy
burden of MEA governance processes from the MEAs’ own secretariat staff.?® Similarly,

23 This governance review has not at present examined the structures and processes of the hosting agreement
between IUCN and the Ramsar Convention but it is recognized that this may have implications for the efficiency
of the Ramsar Convention’s governance.

SRI Executive Page 5 of 93



( SRI Executive

I Search « Strategy

support from specific bodies in reviewing draft resolutions increases the effectiveness of
passing those resolutions, and supports more effective post-COP implementation. Finally,
Communication to CPs between COPs is a common challenge, where clear and helpful
publication on websites is seen as the most used solution.

Measures

As requested in the Terms of Reference, SRI Executive has proposed the following
measures for consideration and further refinement and addition by the EWG. More detail
on these measures, including potential feasibility considerations, can be found in Section

7. Measures.

= Measure #1 Consolidation of Resolutions and Decisions: The EWG should support
the ongoing process for reviewing the body of adopted Resolutions and Decisions, to
retire and consolidate, where appropriate. In addition, it is proposed that separate
governance documentation be produced from the consolidation, and that a
structure for registering and communicating resolutions be established.

As also detailed in Section 7 of the Report, we suggest that the EWG consider
proposing a new COP resolution that clearly sets out the mandate, member
composition and nomination process of the CEPA OP, based on the consolidation work
mentioned above.

= Measure #2 Fixed timeline for non-permanent sub- and working groups: Having
retired all past non-permanent working groups, a draft Resolution could set out a
process where all existing non-permanent subgroups/working groups are retired and
all new non-permanent subgroups/working groups are given a fixed timeline for
existence.

= Measure #3 Shift in sequence and timing of STRP workplan and members
appointment: We suggest that the process for approving the STRP workplan
priorities together with the selection process of its members are carried out within
the triennium in between COPs ready to be adopted by the COP followed by
immediate appointment of STRP members to afford the STRP a full triennium to
carry out their work.

=  Measure #4 Improved support and communication to CPs: There is no simple
measure to ensure a change in the level of support from the Ramsar Secretariat to
the CPs as this is very much reliant on the resources available. We do however feel
that the EWG should explore several options, outlined in Section 7: Measure #4.
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3. Methodology

SRI Executive takes a principles-driven and change management approach to governance reviews.
Therefore, this review utilised multiple methods to collect data. The evidence could then inform
practical discussion amongst the EWG to own the findings and come up with their own solutions that
can enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of the Ramsar Convention.

DESK REVIEW

=

Triangulation ﬂ

/9y
®_® |pdependence

SURVEY
Actionable L7~
>,
Change “
o Change
W Management

1:1 INTERVIEWS Approach

These multiple sources included a significant desk and literature review, an online survey for all the
Contracting Parties, and key informant interviews with individuals identified by the EWG who had
insights into the Ramsar Convention. Interviews were also carried out with individuals holding a
governance office of the comparative Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs), as well as
governance officers at the MEAs’ secretariats. Each source of evidence was designed collaboratively
with the EWG. This ensured that the questions we posed and the framework for this review were fit
for purpose. To ensure our independence, this review also sought to include data from multiple
sources wherever possible to ground our findings. Prior to designing the main data collection tools,
the EWG and SRI Executive agreed upon a set of key assessment criteria that formulated the
framework for the review. Contributions included but are not limited to: The selection of the key
informant interview sample, the key criteria, the survey and evaluation framework including the
overarching evaluation questions (OEQ) and main evaluation questions (MEQ)?* this review sought to
answer. The assessment criteria are defined in this report and are in line with international best
practice. This review sought to understand the Clarity, Legitimacy, Accountability, Effectiveness, and
Cost Efficiency of Ramsar Convention’s Governance. The final evaluation framework and assessment
criteria can be found in Annex 1: Final Evaluation Questions.

24 As part of this evaluation process, SRI Executive and the EWG developed seven broad, overarching evaluation
guestions (OEQs) that were used to measure the clarity of roles and responsibilities, perceived legitimacy of the
governance bodies, accountability of governance bodies to the COP, effectiveness of governance bodies in
practice, and the cost of Ramsar’s governance structure. The main evaluation questions (MEQs) are more
specific sub-questions that seek to answer the overarching evaluation questions more specifically. These
questions can be found in Annex 1: Final Evaluation Questions.
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The first source we used in this process was the desk and literature review, which included a review
of internal Ramsar governance documents including, but not limited to, the scope and mandate of
each subsidiary body, as well as the composition, reporting, structure, and previous governance
resolutions (a full list of all documentation reviewed is available in Annex 4: Documents Reviewed).
The scope of the review included the following bodies and their related processes: The Conference of
the Parties (COP), Standing Committee (SC), subgroups, the Secretariat, the Scientific and Technical
Review Panel (STRP), and CEPA Oversight Panel.

Regional
Meetings and Conference of the

National Levels Parties

. - Science &
Standing Committee Technical

Subgroups Review
Made of of Voting and Executive Management Sub-Group Panel
non-Voting member Team Waorking an
states Group Finance

Ramsar Secretariat

To get an understanding of how the broader Ramsar governance structure functions, SRI Executive
reviewed the Convention’s internal processes, examining key areas such as preparing and
consolidating resolutions and how communications flow between and within bodies. As processes on
paper may be experienced differently in practice, it is important to understand and assess ways of
working, potential barriers, and areas that influence the effectiveness and efficiency of Ramsar’s
governance in practice. While this area may not be perceived as “scientific,” it is an important
consideration as behaviours drive progress and thus, can inhibit effectiveness and efficiency in a
governance context. To help answer those questions, and other key questions within the agreed upon
governance criteria, we used an online survey that had closed and open style questions for
respondents to answer; SRI Executive complemented this data with 1:1 key informant interviews. This
approach is best practice in the field as it draws upon evaluation theory and allows for collection of
diverse evidence, where the respondents are informed and able to speak to the questions at hand. It
is widely used in governance reviews and the implementation of any form of change within a system,
including an intergovernmental organization.
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The stakeholders that were invited to
interview were approved by the EWG in
ol advance, as they were considered the most
Survey appropriate  entry point to garner
Responses . .
perspectives that would add value to this
exercise. It is important to note that this set
of interviews was meant to serve as a
' representative sample (geographically and
according to area of expertise and
experience) of the Contracting Parties. It
would be unusual to see a governance review that includes a majority or all CPs to draw initial findings
or conclusions. SRI Executive supplemented these interviews with an open invitation to all CPs to
complete the global survey, ensuring this process was inclusive and diverse, and most importantly,
confidential. While collating and reviewing data in the back end of the survey tool, SRI Executive also
removed any duplicates to ensure fairness and accuracy of the data collected.

16 1:1

Interviews

.-

The graphic below shows the number of respondent CPs to the online survey per Ramsar region. The
graphic merely shows that responses were received from CPs in all the Ramsar regions. It is
understood by SRI Executive that the division of CPs into the different Ramsar Regions is a decision
made by the COP and the percentage of responses is only to illustrate the geographical spread of the
responses. All responses have been recorded and analysed in the same way and no varying weight
has been placed on responses in relation to percentage answers in any way.

Table 1 — number of responses received from online survey and 1:1 interviews:

No. No. Countries
Responding which held 1:1
Countries for| Interviews % Responses per Region
Region No. of Countries online survey for online survey
Africa 50 24 1 48%
Asia 34 8 2 24%
Latin America & 3
Caribbean 27 7 26%
Europe 48 36 3 75%
North America 3 2 1 67%
Oceania 9 2 1 25%
Total 171% 79% 117

25 The division of countries according to Ramsar Convention’s website.

%6 This figure is 2 less than the 81 online survey responses noted in the figure above as 2 countries responded
twice and 1 reply for each was discarded.

27 16 total interviews were undertaken to gain insight into the Contracting Parties’ views. 11 are included as
country interviews while the additional 5 were undertaken with members of Ramsar’s governance.
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It is important to note that SRI Executive remains independent in this report, pointing to findings and
positive indications that come directly from respondents with evidence to support the conclusions
drawn from the desktop study and the accompanying analysis. Positive indications/measures in this
report are for the EWG to consider.

4. COP 13 Draft Resolutions COP 13 doc 18.1 and 18.2

At the Ramsar Convention COP 13 meeting in 2018, two draft resolutions focused on the effectiveness
and efficiency of the Convention were presented for consideration by the Contracting Parties. The
Standing Committee SC54 had discussed both proposals prior to the COP without reaching a
conclusion on how to bring them together. The Standing Committee encouraged interested Parties to
continue multilateral discussions on this issue in preparation for COP13 to seek mutually agreeable
solutions to achieve a common goal and decided that COP13 could benefit from considering these two
draft resolutions together.

As set out above in the Introduction, the Contracting Parties were unable to find consensus and
mutually agreeable solutions in relation to the content of the two draft resolutions. SRI Executive
considered the two draft resolutions at the start of the review to be informed on the initial intentions
and suggestions for measures that the Contracting Parties had envisaged. As can be seen in the table
below, the proposals vary from small adjustments to existing governance bodies or procedures to
significant changes to the governance structure and procedures.

The two draft resolutions were considered during the review of the Ramsar Convention. A summary
of the proposals set out in the Resolutions are set out below. We have also indicated where a proposal
in the draft resolutions is linked to a Measure proposed in this report (6. Summary — Review
Findings in relation to specific governance bodies or processesbelow).

Draft Resolution 18.1 Draft Resolution 18.2

* Make use of “Friends of the Chair” * Dissolve the SC and all its subsidiary bodies
processes, as appropriate, to seek to (CEPA Oversight Panel, Subgroup of Finance,
enhance efficiency and promote effective MWG, Executive Team, etc.)
meetings by delegating matters * Establish a Bureau of the Conference of the

* Make better use of working group Parties to act as oversight body between
processes by delegating long term issues to COP, liaise with Secretariat on administrative
be done by working groups inter-sessionally matters

* Retire duplicative/ inefficient working *  Establish an Open-Ended Working Group
groups (CEPA Working Group, Facilitation (OEWG) to carry out substantive interim work
Working Group, Language Strategy) with support from the Science-Policy
(Measure #1) Interface

* Revise and update the mandate of the * Finance and Admin Committee sits
MWG, specifically in relation to oversight of underneath OEWG
Memoranda of Understanding and
Oversight of the STRP (Measure #1)

* Ensure that working group processes have
clear mandates and scopes, are regionally
representative and open (Measure #2)
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* Include SC rep from each region in the *  Open-Ended Working Group to be the body
MWG; SC and Executive Team may delegate for inter-COP communication and interim
additional administrative tasks to MWG activities

* Requests the Secretariat to start a system of
notifications /Call for information and follow-
up on the decisions of the COPs (Measure #4)

* Dissolve the STRP

* Establish an open-ended Science-Policy
Interface to generate scientific advice for the
Convention related to policy
recommendations

*  Merge CEPA Oversight Panel with Science
Policy Interface

In relation to the findings of the governance review of the Ramsar Convention, we can note from the
responses in the online survey and interviews that respondents considered that clearer mandates and
specific timelines for subgroups/working groups are necessary, which supports some of the proposals
in draft Resolution 18.1. However, as evidenced in the Findings Report, draft Resolution 18.1 does not
provide a full reflection of the change sought by Contracting Parties that responded. Nor did the
findings provide sufficient evidence that the structural changes set out in draft Resolution 18.2 were
requested or referred to by the CPs that responded.

5. Summary — Governance Review Assessment Criteria — Overall Findings

The Findings Report provides the full results of the review in relation to overall insights from the desk
review, online survey responses and 1:1 interviews on the governance assessment criteria of clarity,
legitimacy, accountability, effectiveness and cost. It provides an overall picture of where, within each
assessment criteria, there is evidence of challenges. In the present Final Report, SRI summarises those
findings to present an overview, however full details can be found in Section 3 of the Findings Report,
pages 7-10.

5.1 CLARITY
Definition: Governance mandate, tasks and responsibilities for decisions and actions in the
Convention are clearly delineated, allocated and accepted.

Ramsar Governance Review Finding #5.1

The desk review, 1:1 interviews and online survey all highlighted that the governance
documentation is clear on mandates, tasks, and functions for the COP and SC but less clear for the
subgroups.

The desk review showed that there is clarity in relation to all the governance bodies examined,
although at times, many resolutions needed to be examined to pull together a full picture of the
mandate of some subgroups, which affects clarity and effectiveness.

The 1:1 interviews and online survey showed that respondents considered that the governance
documentation is clear on mandates, tasks, and functions for the COP and SC but that the language in
resolutions and decisions can at times cause a lack of clarity in relation to implementation of tasks
designated to the subsidiary governance bodies or CPs. This causes, at times, procedural issues to
take prominence in agendas and deliberations in the place of substantive and technical discussions on
wetland management.
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There is also a mismatch between clear governance tasks and functions set out in documentation and
how these are understood and perceived by CPs. A substantial number of CPs responded in interviews
and in the online survey that they consider that there is a lack of clarity as to tasks and functions. Itis
perceived that not sufficient information is received about governance processes and progress on
work between the COPs.

5.2 LEGITIMACY

Definition: All parties to the Convention are fairly represented, whether directly or by a legitimate
representative, and are informed and empowered to validate or question all decisions taken at the
COPs.

Ramsar Governance Review Finding # 5.2
Varying levels of capacity and political will between the different CPs affect the perceived legitimacy
of the Ramsar Convention that is expressly granted in the Convention’s official documentation.

The desk review, 1:1 interviews and online survey highlighted that all CPs and observers (to the extent
permitted) are provided the opportunity to participate in the fullest manner at all levels of governance
of the Convention. Legitimacy as set out in the governance documents is strong.

Legitimacy concerns were raised about varying levels of capacity and political will between the
different CPs and the subsequent impact on CPs’ ability to effectively participate during governance
meetings. Interviews and surveys showed that there is a perception that certain countries are able to
more actively engage in the Convention’s governance with larger delegations, favourable logistics and
language capacity; these are all factors which can negatively affect CP’s actual ability to be
represented and engage.

5.3 ACCOUNTABILITY

Definition: The decision-making bodies of the Convention are accessible to their stakeholders, who
are informed and empowered to question decisions taken. All governance bodies are seen as
responsible and accountable for the decisions they take.

Ramsar Governance Review Finding # 5.3

Lack of accountability within governance processes is based on perceived low internal flows of
information on follow-up of implementation of resolutions and decisions which are taken at the
COP and SC.

This is an area where strong operational accountability is evidenced by the high rate of submission of
national reports to the COP.% However, responses to 1:1 interviews and the online survey showed a
thread highlighting little or no accountability in relation to implementation within the Ramsar
Convention of the governance processes. The lack of accountability stems from the perception of CPs
that they are not well informed of the work that is carried out by different governance bodies between
the COP. The responses to the online survey showed that CPs therefore do not actively hold each other
to account at governance meetings. We note that some accountability mechanisms exist and may be
addressed as part of the measures’ narrative.

28 |n comparison to the other MEA Conventions reviewed (for example LC/LP had 50-60% of CPs report; CMS
had a 70%) Ramsar Convention has a reporting rate of over 80%.
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5.4 EFFECTIVENESS
Definition: The governance bodies deliver, in a timely and effective manner, on the objectives set
out by their mandates in the Convention.

Ramsar Governance Review Finding #4.4

Factors that reduce effectiveness are mainly the administrative process related to drafting
resolutions, and the fact that the rules that govern this process do not provide for the most effective
manner of working.

The majority of CPs interviewed and surveyed felt that the governance of the Ramsar Convention
supports the progress of work towards the Vision and Mission of the Convention as a whole. There is
also a strong mix of skills and experiences at the COP and within the SC, which allows there to be
proper and efficient management of the governance.

The 1:1 interviews and online survey responses show there is a perceived lack of communication
between COPs, even though all documentation is available on the Ramsar website. There is still a
perception that limited follow-up information is shared after these meetings and that communication
is only picked up again when preparation for the next COP needs to start. This results in a gap in
knowledge of the stakeholders and reduces ability to effectively engage and take decisions in
conjunction with the next COP meetings.

5.5 COST
Definition: The cost of governance is justifiable relative to its delivery of impact.

Ramsar Governance Review Finding #5.5
The desk review shows that budget accountability, managed by the Secretariat and overseen by the
Subgroup on Finance, is seen to have been improved.

It is evident in reports from the SC and the Subgroup on Finance that attempts are being made to
explore how financing can be improved to increase the number of the minimum contributions being
paid.

6. Summary — Review Findings in relation to specific governance bodies or
processes

The Findings Report subsequently presented the review of each governance body within the Ramsar
Convention against the five governance assessment criteria. We have set out below the main
governance review findings that came out of this more specific review (presented in the Findings

Report in boxes at the end of each subsection in section 4, pages 10-30). In addition, where relevant,
the findings from the MEA Comparison Review are also noted against the Ramsar Review Findings.
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Main Findings of the Ramsar Governance
Review

MEA Review Findings

6.1 Process to prepare and submit resolutions to
the COP:

Respondents considered that there is a need for
the procedure for preparing draft Resolutions to
be amended so that the scrutiny of resolutions
becomes easier and leads to them being clearer.

It is noted that work has begun since the last COP
(Resolution 13.4 and SC58 report) to review all
resolutions in order to find duplications and
therefore be able to propose to the COP that
redundant resolutions and portions thereof are
combined and outdated resolutions and portions
thereof are retired.

Finding #1.1 Administration of Resolutions
Administration, follow-up and monitoring of
Resolutions and Decisions passed at COP/GAis a
significant factor in increasing clarity around
governance structures and processes.

Finding #4.2 Review of resolutions

Support from specific bodies in reviewing draft
resolutions increases the effectiveness of
passing the resolutions and supports more
effective post-COP/GA implementation.

6.2 Varying capacity and knowledge of
delegates: The Convention is legitimate and fully
represented by its stakeholders, the Contracting
Parties, who all have the right to vote. As noted
above, resolutions are approved by consensus
with objections noted. However, the varying
capacity and knowledge of the delegates, as well
as language issues, means that it is not possible to
conclude whether delegates, in reality,
participate actively, although meetings reports do
, to some extent, note the CPs that have
commented or raised an objection. This may
prevent CPs from being able to participate fully
(which is noted in responses in 1:1 interviews and
online survey). There is also a large discrepancy
between the institutional knowledge as the same
delegate of a CP does not always attend several
COPs.

Finding #2.1 Diversity of delegates
The challenge of diversity of the delegates’
capacity at COP/GA is common to all the MEA
Conventions, and difficult to solve.

6.3 Follow-up from previous meetings, specifically
in relation to reporting of subgroups, is seen to be
weak and therefore the ability of all the Standing
Committee members to be prepared for the
meeting is felt to be varied.

6.4 Separate Rules of Procedure for the Standing
Committee: The Rules of Procedure for the COP sets
out in Rule 25 that the Rules of Procedure for the
COP shall apply mutatis mutandis to the SC (and all
other subgroups). This means that the Rules of
Procedure must be re-interpreted for the SC
meetings. Proposals for changes to the Rules of

Finding #4.3 Communication to CPs
Communication to CPs between COP/GA is a
common challenge, where clear and helpful
publication on websites is seen as the most used
solution.

Finding #1.3 Separate Rules of Procedure

A majority of the MEAs reviewed have Separate
Rules of Procedure for the different governance
bodies.

We note that SC-48 made the decision not to take
this approach and instead to continue with a single

SRI Executive
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Procedure at COP 13 attempted to clarify the rules
relating to the COP processes, to distinguish them
from the rule that would also apply to other
governance body meetings. However, the
responses in interviews and the online survey show
there is still, at times, discussion on process taking
up time which could otherwise be dedicated to
discussing and developing the technical aspects of
wetlands’ management.

set of Rules that are applied mutatis mutandis as
had been the practice since Ramsar’s inception.
We also note how findings indicate that confusion
still arises from having the same set of rules.

6.5 CPs would like a clearer description of the
mandate of subgroups so that mandate
descriptions are in one place rather than pieced
together in different resolutions.

The desk review shows that there is documentation
that sets out the scope of the mandate for the
MWG, Subgroup on Finance and the Executive
Team but there is no consolidation of the various
additions to mandates which occur from
resolutions and/or decisions subsequent to the
subgroup being created.

Finding #1.2 Mandates of Subgroups

Clarity around mandates and reporting of
Subgroups is recognised by all the Conventions as
important for more efficient operations of the
MEA Convention’s governance.

6.6 More clarity as to the appointment process for
members of the STRP and CEPA Oversight Panel is
needed to improve efficiency of work by these
subgroups.

The desk review shows that there is documentation
that sets out the scope of the mandate and
appointments to the STRP and CEPA Oversight
Panel and it is clearly understood by the CPs.
However, the desk review and 1:1 interviews show
there is a lack of clarity on the process to choose
members for the CEPA Oversight Panel and that the
commencement of work for the STRP is delayed as
their thematic priority areas of work are first set at
the COP meeting, and then developed into a
workplan, approved by the next SC meeting.

Finding #1.4 Efficient commencement of
Scientific Committee work

Clarity of mandate and efficient commencement
of work for Scientific Committees supports more
informed debates and action at COP/GA

meetings.

6.7 A majority of the responses show that
governance would be more effective with more
pro-active and substantive support to CPs by the
Secretariat to help them understand the
Convention’s governance and therefore be more
effective in their own governance work (e.g. in the
preparation of resolutions).

At the same time there is understanding that the
Secretariat is constrained (limited finances, limited
staff & time) in the amount of additional support it

Finding #1.1 Administration of Resolutions
Administration, follow-up and monitoring of
Resolutions and Decisions passed at COP/GA is a
significant factor in increasing clarity around
governance structures and processes.

Finding #4.1 Support from Host Institution

SRI Executive
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can give to CPs in relation to governance meetings | Support from Host Institution is a significant
and processes. factor for effective management of governance
processes.
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7. Measures Suggested by SRI Executive for Consideration by the EWG

The measures proposed below are designed to consider a change management approach. They also
recognise that the Ramsar Convention has already established the EWG to assess options based on
evidence, gain the necessary buy-in for any possible future change and support communication
methods needed to achieve any changes effectively and transparently. Any measure outlined in this
section is intended to support dialogue, the review of facts and findings, the drafting of proposals and
ultimately to ensure each measure proposed is realistic and driven based on data uncovered through
a variety of sources.

It should be noted that the Measures are not set out in direct connection to specific findings. This is
because a single measure can provide possible solutions for a variety of challenges which the review
has highlighted.

In addition, where possible, we have indicated how the MEAs reviewed experienced implementation
of changes that they informed us about in our interviews. Recognising that all MEAs operate within
different contexts, the information provided will have to be put into the Ramsar Convention’s own
operational context by the EWG when considering proposals for recommendations to COP 14.

Finally, it is also indicated under each measure, whether implementing the measure would require
short or long-term implementation and whether it would require a high or low level of resources (staff
time and/or funding). As feasibility as a concept is highly dependent on internal resources, expertise,
capacity, and readiness, these are indications that will need to be complemented with further internal
information as to the capacity of, among others, the Ramsar Secretariat and then used by the EWG
for the measures to be as realistic and pragmatic as possible.

Measure #1

SRI Executive suggests that the work currently being carried out on the review of
resolutions/recommendations/Standing Committee decisions by the Ramsar Secretariat is a measure
that should be continued, and concluded to a point where the COP can take the necessary decisions
to retire obsolete resolutions/recommendations/Standing Committee decisions and set a structure
for consolidating the remaining resolutions, recommendations and Standing Committee decisions.

Specifically, we would propose that the consolidation of resolutions and decisions results in specific
documentation that sets out the mandate, appointment processes and reporting tasks of all
subgroups (significantly the Executive Team, Subgroup on Finance, MWG, STRP and CEPA OP which
were all specifically mentioned as subgroups with unclear mandates in the survey and interview
responses).

In relation to the CEPA OP, SRI Executive suggest that based on the consolidation of the resolutions
and decisions on the CEPA OP, a new COP resolution that clearly sets out the mandate and member
composition of the CEPA OP be proposed by the EWG. It has already been recognised by the
Secretariat and SC that the COP resolutions and SC decisions on the CEPA OP are contradictory and
provide no means for clearly establishing the CEPA OP. SC57-5 tasked the Secretariat with providing a
temporary composition and selection process which was adopted intersessionally by the SC in 2019
but did not provide a longer term solution, which a draft EWG resolution on this issue would do.

In addition, the EWG can consider whether to create separate Rules of Procedure for the Standing
Committee, as a measure to provide clarity for the mandate and functioning of the Standing
Committee. However, in doing so it should note that CPs considered having separate rules of
procedure for different convention bodies and at SC-48 made the decision not to take this approach
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and instead to continue with a single set of Rules that are applied mutatis mutandis as had been the
practice since Ramsar’s inception. It should also be noted that this analysis did not examine why or
how Ramsar Contracting Parties made that decision in 2015.

Overall, we see this measure as providing the following effects:

i.  Stronger clarity to the structure and processes of the Ramsar Convention governance.

ii. Provide CPs with clearer information which will support a decrease in the varying capacity of

delegates participating at governance meetings.

iii. Provide a clear and structured basis to support the Secretariat’s work when it supports CPs

and the governance bodies in its review of draft resolutions.

iv. Reduce the need for clarification and interpretation of governance rules and procedures.
Specific MEA feedback: CITES and CMS noted that their reviews of resolutions and restructuring into
a system of dividing decisions into Resolutions (policy direction) and Decisions (specific actions and
tasks that are timebound) were a direct response to the difficulty of establishing clear mandates and
follow-up processes on work being carried out by different governance bodies.

Both MEAs noted that it was a long and expensive process (it took close to 3 years for CITES to finalise
and CMS is currently still undertaking the review). CITES has noticed a significant difference in
efficiency of governance and an increase of engagement by CPs.

Itis recognised that the Ramsar Convention has had a similar structure of Resolutions (policy direction
and interpretation of the Convention) and Recommendations (actions requested by COP) until 1999.
It would therefore be important for the EWG to consider if the nature of governance work has changed
in a significant manner to warrant a re-consideration of the structure of the decisions made at the
COP and SC meetings. Based on the work of consolidating all previous resolutions, recommendations
and decisions, it may become clearer as to which option for categorising future resolutions and
decisions is most efficient. For example, the EWG can consider:

1. Establishing a categorisation that is noted in the title of a resolution
2. Including time limitations or reporting deadlines in the title of resolutions
3. Giving resolutions that provide Ramsar Convention policy direction and interpretation a
specific name and giving resolutions that provide instructions for activities between COPs a
different name.
Feasibility

As there is ongoing work by a consultant to review all of the Resolutions and Recommendations, this
measure can be incorporated into the work that is already being carried out. The measure to establish
dedicated documentation for mandates of all governance bodies and subgroups should be a short-
term measure, implemented for the next COP. A proposal to introduce a new system for classifying
resolutions in any manner may be introduced through the amendment of Rule 34 of the Rules of
Procedure for the next COP (short-term measure). In addition, or alternatively, it would require a
restructure of how the resolutions are presented on the Ramsar Convention website. This we
understand may be a long-term project and require additional funding to adjust the website.

Measure #2

From COP 14, SRI Executive suggests that a Resolution be passed that retires all existing non-
permanent subgroups/working groups (not permanent subgroups such as Subgroup on Finance, or
Management Working Group, The Executive Team) and that specific resolutions be passed to create
new, time limited subgroups/working groups as needed. It is recognised that Resolution XIII.3 retired

SRI Executive Page 18 of 93



( SRI Executive

I Search « Strategy

all subgroups that did not have ongoing work. However, in order to eliminate evergreen subgroups,
we suggest below that all existing and any new subgroups be given new mandates with fixed timelines.

The draft Resolution would set out a process where all new non-permanent subgroups/working
groups are given a fixed timeline for existence. Alternatively, a blanket rule that any subgroup or
working group created by the COP or SC may only be in existence until the next COP meeting and is
automatically disbanded unless a new resolution or decision that expressly sets out its continuation
can be put in place. We would also suggest that such extension of a subgroup or working group needs
to have a “learning loop” within the draft resolution requesting its extension that sets out an
assessment of:

i.  What worked well within the subgroup/working group?
ii. What worked less well, and why?
iii. How will the subgroup/working group improve going forward?
This will provide continuous clarity and efficiency for any subgroups or working groups that exist at
any time. An automatic follow-up within the “learning loop” will cause contributions to substantive
content of resolutions to be enhanced as reports have to be provided and closed for each COP.

Specific MEA feedback: Most of the MEAs responded that they have procedures whereby an ad hoc
working group is only created during the period between COPs/GAs and needs to be specifically
extended in a draft resolution to be able to continue in existence. None of the MEAs responded that
the process was introduced due to a specific challenge, but all noted how much more efficient the
work is for the secretariats to keep track of activities and tasks to be completed between each COP.

Feasibility

To implement this measure, Rule 25 of the Rules of Procedure would need to be amended to expressly
set out the need for a fixed timeline for the non-permanent subgroup/working group’s existence, or
to include a blanket rule that all non-permanent subgroups/working groups are dissolved at the next
COP meeting. This is a short-term implementation that can be implemented at COP 14, in conjunction
with the proposed draft resolution for the Rules of Procedure that is presented at each COP meeting.

A new, separate Rules of Procedure for the Standing Committee can be put forward to the COP 14 in
conjunction with other changes to the current Rules of Procedure. We understand that this would
require more staff time of the Secretariat to prepare the draft Resolutions for the new Rules of
procedure.

Measure #3

This measure addresses the timeline of the STRP workplan priorities and appointment of its members
for both to be completed/adopted at COP or immediately after. SRI Executive suggests that the timing
and sequence for ultimately approving the STRP workplan and appointing its members, as set out in
SC48.18 is carried so that approval can takes place immediately after the COP meeting.

This means that Stage 1, section 42 should also include a draft workplan (Stage 4) at a general level,
as there would have been consultation with the Secretariat and Standing Committee (CPs’ regional
representative). Based on this, the Secretariat can initiate a process for nominations for experts from
CPs prior to the COP meeting and the MWG would meet immediately after the COP, appoint the
members, giving their report to the SC meeting that takes place immediately after the COP (Stage 3).

It is recognised that the STRP’s membership and workplan are built on the priorities set by the CPs at
the COP (Stage 2). However, the thematic priorities decided at the COP are drawn from the issues and
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topics which are raised by CPs through the discussion of draft resolutions at Stage 1, as well as
interactions with the STRP throughout a triennium. It is therefore proposed that the second SC
meeting of the triennium can begin to discuss and indicate overall strategic priorities/themes for the
following triennium together with the STRP in a draft format based on an initial analysis provided by
the STRP. It is proposed that the STRP review the initial draft of priorities during their meeting prior
to the last SC committee of the triennium, including possible relevant draft resolutions as indicative
of further priorities (if any) and thereby be able to also provide a high-level draft workplan.

The SC meeting prior to the COP would review the STRP draft workplan and therefore receive
comments from CPs in that review. The resulting workplan will be discussed/endorsed by the SC and
submitted to the COP where the CPs can further debate, negotiate and adopt.

It is proposed that a selection process for members can be started after the last SC meeting prior to
the COP. A relevant list of candidates can be prepared for the COP meeting based on the STRP draft
workplan priorities and resolution(s) indicated as priorities (if any). Once the workplan is
debated/adopted by COP, the MWG can appoint the most appropriate STRP members during the SC
meeting immediately after the COP meeting.

In essence, SRI Executive propose that the COP be presented a new STRP Package that consists of the
STRP Draft Resolution that contains priority themes, workplan and list of nominations), which CPs
have reviewed through the SC and pre-COP reviews, with final debate and decision at the COP, as well
as subsequent implementation decisions by the post-COP SC. This would ensure that the basic
framework for the STRP (members and workplan — Stages 1, 3, 4 and 5) are in place immediately after
a COP meeting (Stage 2), and the STRP would have the full 3-year period between COPs to carry out
the work it has been asked to do by the CPs (Stage 6). In addition, this would ensure that all CPs are
able to consider and debate the STRP draft workplan at the COP meeting.

Specific MEA feedback: None of the MEAs noted a significant challenge in relation to the work of
their Scientific Committees. It should be noted that the operational model for scientific input is not
the same throughout the MEAs reviewed. In the review, SRI Executive noted that the description of
the appointment process and workplan approval for scientific committees was finalised during a COP
or GA meeting.

Feasibility

To implement this measure, short-term sequencing adjustments need to be agreed within the MWG
to move its tasks of appointing members of the STRP and to support the preparation of allocating
funds to the STRP workplan so that these tasks can be finalised at the SC meeting immediately after
the COP. In addition, we believe that extra support from the Secretariat to prepare the STRP workplan
would need to be provided. As this measure also requires more behavioural changes rather than
specific changes to documentation to be implemented, we assess that it may be a more long-term
goal, with a smooth procedure being established over the next triennium, to be further cemented
after COP 15.

Measure #4

SRI Executive notes that there is no simple measure to ensure a change in the level of support from
the Ramsar Secretariat to the CPs as this is very much reliant on the resources (technical skills, human
resources, time, finances) available. We do however feel that the EWG should explore the following
options:
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e Consider using a digital service/tool for all documentation preparation and meeting
reporting from the COP and SC meetings (e.g. using IISD or commercial tools for
conference and meeting management. We note this is a suggestion to scope possible
different solutions).

o Explore further support from IUCN in relation to administration of governance
procedures (e.g. using IUCN’s system for drafting resolutions/motions. We note this is a
suggestion to scope possible different solutions).

e Inthe event the digital service/tool is not adopted as set out in the first bullet point,
provide for an online platform (e.g. Share-point/Drop-Box) dedicated to sharing and
collectively editing draft resolutions (

e Strengthen capacity building tools (virtual workshops/training material) with a dedicated
Communication Strategy for communication of governance work between COPs.

Specific MEA feedback: In the MEA Comparison Review, Finding 4.1 noted that the MEAs that have
strong support from their host institutions, while Finding 4.2 that noted strong involvement of
secretariats in the review of draft resolutions indicated a more efficient management of governance
procedures.

However, it must also be noted that the MEAs reviewed are at times more fully imbedded in their host
institutions’ own governance and operational structures (e.g. LC/LP, ITPRGFA) than the Ramsar
Convention which operates semi-autonomously from IUCN. It is therefore difficult to assess the extent
to which the Ramsar Convention CPs should, or can, increase the support from IUCN or its own
secretariat.

Feasibility

The measures set out above are mainly dependent on the ability to provide significantly more financial
resources as well as staff time to support the changes proposed. It also requires a decision to dedicate
considerably more resources within the Secretariat to support CPs with their input and contribution
to governance processes.

8. Proposed next steps

The EWG has been given a mandate by the COP to recommend revisions (as necessary) that further
enhance the effectiveness, including cost effectiveness, and efficiency of the Ramsar Convention in
order to reduce administrative burden and speed up the process to achieve the mission of the
Convention and to propose a process to implement its recommendations. To support this, based on
the change management approach that SRI Executive uses for all its governance reviews, as well as
other organisational development support, the next stage of the process, would be for the EWG to
ensure, with SRI support as needed:

1. Understanding of findings and measures proposed in more detail in order not to open these
findings and measures to multiple interpretations by the EWG members.
2. Discuss the measures and the feasibility of the options within Ramsar’s own context and
feasibility criteria, and
3. Potentially reach an agreement on any recommended measures that the EWG may wish to
take forward in its draft Resolution to the COP.
This would enable the EWG to agree on the parameters of the feasibility criteria, looking at Ramsar
Convention’s resources in relation to staff skills and time, funding and readiness for change. This in
turn would enable delivery of a roadmap in accordance with EWG/SRI ToR paragraph 9 points vi, vii
and viii.
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Where necessary, if identified by the EWG, SRI Executive can support with further fact-finding
review/investigation within Ramsar and/or with the comparison of the MEAs should more data be
needed to support certain proposals.
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