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○ UN Regular Process 응방안 수립
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  - 우리나라 응방안 제안
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 UN Regular Process, Assessment of Assessments, 

Marine Environment, Capacity Building, UNCLOS
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요 약 문

Ⅰ. 제목

유엔 세계해양환경평가정규과정 응기반 구축․운

Ⅱ. 연구개발의 목적 및 필요성
세계 으로 어류남획, 오염물질 증가, 서식지 감소, 기후변화 등에 의한 생태

계 변화, 자연재해 증가, 어업생산량 감소 등 해양환경상태가 악화되고 있는 상황

에서 일부 선진국  지역 국제기구를 심으로 해양환경상태를 악하고 이를 

개선시키려는 노력이 이루어져 왔으나, 재까지 정책결정자들의 의사결정 지원을 

해 필요한 과학  근거로서 신뢰할만한 정보  지구  차원의 통합 인 해

양환경평가가 부족하다.

이와 같은 인식하에 정부 간 해양환경보호 공동노력을 강화시키려는 신 국제규

범이 형성되고 있으며 이의 일환으로 2002년 요하네스버그 이행계획에 따라 UN 

차원에서 세계해양환경상태평가(UN Regular Process)가 2010~2014년을 1차주기로 

시행될 정이다. 

UN Regular Process는 국가별․지역별 해양환경상태보고서를 바탕으로 지구

 차원에서 해양환경상태를 통합 으로 악하고 해양의 생물․비생물자원의 보

과 리, 시의 한 해양환경상태의 측과 평가를 할 수 있는 정보를 정책결

정자들에게 제공함으로서 정부간 해양환경 보호에 한 공동노력을 강화시키는데 

목 이 있다.

2006~2009년에 UN Regular Process 도입의 사 단계로서 세계 으로 시행되

어온 기존의 해양환경평가사례들에 한 평가(Assessment of Assessments, 일명 

AoA)가 수행되었다. AoA의 목 은 기존에 수행되어 온 해양환경평가사업들을 

평가함으로써 지역 ․ 지역  차원에서의 결함(gap)을 악하고, 바람직한 평가

방법을 제시하며, UN Regular Process를 본격 으로 시행하기 한 효과 인 

근방법을 제공하는 것이었다. 이를 해서 21개 지역해별로 수질, 생물자원, 수질, 

서식지 특성, 낮은 양단계, 보호종, 사회경제  조건에 한 평가 황을 살펴보
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고, 지역  평가에 향을 미치는 요소들을 악하기 해 지표  참조 , 정책

안 분석, 진행 인 평가 역량등을 분석하 다. 그 결과 어업  수질에 한 

반 인 평가역량은 지역에 따라 크게 차이가 나고 있는 것으로 나타났다. 그나마 

수질상태·경향과 어업의 평가는 부분의 지역에서 존재한 반면, 비상업  생물상

을 평가한 자료는 선진국의 EEZ를 제외하고는 일반 이지 않았다. 반 으로 사

회경제  조건에 한 평가가 매우 미흡한 것으로 나타났으며, 과학  평가와 정

책과의 연계성이 존재하지 않았다. 

이의 결과를 바탕으로 AoA에서는 UN Regular Process 시행을 한 제도  방

안을 제안하 으며, 이를 토 로 UN Regular Process 시행을 한 제도  장치를 

마련하기 해 2009년도와 2010년도에 UN 회원국  련 국제기구 등이 참가한 

임시 체작업반회의가 개최되었다. 

우리나라에서는 2008년도에 UN Regular Process 응을 해 우리나라 해양환

경평가 황을 분석한 바 있다. 이 결과, 재까지 범분야  통합  평가를 시도한 

이 없었으며, 체계 인 해양환경 모니터링 미흡, 기  간 력 부족으로 인한 

최신자료 확보와 자료의 신뢰성 악 어려움, 체계  검토를 한 평가분석틀  

통합평가 지표 부재 등 체계 인 평가시스템이 갖추어져 있지 않아 통합 인 해

양환경평가를 통한 효율 인 해양환경보존  리가 이루어지지 않는 것으로 나

타났다. 

한 AoA 보고서 안을 바탕으로 국가보고서 지침서  국가 응방안을 수

립하 으나, 2010년 11월 재 UN Regular Process를 한 통합 인 평가 

Framework과 제도가 확정되지 않은 상태를 감안하여 지속 인 수정, 보완이 필

요하다.    

UN Regular Process는 세계 해양환경상태를 통합 으로 평가하는 것이 주 

목 이며, 국가  정보도 포함하는 것을 원칙으로 하고 있다.  AoA가 IPCC를 모

델로 하여 시행된 것을 감안할 때, Regular Process가 국가별 해양환경상태와 이

의 망, 개선정책을 평가하고 이를 분석하는 요한 도구로 활용될 망이다. 

한 UN 결의안의 사안에 따라 국가별 정책에 큰 향을 미칠 수도 있음을 감안하

여 극 인 응이 필요하다.  

특히, 우리나라는 반폐쇄성 해역을 갖고 있는 반도 국가 특성을 지녀 국이나 

일본 등의 주변 국가에 비해 국제사회에서 인지하고 있는 해역의 비 이 낮은 

계로 우리나라가 극 으로 처하지 않을 시에는 우리나라 주변 해역상태나 평

가 황 등 우리나라 입장이 제 로 반 되지 않을 여지가 있다. 한 UN 

Regular Process 통합보고서 발간 시 동해표기 문제 등 우리나라 해양 토 리 
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측면에서도 외교 인 응이 필요할 것으로 단된다.  

이러한 을 인식하여 본 과제는 다음과 같은 연구목 을 설정하 다. 

첫째, AoA 최종보고서와 2009년, 2010년도에 개최된 UN Regular Process 시행

을 한 임시 체작업반 회의, UN 문서 등을 통해 UN Regular Process 추진

황을 분석한다.  

둘째, 문가그룹이 제안한 Regular Process 임워크를 바탕으로 향후 추진

방향을 가늠해 본다.

셋째, IOC와 공동으로 UN Regular Process 련 워크 을 개최하여 우리나라 

지역해 국제기구  국내외 문가들에 한 해양환경평가 련 역량강화  국

제 력 네트워크를 구축한다. 

넷째, Regular Process 응을 한 우리나라 활동 황을 분석하고 앞의 결과들

을 토 로 우리나라 응방안을 최종 으로 수립한다. 

Ⅲ. 연구개발의 내용 및 범위

제시된 연구목표를 달성하기 해 본 연구사업은 다음과 같은 연구내용을 포함

하고 있다.

제 1장은 연구개발의 개요(서론)로서 연구배경  필요성, 목   내용, 추진

략  추진체계를 설명한다. 

제 2장은 Regular Process 련 문서와 2009, 2010년 임시 체작업반회의 결과 

등을 토 로 Regular Process 배경  추진 황을 기술한다.

제 3장은 AoA 최종보고서의 요약과 문가그룹이 제안한 Regular Process 

임워크를 바탕으로 Regular Process 향후 추진방향을 측한다.

제 4장은 IOC와 공동으로 UN Regular Process 련 워크 을 개최하여 우리나

라 지역해 국제기구  국내외 문가들에 한 해양환경평가 련 역량강화  

국제 력 네트워크를 구축한다. 

제 5장은 Regular Process 응을 한 우리나라 활동 황을 분석해 보고 앞의 

결과들을 토 로 국가  응방안을 수립한다. 
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Ⅳ. 연구개발 결과
UN Regular Process는 기존 국가 , 지역  평가에 근거하여 재와 가까운 미

래의 사회  경제  측면을 포함한 세계해양을 지속 으로 검토하기 한 매

커니즘을 제공하여 통합 인 해양환경 리 지원을 통하여 세계해양환경상태를 

개선시키는데 목 이 있다.

평가의 근방법은 통합 인 생태계평가이며, 해양환경평가와 련된 기   

개인간의 네트워킹 증진, 능력배양, 지식기반의 강화를 통한 지역 , 소지역 , 그

리고 국가  평가과정을 장려한다. 한 해양환경 련 압력을 지정하고 상태를 

향상시키기 해 실행된 응 리를 악하고 성공여부를 평가한다. 평가 임워

크는 드라이버(Driver)-압력(Pressure)-상태(Status)- 향(Impact)- 응(Response)를 

기본 분석 임워크로 사용한다. 

Regular Process 주요 특징은 UN산하에서 직 인 리를 받으며, 권 있고 

합법 인 결과로 고려되도록 포 이고 투명한 과정을 강조하는 것이다. 한 역

량배양  기술이 은 Regular Process 실행을 한 필수조건으로 취 되고 있다.  

재 Regular Process 1차주기가 2010~2014년으로 결정되었으며, 2차주기는 1차

주기 결과를 바탕으로 결정될 것이다. 1차주기는 다시 1단계(2010~2012년)와 2단

계(2013~2014년)으로 나뉘는데, 1단계에서는 통합 인 평가를 한 략과 일정표 

개발, 능력배양활동과 기술이  증진, 통합평가를 통해 답해질 주요 의문   이

슈정의, 통합평가 개발을 한 지역  정보 검토  근법을 개발한다. 2단계에

서는 1단계에서 수행된 결과를 바탕으로 지구  평가를 한 기 을 설립하고 

통합평가를 실시한다. 

Regular Process 시행을 해서는 먼  재원 마련, 제도  정비, 지역별 워크  

개최 등 몇 가지 안사항을 해결해야 하며, 이는 역으로 우리나라가 Regular 

Process 시행에 극 으로 응할 수 있는 기회로 삼을 수 있다.

1차주기 1단계 문가그룹에서는 세계가 공통으로 다룰 수 있는 의문   

이슈들을 압력, 서식지, 생태계서비스를 심으로 구조화한 임워크를 제안하

다. 이 임워크의 주요 특징은 그동안 간과해 왔던 인간활동의 사회경제 측

면과 해양생태계를 연결시키고, 효과 /비효과  정책을 악함으로써, 인간활동

(압력)을 감소시키기 한 실효성 있는 정책을 입안하기 한 수단을 제공한다는 

이다.

Regular Process 응을 한 우리나라 기존 활동 황을 살펴보면, 1992년 해양
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환경국가보고서 작성, 연안·해양에 한 종합 인 평가를 한 국가  차원에서의 

자료수집  통합 노력, 해양환경 평가 근방법 개발, 각종 세계환경평가 련 

자료 제출, 사 환경성검토, 해역이용 의 등과 같은 환경평가제도를 통해 우리나

라 주변 해역의 통합 인 평가를 수행하려는 노력이 있어 왔으나, 해양환경 체계

 모니터링 미흡, 기  간 력 부족으로 인한 최신 자료 확보와 자료의 신뢰성 

악 어려움, 체계  검토를 한 평가분석틀  통합평가 지표 부재 등의 여러 

가지 문제 이 있어왔다. 2009년도에 작성한 우리나라 주변해역의 국가보고서 시

범작성에서도 마찬가지의 문제 이 발견되었다.  

이에 따라 우리나라 주변해역의 해양환경 상태의 주기 인 평가가 시행되는 것

이 필요하며, 문가그룹에서 제안한 평가구조체계를 반 하여 정책입안자가 평가

결과를 충분히 활용하여 정책의사결정을 할 수 있도록 지원체계를 갖추는 것이 

필요하다. 한 응 리정책의 실행을 평가하고 이를 다시 정책에 반 하는 정기

이고 순환 인 평가체제 구축이 필요하다.

통합 인 해양환경평가체제 수립을 해서는 평가 담당 문가  기 력 네

트워크 구축, 우리나라 해양환경상태를 평가할 수 있는 체계 인 자료 수집, 평가

결과와 정책과의 연계성 강화가 선행되어야 하며, 국제기구와의 연계성도 강화하

여야 한다. 

2009년도에 AoA를 바탕으로 국가보고서 작성 지침서를 작성하 으나, 재 

Regular Process 통합평가체계가 논의 에 있는 것을 감안하여 이 체계가 확정

되는 로 이에 따른 국가보고서 작성 지침이 수정되어야 한다.

재 1차주기 1단계 아시아지역 문가 그룹에 우리나라 문가(박철, 충남 )

가 진출한 상태이며, 이밖에 일본, 국, 필리핀, 이란 문가들이 선별된 상태다. 

1차 주기 2단계에서는 1단계에서 수립된 평가체계  기 으로 평가보고서를 집

으로 작성하게 되며 2단계 수행을 한 새로운 문가가 이를 담당하게 된다. 

우리나라 주변 해역의 상태  정책 실행 등 우리나라 황이 제 로 반 되는 

것 뿐 아니라 우리나라 동해지역 명칭이 표기될 수 있도록 2단계에서도 문가 

그룹이나 리·검토기구(Management and Review Body)로의 진출이 필요하다. 

재 국, 일본, 그리고 필리핀 등 문가그룹 진출 나라들의 해역이 차지하는 

비 에 비해 우리나라 해역이 차지하고 있는 지역이 상 으로 고 인도네시아, 

인도 등 많은 해역을 포함하는 나라들이 있는 을 감안한다면 우리나라가 진출

하기 쉽지 않아 보인다. 

따라서 국가 인 차원에서 지속 으로 문가그룹의 진출을 꾀하고 리검토기

구로 진출할 수 있도록 Regular Process로 기여 방안을 수립하여 실행하는 것이 
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필요하다. 

이의 일환으로 자발  신탁기  공여, 개도국 상 Regular Process 역량배양 

 해양환경평가 련 교육훈련 로그램의 수행과 국제사회에서의 이의결과 홍보, 

지역별 워크 에서 우리나라가 주도 으로 이끌어갈 방안 마련 등의 체계  응

이 필요하다.

 Regular Process 사무국 설립에 해서는 2010년 임시 체작업반회의에서 당  

IOC, UNEP, DOALOS에서는 이 세 기구로 구성된 임시사무국을 설립한 이후 독

립 인 사무국을 추후에 설립하는 것을 제안하 으나 개발도상국의 반 로 

DOALOS가 독립 인 사무국 역할을 하는 것으로 의되었다. 기술 인 부분은 

IOC, UNEP, IMO 등 국제기구에서 지원한다는 권고안이 채택되었으나 구체 인 

역할에 해서는 논의하지 못한 상태다. 

DOALOS는 해양법 문기 이기 때문에 해양환경에 한 문인력  Regular 

Process 시행을 한 소규모의 산 등 Regular Process 시행을 한 체계가 구축

되어 있지 않다. 따라서 65차 UN 총회에서 산  인력충원에 한 결의안이 

통과되더라도 소수의 인력과 산만으로 지구 인 통합평가를 한 사무국 역

할을 할 수 있을지는 미지수다.

향후 Regular Process가 본격 으로 시행된다면, 지역별 평가 역량배양  통합

평가를 한 자료 수집 등을 한 지역별 사무소 개설이 논의될 가능성이 높은 

바, 이에 한 지속 인 동향 악이 요구된다. 
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제 1 장  연구개발과제의 개요

제1   연구의 필요성 

1. 오랜 기간 해양은 거 하며 인간의 향에 좌우되지 않는 것

으로 생각되었으나 최근 어류남획, 오염물질 증가와 같은 인

간의 활동과 기후변화 등 여러 가지 원인 때문에, 서식지 감

소와 같은 생태계 변화, 자연재해 증가, 어업생산량 감소 등 

해양환경상태가 지속 으로 악화되고 있는 것으로 나타남

2. 이의 피해를 최소화하고 해양환경을 개선하기 하여 일부 

선진국  지역 국제기구를 심으로 해양환경상태를 악하

고 이를 개선하려는 노력이 이루어져 왔으나, 정책결정자들

의 의사결정 지원을 해 필요한 과학  근거로서 신뢰할만한 

정보  지구  차원의 통합 인 해양환경평가가 부족함

3. 이와 같은 인식하에 정부 간 해양환경보호 공동노력을 강화

시키려는 신 국제규범이 형성되고 있으며 이의 일환으로 

2002년 요하네스버그 이행계획에 따라 UN 차원에서 세계해

양환경상태평가(UN Regular Process)가 2010~2014년을 1차 

주기로 시행될 정임 

4. UN Regular Process는 국가별․지역별 해양환경상태보고서

를 바탕으로 지구  차원의 통합 인 해양환경상태를 악

하고 해양의 생물․비생물자원의 보 과 리, 시의 한 

해양환경상태의 측과 평가를 할 수 있는 정보를 정책결정

자들에게 제공함으로써 정부 간 해양환경 보호에 한 공동

노력을 강화시키는데 목 이 있음

5. 2006~2009년에 Regular Process 도입의 사 단계로서 세계

으로 시행되어온 기존의 해양환경평가사례들에 한 평가
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(Assessment of Assessme수, 일명 AoA)가 수행되었음. AoA

의 목 은 기존에 수행되어 온 해양환경평가사업들을 평가함

으로써 지역 · 지역  차원에서의 결함(gap)을 악하고, 

바람직한 평가방법을 제시하며, Regular Process를 본격 으

로 시행하기 한 효과 인 근방법을 제공하는 것이었음 

6. 평가결과를 바탕으로 Regular Process 시행을 한 제도  

방안을 제안하 으며, 이를 토 로 Regular Process 시행을 

한 제도  장치를 마련하기 해 2009년도와 2010년도에 

UN 회원국  련 국제기구 등이 참가한 임시 체작업반

회의가 개최되었음

7. 우리나라에서는 2008년도에 이 제도 응을 해 우리나라 

해양환경상태를 분석한 바 있음. 이 결과, 재까지 범분야  

통합  평가를 시도한 이 없었으며, 해양환경에 한 체계

인 모니터링 미흡, 기 간 력 부족으로 인한 최신자료 

확보와 자료의 신뢰성 악 어려움, 체계  검토를 한 평

가분석틀  통합평가 지표 부재 등 체계 인 평가 시스템이 

갖추어져 있는 것으로 나타남

8. 한 AoA 보고서 안을 바탕으로 국가보고서 지침서  국가 

응방안을 수립하 으나, 2010년 11월 재 Regular Process

를 한 통합 인 평가 체계(Framework)와 제도  차원이 

확정되지 않은 상태를 감안하여, 지속 인 수정  보완이 

필요함

9. Regular Process 1차 주기가 시행되어 지구  평가를 한 

기 이 설립되면 세계의 모든 해양에 한 상태 보고와 사회

경제  측면을 포함한 해양환경평가가 표 화됨

10. Regular Process가 시행되면 개별 국가별로 이루어지던 기

존의 해양환경상태의 보고와 평가의 패러다임이 국제표 으

로 환됨을 의미함
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11. AoA가 ‘기후변화에 한 정부간 패 (Intergovernmental Panel 

on Climate Change, IPCC)’1)을 모델로 하여 시행된 것을 감

안할 때 국가별 해양환경상태와 이의 망, 개선 정책을 평가

하고 이를 분석하는 강력한 도구로 작용할 수 있음

12. 특히 Regular Process가 UN하에 시행됨을 감안할 때 유엔 

총회 결의안의 사안에 따라 국가별 정책에 큰 향을 미칠 

수도 있음

13. 따라서 우리나라에 이익이 되는 평가기 과 환경 표 을 정

하기 한 기 자료를 제공하고 이를 철할 수 있도록 

극 인 노력이 필요함

14. Regular Process가 통합 이고 표 화된 기 으로 수행된다

면 각국 정부, 지역별, 지역별로 해양환경상태를 일목요연

하게 악할 수 있게 됨

15. Regular Process에 한 효과 인 응은 우리나라 할해

역의 해양환경상태에 한 국제  수 의 통합 인 보고체

계를 구축하고 해양환경상태의 변화, 원인과 압력, 평가와 

개선 활동의 미비  등을 구체 으로 악하여 정책 의사결

정에 반 하는 등 통합 인 해양환경 리정책의 기반을 구

축하며 나아가 국가차원의 장기 인 해역환경 리목표를 수

립하고 시행할 수 있을 것으로 단됨

16. 이밖에 UN Regular Process 통합보고서 발간 시 동해표기 

문제 등 우리나라 해양 토 리 측면에서도 외교 인 응

이 필요할 것으로 측됨 

17. 해양이라는 특성상 우리나라 지역해 국가들과의 력은 필

수 임. 특히, 동남아시아지역 개발도상국들의 해양환경평가

1) 기후변화협약 제 4조 및 제 12조 규정에 의거, 각 당사국은 온실가스의 배출현황 및 전망, 온실가스 억제정책 

내용을 포함하는 국가보고서를 제출해야 하며, 이와 직접적으로 연계되는 각 부분별 온실가스 배출 통계 구축

은 각 당사국의 감축의무 달성 여부를 평가하는 주요 항목이다. 에너지경제연구원(2005), pp 3 
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에 한 역량배양을 통해 동남아시아지역해의 해양환경 보  

 개선에 이바지하고 이들 국가들과의 력을 강화하고 국

제  지지기반을 갖출 필요가 있음. 이를 통해 국제사회에서 

우리나라 지지와 발언권을 확보하고 나아가 국제 력에서의 

주도 인 역할을 수행할 것으로 기 됨   
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제2   연구의 목   내용

1. 연구의 목

가. ‘UN Regular Process’ 도입 추진동향에 한 분석을 통해 동제도의 

국내 수용  극 인 응방안 수립

나. 국내  동남아 지역 Regular Process 역량 강화  국제  력기반 

구축

2. 연구내용

가. UN Regular Process 추진 황  향후 추진방향 분석

1) AoA 최종보고서, 2009, 2010년 임시 체작업반회의, Regular Process 

련 UN 문서 분석

2) 문가그룹에 제안한 통합평가체계 분석

나. Regular Process 역량 강화

1) 동아시아지역 Regular Process 역량강화 활동에 한 력을 한 

약 체결

2) 국내 문가들을 한 Regular Process 역량강화 국제워크  개최

3) 동아시아지역 문가  국제기구 계자 Regular Process 역량강화 

국제워크  개최

다. 문가 네트워크 강화  확

1) Regular Process 역량강화 워크  개최  해양환경 련 국제회의 

참가를 통한 문가 네트워크 강화  확  

라. Regular Process 응방안 수립

1) Regular Process 응을 한 기존 우리나라 활동 황 분석

2) 의 결과들을 바탕으로 국가 , 국제  응방안 수립
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제3   연구 추진 략  추진체계

1. 추진 략

가. AoA 최종보고서와 2009년, 2010년도에 개최된 UN Regular Process 

시행을 한 임시 체작업반회의 결과, UN 련문서들을 통해 Regular 

Process 추진 황을 분석함

나. 문가그룹이 제안한 Regular Process 임워크를 바탕으로 Regular 

Process 향후 추진방향을 도출함

다. IOC와 공동으로 Regular Process 련 국제워크 을 개최하여 국내

외 문가  지역해 국제기구에 한 해양환경평가 련 역량강화 

 국제 력 네트워크를 구축함. 이를 하여 IOC와 약을 체결하

고 워크  조직을 한 력활동을 수행함

라. Regular Process 련 워크  개최 시, 국내 문가들을 한 워크

에서는 Regular Process 추진 황을 소개하고 2008년도 국가보고서

를 검토하여 향후 추진방안을 논의하기로 함

마. 동아시아 지역 문가 역량배양 워크 에서는 Regular Process 추진

황과 동아시아 지역해 국제기구 활동 황을 소개하는 한편, 동아

시아 국가들의 해양환경평가 황  도 과제 등을 악하는 계기

로 삼음

바. 우리나라 기존 Regular Process 응 황을 분석하기 하여 우리나

라 해양환경평가 황을 분석해 보고, 2009년도에 수립했던 Regular 

Process 응방안을 검토해 

사. 의 결과들을 바탕으로 국가 , 국제  차원에서 Regular Process 

응방안을 수립함
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그림 1. 연구 추진 략

그림 2. 연구 추진체계
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제4   보고서의 구성

1. 본 보고서의 제 1장은 본 연구의 배경  필요성, 연구목  

 내용, 추진 략  추진체계에 하여 간단히 정리하 음

2. 제 2장과 3장에서는 Regular Process 추진배경과 추진경과, 

그리고 AoA 최종보고서 분석, 문가그룹이 제안한 Regular 

Process 임워크를 바탕으로 Regular Process 추진 황과 

향후 추진방향을 논하 음

3. 제 4장에서는 IOC와 공동으로 개최한 Regular Process 역량

강화 워크 을 소개하고 이의 주요 내용을 요약하 음. 국내

문가들을 상으로 한 워크 과 동아시아지역 문가  

국제기구 계자들을 상으로 한 워크 의 결과로 구축된  

문가들 명단을 첨부하 음

4. 제 5장에서는 국가  차원에서 시행되었던 혹은 시행되고 있는 

해양환경평가  통합평가를 한 노력을 소개하고 Regular 

Process 자체 응을 한 활동도 분석하 음

5. 의 결과들을 바탕으로 Regular Process 체계  응을 

한 고려해야 할 사항과 추진 방법 등 국가 , 국제  차원에

서의 응방안을 제안하 음
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제2장  UN Regular Process 추진 현황
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제2장  UN Regular Process 추진 황 

제1   Regular Process 추진 배경

1. 해양환경상태의 지속 인 악화2)

가. 수산업의 악화: 세계 으로 수산업은 1980년 에 정 을 이루었다

가 그 이후에 지속 으로 감소하고 있음. 수산업의 75%가 이미 개발

되었거나 과도하게 개발되었고, 이로 인해 심해 와 극지방과 같은 

지역에 한 압력이 증가하고 있음

나. 오염물질의 증가: 오염물질, 양분, 침 물들에 의한 오염, 해양 오

염의 80%이상이 삼림벌채와 산업 폐기물, 하수 오물과 같은 육상기

인 오염으로부터 발생함. 먹이사슬과 인간을 포함한 약탈자들로 인해 

많은 유독 화학물질들이 축 되었음. 한 산소지 (dead zones)가 

세계 역으로 확산되어가고 있음 

다. 요한 서식지의 손실: 세계 인구의 약 40%가 지구 체 면 의 8%

를 덮고 있는 좁은 연안지역에서 살고 있음. 많은 개발로 인해 습지

와 맹그로 와 같은 가치 있는 서식지의 분열과 유실이 발생하 으

며 생물의 다양성에 심각한 결과와 홍수와 침식 험성 증가와 같은 

인간 생활에 부정 인 향을 가져왔음

라. 기후변화의 향: 3,000미터까지 깊이의 세계 해양의 평균 온도가 

1961년 이래로 증가하고 있는데 이는 해수의 팽창과 상승 때문임. 지

난 40년 동안 해양의 이산화탄소 흡수 능력이 16% 감소되었음. 한 

도, 순환 방식, 결빙, 염분 함유도, 이산화탄소 수치 그리고 물의 

산성도의 변화도 해양기후 향 때문이며 이러한 변화들은 산호, 식물

성 랑크톤, 조개류 등의 해양 생물종들의 분포와 양의 변화로 이어

졌음

마. 외래종의 향: 침입종은 선박과 수산양식을 통하여 직 으로 퍼졌

으며, 생태계 괴를 가져왔음( , 1982년에 우연히 흑해에서 알려진 

빗해 리는 10년 안에 26개의 상업  어종 괴의 원인이 되었음)

2) AoA Main report, p.1-3. 



－ 14 －

2. 해양환경상태의 악  개선과 련한 정책결정자들의 의사

결정 지원을 해 필요한 과학  근거로서 신뢰할만한 정보 

 지구  차원의 통합 인 해양환경평가가 부족함3)

가. 기존의 지구  평가는 부분 해양환경에 특별히 집 되어 있지 

아니하고, 정기 으로 반복하여 실행되고 있지 않음

1) 지구환경 망(Global Environment Outlook, GEO)이 정기 인 것

으로 설계되긴 하 으나 그 범 가 방 하여 환경의 모든 요소(육

지, 기, 물, 생물다양성 등)를 포함하고 있어서 해양에 있어서는 

제한 임

2) MA(Millennium Ecosystem Assessment)도 마찬가지로 범 가 방

하고 해양에 을 맞추지 못하며 1회성에 그치고 있으며 2005년에 

종료됨 

3) GIWA(Global International Water Assessment)도 마찬가지로 1회성

으로 2003년에 종료되었으며, 해양환경에 배타 으로 집 하지 않고 

지구 담수자원에 한 상태를 다루고 있음

나. 다른 지구  로그램들은 분야별, 주제별로 기후변화, 산호  보

호, 육상기인 활동에 기인한 해양환경에 한 양 감 등 단일 사

안을 다루고 있음

다. OSPAR, HELCOM과 같은 지역  해양평가는 지리 으로 특정 지역

에 한정되어 있으며, 경제 선진국들의 과 수  높은 평가 때문에 

지구 으로 용하기에는 어려움

라. 수산에 한 평가들은 보통 특정 지역이나 개별 인 종에 국한되며 

해양에서의 체 혹은 다른 활동들과의 연계를 고려하지 않음. 한 

지구 인 해양 생물종은 거의 존재하지 않고, 지역 으로만 존재함

마. 다른 로그램들과 마찬가지로 지구해양 측시스템(Global Ocean 

Observing System, GOOS)은 단지 해양상태의 과학  측면의 정보

만 수집하는 반면, 유엔해양아틀라스(United Nations Atlas of the 

Oceans)는 해양에 한 정보를 제공하지만 평가를 수행하지는 아니

함

3) A/58/423
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2 . 추진 경과

1. 지속가능발 원회(제7회기, 1999년)  UNEP 회의(2001.2)

가. 1992년 6월 리우에서 개최된 유엔환경개발회의는 110여 개국의 국가

정상을 포함한 178개국 표들이 참가한 지구정상회의로써 지속가능

한 개발로 환경과 개발의 조화를 추구하고자 함 

나. 유엔환경개발회의는 리우선언과 21세기를 향한 구체 인 행동계획인 

의제 21(Agenda 21)을 채택하고, 한 의제 21의 이행상황을 검토․

감시하기 한 기구인 지속가능발 원회(CSD)를 설치함

다. 환경  개발에 한 리우선언(The Rio Declaration on Environment 

and Development)과 의제 21의 이행과정을 검토할 책임이 있는 

CSD는 해양  연안역의 보호와 그 생물자원의 합리  이용  개

발이 의제 21 제17장의 핵심이라고 보고 제17장의 목표 이행상황을 

제4회기(1996년), 제5회기(1997년)  제7회기(1999년)에 검토함

1) 한 의제 21의 이행을 검토하기 해 유엔총회의 제19차 특별회기

는 해양문제를 고려하 음

라. CSD 제7회기에서 아이슬란드는 해양오염에 한 정부간 패

(Intergovernmental Panel on Marine Pollution : IPMP)이 유엔환경

계획(UNEP), 세계보건기구(WHO), 국제해사기구(IMO), 유엔식량농업

기구(FAO), 국제원자력기구(IAEA), 유엔교육과학문화기구 정부간 해

양학 원회(IOC/UNESCO), 세계기상기구(WMO)  유엔공업개발기

구(United Nations Industrial Development Organization : UNIDO)

가 공동으로 참여하여 설립되어야 한다고 제안함

1) 동 패 의 주요 목 은 연안 공동체와 국제공동체를 해 해양환경

에 한 오염의 잠재  향과 증   그 사회경제학  향력에 

해 포 인 과학  평가를 하도록 하는 것이었음  

2) 동 패 은 다른 기 ( , GIWA, GOOS)의 수행작업을 고려하여 GESAMP

에 의해 작업이 수행되었고,  

3) UNEP와 IOC/UNESCO는 기후변화에 한 정부간 패 (Intergovernm-ental 

Panel on Climate Change : IPCC)이 채택한 원칙을 모델로 하여 동 
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패 을 설치하는데 주도  역할을 하도록 제안 받았으며, 아이슬란

드의 제안은 UNEP 리이사회(2001년 2월, 제21회기)에서 좀 더 심

도 있게 논의됨

4) 2001년 2월 나이로비에서 개최된 UNEP 제21회기에서 리이사회는 

UNEP가 해양환경의 상태평가에 한 정규 차 설정 타당성에 해 

조사하도록 결정함 

5) 이 결정은 아이슬란드 정부가 제출한 논의 서에 기 하고 있음 

2. Reykjavik 회의(2001. 9.12. ~ 14.)

가. “해양환경의 상태평가를 한 정규과정 설정 타당성 연구(Feasibility 

Study for Establishing a Regular Process for the Assessment of the 

State of the Marine Environment)”에 한 제1차 비공식 상회의는 

2001년 9월 12-14일 아이슬란드의 Reykjavik에서 개최됨

1) 동 회의는 총 37명의 국제조직, 지역기구, 국가정부  기타 련 기

 표가 참석하 으며, 해양환경의 지구  평가(UN Regular 

Process)가 바람직하고 긴 하게 필요한 사항이라는데 합의하 고 

모든 련 이해 계자(relevant stakeholders)가 이 차의 개발을 검

토하는 것에 동의함4) 

나. 의사결정자들에게 정 한 정보를 제공하는 해양환경에 이 되는 

요소에 한 정규평가 차가 아이슬란드의 주도로 국가정부에 의해 

조사됨 

1) 아이슬란드는 UNEP의 리이사회가 해양환경상태의 지구  평가

에 한 결정을 하도록 의도함(GC 21/13) 

2) 동 결정은 사무국장(Executive  Council Director)에게 IOC/UNESCO 

 기타 유엔 기 , CBD 사무국, 해양환경의 상태평가를 한 정규

철자 설정의 타당성을 조사하기 한 지역해 로그램과 력하도록 

요구하 음

다. Reykjavik 회의는 평가과정의 타당성을 조사하기 한 1단계 회의 음

1) 동 회의의 목 은 ⅰ) 평가과정이 필요한지, ⅱ) 어떤 과정이 타당성

이 있는지, ⅲ) 어떠한 자원을 이용할 수 있는지, ⅳ) 주요 사용자

4) http://www.unep.org/DEWA/water/MarineAssessment/
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(users)가 구이어야 하는지, ⅴ) 그 과정에서 그들이 요구하는 것은 

무엇인지, ⅵ) 평가의 범 는 무엇이어야 하는지, ⅶ) 평가의  

목표는 무엇이어야 하는지, ⅷ) 그 평가를 수행하기 한 메카니즘으

로서 어떠한 주요 기 이 필요한지, ⅸ) 그 과정의 개발에서 다음 단

계로 무엇을 취해야 하는지에 해 조사하는 것이었음

라. 평가의 주요 고객은 국내수 에서는 정책결정자이어야 하고 그 결과

물과 분석 자료들은 정책결정자들에게 이 맞추어져야 함 

마. 국가 표들은 “평가는 지구  해양환경상태의 재  미래변화를 

조사하고, 해양환경변화의 지구  향을 측정하고, 환경변화에 따

른 향을 경감시키기 해 조언을 제공하여야 한다.”고 함

1) 이 국가 표들은 평가가 종합 이고, 범한 해양생태계 근방법이

어야 하며, 최상의 이용가능한 과학  정보에 기 해야 한다고 요구함 

2) 한 그 과정은 완 히 투명하고 총 (inclusive)이어야 하며, 범

한 이해 계자(broad stakeholder)가 참여하도록 하여야 함  

3) 한 평가는 존 평가 틀에 근거하여 세워져야 한다고 권고함  

바. 평가의 지리학  지역은 “해양  연안 생태계와 함께 련 염하구”

로 설정함

1) 평가는 생태  근방법을 채택하여야 하고, 환경변화에 따른 향

을 분석하여야 함 

2) 지구  평가는 지역 ․소지역 (sub-regional) 기구  지구  

수 에서 분류된 지역 ․소지역  생태계 평가에 근거하여야 함 

사. 평가는 지구  해양환경 변화의 생물학   사회경제학  시스템

에 한 함축성을 설명하기 해 재 진행되고 있는 추세  시나

리오의 개발을 포함하여야 함 

아. 평가의 목표는 정책결정자가 이를 활용할 수 있도록 해양생태계의 

모든 측면의 상태와 경향에 해 정기 이고 시의 하며 과학  

근거를 제공하는 것임 

1) 이들 평가들은 사회경제  측면의 검토와 해양 련 문제의 규명을 

통해 정책결정자들을 지원하는 시나리오를 개발하는 것을 포함함
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2) 평가는 기술 -과학  보고서의 형식을 취해야 하고 정책결정자들을 

해 요약본을 첨부하여야 함

자. 이러한 평가를 만들기 한 메커니즘과 과정은 투명하고 독립 이어

야 함 

1) 평가는 정부, 련 유엔 기   지역기구에 의해 지명된 문가들

에 의해 수행되어야 하며, 이 문가들은 개별  문성에 근거하여 

기여하도록 함

차. 목표를 충족시키기 해 다음과 같은 선택사항이 채택됨 

1) 해양생태계의 정규평가는 존하는 메커니즘에 합하여야 하고, 이

는 기타 메커니즘과 력  조 하에 작업이 이루어져야 함 

2) 정규의 지구  해양평가과정을 조화하기 해 선택된 메커니즘은 

비용효과성, 신뢰성, 지속가능성  정책 이슈를 할 수 있는 능력 

등을 주요 기 으로 제시함

3. Bremen 기술 워크  (2002. 3. 18. ~ 20.)

가. “해양환경의 상태평가를 한 정규과정 설정 타당성 연구(Feasibility 

Study for Establishing a Regular Process for the Assessment of the 

State of the Marine Environment)”에 한 제2차 회의(기술 워크샵)

가 2002년 3월 18~20일 독일의 Bremen에서 개최됨

1) 동 회의는 2001년 2월 UNEP 제21회기에서 리이사회의 “해양환경 

상태에 한 지구  평가”에 한 결정(UNEP Governing Coucil  

 Decision 21/13)에 근거하여 개최됨

나. 동 회의는 평가과정을 설정하기 해 가능한 모델 검토, 유엔 기  

 기타 련 기구에 결정 21/13의 유포 권고, 재  장래에 계획

된 평가와 이를 성취하기 해 사용된 메커니즘의 검토를 권고함

다. UN Regular Process 메커니즘 설치의 주요 목표는 정규 , 시의 

성, 과학  근거 하에 해양생태계의 모든 측면의 상태  경향에 

해 필요한 평가를 하는 것임 

1) 이들 평가들은 해양환경평가에 련된 존하는 메커니즘에 근거하

여야 함 
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2) 이때에는 국가 , 지역  그리고 지구  수 에서 정책결정자와 

이해 계자를 포함하고 이들이 이용하도록 하여야 함

라. 합법성, 신뢰성  성(legitimacy, credibility and saliency)을 보

장하기 해 UN Regular Process 이해 계자 그룹들은 지역  수

에서 정해져야 함

마. UN Regular Process는 특히 해양과 인간활동을 설명함에 있어 일반

으로 수락된 생태학  범 에 근거하여 범 한 생태계 근방법

을 취해야 함 

바. UN Regular Process 활동의 범 는 사회경제  검토를 포함하여야 

하고 련 작업, 근방법  국가 , 지역  그리고 지구  조직

의 경험을 고려하여야 함

사. UN Regular Process의 주요 자료 제공자들은 정부간 기구, 정부기  

 학들이며 기타 자료는 별도로 조사되어야 함 

아. UN Regular Process 과정의 제도  메커니즘과 운 의 약정은 다음 

사항을 보장하여야 함

1) 첫째, 합법성, 신뢰성  성의 확보로서 이는 국가 , 지역   

지구  정책결정자들을 포함하는 모든 이해 계자들, 평가 사용자

들  자료 제공자들과 상호교류를 통해 과학에 근거한 근방법을 

용하고, 독립된 문가 검토(peer reviewed)를 통해 확보함  

2) 둘째, 비용효과성, 효율성  지속가능성의 확보로서 이는 조직, 방

법론  차에 해 존하는 평가자원을 기반으로 함  

자. UN Regular Process의 결과물은 투명한 검토를 받아야 하며, 과학

/기술  보고서(1단계)  동일한 정보에 근거한 정책보고서(2단계)

의 2단계 형태로 보고되어야 함 

차. 능력배양을 포함하여 UN Regular Process 과정의 비용  기 은 

존하는 재원  자발  기 을 활용할 수 있음  

카. UN Regular Process 과정은 지구 , 지역   국가  수 에서 

인식을 증가시키기 해 해양에 한 유엔비공식 상회의, 지속가능

한 개발에 한 지구정상회의, 지역 약  행동 로그램, 수산기  

 기타 련 지역기구에 하여야 함
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4. 요하네스버그 이행계획 (2002. 8. 28 ~ 9. 4)

가. 2002년 8월 28일부터 9월 4일까지 남아 리카공화국 요하네스버그에서 

개최된 지속가능한 발 을 한 정상회의(World Summit on Sustainable 

Development, WSSD)의 결과를 이행하는 구체 인 방안을 담은 요

하네스버그 이행계획 수립

나. 요하네스버그 이행계획에서 세계정상들은 “사회경제  측면을 포함

하여 재와 미래의 해양환경상태의 지구  보고와 평가를 해 

기존의 지역  평가 사업들을 기반으로 하는 정규과정(Regular Process)

을 유엔 산하에 2004년까지 설치하도록” 결의하 음

1) 동 결정은 2002년 가을 유엔총회에서 승인됨(결의 57/141,  para. 45

와 58/240 paras. 64 - 65)

2) 한 요하네스 이행계획은 para. 36에서 국가들에게 “건 한 의사결

정을 한 기 로서 해양  연안생태계의 과학  이해와 평가를 개

선”하도록 요구하고 있음

5. 유엔총회 결의 57/141 (2002. 12. 12)

가. 유엔총회는 “국제연합산하에 기존 지역  평가에 근거하여 재와 

가까운 미래의 사회  경제  측면을 포함한 해양환경상태의 지

구  보고와 평가를 한 정규 과정을 수립”하는 요하네스버그 이행

계획 para 36 (b)을 결의 57/141로 승인함 

나. 동 결의는 사무총장에게 회원국, 유엔의 련 기구  기 , 로그

램(UNEP, IOC/UNESCO, FAO, IMO, WHO, IAEA, WMO, 생물다

양성 약 사무국, 기타 권한 있는 정부간 기구  련 비정부간 기

구)과 하게 력하여 지구  보고  해양상태평가에 한 정

규 과정을 비하여 유엔총회 제58차 회의에 제출하도록 함5)

6. 유엔사무총장보고서 A/58/423 (2003. 10. 8)

가. 유엔사무총장보고서 A/58/423은 결의 57/141에 따라 세계해양환

경평가를 한 정규과정(Regular Process)의 설치를 해 취해야 할 

양식에 한 사무국이 비한 보고서(A regular process for the global 

reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment: 

proposals on modalities)임

5) A/RES/57/141, para.45.
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1) 동 보고서는 IOC/UNESCO 본부인 리에서 2003년 9월 8~9일간 

개최된 기  간 자문회의에서 토의된 지구환경평가를 일부 포함하고 

있음

나. 동 보고서는 서론, 배경, 양식에 한 제안요청의 응답, Regular 

Process 수립 시 고려되어야 할 이슈와 단계, 결론  부속서로 구성

되어 있음

다. 특히 Regular Process 수립 시 고려되어야 할 이슈로는 범 , 일반  

구조, 과정의 개요, 문가 검토, 사무국 는 제도  약정(institutional 

arrangements), 역량배양, 재원을 들고 있으며, Regular Process 수립

을 한 단계로서 우선 상기한 고려이슈에 한 결정, 상세한 계획을 

비하기 한 문가 그룹의 소집, 동 상세계획을 토의하고 추인하

기 한 정부간 회의의 소집을 제시함

라. 동 보고서에서 도출된 주요 내용은 우선 Regular Process는 사회경제

 측면을 포함한 해양환경의 지구 이고 포 인 평가여야 하고, 

생물다양성을 포함하여 해양에 향을 미치는 모든 활동들과 해양환

경의 모든 요소들의 상호 계를 조명하여야 한다는 것임 

1) Regular Process는 매 5년마다 정기 으로 수행되며 다양한 기존의 

평가들 에서 이루어져야 함. 아울러 Regular Process에 한 새로

운 재원의 필요성을 인정함

2) Regular Process를 하여 사무국의 장소와 구성에 하여는 인정하

지만 모든 필요기구들과 약 사무국이 등한 자격으로 참여하여야 

하기 때문에 주도  역할을 수행할 기구는 필요치 않다고 

3) 역량배양은 Regular Process의 핵심 인 요소로서 특별한 배려가 요

구됨

7. 유엔총회 결의 58/240 (2003. 12. 23)

가. 유엔총회는 결의 58/240에 따라 자문  고용, 범 , 구성에 한 

안 문서, 정규 과정의 개요, 문가 검토, 사무국, 능력 배양  재원 

등을 산출하기 하여 24인 이내의 국가  지역그룹의 표로 구성

되는 문가 그룹, 과학자  정책구상자, NGO 등으로 구성되는 회

의를 소집할 것을 사무총장에게 요구하 음
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Ⅻ. 사회경제  측면을 포함한 해양환경의 지구  보고와 평가를 

한 정규과정

64. 사회경제  측면을 포함한 해양환경의 지구  보고와 평가를 

해 국제연합산하에 하나의 정규과정을 수립하기 한 양식

(modality)들에 한 제안서를 포함한 사무총장의 보고를 환

하며, 사무총장에게 회원국들과 유엔 련기구  로그램

(organization, agency, programme)들  기타 문 인 정부기

구들과 련 비정부간기구들과의 긴 한 조 하에 2004년까지 

정규과정을 수립하도록 다음단계를 밟을 것을 요청함6) 

 (a) 국가, 모든 지역군을 포함하여 정부간  비정부간 기구들의 

표, 과학자들과 정책입안자들을 포함하여 자문가 1인의 고용 가

능성을 포함하여 정규과정의 범 , 일반  체제, 개요, 문가 검

토, 사무국, 역량배양, 재원조달에 한 안을 작성하고 그 안

을 심의, 검토, 보완할 24인 이하 문가 그룹을 소집하고,

 (b) 그 안을 국가, 련 정부간  비정부간 기구들, 과학연합회들, 

재원조달 기구들과 다른 당사자들에게 서면 의견들과 1차 평가

에서 다루어야 할 특정 사안들을 검토하도록 송부하고,

 (c) 그 문가그룹에서 도출된 의견을 반 하여 그 안을 개정할 것

을 요청하고,

 (d) 그 안을 추가 으로 심의하고 검토하기 하여 제5차 비공식

상회의(ICP, 2004년 6월 7-11일, 뉴욕)와 병행하여, 모든 당사

국 표들과 함께 국제 워크 을 개최하고,

 (e) 그 문서를 최종 으로 완성하고 공식 으로 정규과정을 채택하기 

한 국제회의를 소집한다.

65. 1992년 12월 22일 총회결의 47/202 A의 para.17에 따라 아이슬

란드정부가 2004년 Reykjavik 정부간 회의를 주 하기로 한 제

안을 수용한다.

나. 유엔총회 결의 58/240은 Part 12(para.64-66.)에서 사회경제  측면을 

포함한 해양환경의 지구  보고와 평가를 한 정규과정에 해 

다음과 같이 규정하고 있음
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66. 사무총장에게 제59회기에서 UN Regular Process 수립에 하여 

총회에 보고하여  것을 요청한다.

8. UN Regular Process 문가군 문서 안 (2004. 3. 23. ~ 27)

가. 유엔은 총회 결의 58/240 para. 64(a)에 따라 2004년 3월 23~27일 뉴

욕에서 우리나라를 포함한 정부 표 8개국, UNEP 등 국제기구 표

와 자문   DOALOS 직원 등이 참여하여 “사회경제  측면을 포

함한 해양환경상태의 지구  보고와 평가를 한 정규과정 수립에 

한 문가군 기  문서” 작업회의를 개최하 음

나. 동 기 문서는 서론, 목표, 범 , 체제와 과정, 산검토, 품질보증과 

문가 검토, 제도  배열과 UN Regular Process 사무국, 역량배양, 

재원조달 방안에 해 검토하 음 

다. UN Regular Process의 체제와 과정에 있어서는 우선 UN Regular 

Process 기화 과정과 본격시행단계로 나 어 설명하고 있음 

1) 우선 UN Regular Process 기화 단계에서는 UN Regular Proces를 

한 제도  방법을 수립하는 것이 주된 목 이며, 기존해양환경평

가 사업들의 평가(Assessment of Assessments, AoA), 지역구분, 역

량배양, 주제별 평가, 시나리오 개발 등을 포함함. 본격 으로 시행

하는 단계에서는 평가 주기와 함께 평가분야와 원인  원인제공자

와 함께 정책  의미 분석이 필요하다고 보았음

※ 기존 '해양환경평가사업들의 평가'(Assessment of Assessment, 일명 

AoA)는 해양환경평가에 한 지식의  상황을 규정하기 해 선행 

평가사업들의 결과, 과정, 정책  연 성을 분석함. 이로부터 결함

(gap)을 악하고 바람직한 평가방법을 도출해 내는데 목 이 있음

2) 조직 체제로서는 투명성과 복성 방지를 하여 지구  과학평가

와 지역  과학평가로 구분하여 설명하 음

6) General Assembly Resolution 58/240 para. 64
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9. UN Regular Process 제1차 국제워크  개최(2004. 6. 5. ~ 

2004. 6.13.)

가. 제1차 국제워크 은 유엔결의 58/240, para. 64에 따라  2004년 6월 

유엔본부에서 유엔 ICP회의와 병행하여 개최되었음 

1) 동 워크 에서는 '평가사업들의 평가'(AoA)를 통해서 평가방법의 개

발, 평가사업들의 정책입안자들과의 커뮤니 이션의 효용성 검토가 

이루어져야 하고, 지역 구분 시에는 생태 인 측면과 정치 인 측면, 

해양 련 모든 유엔기구, 그리고 생물다양성 약 사무국을 포함시켜

야 한다는 것을 논의함

나. UN Regular Process는 요하네스버그 이행계획의 첫 번째 사업으로 

많은 국가 특히 개도국 77개국(G77+ 국)에서 극 지지하 음 

다. 범 에 하여서는 해양생태계에 한 모든 문제를 포함하여야 한다

는 데에는 체로 합의하 으나 생태  근법에 하여서는 아직까

지 확고한 과학  뒷받침이 없다는 지 이 있었음 

라. 한 UN Regular Process의 목 은 해양에 한 과학  이해를 증진

하여 건 한 의사결정을 가능하게 하는데 있으며, 수산평가나 리를 

포함하는 것은 아니어야 한다는 데는 일반 인 합의가 있었음

10. UN Regular Process 제2차 국제워크  개최 (2005. 6. 13. ~ 

2005. 6.15.)

가. 제2차 국제 워크 은 유엔 결의 59/240, para. 85에 따라 2005년 6월 

유엔본부에서 개최되었음.

1) 이 워크 은 “사회경제  측면을 포함한 해양환경상태의 지구  

보고와 평가를 한 정규과정 수립”에 한 두 번째 국제워크 으

로서, 유엔 사무총장에게 회원국, 유엔 조직의 기   로그램, 기

타 자격 있는 정부간 조직, 련 NGO 표를 소집할 것과 평가과

정의 범 와 ‘평가에 한 평가’(AoA)를 시작하기 한 특별  구성 

등의 련 문제들을 검토하도록 요구하고 있음

나. 제1차 워크 에서 도출되고 유엔총회에서 결의된 일련의 문제들을 

재검토하는 것으로 시작되었으며, 결의 59/240에서 확정된 바와 같

이 유엔 총회로부터 임받은 사항을 의하 음 
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다. '평가사업들에 한 평가'(AoA)의 성격, 목표, 추진조직(임시조정그룹 

Ad Hoc Steering Group(AHSG), 주  유엔기구(UNEP, UNESCO/IOC), 

문가그룹(Group of Experts, GoE)을 구성하고, 기존 련 사업으로

부터의 산 지원과 AHSG, GoE 운 산은 별도로 개발하기로 하

는 등의 내용에 해 유엔총회에 권고하도록 합의하 음(A/60/91 

para. 9 참조)

11. 2005년 11월 유엔 총회

가. 2005년 10월 ~ 11월에 개최된 유엔총회 제60차 회기에서 제2차 국제

워크 의 결론이 승인되었음

나. 평가사업들에 한 평가(AoA) 단계의 집행을 감독할 임시조정그룹 

설치

1) 균형  지리  배분과 한 문성의 안배를 고려하고, UNEP, 

FAO, IOC/UNESCO, WMO, ISA 등의 유엔 기구들 참여 

2) 문가그룹에 의해 제안될 “평가사업에 한 평가(AoA)”를 한 단

계별 활동계획 승인

3) 유엔회원국, 임시조정그룹에 자국 표를 배출하지 못한 국가에게 

“평가에 한 평가” 차에 한 개방  기회의 개최 

4) 요구가 있는 경우, “평가에 한 평가” 차 수행에 한 지침 부여

5) 문가그룹의 구성 승인

다. 주 기 은 임시조정그룹의 지침 하에서 다음과 같은 임무를 수행하

여야 함

1) 임시조정그룹의 사무국 기능 제공

2) 모든 유엔조직, 기구  계획과 의하고 련활동의 조정

3) 각종평가를 평가하는 실질  활동을 수행할 문가그룹 설치

라. UNEP, IOC/UNESCO에게 주 기 의 역할을 공동으로 수행해  

것을 요청함

마. 임시조정그룹과 문가그룹의 활동 등 “평가사업들에 한 평가”의 

집행에 소요되는 비용은 자발  기부와 존하는 산조정을 통하여, 
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참여하는 기구  기 에서 사용할 수 있는 기타 재원으로 충당할 

수 있음

12. 2006년 12월 유엔총회

가. 2006년 12월에 개최된 유엔총회 제61차 회기에서 결의안 60/30을 상

기시키고, 임시조정그룹에게 2년 내에 ‘AoA’의 완성을 구함

(A/RES/61/222)

13. AoA 결과 보고서 제출(2009.6) 

가. 문가그룹이 작성한 AoA 보고서  UNEP과 IOC에서 AoA 결과물

에 한 보고서 제출

1) 서론, 평가분석틀, 기존평가 검토 산출물, 바람직한 평가에 한 모

범사례, Regular Process를 한 반 인 Framework  제도  정

비, 1차 주기인 2010년~2014년에 한 추진방향을 제안하고 있음   

 ※ AoA 보고서는 정책결정자들을 한 요약, AoA 보고서, 지역별·

지역  요약  부록, 이 세 가지 형태로 발간되었음

14. UN Regular Process 실행을 한 제 1차 임시 체작업반회의

(2009.8.31~9.4, 미국 뉴욕본부)

가. 회의 목 :

1) Regular Process 본격 시행을 한 권고안 작성, UN 총회에 제출하

기 함

나. 주 논의 내용

1) 문가 그룹들의 AoA 결과 발표와, 의장으로부터 제안된 권고안 

안의 검토를 통한 권고안 의결로 진행됨

2) 개발도상국의 기술이 에 한 요구  Regular Process 첫 번째 단계, 

추후활동에 한 구체 인 활동지침이 집 으로 논의가 되었음

다. 권고안 주 내용

1) Regular Process 배경  목 , 임워크, 첫 번째 단계, 추후 활동

에 한 내용으로 이루어짐
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2) 많은 국가들이 AoA 보고서와 Regular Process 기본 원칙에 해 추

가 인 검토가 필요하다는데 동의한 바, 각 국가들의 검토의견을 해

양법에 한 사무총장 보고서에 반 하고, 이를 64차 총회 보고서에 

부록으로 첨부될 수 있도록 권고하 음. 

3) 한  2010년 9월 이 에 Ad hoc working group회의를 한차례 더 

개최하여 AoA 결과를 좀 더 고려하여 65차 총회 때 Regular 

Process 실행을 한 양식에 한 권고안을 제출할 정임. 이때 

문가 그룹도 이 회의에 참가하여 Regular Process 실행을 한 의견

을 제안하도록 하 음

4) Regualar Process의 첫 번째 주기는 2010~2014년이며, 첫 번째 단계

인 2010년~2012년까지는  Regular Process를 한 기 을 설립하는

데 을 두고, 두 번째 주기에서는 지구  해양환경 상태의 경

향을 평가하는 것으로 확 할 정임. 

5) AoA에서는 지역  평가와 지역  평가 보고서를 바탕으로 지구

 평가를 수행하 으나, Regular Process에서는 능력배양 로그램 

개발을 한 평가 결함(gap)과 우선순  악을 해 국가  의견도 

반 될 정임

6) Regular Process 첫 번째 주기의 운 을 한 재원 마련을 하여 

자발  신탁기 을 설립될 정이며 개발도상국을 한 능력배양을 

한 교육훈련 로그램 수행을 한 장학기  한 설립될 정임. 

회원국, 국제재정기구, 기증단체, 정부간 기구, NGO, 자연인  법

인들이 이들 신탁기 에 기여하도록 강력하게 권유되기로 함

 

15. 제 64차 UN 총회(2010.3)

가. 임시 체작업반회의 권고안을 받아들여 2010년 8월말에 제 2차 임시

작업반회의 개최를 결의함

나. UN Regular Process에 한 회원국들의 검토의견을 사무총장에게 제

출키로 함

다. UN Regular Process 실행을 한 새로운 문가그룹 구성 지시하

으며, UN Regular Process 시행을 한 자발  신탁기  설립 요구

하 음(결의안 A/RES/64/71 참조)
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지역 나라 문가이름

아 리카

냐 Robinson Ruwa

세이셀 Rolph Antoine Payet

수단 Amanuel Yoanes Ajawin

아시아

이란 Peyman Eghtesa야

국 Juying Wang

필리핀 Angel Alcala

한국 Chul Park

일본 Kunio Kohata

동유럽 슬로베니아 Alenka Malej

남미 지역

아르헨티나 Enrique Marshoff

바바도스 Lorna Inniss

라질 Beatrice Padovani Ferreira

칠 Patricio Bernal

자메이카 Sean Green

서유럽  기타

호주 Peter harris

벨기에 Saskia Van Gaever

캐나다 Jake Rice

말타 David Attard

국 Alan Simcock

표 1. UN Regular Process 문가 그룹 구성원 황(2010.5. 재)

16. 회원국들의 검토 의견에 한 사무총장 보고서 제출(2010년 

4월)

가. Regular Process의 기 인 구성요소(주요 특징, 제도  정비, 문

가 구성, 사무국, 재원 등)에 한 회원국들의 검토의견을 보고하 음

17. UN Regular Process 시행을 한 새로운 문가 그룹 구성

가. 결의안 A/RES/64/71에 따라 지역별로 새로운 문가 그룹(총 19명)

이 구성됨(표 참조)

나. 지역별로 최  5명 제한
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18. 제 1차 문가그룹회의 개최

가. 회의 목

1) A/64/88의 의제 6개에 한 문가그룹의 제안서를 작성하기 한 

회의 개최

나. 주  논의 내용

1) 의제 6개에 한 문가들간의 의견 공유 

2) 문가 제안서 작성방법  작성자 논의

3) 각 분야별로 안을 작성하고 웹사이트를 통해서 피드백을 거쳐 최

종안을 마련하기로 함 

19. UN Regular Process 실행을 한 제 2차 임시 체작업반회의

(2009.8.30~9.3, 미국 뉴욕본부)

가. 목

1) 65차 총회에 제출할 Regular Process(RP) 시행을 한 방법론(modality)

에 한 권고안을 작성

나. 논의 주 내용

1) Regular Process 방법론에 한 논의와 문가그룹이 제안한 1차 통

합평가를 한 분석구조에 한 담화, 권고안 안 검토를 통한 권

고안 의결

2) RP 주요 특징, 능력배양, 제도  정비, 잠정 인 수단, RP 1차 주기

의 목   범 , 재정  지원이 주로 논의되었음

3) 제도  정비부분, 특히 UN과의 계, 리·검토기구(Management 

and Review Body, MRB), 사무국, 1차 주기 수행을 한 지역별 워

크  개최 등이 권고안 검토과정에서 G77와 EU를 포함한 선진국과

의 논쟁이 많이 있었음

4) 신탁기  공여를 한 Terms of Reference 문서가 배포되었음 
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다. 권고안 주 내용

1) RP 주요 특징, 능력배양, RP 1차 주기의 목   범 , 재정지원 요

구는 1차 임시 체작업반회의 권고안  64차 UN 총회 결의안 내

용과 동일함(A/RES/64/71 참조)

2) 리‧검토기구(Management and Review Body, MRB) 구성 메커니즘

에 해서는 2011년도 임시 체작업반에서 추후 논의하기로 하 음  

3) DOALOS가 Regular Process 사무국을 지원하며, IOC  UNEP 등 

국제기구가 기술 인 지원을 제공하기로 함. 이를 해 UN65차 총회

에서 DOALOS 인력자원  산을 요청하는 결의안을 작성키로 함

4) 문가그룹은 평가를 수행할 평가그룹과 능력배양을 담당할 능력배

양그룹으로 나뉠 정이며, 평가산출물에 한 자체평가도 수행하게 

되었음

5) 당  2010년도에 구성된 새로운 문가그룹은 이번 작업반회의까지

로 임기가 한정되었으나, 재의 문가그룹이 1차주기 1단계(2012

년)까지 유지되기로 의되었음. 2단계에서는 새로운 문가그룹이 

지 처럼 지역별로 문성을 고려하여 선정할 정임 

※ 우리나라는 발언문을 통해 1) Regular Process 신탁기 에 한 공여 

약속, 2) 리·검토기구의 지지와 이의 설립 시 개도국과 선진국과

의 균형 인 참여 제안, 3) 해양환경분야에서 주변국가들의 능력배

양을 한 우리나라의 기여도 설명, 4) Regular Process와 련된 우

리나라의 극 인 활동 황과 동남아시아지역의 능력배양을 한 

2010년 10월에 개최될 KORDI·IOC 공동 워크  개최 등을 홍보하 음

※ 당  1차주기 1단계에서 지역별 워크 을 개최하여 개별 국가들의 

수요를 악하고 문가그룹이 제안한 평가 근방식을 결정하기로 

하 으나, 개도국의 반발에 의해 지역별워크  부분이 삭제되었으

며, 통합평가에서 다루어져야 할 주요 질문과 평가의 구체 인 목

과 범 를 정의하는 정도로 축소되었음 
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일  시 련 회의 혹은 문서 결  과

1999년 

4월 

제7차 지속가능개발 

원회 보고서  

(E/1999/29-E/CN.17/1

999/20)

▪20  : 해양과 연안 련 이슈에 한 독립 인 

과학자문기구로서 GESAMP의 효율성 강화를 

하여 진행되는 노력을 고려하여, 참가자들은 

IPCC와 함께 해양오염과 련된 국제패  설

립을 제안하 음  

▪21  : 해양과 바다와 련된 지속가능한 개발

에 한 질문들에 한 일 , 복합  지속

인 근법의 규명을 우선으로 함  

2001년 

2월

제32차 UNEP 거버닝 

의회, 제2차 세계장

 환경포럼

(나이로비, 냐, 2001년 

2월 5~9일)

▪아이슬랜드는 지구  해양평가(UN Regular 

Process)의 필요성을 제안함

▪UNEP GC 결정안 21/31은 ‘해양환경상태 평

가를 한 Regular Process 설립의 실행가능성 

검토’를 채택함 

 

2001년 

9월

해양환경상태 평가를 

한 Regular Process 

설립 타당성 조사

( 이크자비크, 아이슬

랜드, 2001년 9월 12~14

일), ‘아이슬랜드 회의’

라고도 불림 

▪UN Regular Process 과정 개발은 바람직하고 

시 한 사안이라는 것에 동의함

▪이 과정은 과학에 기 한 환경  변화와 향

에 한 지침과 정책결정자들에게 조언하는 

것에 목 을 두어야 한다고 제안됨

▪이 과정에 한 청사진 개발을 한 기술 인 

워크  개최가 제안됨 

2002년 

3월

해양환경상태의 지구

평가를 한 Regular 

Process 설립의 타당성

에 한 기술  워크  

( 멘, 독일, 2002년 3

월 18~20일), 한 ‘

멘 회의’라고도 불림

▪Regular Process에 한 합의와 Regular Process

설치 방법을 결정함 

▪평가 과정의 일반 인 개요와 요소들을 승인함

▪ 련된 과학 활동들과 최근과 미래의 해양환

경평가와 련된 과학 활동들에 한 설문조

사를 제안함 

2002년 

8월/9월

지속가능 개발에 한 

세계 정상회의(요하네스

버그, 남아 리카, 2002

년 8월 26일~9월 4일)

▪‘2004년까지 각 지역에 존하는 해양환경평가

들을 근거하여 UN산하에 사회․경제  측면

을 포함하여 재와 가까운 장래의 세계해양

환경상태보고  평가를 하는 정규과정 설립’

[요하네스버그 계획 실행에 한 36b ]이 채

택됨

2002년 

12월 

제57차 유엔총회 

A/RES/57/141

▪해양과 해양법에 한 유엔총회 결의안 57/141

▪2001년 GC 결정안 21/13의 요구를 반 하여  

결의안은 ‘2004년까지 국제연합산하에 기존 지

표 2. UN Regular Process 논의경과



－ 32 －

일  시 련 회의 혹은 문서 결  과

역  평가에 근거하여 재와 가까운 미래의 

사회․경제  측면을 포함한 해양환경상태의 

지구  보고와 평가를 한 정규과정을 수

립’하는 요하네스버그 이행계획 36b 을 결의 

57/141로 승인함

▪유엔총회는 ‘ 의의 과정(Consultatve Process)’

의 과거 업 을 칭찬함. 한 3년 기간을 연장

하고 60차 회의에서 의의 과정의 효율성과 

유용성을 검토하기로 결정함. JPOI의 36b 에 

하여 유엔총회는 결의 GC21/13에 따른 

UNEP의 업 을 추켜세우며, UN Regular 

Process 방식에 한 제안서를 비할 것을 사

무총장에게 요구함 

2003년 

2월 

제22차 UNEP 리 

의회 

▪UNEP 리 원회 결의 22/1

▪유엔총회 결의안 57/141에서 요청된 Regular 

Process를 한 비과정에 한 UNEP의 기

여와 활발한 참여를 요구함 

2003년 

9월 

Regular Process 

A/58/423의 방식에 

한 사무총장의 보고 

▪유엔총회 결의안 57/141에 따라 유엔사무총장은 

세계해양환경평가를 한 Regular Process 

(A/58/423) 설치를 한 양식에 한 제안서

를 포함하는 보고서를 비하 음. 이 보고서

는 UNESCO-IOC 본부에서 내부 조직 자문회

의를 개최고 얻어진 결과를 반 함 

2003년 

9월 

제58차 UN총회 A/RES/58 

/240

▪유엔총회 결의안 58/240은 국제워크  개최를 

포함한 Regular Process 설립에 한 진 된 

조치를 취함

▪특히 64 에 근거하여 ‘요약문을 검토하고 고

려하기 한 의과정의 5차 회의와 련하여 

모든 계된 조직의 표자를 청하는 국제

워크 의 개최’가 요구되어짐. 

▪공식 으로 Regular Process 설립과 문서 채택

과 최종승인을 한 국제회의 소집임

▪1992년 9월 22일의 47/202 결의안의 17 과 

련하여 2004년 아이슬란드 정부에서 국가간 

회의가 개최되었음. 사무총장에게 Regular Process 

개발에 한 제59차 회의에서 유엔총회에 보고

할 것을 요청함 

2004년 

3월

유엔총회결의안 58/240

에 따라 사무총장은 

문가 그룹을 소집함 

▪요약문은 질 확실성, 제도  비, 능력배양, 

재원마련에 한 이슈뿐 아니라 세계해양환

경평가를 한 정규과정의 범 , 일반 인 
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일  시 련 회의 혹은 문서 결  과

이 그룹은 정부간 기구, 

비정부기구와 국가들의 

표로 구성되었으며, 

UNESCO-IOC가 의장이 됨

A/AC.271/WP.1

임워크, 아웃라인을 상세화하는 기 문서를 

작성함

2004년 

6월 

UN 비공식해양법회의에 

의하여 제1차 UN Regular 

Process 국제워크  개최

(뉴욕 A/59/126)

▪유엔총회가 UN Regular Process를 한 비

워크 의 다음 단계를 감독하기 한 작업반

을 설립할 것을 사무총장에게 제안함 

2004년 

9월 

제59차 UN총회

A/RES/59/24

▪AoA 단계 시작의 시 함을 인식하고, Regular 

Process 설립을 한 비단계로서 결의안 

57/141, 58/240과 요하네스버그 실행 계획을 

논의함

▪유엔총회 결의안 59/42 ‘사회경제  측면을 포

함한 해양환경 상태 평가와 지구  보고를 

한 Regular Process’에 한 제2차 국제워크

 소집을 사무총장에게 요구함 

2005년 

6월

UN 비공식해양회의  

UNDOALOS에 의한 

제2차 UN Regular 

Process 국제 워크

(뉴욕 A/60/91)

▪UN Regular Process 착수단계인 ‘AoA‘( 존하

는 해양환경상태평가에 한 결함(gap)분석  

황 악)를 한 기본원칙 수립

2005년 

11월

제60차 UN 총회 결의안 

A/RES/60/30

▪UN 총회 결의안 60/30에서 Regular Process 

수립을 한 비단계로서 ‘AoA’를 2년 안에 

완료하기 한 시작단계에 착수하기로 결정하

음(Article XI, paragraphs 89-96)

▪‘“AoA”의 실행을 감독하기 해 임시조정그룹

을 포함한 조직  장치를 설치하기로 결정하

다‘ (91 )

2006년 

6월

제1차 UN Regular Process 

임시조정 원회 /뉴욕

▪UNEP-WCMC에 의하여 지역 , 지구  평

가에 한 설문지 검토

▪ 문가 로 일과 선택수  고려

▪ 문가 그룹에게 안 권고안 제시 

▪Regular Process 수행 략의 시행을 한 

산  재원 세부항목 작성
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일  시 련 회의 혹은 문서 결  과

2006년 

12월

제61차 UN 총회 결의안 

A/RES/61/222

( 안 A /61/L30)

▪결의안 60/30을 상기시키고, 임시조정그룹에게 

2년 내에 ‘AoA’의 완성을 구함

▪뉴욕에서 열린 제1차 임시조정그룹회의에 

한 보고서 작성

2009년 

6월

AoA결과에 한 보고서 

제출(A/64/88)

▪UNEP과 IOC에서 AoA 결과물에 한 보고서 

제출

2009년 

8월

UN Regular process 
실행을 한 제 1차 
임시 체작업반회의

(A/64/347)

▪UN Regular Process의 목 , 임워크, 첫 

번째 단계, 추후 활동에 한 논의

▪UN Regular Process에 한 각국가들의 검토

의견 반 하여 2010년에 임시 체작업반회의를 
개최하기로 함

▪UN Regular Process 첫 번째 주기를 2010~2014
년으로 정함

▪UN Regular Process 첫 번째 주기 운 을 
한 자발  신탁기  설립에 동의하는 등의 권
고안 작성

2010년 

3월

제 64차 총회 결의안 

A / R E S / 6 4 / 7 1 ( 안 
A/64/L.18)

▪임시 체작업반회의 권고안을 받아들여 2010년 
8월말에 제 2차 임시작업반회의 개최 결의

▪UN Regular Process에 한 회원국들의 검토
의견을 사무총장에게 제출

▪UN Regular Process 실행을 한 새로운 문
가그룹 구성 지시

▪UN Regular Process 시행을 한 자발  신탁
기  설립 요구

2010년 

4월

회원국들의 검토의견에 
한 사무총장 보고서 

(A/65/69/Add.1)

▪Regular Process의 기 인 구성요소에 한 

회원국들의 검토의견 보고

2010년 

5월

UN Regular Process 시

행을 한 문가그룹 
구성

▪결의안 64/71에 따라 지역별로 새로운 문가 
그룹 구성(아 리카 3명, 아시아 5명, 동유럽 1명, 
남미  캐리비안지역 5명, 서유럽  기타지

역 5명)

2010년 

6월
제 1차 문가그룹 회의

▪A/64/88의 para60의 의제 6개에 한 문가
그룹의 제안서를 작성하기 한 회의 개최, 

2010년 

9월

제 2차 임시작업반회의

(A/65/358)

▪Regular Process 실행을 한 방법론(modality)
을 결정(Regular Process 목 , 주요 특징, 첫 
번째 주기 범 , 주요 질문들과 청  등)

▪새로 구성된 문가그룹이 첫 번째 주기의 1단
계(2010-2012)에 활동하기를 권고

▪자발  신탁기  마련을 한 Terms of Reference 
배포
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제3장  UN Regular Process 시행 평가

체계
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제 3 장  UN Regular Process 시행 평가체계

제 1   AoA 결과

1. 개요 

가. AoA 목   내용

1) UN Regular Process의 시행을 한 잠재성을 평가하고 이의 시행을 

한 지침서 제공

가) UN Regular Process 도입에 앞서 기존평가를 평가하고, 지구  평가의 

분석틀 제공 

나) 기존평가를 평가하기 한 지역 구분

다) 기존에 수행되어 온 해양환경평가사업들을 평가함으로써 지역 ․ 지

역  차원에서의 결함(gap)을 악

라) 바람직한 평가방법 제시

2) UN Regular Process를 본격 으로 시행하기 한 효과 인 근방

법 제공

그림 3. AoA 주요 내용

나. 원칙

1) 평가는 반드시 과학 인 근거를 바탕으로 하며 문가와 정부에 의해 

재검토함
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2) 기존 평가 사업만을 상으로 함

다. 추진체계

1) UN 총회: AoA 진행상황을 검하고 완성된 보고서를 발간하여 회

원국에 배포

2) 사무국: IOC와 UNEP에서 담당. 실무와 재정부분 담당

이 름 기  구 주 요 문 가

Patricio Bernal IOC/UNESCO IOC 사무총장, UNESCO 부국장

Julian Barbiere IOC/UNESCO
통합연안지역 리와 로그램 해양과학부분 

로그램 문가  실장 

Salif Diop UNEP
Chief Water & Senior Environment Affair 

Officer 

Ivar Baste UNEP 환경 리그룹 국장 

표 3. 주도기 (IOC, UNEP)의 회원들

3) 회원국: AoA 보고서 검토  의견 제시

4) 임시조정그룹(Ad Hoc Steering Group, AHSG): 

가) 2005년 6월 UN Regular Process 실행을 한 제 2차 워크 에서 UN과 

UN 련 기 에서 지정한 회원국 정부 표와 6개 UN 기  표로 임

시조정그룹을 구성함 

나) 역할

(1) 문가 그룹 구성 승인

(2) 문가그룹에서 제안한 AoA 반   활동 결정

(3) 모든 회원국으로 하여  AoA 활동에 한 검토 기회 제공

(4) AoA 지침 제공 
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지 역 그 룹 국  가  

아 리카 그룹

이집트 

모잠비크

나미비아 

우간다 

아시아 그룹 

필리핀

국

인도

일본 

이란

서유럽 그룹 
러시아

루마니아

라틴 아메리카와 리비안 그룹 

멕시코

페루

트리니다드토바고

서유럽과 호주

호주

스페인

아이슬랜드 

UN 기구와 다른 기구들 

식량  농업기구(FAO)

세계기상기구(WMO)

국제해사기구(IMO)

국제해 기구(ISA)

UN환경계획(UNEP)

국가간 해양학 원회(UNESCO-IOC)

표 4. 임시조정그룹 구성원



－ 40 －

5) 문가그룹(Group of Experts, GoE)

  가) 문가 그룹 구성

   (1) UNEP와 IOC에서 추천한 17명의 문가로 구성됨

   (2) 선발기

    - 문가그룹은 문가의 해당지역과 성별을 고려하여 균형 으로 구성되어야 함 

  나) 문가 선발 권고 기  

   (1) 문가그룹의 수집된 로 일에 언 된 한 개 이상의 분야에 련된 경험 

혹은 문 지식

   (2) 국제 으로 인정된 문 지식의 우수성

   (3) 해양환경 련 국제  평가 참여 경험 

   (4) 개인의 능력 

  다) 문가그룹의 역할

   (1) 독립 인 권한으로 보고서에 참여

   (2) UN 기 , 세계 조약 기구, 지역 조직, 각국 정부와 련 조직의 권한 아래 

정규 , 지구  과정과 련된 해양평가들에 한 정보를 수집함 

   (3) 평가의 과학  신뢰성, 정책과의 련성, 합법성과 유용성을 평가하기 한 

비  평가를 수행함 

     - 모범사례와 근 방법(평가 방법론 포함)

     - 주제별 지리  평가 결함과 필요성

     - 과학 지식의 불확실성, 정보 격차와 조사의 필요성

     - 네트워킹과 개발도상국 능력배양 필요성

   (4) 정규과정 설립을 하여 재 련 평가들의 수행을 바탕으로 잠재  비용을 

포함한 임워크와 옵션을 악함

   (5) 평가가 국가 , 지역 , 지구  차원에서 정책결정자들과 어떻게 의사소통

하여 왔는지 악함 

   (6) 서로 다른 척도(scale)에서의 정규과정평가 요소를 조합하는 것의 유용성과 

장애물, 그리고 통합평가와의 련성을 악함 

   (7) 기존 평가가 정규과정에 기여하는 바와 유용한 데이터를 정규과정에 편입하

는 방법을 평가함 
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이  름 국  가 주 요 문 분 야 직  

1
Rodrigo H. 

BUSTAMANTE
칠

해양 생태학; 

정책, 보  

CSIRO Marine & Atmospheric 

Research , Australia

2
Beatrice

P.FERREIRA
라질 해양 생태학

Departamento de 

OceanografiaUniversidade Federal 

de Pernambuco, Brasil 

3
Hartmut

HEINRICH
독일

해양 생태학; 

침 물

Federal Maritime and Hydrographic 

Agency Germany

4
Michael

HUBER
호주 해양학

Global Coastal Strategies, 

Australia

5 Jill JAEGER 국
사회ㆍ경제학; 

기후변화

Sustainable Europe Research 

Institute(SERI), Austria

6
Ljubomir

JEFTIC 

코스타리

카
정책; 해양환경 Consultant

7 Lee KIMBALL 미국 정책과 법 Independent

8
Kwame

KORANTENG
가나 수산; 해양과학

WWF Eastern Africa Regional 

Programme Office(EARPO)

9 Haiqing LI 국 정책

National Marine Environment 

Monitoring Center. State Oceanic 

Administration(SOA) RP China

10
Jaqueline

MCGLADE
국 수산, 환경

European Environment Agency, 

Denmark

11 Lawrence MEE 국
시스템 분석; 

정책; 해양학

Marine Institute University of 

Plymouth, UK 

12 Wajih NAQVI 인도 화학  해양학
India National Institute of 

Oceanography(NIO), India

13 Rolph PAYET 세이셜
연안지역 리; 

환경과학
Ministry of Environment

14
Matti

PERTILLA
핀란드 해양학

Finnish Institute of Marine 

Research, Finland

표 5. 문가그룹 구성원



－ 42 －

이  름 국  가 주 요 문 분 야 직  

15 Jake RICE 캐나다 수산업; 해양과학

Canadian Science Advisory 

Secretariat Fisheries and Oceans 

Canada

16
Andrew

ROSENBERG
미국 해양 생태학; 정책

University of New Hampshire 

College of Life Sciences and 

Agriculture, US

17
Alan

SIMCOCK
국 정책 Independent

  6) 기여 문가: 

   가) 리 참여 문가 

   나) AoA를 진행하면서 기여 문가가 추가되었음

이  름 국  가 직  

Jacqueline ALDER 캐나다 Sea Around Us Project

Robin MAHON 바베이도스
Centre for Resource Management and 

Environmental Studies(CERMES)

Wen QUAN

(alternate Haiqing LI)
국

National Marine Environmental Monitoring 

Center

G. SANDER

(alternate J. MCGLADE)
덴마크 European Environmental Agency

Juying WANG

(alternate Haiqing LI)
국

National Marine Environmental Monitoring 

Center

표 6. 기여 문가 그룹 

  7) 옵 버( 찰자)

   가) 기능

    (1) 보고서 진행과정과 문가그룹 지원
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(단  : USD)

국가 액수 수 령자

벨기에 16,500 IOC

캐나다 26,600 IOC

아이슬란드 100,000 UNEP

네덜란드 25,245 UNEP

노르웨이 200,000 UNEP

한국 20,000 IOC

스웨덴 85,000 Through GESAMP

국 50,000 UNEP

미국 30,000 IOC

총계 553,345

표 7. 재까지 UN 회원국 재정 기여 액(2008년도)

   나) 구성원 

    (1) 해양환경 보호의 과학  양상들에 한 연합 문가그룹(GESAMP)

    (2) 세계기상기구(WMO)

    (3) 유럽환경기 (EEA)

    (4) UNEP 세계보호감시센터(UNEP-WCMC)

    (5) 식량  농업기구(FAO)

    (6) 국제해사기구(IMO)

    (7) 생태계 분석과 통합을 한 국가센터(NCEAS)

    (8) 해양상태에 한 국제 로그램(IPSO)

    (9) 국가해양기상청/ 역해양생태계(NOAA/LME)

  라. AoA 재정지원에 한 회원국 기여 액

2. AoA 주요 결과

가. AoA 지역 결정 

1) AoA 지역은 GoE 작업으로 구분되었으며, 다음과 같은 근거에 의해 

정의됨
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가) 지역해양기구, 지역수산기구, 역해양생태계(LME) 로그램과 같은 

구 이고 정부가 공인한 지역 메커니즘 

나) LME 혹은 LMEs 련 그룹들과 같은 생태계  근이 가능한 지역 고려

다) 과거 혹은 기존의 감시와 평가 로그램 고려

라) 행정 으로 리 가능한 지역 단 체 개수 고려

마) 모든 해양 분지들을 포함한, 국가 할권내와 이외의 역범 를 확실히 

할 것

2) AoA의 지역단  수는 비용과 복잡성, 상세한 설명과 특이성 등을 

고려하여 결정하 음 

3) 개발된 공간  임워크는 생물 지리학  요소들과 행정  구조들

에 기 함. 삼면이 육지로 둘러싸인 해양(Aral Sea, Caspian Sea, 

Dead Sea)의 경우 제외됨

4) 의 결과로 세계해양을 21개 지역으로 구분하 으며, 우리나라는 

5번째의 동아시아해와 12번째의 북서태평양해에 속하게 됨

그림 4. AoA 21개 지역 모식도 
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No AoA Regions Related Large Marine Ecosystems
(GIWA assessment for those marked *)

01 Antarctic Ocean Antarctica

02 Arctic Ocean 

Arctic Ocean, Beaufort Sea, Hudson Bay, West Greenland Shelf*, 
East Greenland Shelf*, Iceland Shelf, Faeroe Plateau*, Norwegian 
Shelf, Barents Sea*, Kara Sea*, Laptev Sea*, East Siberian Sea*, 

Chuckchi Sea*, West Bering Sea*, East Bering Sea

03 Baltic Sea Baltic Sea*

04 Black Sea Black Sea*

05 East Asian Seas Gulf of Thailand, South China Sea*, Sulu-Celebes Sea*, Indonesian 
Sea*, Yellow Sea*, East China Sea

06 Eastern African 
Seas Agulhas Current, Somali Coastal Current

07 Mediterranean Mediterranean Sea

08 North Central 
Pacific Ocean 

Insular-Pacific Hawaiian(GIWA assessment of Eastern Equatorial 
Pacific)

09 North-East Atlantic 
Ocean Iberian Coastal, Celtic-Biscay Shelf, North Sea

10 North-East Pacific 
Ocean 

Pacific-Central American Coastal, Gulf of California*, California 
Current, Gulf of Alaska

11 North-West Atlantic 
Ocean 

Northeast US Continental Shelf, Scotian Shelf, Newfoundland-Labrador 
Shelf

12 North-West Pacific 
Ocean 

Kuroshio Current*, Sea of Japan/East Sea, Oyashio Current*, Sea of 
Okhotsk*

13 Red Sea & Gulf 
of Aden Red Sea

14 ROPME/RECOFI 
Area Arabian Sea(part)

15 South Asian Seas Arabian Sea, Gulf of Bengal(GIWA assessment of Indian Ocean 
Islands)

16 South-East Pacific 
Ocean Humboldt Current*

표 8. AoA 21개 지역과 련된 역해양생태계(LME)
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No AoA Regions Related Large Marine Ecosystems
(GIWA assessment for those marked *)

17 Southern Indian 
Ocean 

North Australian Shelf, North-West Australian Shelf, West-Central 
Australian Shelf, Southwest Australian Shelf

18 Southern Pacific 
Ocean 

North-East Australian Shelf Great Barrier Reef, East-Central Australian 
Shelf, Southeast Australian Shelf, New Zealand Shelf(GIWA 

assessment of Pacific Islands)

19 South-West Atlantic 
Ocean 

Patagonian Shelf*, South Brazil Shelf, East Brazil Shelf, North Brazil 
Shelf(GIWA assessment of Brazil Current)

20 Western African 
Seas Canary Current*, Guinea Current*, Benguela Current*

21 Wider Caribbean 
Sea Caribbean Sea*

나. AoA 평가과정

1) 개별평가

가) 기존 해양환경평가사업(국가 , 지역 , 지역  평가사업)의 수집․조사

※ 각 지역의 문가가 기존 평가를 조사하고 GRAMED database에 추가

하는 방식으로 데이터 수집(www.unep-wcmc.org/GRAMED)

나) 약 360개 평가사업을 수집․조사하여 300개의 조사항목 평가분석틀

(template) 개발  평가해역 구분(21개 지역)을 완료함

※ 평가분석틀은 1) 제도  방안, 2) 정책주기와의 련성을 포함한 평가

맥락, 3) 지리 , 시간 , 주제별 용범  4) 정보 출처  유형, 분석

방법  해석, 5) 다양한 지식의 정보 활용을 포함한 과정, 질 확인 방

법, 6) 결과에 한 의사소통, 7) 정책 혹은 정보 수요에 한 미래 활

동을 한 권고사항, 8) 평가진행과정  산출물 검토 항목으로 이루

어짐 

다) 기존 360개 해양환경평가사업들에 한 평가

(1) 평가방법론 비교, 자료출처, 평가범 , 평가목 , 과학  신뢰성 등을 

평가함



－ 47 －

2) 지역평가

  가) 개별 평가의 결과를 각 지역별로 통합하 음

  나) 문가들의 지역에 한 지식을 최 한 활용하 고, 지역조직과 다른 문가

들의 자문을 얻어 평가에 용함

  다) 지역평가결과물에 한 평가결과 기술방법

   (1) 지역평가결과물에 한 평가항목

    - 수질

    - 개발된 생물자원

    - 서식지 특성과 향

    - 낮은 양 단계들

    - 보호종

    - 사회ㆍ경제  조건들

    - 평가기  혹은 척도의 사용

    - 정책입안과의 계

    - 모든 역들 그리고(혹은) 생태계 구성요소에 걸친 평가들의 통합

    - 평가역량 

   (2) 평가기

    - 시계열 데이터 존재  주기 인 평가를 통한 다양한 특성 분석 범 에 따라 

' 범 한', '좋은', '조 ', '없음', '알려지지 않음'으로 평가함

    - 정책입안과의 계에서는 평가결과물과 정책과의 련성을 분석하 으며, 참

고 포인트/지표 사용, 정책분석, 통합성, 평가역량 부분에서 의사결정자들을 

한 정보로의 사용가능범 에 따라 ' 범 한', '좋은', '조 ', '없음', '알려지

지 않음'으로 평가함

  (3) 평가결과물 표시 방법

    - 앞의 (2)의 평가기 에 따라 각 지역별로 도표로 나타냄

    - 평가분석틀에 있는 정보의 특성 때문에 정량화할 수 있는 표 보다는 문

인 단들에 의존하여 평가됨

  라) 지역평가과정에 한 평가결과(지역 평가물을 생산하는 평가과정 분석결과) 

기술방법
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   (1) 조사 항목

    - 평가 기 의 본질

    - 목표, 역(범 ) 그리고 개념 구조

    - 과학/정치 계

    - 비공식 이해 계자들의 참여

    - 문가들의 선택

    - 데이터 질 확인을 한 수단

    - 데이터와 메타데이터의 유용성

    - 문가들 사이의 상호작용과 불일치 시 처리방법

    - 문가 검토

    - 평가결과에 한 들과의 의사소통 수단

    - 능력배양

    - 평가과정의 검토와 평가

   (2) 도출된 평가과정에 한 결과물 기술방법(Regional Summary)

    - 근본 으로 서술 이며 명시된 평가방식과 리 퍼져 있는 기록들을 요약하고 

특별히 독창 이거나 주목할 만한 시들에 을 두었음

    - 평가를 수행하는 기 , 데이터(생태계, 사회․경제  데이터) 유용성, 우선이슈, 

지역  이슈, 수행된 평가들의 범 (주제/ 역별, 통합  평가), 평가를 수

행하기 한 지역의 역량을 심으로 기술하 음

  3) 지역  평가 

   가) 지역  평가 자료

    (1) 지역  평가에서 도출된 지역  이슈 

    (2) 지구  해양환경활동 보고서 혹은 련 자료( , FAO, GIWA, IPCC 등) 

   나) 지역  평가 주제

    (1) 기후 변화: 온난화, 해양 순환, 해수면 증가, 산성화

    (2) 어업과 수산양식

    (3) 열린 해양과 심해 생물 지리학  분류

    (4) 외래 침입 어종 

    (5) 육상기인 활동으로 인한 오염
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    (6) 해양생물의 다양성

    (7) 연안 개발: 도시 개발, 여행 그리고 연안 지역 리

   다) 이밖에 고려된 지구  해양환경평가 

    (1) 지구  환경 망(Global Environment Outlook)

    (2) 역해양생태계 지구  평가(Large Marine Ecosystems GLOBAL assessments)

    (3) Millenium Ecosystem Assessment 

  라) 지역 인 평가로부터 도출된 정보는 근본 으로 결함(gap)분석에 사용되었

지만, 평가결과물과 바람직한 평가방법 도출에도 활용됨 

  마) 지역 인 범 들에서의 평가과정들에 해 체계 으로 일반화하는 것이 불

가능함으로, 평가과정에 한 결과물들은 근본 으로 서술 임

  바) 주제별 지역  평가 결과물에 한 주요 내용(Supra-Regional Summary)

   (1) 평가수행기

   (2) 데이터

   (3) 평가항목

   (4) 우선이슈

   (5) 지구  평가를 수행하기 한 기  역량

다. AoA 평가 결과

  1) 지역  평가 요약

   가) 생태계 부분에서의 평가 범 에 한 결함(gap) 분석
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표 9. 지역 인 환경평가들에서의 생태계 자산들 범 에 한 

결함(gap) 분석 결과

  (1) 해양생물자원

   (가) 지역별로 상업  수산물 데이터가 가장 범 하게 평가되고 있으며, 가장 

좋은 데이터 질을 가지고 있음

   (나) 지역별로 분석정도가 다양함. 특히 만족할만한 분석평가가 이루어지고 있는 

곳은 몇 개의 지역에 불과함

   (다) 비상업종에 한 평가는 상 으로 은 편임

   (라) 수산업  수산 의존 공동체에 한 사회, 경제 인 평가가 가장 큰 결함을 

가지고 있음
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그림 5. 해양생물자원에 한 평가 황 

 

그림 6. 어획량 분포도

  (2) 수질

   (가) 수질에 한 평가는 범 하게 이루어지고 있음

   (나) 물리해양학  조건에 한 황  추세에 한 평가는 북 서양과 북태평

양을 제외하고는 일반 이지 않음
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   (다) 낮은 수질에 한 기 은 존재하지만 양호한 상태에 한 기 은 존재하지 않음

   (라) 수질특성은 물리  조건 (침 물, 온도, 부유물질 등), pH   이산화탄소와 

같은 련 구성 성분, 병원체, 용존 산소, 생화학  산소요구량(BOD), 산소 

소비 물질, 독성 물질  먹이 사슬을 통한 축 된 물질, 양소 등을 포함함

그림 7. 수질에 한 평가 황

  (3) 서식지 특성

그림 8. 서식지 특성과 향에 한 평가 황
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  (4) 양단계(Lower trophic level)

   (가) 성을 통해 바다 표면 주요 생산 자료를 지구 으로 사용할 수 있음 

   (나) 해안 해조, 산호 , 맹그로  등의 데이터베이스 활용 가능 

   (다) 동물성 랑크톤  서생물에 한 자료는 일반 이지 않음 

 

그림 9. 먹이사슬에서 양단계에 한 평가 황
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  (5) 보호종

   (가) 여러 해양 포유류, 조류, 거북과 같은 보호종은 선진국에서 범 하게 평가

되고 있음

   (나) 개발도상국에서 이들에 한 지식은 훨씬 제한 임

   (다) 주 타겟종이 아닌 어업의 향에 한 자료는 많이 부족한 상태임

그림 10. 보호종에 한 평가 황
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  (6) 사회경제  조건

   (가) 사회 경제  조건은 지구 으로 평가가 가장 열악한 상태임

   (나) 일부 경우 경제  정보가 수집되고 있지만 재화  용역에 한 정보가 쉽게 

활용될 수 있거나 분석되고 있지 않고 있음

   (다) 사회 경제  자료는 일반 인 방법( 를 들어, 인구 도)을 제외하고 환경

 평가에 통합되고 있지 않음

   (라) 사회  경제  자료를 분석하는 기 과 해양 생태계를 평가하는 기  사이의 

연계성이 약하거나 거의 없으며, 이들의 연계성이 기 의 주요 임무가 아님

그림 11. 사회경제  조건에 한 평가 황

  나) 지역  평가의 향력에 향을 미치는 요소

   (1) 지표  참조

    (가) 참조 의 범 한 사용, 어업에서의 가치  지표, 범 한 구역에서 참

조값/ 을 설정하기 한 일 된 이론  기반이 확인됨

    (나) 선진국의 수질 평가에서의 참조 이 범 하게 사용되고 있으며, 개발도

상국에서도 사용이 증가하고 있음

    (다) ‘양호한’ 수질 환경 상태를 반 하는 참조 을 설정하기 한 의된 지

구  체계가 없음
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    (라) 수질 지표는 보다 완벽한 체계를 가지고 있음

    (마) 상업  어류, 수질  기타 보호종을 제외하고 부분의 평가는 참조 수

의 시간에 따른 상태와 추세를 비교하기 한 분명한 기 이 부족함 

그림 12. 지표  참조 에 한 평가 황

  (2) 정책 안 분석

   (가) 여러 지역에서 과학  평가와 정책 그리고 리과정에 한 명확한 연계가 

존재하지 않음

   (나) 일부 지역에서는 진행 인 평가작업을 안내하기 한 통합된 정책 체계를 

사용하여 해양에서의 인간 활동을 리하는 생태계 근법을 지원하기도 함

   (다) GRAMED 데이터베이스의 개별 평가에 한 분석  반은 평가가 약간 

는 상당히 향력을 가지고 있는 것으로 보고됨

   (라) 특정 분야나 종/서식지에 을 둔 평가는 해당 맥락 내에서 우선순 를 

악하기도 하지만 다른 분야나 생태계 구성요소에 한 우선순 와는 

련이 없음

   (마) 일부 평가만이 실제로 정책 안을 분석하고 더구나 잠재 인 결과를 분석

하는 경우는 거의 드뭄
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그림 13. 정책 안 분석에 한 평가 황

  (3) 진행 인 평가에 한 역량

   (가) 어업  수질에 한 반 인 평가 역량은 부 한 기 과 제도  역량으로 

인해 세계 으로 차이가 많음

   (나) 자료를 수집하고 분석을 수행하기에 충분한 재원이 있다고 가정했을 때, 수

질 상태  경향과 어업을 평가하는 부분의 지역에서 기술  능력, 능숙

한 문가, 구축된 자료 시스템 등의 역량이 있음

   (다) 다양한 GOOS 주도로 인해 지구  해양 평가에 필요한 모니터링 로그

램이 구축되고 있음

  (라) 비상업  생물상을 평가하는 자료 원천이 선진국의 EEZ를 제외하고 일반

이지 않기 때문에 보다 많은 조사가 요구됨

  (마) 문가 네트워크는 지역  차원과 지역 간 일부 사례에서 평가역량을 강화시

키는데 요한 역할을 함

  2) 지역  평가

   가) 지역  평가에서 다룬 주제

    (1) 해상운송

    (2) 외래침입종

    (3) 어업  수산업
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    (4) 기후변화: 온난화, 해양 순환, 해수면 상승, 산성화

    (5) Global Summary: 해양 생물다양성 평가 

    (6) 육지기원 오염

    (7) 연안개발: 도시 개발,   연안 지역 개발

    (8) 기 유입  선박 오염을 포함한 개방된 해양의 오염

    (9) 역해양생태계 지구 평가

    (10) 지구환경 망

    (11) 새천년생태계평가보고서

    (12) 지구  개방된 해양  심해  생물지리학  분류

    (13) 지구 국제수역평가

    (14) 해양환경평가에서 GESAMP의 역할 

    (15) 런던 약(덤핑)

그림 14. 지역해 로그램을 통해 다룰 수 있는 해양 범  
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  나) 지역  평가 결과

표 10. 지역  평가 결과 요약
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그림 15. 해양생태계에 한 인간의 향(Science 319, 948 - 952)

  다) 시사

   (1) 지역  이슈들은 Regular Process에 기여할 수 있는 요한 평가 활동의 

주제가 됨 

   (2) 육상기인 오염원과 연안개발, 해양생물다양성과 같은 몇몇 지역  이슈들은 

다양한 조직에서 실시되어 왔고 평가방식과 범 가 매우 다양하기 때문에 

지역  평가표와 같은 분석은 불가능함

   (3) 지역  평가들은 많은 양의 정보를 포함하고 있으나 지구  해양평가가 

이루어질 수 있도록 정보가 구성되어 있지 않음 

   (4) Regular Process는 지역  평가와 더불어 범 역에서의 지역  연구로부터 

도출된 자료의 통합이 필요함

   (5) 지역  평가들을 해 개발된 데이터베이스들은 미래 통합평가들을 한 

주요한 자원이 될 수 있음 

   (6) 일부 이슈들은 사회ㆍ경제  변화, 서식지 변화  더 범 한 생태계 변화

를 포함한 정규 인  지역 평가에 의해서도 잘 다루어지지 않음

  3) 평가과정의 평가결과

   가) 평가 실행과 과정이 정책결정과정  정책 주기와 련되는데 필요한 요소

    (1) 문가와 정책결정자와 상호작용
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    (2) 정책 주기에 련된 빈도와 스

    (3) 우선순 에 한 정의 

    (4) 미래 정책 선택권과 상되는 결과에 한 평가

    (5) 정책 수단과 련된 향력 

   나) RFMOs, OSPAR, HELCOM와 같이 의사결정기구와 평가 혹은 과학 인 자

문기구와의 직 인 계를 가지고 있으며 정기 인 회의를 가지는, 정에 

기 한 평가과정이 효율 임

   다) 다수의 평가들이 일회성에 그치고 비주기 이며, 지속 으로 업데이트 되지 

않고 있음 

    (1) 우선순 를 정의하기 하여 정책결정자들을 한 우선순 를 나열한 리스

트를 만들지만, 근거와 문제 에 련된 요성을 이해하기 한 객 인 

근거 없이 시행됨 

    (2) 오직 몇몇 평가들만 정책 옵션과 그들의 잠재 인 결과물들을 사실 으로 

분석함 

   라) 비공식  이해 계자가 평가에 참여하는 방법

    (1) 비정부 이해 계자들은 옵서버, 평가 구상과 실행에 련된 결정과정에 참

여할 수 있으며 이런 비정부 이해 계자들 한 평가결과물에 한 의사소

통 시 유능한 역할을 해왔음 

   마) 데이터와 메타데이터의 유효성

    (1) 평가결과물과 강조된 데이터가 일반 으로 유효하나 많은 평가들은 유용한 

메타데이터를 명백하게 만들지 못했고, 공통 으로 한계성을 드러냄 

    (2) 한계성은 과학자들이 그들의 결과물을 출 하지 않았을 때 나타남 

   바) 문가들 사이의 합의의 불일치의 경우 처 방법  

    (1) 많은 평가과정들이 문가들 사이의 화, 검증된 출 물  데이터를 수단

으로 하여 과학과 과학  해석에 한 불일치를 해결하고 있음

   사) 문가 검토

    (1) 문가 검토는 평가의 일부분으로 많이 실행되고 있음

    (2) 이밖에 소수 외부 문가들에 의한 문  일부분 검토, 두 번째 단계 

원회에 의한 워킹그룹 보고서 검토, 독립된 과학기구에 의한 검토 등 다양

하게 평가 검토가 시행됨 
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   아) 에 한 커뮤니 이션 평가결과들의 수단 

    (1) 부분의 평가들은 보고서에 의해 알려짐 

    (2) 부분 평가들은 정책결정자와 일반 을 한 요약본, 과학․기술 인 보

고서, 사례연구를 포함한 몇몇의 형식들을 사용함

     (3) 평가과정들이 커뮤니 이션 략을 개선해 왔다는 일부 들이 발견됨

   자) 시사

    (1) 비록 평가능력은 많은 지역에서 강 들이 있지만, 해양환경평가 작업의 기

술  측면에서 세계의 더 우수한 문 지식들과 인 라 개발을 해 계

속 인 노력을 해야 함

    (2) 높은 질의 평가를 해서 노력해야 할 3가지 역 

     (가) 과정 책임 기 들에 의한 수  높은 기 , 과정에 한 기록, 잘 계획된 

평가과정 

     (나) 평가가 지역 내에서 혹은 범지역 으로 확장되고 통합될 수 있도록 자료 

근성과 상호정보 운 체계 향상

     (다) 사회․경제  측면과 지표의 선택, 참고 포인트, 추세분석에 한 일 성을 

증가시키는 임워크를 포함한, 단순히 개별 역이나 생태계요소만이 

아닌, 시스템의 상태에 한 정보를 제공할 수 있는 통합된 생태계 평가 

개발 

  4) AoA에서 평가한 우리나라 주변 해역의 해양환경평가 황  

   가) 생태계 부분에서의 우리나라 주변해역의 평가결과7)

    (1) 동아시아해에서는 수질과 서식지 부분에서는 2개 이상의 복합 인 특성들에 

한 시계열 분석을 수행하는 등 평가과정이 양호한 것으로 나타남. 반면 

생물자원, 낮은 양단계, 보호종, 사회․경제  상태 분야에서는 몇몇 요

한 항목에 해서만 상태와 변화를 분석한 것으로 나타남

    (2) 북서태평양해에서는 수질, 생물자원, 서식지, 보호종에 해서는 두개 이상

의 복합 인 특성들에 한 시계열 분석을 수행하는 등 평가과정이 양호한 

것으로 나타남. 반면 낮은 양단계에서는 몇몇 요한 항목에 해서만 상

태와 변화를 분석하며, 사회․경제  상태에서는 평가가  없는 것으로 

나타남

  나) 평가와 정책과의 계8)

7) 표 14 참조

8) 표 15 참조
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   (1) 동아시아해에서는 정책분석, 통합, 평가역량 부분에서 정책과의 련성이 양

호한 것으로 나타남. 지표를 사용한 분야에 해서는 지표들이 이용 가능하

지만 정책결정을 해 바로 사용되기 보다는 오랜 시간이 지난 후에 사용하

게 되는 비효율성을 가지고 있는 것으로 나타남

   (2) 북서태평양해에서는 통합과 평가역량 부분에서 정책과의 련성이 양호한 것

으로 나타남. 정책분석에서는 약간 미흡함이, 그리고 지표사용 부분에서는 알

려지지 않은 것으로 나타남

  다) 북서태평양 평가결과(Regional Summary) 주요 요약

   (1) 해당국가  해역: 국, 일본, 북한, 남한과 러시아, 그리고 네 개의 역 해양

생태계들(LMEs): 쿠로시오 해류, 동해, 오야시오 해류 그리고 오호츠크 LMEs

   (2) 생태계 특징

    (가) 일본 동쪽에 한한 서쪽 쿠류시오와 오야시오 경계 해류들은 북서 태평양 

기후와 생산성에 주요한 향을 미침

    (나) 이 지역은 북쪽에서 아열 까지, 높은 해양생태계의 다양성을 가지고 있음. 

이 지역 생태계는 해양 포유류들, 바다조류들, 바다거북들과 무척추동물들

의 요한 개체군도 지원함

    (다) 부분 북태평양을 한 시스템 역동성의 주요한 환경 드라이버는 Pacific 

Decadal Oscillation(PDO)이며, 이것은 11년 주기로 변함

    (라) 해양생태계들의 기능과 수산업과 같은 인간 활동에 요한 어류  무척추

동물의 지역 규모의 생산성 변화도 PDO가 원인이라고 알려져 있음 

    (마) 인구 도와 산업의 분포는 근 한 연안 지역들을 따라서 다양함

    (바) 오호츠크해 북쪽 부분에서 어업과 운송, 그리고 석유 시추가 주요 활동임 

    (사) 동해, 황해  동 국해의 연안 인구 도는 수질, 서식지와 어업에 한 

향을 증가시키고 있음 

    (아) 주요 도시 지역들, 집  어업, 선박  규모 산업들 한 생태계에 큰 

향을 

  (3) 데이터 

   (가) 생태계 자료

    - 부분의 지역에서 생물리학 환경에 한 범 한 자료들이 지난 30년 동안 

수집되어 왔음

    - 이 자료들은 정부와 학계의 모니터링, 직 인 연구, 어업으로부터 얻어짐

    - 2004 PICES 해양생태계보고서는 지역에 한 다수의 해양학 , 수산업에 

한 정보들을 포함하고 있음
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    - NOWPAP 평가들은 생물학  다양성 패턴, 수질, 조를 고려하며 이 주로 

지역 국가기 들에 의해서 자료가 수집됨

   (나) 사회⋅경제  자료

    - 이 지역에 한 사회⋅경제  자료들의 범 와 유용성은 AoA 요약문을 쓰는 

시 에서는 정해지지 않았음

  (4) 평가

   (가) 주제/ 역별 평가

    - 어업, 수질, 서식지 그리고 생태계 과정들에 한 실질 인 평가작업은 PICES와 

NOWPAP에 의해서 요약됨 

    - 이 보고서에서는 국가기 들에 의해서 시행된 개별의 평가들은 AoA 요약을 

해서 검토되지 않았음

   (나) 통합 인 평가

    - The Global International Waters Assessment 로젝트는 쿠로시오 해류, 오

야시오 해류와 오호츠크해 LMEs를 한 통합된 평가들을 행해 왔음

    - UNEP/GEF/NOAA LME 보고서는 4개 LMEs에 한 평가들을 포함하고 있음 

  (5) 우선 이슈

   (가) 어업 지속가능성은 특히 해와 동 국해 인구가 집한 연안지역들에 있어서 

주요한 이슈임

    - 북부 지역에서의 어업은 남부 지역 보다는 쇠퇴되지 않았지만, 어업 압력의 

증가로 인해 험이 증가하고 있음

    - 해양 포유류, 해양 조류와 거북이를 포함하고 있는 다른 큰 해양 동물들 개체

군은 어업, 오염과 서식지 퇴화로 인해 험에 처해 있음

   (나) 기 오염과 유해물 방출로 인한 연안과 해수의 오염은 특히 남부지역에서 

산업화 성공과 더불어 증가해 왔음

   (다) 이밖에 다른 주요 심사들은 유류유출 험, 지속 인 독극물과 해양쓰 기임

   (라) 소수 국가들의 양식 산업은 증가하고 있는 조 농도와 확장  수질 하로 

인해 험에 처해 있음 

   (마) 해양양식을 통한 침입종의 소개 한 심사임. 이 요소들은 과도한 어업과 

서식지 소실처럼 야생 생물군에 주요한 향을 

   (바) 이 지역에서 으로 등장하고 있는 이슈는 기후변화임

    - 동북태평양 지역들이 추울 때, 서쪽 지역에서는 상 으로 따뜻하다는 것이 

찰되었음



－ 65 －

    - 재의 온난화 경향은 바다 얼음, 수온뿐만 아니라 민물 유입과 다른 과정들에 

향을 미칠 것이라는 시나리오가 지배 임

    - 비록 기후 측은 힘들며 변화의 공간  변화 양상은 견하기 어렵지만, 기후

향들은 해양 생산성  다른 생태계 특징들뿐만 아니라 연안 과정과 폭풍 

패턴들을 변화시키는 것으로 알려져 있음

  (6) 지역  이슈

   (가) 기후변화와 더불어 동⋅서북태평양과 북극 사이의 연 성이 더 강화되고 있음

   (나) 해양순환(변화하고 있는 오염 패턴), 종 범   서식지 변화, 운송, 에 지 

인 라 개발  보존에 한 이슈들은 모두 북서태평양지역에서 지역  

이슈들임

   (다) 주요한 지역  심은 기와 해양에서 비롯되는 오염을 포함한 산업  

향력의 증 임 

  (7) 평가들을 수행하기 한 지역 능력

   (가) 비록 사회⋅경제  평가능력은 생물리학  능력보다는 낮을지 모르나 지역  

평가 능력은 높게 나타나고 있음

   (나) 지역 주변에 한 데이터베이스의 유용성과 통합, 문지식 공유와 련하여 

요한 심사들이 증가되고 있음 

북서 태 평양 평가 결 과 분 석

▪이 지역은 국, 일본, 북한, 러시아가 인 해 있으며 4개의 큰 해양생태계들
(LMEs; 쿠로시오 해류, 동해, 오야시오 해류 그리고 오호츠크)을 포함하고 있음

▪이 지역해의 분석에 사용된 자료는 PICES, NOWPAP, The Global International 
Waters Assessment 로젝트 결과로서 국가 개별 자료를 사용하지 않았음

▪어업, 수질, 서식지 그리고 생태계 과정에 한 자료는 PICES, NOWPAP을 
통해 수집하 으며, 통합 인 평가 자료는 The Global International Waters 
Assessment 로젝트를 활용하 음

▪평가를 수행하기 한 지역 능력은 사회 ․경제  평가를 제외하고는 비교  
높게 나타났으며, 지역 주변에 한 데이터베이스, 자원한계, 문지식 공유에 

한 유용성  통합과 련하여 주요한 심사들이 증가한 것으로 나타났음 

▪이 지역에서의 우선 심사는 어업 지속가능성, 기오염과 유해물 방출로 인
한 연안과 해수의 오염, 유류유출 험, 지속 인 독극물질들과 해양쓰 기, 
외래침입종 등이지만, 기후변화가 공통 인 우선 심사임. 한 기와 해양
에서 비롯되는 오염을 포함하고 있는 산업  향들의 집 화도  지역  

심사임

표 11. 북서태평양 평가결과 분석 요약
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나) 동아시아 해역 평가결과 요약(Regional Summary) 

  (1) 해당국가  지역 해

   (가) 12개 나라들이 인 해 있으며(Brunei Darussalam, 캄보디아, 국, 북한, 인도

네시아, 일본, 말 이시아, 필리핀, 한국, 싱가포르, 태국, 베트남) 6개 sub-regional 해 

혹은 역해양생태계(LME; 황해, 동 국해, 남 국해, Sulu-Celebes(Sulawesi)), 

인도네시아 해와 태국만을 포함함

  (2) 생태학  특징

   (가) 체 7,000,000㎢, 234,000㎞의 해안선과 약 8.6㎢의 체 강 유역에 의해서 

반이 둘러싸여져 있음

   (나) 이 지역은 몬순에 의해서 강하게 향을 받음

   (다) 세계에서 가장 생산 인 해양에 속하며 천연자원들이 풍부함. 세계 산호 와 

뱅그로 의 30%를 차지, 세계 어류 수확의 40%와 해양 양식의 80%생산, 

열 해양 다양성을 한 세계 심 의 하나임(PEMSEA 2007)

   (라) 세계에서 가장 인구 도가 높은 나라  일부를 포함함. 약 20억 인구가 지

역에 살고 있으며 2015년에는 30억까지 증가할 것으로 기 됨

   (마) 주요 경제 역은 어업, 양식, 임업, 농업, 산업, 유 개발, 선박과 산업을 

포함함

   (바) 속한 인구성장, 경제개발, 어업과 해양양식 생산량 증가, 빠르게 증가하고 

있는 화물 수송량은 이 지역의 해양생태계에 많은 압력을 주고 있음

  (3) 평가를 수행하고 있는 기

   (가) GEF(Global Environment Facility)는 YSLME 로젝트, PEMSEA 로젝트, 

GIWA 지역평가들(UNEP)과 SCS 로젝트 지원 

  (4) 데이터

   (가) 생태계 자료

    - 많은 양의 환경 자료가 평가에 있어서, 특히 TDA에서 사용됨

    - 온라인 데이터베이스, 자료정보 센터, 이  평가 자료, 연구 논문, 과학  간

행물, 설문조사, 정부 보고서,  상황보고서, 환경 향평가 보고서, 경제  검

토들뿐만 아니라 지역 문가의 인터뷰 등으로부터 자료가 수집됨

    - YSLME와 SCS 로젝트를 통하여 데이터가 수집되었고 부족한 부분이 악

됨. SCS 로젝트의 데이터 일부는 TDA보고서에서 좋음, 양호, 나쁨으로 평

가되었음

    - YSLME 로젝트를 통하여 데이터가 식물성 랑크톤, 동물성 랑크톤, 어류, 

해 들, 기타에 한 데이터가 보다 낮은 양 수 에 한 수행능력 평가와 

사 분석들이 수행되었음
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    - 생물다양성 소실 보호종들에 한 상태와 변형 한 자료들은 많은 EAS 지

역 평가들에 포함되어 있음

    - YSLME 로젝트에서 조류와 해양 포유류와 같은 받고 있는 취약한 종

들에 한  상태가 평가되었고, 종들의 구성과 서식지 소실에서의 변화를 

일으킨 주요한 원인들 한 분석되었음

    - 국제  자료의 효과 인 리와 정책교환을 해서는 지속 인 업데이트가 

필요함. UNEP/GEF 남 국해 로젝트, 동남아시아 Regional Learning 

Centre, Southeast Asia System for Analysis, Research, and Training 

Regional Centre(START)의 조 인 노력에 의해서 SCS 메타-데이터베이스

가 개발되었음 

    - YSLME 로젝트는 자료들과 정보들을 해서 련 국가 기 들과 약을 

맺었음, 를 들면, 한국의 국립수산과학원과 국의 SOA는 생물다양성 이슈

들과 련된 기존의 자료들과 정보를 수집하기 해서 약정을 맺음 

    - 모든 자료와 정보는 이 로젝트의 GIS와 메타데이터베이스를 통해 이용 가능함 

    - Reefs at Risk in southeast Asia(RRSEA) 평가에서, 보고서에 있는 자료들과

는 별개로, 추가 인 정보는 http://www.wri.org/wri/ reefsatrisk에서 사용 

가능함. RRSEA 모델은 5개 항목(연안 개발, 남획, 괴 인 어업, 해양오염과 

육상기인 오염)에서 산호 들에 한 인간 압력의 지도 심 지표들을 개발

하 음 

    - 부분의 지역에서 해양환경, 해양 서식지, 어업, 양식, 쓰 기처리, 육상기반 

개발, 쓰 기에 한 물리⋅화학  배경에 한 상당한 자료들이 포함되어 있

는 반면 도와 풍력에 지 생산과 해양재난에 한 자료가 부족 

    - 해양생물자원에 한 정보는 보통 부 , 비포 , 비체계 이며 때때로 모

순 임. 비교가능하고 일 성 있는 자료를 얻기 해서는 국제공동 조사뿐만 

아니라 자료수집에 한 국가들 사이의 표 화가 필요함 

    - 종 구성 체크리스트 개발 뿐 아니라 일시 , 공간  변화를 탐지하기 해서

는 장기 이고 잘 계획된 생물다양성 연구가 필요함

  (나) 사회⋅경제  자료

    - 지역  규모면에서 해양재난들, 오염된 해수/혹은 오염된 어류와 갑각류 그

리고 엘리뇨, 태풍과 같은 기후 사건과 같은 환경변화에 한 인간의 향에 

한 사회ㆍ경제  자료에서 많은 결함(gap)이 존재함 

    - 수집된 자료들의 부분은 생태계와 인간 활동들과 련이 있으나 사회⋅경

제  양상들에 한 자료들은 부재하며 더욱이 이 두 항목 사이의 연 성은 

거의 없음. 한 이 자료들에 한 심 데이터베이스도 없음  
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  (5) 평가들

   (가) 주제/ 역별 평가

    - 오염, 서식지와 지역사회 변화, 어류 개발과 다른 생물자원, 지구  변화가 

평가되었음 

    - APFIC에 의해 수행된 평가는 아시아 태평양 지역에서의 수산업과 양식에 

한 황과 잠재력에 한 정기 인 조사임. 이 평가는 역별직면하고 있는 

많은 도 들과 이슈들뿐만 아니라 수산업과 해양양식에 한 재 상황과 잠

재력을 APFIC 회원 국가들에게 알려주는데 목 이 있음

    - UNDP/GEF YSLME 로젝트의 지역  거버 스 분석과 SCS 로젝트의 법

 문제들에 한 지역  테스크 포스에 한 보고서( 를 들면, UNEP 

2004a, 2004b)와 같은 평가들은 정책⋅법률  제도  이슈들에 을 두었음

    - YSLME 로젝트는 략 실행 로그램(SAP) 마지막 단계에서 국가 실행기

들에게 법률  조언과 정보를 제공함으로써 정책에 향을 미칠 수 있었

음. 그것은 국가  차원에서 제도를 강화하는 가능한 수단들에 한 조언을 

할 때와  입법과 혹은 실행에 있어서 취약 을 악하는데 도움을  수 

있음 

    - SCS 로젝트는 로젝트 요소와 련된 국가 입법에 한 검토를 수행하고 

세계  환경연합의 승인에 의하여 수반된 지역  력을 한 법률  의무들

을 검토하려는 의도가 있음

    - YSLME 로젝트의 지역 리 분석을 수행하는 목 은 환경에 향을 미치

는 정치  상황에 한 분석을 통해서 황해 생태계에서의 문제에 한 원인

을 이해하는 것이며, 황해를 한 SAP 개발을 한 사 작업의 부분으로써 

가능한 미래 재를 악하기 한 기본 인 근거를 제공하기 해서임

    - WRI와 ICRAN에 의해서 수행된 동남아시아에서 험에 처해있는 암 에 

한 평가는 단지 생물다양성과 산호 에 을 두고 있음. 육상기인 퇴 물과 

오염, 선박통로, 설, 매립지, 모래와 석탄개발, 연안 건설, 하수 방수와 암

들에 한 세계기후변화 한 평가되었음

    - PEMSEA Manila Bay Integrated Environmental Monitoring Programme(MBEMP)

은 2002 마닐라 베이의 험평가에서 악된 주요 향 지역, 불확실성  자

료의 결함을 제기한 노력을 기반으로 역간의 통합  감시 로그램을 개발

하는 것이 목 임 

    - 한 Manila Bay의 지속 인 개발을 지원하기 한 노력에 한 우선 선택과 

향평가에 한 근거를 향상시키기 한 주요 환경지표들에 한 지속 이

고 신뢰할 수 있는 정보를 제공할 수 있었음

    - MBEMP에서 지표들은 주별, 월별, 분기별, 반년, 매년 혹은 5년 간격으로 정

기 으로 행해질 평가요소 각각을 해서 결정될 것임
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    - PEMSEA 통합연안 리(ICM) 요소는 연안정책 개발과 정책입안 과정, 정부, 

NGOs  지역 사회를 포함한 다양한 이해 계자들의 참여를 확실히 하는 연

안 리 임워크, 메커니즘과 과정들을 개발하기 해서 의도됨

    - Batangas(필리핀)과 Xianmen( 국)에서 ICM 시범 로젝트들이 성공 으로 

시작되었으며 더 많은 설명 지역들이 참가국들에서 개발되고 있는 임

    - PEMSEA/ICM 성공 여부는 환경 상태, 스트 스 혹은 압력, 과정 응지속가

능성과 향을 포함한 지표들을 사용함으로써 평가될 수 있음

    - 동아시아해 행동계획의 주요 요소들은 해양환경, 연안오염통제, 맹그로  보호, 

해   산호  그리고 쓰 기 리에 한 인간 활동들의 향에 한 평가

들임

  (나) 통합평가

    - YSLME TDA, SCS TDA, 황해를 한 GIWA 평가, 동 국해, 남 국해, 

Sulu-Celebes해, 인도네시아해들은 인간 활동들에 한 황과 향을 포함해

서 해양환경의 거의 모든 양상을 포함하고 있는 통합된 평가들임

    - TDA는 SAP 개발을 한 근거를 형성할 것이며 이의 실행은 YSLME와 SCS 

로젝트들에 의해서 용이하게 될 것임

  (6) 우선 이슈들

   (가) 지나친 개발과 괴 인 어업행 를 포함한 어류  다른 생물자원에 한 

지속가능하지 못한 개발

   (나) 많은 통 인 상업  어업으로 요한 종들의 landings의 쇠퇴와 가치 

종들(다수 종들에서의 변화를 포함한)의 landings에서의 증가

   (다) 해 층, 산호 들과 맹그로 의 심각한 소실을 포함한 서식지 소실  쇠퇴

   (라) 종 구성, 풍부함, 바이오메스의 변화뿐만 아니라 조의 빈도증가, 생태계의 

변화

   (마) 부 양화, 특히 니트로겐의 증가

  (7) 지역  이슈들

   (가) 기후변화들과 련된 이슈들: 해수면 상승, 해수 침입, 육지 염분화 등을 포함

   (나) 생태계들의 변화와 생물다양성 소실

   (다) 오염물질들의 해양과 기로의 이동 

  (8) 평가들을 수행하기 한 지역 능력

   (가) 만약 지구  해양평가가 수행된다면 련 COBSEA는 작업을 수행하고 여

러 다양한 평가들을 수행하기 한 한 랫폼을 제공할 수 있음
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▪이 지역은 12개 나라(Brunei Darussalam, 캄보디아, 국, 북한, 인도네시아, 일
본, 말 이시아, 필리핀, 남한, 싱가포르, 태국, 베트남)들이 인 해있으며, 6개

의 sub-regional sea(황해, 동 국해, 남 국해, Sulu-Celebes(Sulawesi), 인도네
시아해, 태국만) 혹은 역해양생태계(LME)를 포함함

▪분석에 사용된 자료는 GEF(Global Environment Facility)의 YSLME 로젝트, 
PEMSEA 로젝트, GIWA 지역평가들(UNEP)와 SCS 로젝트임

▪생태계 분야에서는 지역 체 혹은 부분의 지역에 해양환경, 해양 서식지, 
어업, 해양양식, 쓰 기처리, 육상기인 오염원, 쓰 기에 한 물리⋅화학  배
경에 한 상당한 자료들이 있으나 연안 도와 풍력에 지 생산과 해양재난

에 한 자료들은 부족함 

▪해양생물자원들에 한 정보는 보통 부 , 비포 , 비체계 이며 때때로 

모순 인 것으로 나타남. 국제공동 조사뿐만 아니라 자료 수집에 한 국가들 
사이의 표 화로 비교가능하고 일 인 자료를 획득할 필요가 있는 것으로 
나타남

▪사회⋅경제  분석을 한 자료는 부분 생태계와 인간 활동들과 련이 있
으나 사회⋅경제  양상들에 한 자료들은 거의 없으며 더욱이 이 두 카테고

리 사이의 연 성은 거의 없음

▪어업압력, 괴 인 어업행 , 퇴 , 육상기인 오염, 화학물질, 설, 매립지, 모

래와 산화개발, 연안 건설, 하수 방수와 암 들에 한 세계 기후변화 향 
한 평가되었음

▪동아시아해 행동계획의 주요 요소들은 해양환경, 연안오염통제, 맹그루  보호, 
해 와 산호 와 쓰 기 리에 한 인간 활동들의 향에 한 평가들이며 
PEMSEA/ICM 요소의 성공은 환경 상황, 스트 스나 압력, 처리, 반응, 지속가

능성과 향을 포함한 지표들을 사용함으로써 평가될 수 있다고 평가함

표 12. 동아시아해 평가결과 분석

   (나) 하지만 살아있는 수생자원들에 한 정보는 보통 비체계 이며 때로는 모순

임. 장기 이고 잘 계획된 생물다양성 연구들이 필요함

   (다) 환경 이슈들과 사회⋅경제  양상들과의 연결 고리들을 잘 이해하고 평가 할 

필요가 있음

   (라) 지속 인 재정지원의 부족은 여 히 지역 내 국가들에게 주요한 문제임

   (마) 비록 일부 지역  활동들은 정부 정책, 우선권  자  유용성에 따라 보다 

작은 규모로 진행되고 있지만, 기부 지원이 단됨에 따라 부분의 지역 

활동들도 단됨

   (바) 미래 지역 활동들은 로젝트 종료 후에도 유지되어야 할 지역 활동 이슈들을 

지정해야 함
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▪우선 심사로서는 지나친 개발과 괴 인 어업행 를 포함한 어류와 다른 

생물자원들에 한 지속가능하지 못한 개발, 서식지 소실  쇠퇴, 생태계의 

변화, 부 양화이며 해수면 상승, 해수 침입, 육지 염분화를 포함한 기후변화와 

련된 이슈와 오염물질의 해양과 기 이동, 생태계 변화가 지역  이슈인 

것으로 나타남

▪장기 이고 잘 계획된 생물다양성 연구들이 필요하며, 환경 이슈들과 사회⋅경

제  양상들과의 연결 고리들은 잘 이해되고 평가되어져야 할 필요가 있는 것

으로 나타남. 평가 능력향상을 해 지속 인 재정지원 필요성을 역설하고 있음

라. AoA 평가 결과 요약

  1) 해양생물자원  수질평가는 다른 분야의 평가에 비해 가장 잘 되고 있

으며, 좋은 국제  네트워크를 가고 있음. 하지만 지역별 편차가 심함

  2) 어업  수질에 한 평가 역량은 상당하지만 자료 수집 기 은 여 히 

부족한 상황임

  3) 서식지 상태  추세 평가는 증가하고 있지만 지구 으로 평가가 상

으로 덜 발달되어 있음.

  4) 해양 활동과 연안 공동체에 한 사회  경제  평가는 여러 지역에서 

부족함

  5) 통합된 평가는 드물며 부분의 분석은 분야별 분석에 근거함

  6) 사회경제  분석뿐만 아니라 통합의 결핍으로 인해 해양 환경  정책 

안 분석의 반 인 상태에 한 이해가 어려움

  7) 어업  수질 평가에서 참조  사용은 일반 이나 다른 측면에서의 사용 

노력이 좀 더 요구됨

  8) 사회·경제  자료를 포함하여 지구 으로 자료의 큰 결함이 존재함. 

여러 유형의 자료에 한 용 범 가 제한 이며, 활용성  자료의 

호환성 역시 제한 일 수 있음
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3. AoA에서 제안한 바람직한 평가

가. 평가과정에 한 4가지 기본 요소

1) 체 평가과정을 리하는 원칙 

2) 평가를 시작하고 수행하기 한 계획의 특징 

3) 평가 향상을 한 능력배양과 네트워킹을 한 비 

4) 평가를 조직하기 한 제도  비

나. 평가과정의 수립과 운 을 한 원칙

1) 지구 시스템의 일부분으로서 해양 검토

2) 평가결과와 리를 지원하기 한 과정 자체에 한 정기 인 검토

3) 과학  우수성의 향상과 이론 으로 건 한 과학 방법을 이용 

4) 최근 이슈  한 변화들과 지식의 결함이 발견될 수 있도록 정

기 이고 선행 인 분석

5) 과학과 평가 능력의 지속 인 개선

6) 정책결정자들과 다른 이용자들과의 효과 인 연계

7) 이해당사자들의 참여를 해 한 수단을 통해서 그들과의 의사소

통 기회와 참여를 포함시킴 

8) 평가과정과 결과물에 한 투명성과 책임성 확보 

다. 평가를 시작하고 수행하기 한 설계 주안  

1) 목 , 역(범 )과 개념  임워크

가) 국가 , 지역 , 지구  평가  해양 이외의 다른 평가들과의 상호 

건설 인 연계 

나) 해양 환경오염 상태, 원인, 향 뿐 아니라 생태계 재화와 서비스 변화

에 한 비용과 이익을 포함한 인간 복지에 한 향 조사 

다) 환경재화와 서비스 변화들에 가장 취약한 역과 그룹 악 

라) 인간 활동들에 한 통합된 리를 용이하게 하고 개선 을 평가하기 



－ 73 －

한 기 로서 생태계 질의 목 들(EQOs)을 개발하기 한 가능성을 포

함하는 통합 인 생태계 평가

마) 비활동 비용 뿐 아니라 련 험들과 상되는 결과 등을 포함한 응 

옵션들에 한 평가

바) 확립된 차 시나리오 분석을 포함하는 참여과정에 기 한 평가에서 

측요소 포함

2) 자료들과 정보: 질 확실성, 유용성과 근성

가) 정부들과 국제기구들이 가지고 있는 모든 련 자료들과 해양과학 외에 

다른 역의 정보들이 평가 들에게 유용할 수 있도록 확신성을 증가

시킴 

나) 평가에 사용된 자료  정보와 방법을 문가들이 평가할 수 있도록 제공

다) 문가그룹 구성 시 합한 원칙들이 사용되며 정부 계자와 과학자 뿐 

아니라 환경기구, 연구기 , 산업 련 기 들이 모두 포함되도록 균형

으로 구성함 

라) 범 한 련 자료와 기술 으로 합한 정보와 간행물을 사용함 

마) 과학  자료들과 정보, 일반 인 자료들과 정보 간의 불일치를 어떻게 

다루게 될 지를 모든 참가자들이 확실히 이해하도록 명확한 규칙이 요구함 

바) 정보가 제한되었을 때 그 정보가 체 역을 해서 어떻게 표성을 

유지할 수 있는 지에 한 상세 설명이 요구함

사) 평가 보고서에서의 자료들과 정보를 한 자료 정확성 확인 차 필요함

아) 평가 보고서에서 자료들과 그것의 한계성 한 명확한 설명 필요함

자) 자료 정확성 확인 등 자료 수집을 하여 필요한 기  개발

차) 자료들을 등 화하고 체계화할 수 있는 시스템 개발

카) 정부가 국제  자료 네트워크와 시스템을 만들고 정보처리 상호운 체

계를 강화시키고 생산된 자료 질을 향상시킬 수 있도록 정부를 지원할 

지침서나 훈련 로그램 개발

타) 메타데이터 구축 시 사용되는 기  필요

) 수집된 모든 자료들에 한 장기  근성과 메타데이터 유용성을 확실

하게 하기 해서 자료 리, 장, 보존  교환 련 모든 요소들과 

과정들을 설명함 
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(1) 과학 간행물의 유용성을 한 조건들과 자료  정보의 유용성에 한 

정책 개발

(2) 공개된 자료들에 한 근을 용이하게 하기 한 평가보고서와 결과

물에 해 웹사이트에서 자료 열람 제공

가) 련 국가기 들과 정부간 정책입안 기 들을 포함하고 평가 기 단계

부터 가장 요한 타겟 청 을 결정

나) 평가결과물 이용 빈도가 높은 정책결정자, 역 이용자  연구자 확인

다) 평가자들이 모든 결과물들과 권고안을 한 이론  근거 설명과 련 

가정, 불확실성과 불일치 역에 한 과학  조언을 제공하도록 장려

라) 공식・비공식 평가를 통하여 압력과 활동 등에 한 련 험성과 사회․

생태계 요소 등에 한 취약성을 보고하도록 장려 

마) 악된 정보 결함에 의해 발생될 험성을 강조하는 것을 장려

바) 생태계 재화와 서비스에서의 변화에 한 비용과 이익을 포함하는 평가 

장려

사) 비활동 련 험과 결과물을 포함하는 응 옵션 평가

아) 지구 , 지역  차원에서의 평가과정과 련 정책결정 기구간의 연계 

강화 

자) 과학 , 기술  역할과 정책입안 역할들 간의 명확한 분리 

차) 정부간 정책결정 기구가 과학자들의 문 평가를 변경할 수 없도록 함 

카) 평가에 여한 문가그룹들은 정책결정 기구로부터의 특별한 요구 없이 

정책 목 과 련된 이슈들에 한 분석과 조언에 한 의견을 제출할 수 

있음 

4) 이해 계자 참여 방법 

가) 평가 계획 단계에서 문 평가자들에게 참가 옵션을 포함한 참여 방법과 

선택에 한 명확한 동의 필요 

나) 지역, 성별, 분야 등에서 균형 잡힌 문가 참여 필요 

다) 이해 계자들의 평가과정 참여에 한 내용이 평가보고서에서의 증거자

료로 제공되어야 함 
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5) 문가 지명과 선발 원칙 

가) 문가 선발과 임명을 한 투명한 기 과 명확한 권한 확립

나) 정한 자격과 명성을 지닌 문가 선발

다) 특별한 학연·지연에 의한 문가 선발 지

라) 문가들은 정부나 그들의 소속기 으로부터 독립 유지

마) 균형 있는 참가를 확실히 하기 해서 한 범 의 이해 계자 그룹

으로부터의 문가 선발 

바) 지리학  균형, 성별 균형 유지

사) 모든 참가자들이 그들의 역할과 책임에 익숙하도록 참여 원칙을 명확히 함

아) 필요시 외부 문가를 청해서 조언 받을 수 있음 

6) 문가들 간의 의견 불일치 처리

가) 상당한 근거가 있는 견해일 경우, 비록 불확실성이 있다고 해도 일방

으로 거 될 수는 없음

나) 반론 데이터, 분석 혹은 해석, 그리고 련 험을 지지하는 증거에 

한 동의된 문구를 작성하기 해 명확하게 정의된 차 개발

다) 문가들 간의 의견 불일치를 다루기 해 이용된 차를 평가 보고서

에 기록

7) 불확실성 처리

가) 분석에서의 불확실성, 험 분석  다른 방법들 보고

나) 분석과 모델에 련된 가정들 설명

다) 정책결정자들과 이해 계자를 상으로 불확실성 해석 방법에 한 교육 

실행 

라) 검증되지 않은 지식일 경우, 안 가정들 범  하에 각 정책 옵션에 

한 결과에 해 비교 평가 실시

마) 서로 다른 수 의 각 정책 옵션의 효용 가능성 평가

바) 평가 보고서에 있는 불확실성을 다루기 해 이용되는 차 기록
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8) 문가 검토

가) 검토자의 선발과 상호 검토 과정의 투명성 확보

나) 이해 계자를 고려한 다양한 경험을 가진 검토자 선발

다) 평가에 여하지 않은 검토자 활용 

라) 검토과정의 완성과 코멘트 제출을 한 명확한 스 과 마감 일자 정함

마) 복잡하고 논쟁의 여지가 많은 평가 검토를 한 독립 인 검토자 임명

바) 심각한 불확실성이 내재하고 있고 논쟁의 여지가 있는 이슈  결과의 

경우, 그것에 한 검토자의 코멘트와 응책에 한 보고서와 출 물에 

검토자의 신원 기록

사) 평가 보고서에 문가 검토 차 기록

9) 효과 인 의사소통

가) 평가과정 에 악된 타겟 청 들에게 정기 인 진도 보고서와 안에 

한 그들의 의견 제시 기회 제공

나) 평가 기 단계에서 타겟 청 들의 자문을 거쳐 평가결과 보 을 한 

의사소통 략 개발

다) 타겟 정책입안자들은 의사소통 략에 있어서 특별한 심을 받는다는 

것을 확실하게 해야 함

라) 비 문가들의 심을 끌기 하여 차트, 그래 , 지표를 이용

마) 일반 과 문가들을 하여 시각 으로 정보를 보여  수 있는 맵

들과 공간  자료를 이용

바) 일반 이나 고  공무원을 해 정확하지만 비 문 인 결과물을 생

산하기 한 재능 있는 과학 작가 이용

10) 사후평가 검토  사정(Evaluation) 

가) 개별 평가에서 과학  지식과 기술에서의 진보에 한 사후 평가 검토

를 해, 응 수단의 효율성, 평가가 정책 결정자들에게 향을 미치는 

방법을 명확히 제공 

나) 평가과정에 한 결과물과 과정 자체가 향상될 수 있는 방법을 결정하

기 한 검토와 사정을 제공 

다) 개별  평가결과물과 과정 그 자체에 한 그들의 강 과 약 들에 
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한 내부 ․외부  망을 얻기 한 검토 제공

라. 평가향상을 한 능력배양과 네트워킹

1) 정부와 지역기구들은 해양 모니터링과 평가 부분 능력을 강화하고 

우선 이슈를 결정하기 해 필요한 기술과 인 라 확인

2) 정부와 지역기구들은 해양 모니터링과 평가에 한 능력배양을 지원

하는 일 된 로그램을 동원하기 한 기반으로서 결함과 공유된 

우선이슈를 악하기 해 다른 국제기구들과 력

3) 정부와 국제기구들이 생산하는 자료의 질과 호환성을 향상시키기 

해 질 확인 과정과 매뉴얼과 같은 지침서 개발 

4) 해양 모니터링과 평가를 한 교육 훈련 자료와 장소 제공

5) 해양과학 평가기술 개발을 한 력 로그램 개발 

마. 평가를 조직화하기 한 제도  비

1) 과학과 정책간의 경계 확립: 정부(그리고 다른 이해당사자)의 역할과 

문가의 역할 

가) 정부와 문가간의 불필요한 오해를 피하고, 평가과정의 통합을 해 각

각의 역할과 기능의 구체화 필요

나) 문가 지명과 선택 과정이 공평하지 못할 경우에도 평가에 문제 발생 

다) 문가는 사실  분석에서의 정확성과 완벽함, 그리고 그들의 해석에 

한 최종문구를 작성한다는 것에 한 명확한 이해 필요

라) 반면 문가는 정부 표들과 다른 이해 계자들에게 의해 개발된 정책 

권고안을 과학 이고 기술 인 정확성을 확신시킬 문가 분석에 기

하여 검토하는데 기여할 수는 있지만, 권고안의 최종 결정에 한 권한

은 없음 

2) 이해당사자 개입 제공

가) 평가과정에서 정부 계자 이외의 다른 이해 계자들의 참여는 그들의 

지식을 결합하고 련 후속 행동을 강력히 지원하는 수단으로서 요함

나) 평가과정에서의 제도  비와 과정은 평가와 실행계획의 범 를 고려

하여 이해 계자들의 참여 기회를 제공할 수 있으며, 이는 개별평가에 

련되어 구체화될 수 있음 
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제2   UN Regular Process 목   범

1. Regular Process 목

가. 최종 목

1) 지구 · 지역  차원에서 정기 인 평가를 수행하여 세계해양

을 지속 으로 검토하기 한 메커니즘을 제공, 통합 인 해양환경 

리 지원을 통하여 세계해양환경상태를 개선시키기 함  

나. 세부 목

1) 건 한 의사결정의 근본 인 토 로서 해양과 연안생태계의 과학  

이해․평가 증진(2002년 지속가능정상회의결의 36조)

2) 세계 해양 체에 한 환경상태를 정기 으로 보고하고 사회ㆍ경제

 측면을 포함한 평가 실시

3) 지구 체와 지역 차원에서, 통합평가와 해양의 생물자원과 비생물자

원의 보 과 리, 시의 한 해양환경상태의 측과 평가를 한 

한 해양과학과 해양기술의 이 을 포함한 과학ㆍ기술 력 증진

4) 연안과 해양환경이나 해양의 생물  비생물자원에 잠정 으로 유해

한 사업이나 활동에 한 환경 향평가와 환경사정, 보고 기법들의 

사용을 제고하는 것을 포함한 해양과학, 정보, 리 분야에서의 역량 

배양

5) 기존 지역  평가에 근거하여, 재와 가까운 장래의, 해양환경상태 

보고와 평가를 객 으로(독립 문가심의) 추진하여 투명성 확보

6) 지역  국가차원의 평가들에 근거한 해양환경의 상태와 추세에 

한 과학  발견

7) 정책 입안자들과 이해 계자들에게 방안 제공

8) 문가 평가를 거친 과학보고서를 정책입안자에게 정기 으로 제공

9) 지역  지구  차원에서 지식의 결함(gap)을 규명하고, 측, 감시, 

자료 리체계를 추가 으로 개발하는 것을 육성지원
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10) 정책개발에 련되나 정책 제안은 아닌 포 인 생태계-기반의 

리방안 개발 지원

그림 16. UN Regular Process 목

2. UN Regular Process 수립 근거9)

가. 유엔해양법 약

1) 유엔해양법 약(United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, 

UNCLOS) 제12장은 모든 해양환경 보호에 있어서 국가의 의무, 책

임, 권한 등을 지구  차원에서 수립하는 법  제도로서 첫 번째 

시도임

2) 동 약은 해양환경의 보호와 보존, 해양자원의 이용  리를 

해 개별 국제 정에서 통일된 체계를 구축하도록 하고 있음

3) 동 약 제192조는 국가들에게 해양환경을 보호하고 보존할 의무가 

있음을 확고히 하고 있으며 제200조에서 국가들은 해양오염의 성격

과 범 , 해양환경의 악화를 평가하기 하여 지역 , 그리고 지구

 로그램에 극 으로 참여할 것을 규정하고 있음 

9) 해양환경평가(GMA)에 대비한 정책방향 연구, 2005, 한국해양연구원
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4) 역량 배양(Capacity building)과 련하여 동 약 제202조(c)호는 환

경평가를 비하는데 개발도상국들에 한 원조의 필요성을 인정하

고 있음 

5) 모니터링과 환경평가에 한 동 약 제204조 내지 제206조는 국가

들에게 해양환경 악화의 험과 향에 하여 “인정된 과학  방법

을 통하여 측, 측정, 평가, 분석하기 한 실행 가능한 모든 노력”

을 하도록 요구하고 있음 

6) 해양과학조사(Marine Scientific Research, MSR)에 한 동 약 제

13장은 과학이 해양환경에 한 지식기반임을 인정하고 국가들은 해

양과학조사를 시행하는데 있어서 력하도록 함

나. 의제 21

1) 1972년 유엔인간환경회의(UN Conference on the Human Environment, 

UNCHE)는 해양오염에 한 권고에서 존하는 제도들의 불완 성

을 인정하고 모든 형태의 악화로부터 해양환경을 보호하기 한 보

다 포 인 해결책이 필요하다고 강조함 

2) 1992년 유엔환경개발회의(UN Conference on Environment and 

Development, UNCED)는 유엔해양법 약에 근거하여 해양환경의 

보호와 보존에 한 제도를 추가 으로 발 시켰음 

3) 환경  그 자원의 지속가능한 이용에 한 생태  방법은 유엔해양

법 약에서 암시되었고, 의제 21을 통하여 명확히 표 되었으며, 이

는 해양환경 향평가에 합리 인 기반과 다른 활동들과의 상호 계

를 고려하도록 함

4) 제17장은 해양환경의 보호  보존의 목표를 달성하기 하여 국가

들이 사  방  근방법을 용하도록 함 

5) 이는 해양환경에 요한 악 향을  수도 있는 활동들에 한 사

평가를 보장하는 것을 의미함

다. 지구 , 지역  기구와 수단

1) 유엔해양법 약 채택 후에 체결된 여러 조약들과 제 수단들은 해

양환경평가의 시행을 제공함
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2) FAO와 UNEP 등과 같은 여러 국제기구, 기   로그램은 해양

과학조사, 정보교환 혹은 특정형태의 해양평가를 하도록 임받고 

있음

3) 한 지역  수단과 로그램은 해양환경평가에 한 지구  구조

에서 요한 요소를 구성함 

그림 17. UN Regular Process 수립 근거
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3. UN Regular Process 개념10)

그림 18. UN Regular Process 개념

10) 출처: 해양환경평가(GMA)에 대비한 정책방향 연구, 2005, 한국해양연구원)
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구분 사 환 경 성 검토 환 경 향 평가 해역 이용 의
해양환 경 평가 ( UN 

Regular Process)

의의

▪행정계획  
개발계획의 
시행으로 인하여 
환경에 미치는 

향과 입지선정의 
정성 등을 

검토하여 
환경 으로 
바람직한 행정계획 

 개발계획을 
마련하는 제도

▪각종 사업계획을 
수립․시행함에 
있어서 해당 
사업의 시행으로 
인하여 발생하는 
환경에 한 
해로운 향을 
미리 측․분석하여 

감방안을 
강구하는 제도

▪오염물질의 유입, 
퇴  등으로 인한 
해양오염을 
방지하기 하여 
폐기물배출해역 
지정, 
공유수면매립, 
공유수면 

유사용, 
어업면허시 
해양수산부장 과 
미리 의하는 
제도

▪기존 지역  
평가에 근거하여 

재와 가까운 
미래의 사회 ・ 
경제  측면을 
포함한 
해양환경상태의 

지구  보고와 
평가를 한 정규 
과정

목

▪환경에 미치는 
향을 고려토록 

함으로써 개발과 
보 의 조화 즉, 
환경 친화 인 
개발 도모 

▪경제성, 기술성, 
환경  요인 등을 
종합 으로 
비교․검토하여 
환경 으로 
건 하고 
지속가능한 
개발이 되도록 
함으로써 쾌 한 
환경유지․조성

▪해양의 무분별한 
이용을 제한하고 
해양환경의 
보존을 도모

▪평가결과를 통해 
연안과 해역에 

한 정책, 
종합 리계획, 
지속가능한 
개발을 한 
과학 ․이론  
근거 제공

상

▪자연환경보 지역, 
개발제한구역, 
생태계보 지역, 
시·도 
생태계보 지역, 
자연유보지역, 
조수보호구역, 
자연보호지구, 
습지보호지역, 

역상수도설치지
역(공동주택 건설), 
지하수보 구역

▪농림지역, 
완충지역, 
자연환경지구, 
습지주변 리지역, 
습지개선지역, 

역상수도설치지
역(공동주택건설사
업외의 개발사업), 
소하천구역

▪ 농림지역, 
공익임지

▪골 장 건설 등 
사업특성상 
자연환경․생태계
를 훼손할 우려가 
큰 사업

▪자연공원 
집단시설지구 등 
환경 으로 
민감한 지역에서 
시행되는 사업

▪매립사업․ 건설 
등 환경 향이 
장기 ․복합 으
로 발생하여 쉽게 

측이 곤란한 
사업

▪택지․공단조성 등 
기․수질오염 

등 복합  
환경오염이 
발생될 것으로 
우려되는 사업

▪개항질서법 
제24조 제1항 
단서의 규정에 
의한 개항의 
항계안에서의 
폐기물배출해역의 
지정 

▪공유수면매입법 
제9조의 규정에 
의한 
공유수면매립의 
면허 

▪공유수면 리법 
제5조의 규정에 
의한 공유수면의 

용  사용의 
허가 

▪수산업법 제8조의 
규정에 의한 
어업의 면허

▪세계의  해양과 
해양환경 련 
모든 문제들을 
포함

법

근거

▪환경정책기본법 ▪환경․교통․재해
등에 한 

향평가법

▪해양오염방지법 ▪유엔해양법, 의제 
21, 

지구 ․지역  
기구

수행

기

▪ 계행정기 , 
  환경부, 지방청

▪ 계행정기 , 
  환경부

▪ 계행정기 , 
  국토해양부

▪UN

표 13. 기존 환경평가와 UN Regular Process와의 차이
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4. UN Regular Process 범

가. 환경 ⋅경제 ⋅사회  측면의 해양환경상태와 추세, 그리고 미래의 

인간행복과 발 에 한 정기  평가

1) 정기  평가의 의미

가) 정부  기타 이해 계자에게 해양 환경의 상태와 이미 용된 수단의 

효과에 한 최신 정보를 제공

나) 새로운 정보와 에 한 시기 한 응을 지원하고 미래 추세를 

상

다) 지식 결함과 이에 따른 미래 연구 수요를 악

라) 해양 평가를 개선하기 한 새 방법  근법을 고려할 수 있도록 학

습 지원 

마) 모든 차원에서 해양 평가 역량 강화

바) 기존 평가와 다음 단계의 평가사이의 지식과의 연속성 유지  

나. 평가의 근방법은 통합 인 생태계평가이며, 해양환경평가와 련된 

기   개인 간의 네트워킹 증진, 능력배양, 지식기반의 강화를 통

해 지역 , 소지역 , 그리고 국가  평가과정 격려

다. 지리 으로는 연안, 하구에서 해양분지로  지구해양 포함. 즉, 지

구 , 지역 , 지역별  국가  역 포함

1)  지구  평가의 의미

가) 여러 해양 문제는 지구  규모가 아닌 지역별 그리고 하  단 에서 

발생하지만, 하지만 지역간의 연계성이 존재함( ):

(1) 오염, 이동성 야생동물, 요 서식지, 침략종, 해양 폐기물 

(2) 수계로부터의 유입 는 넓은 범 의 공기 오염

(3) 규모 상 (엘리뇨, 기후변화) 

나) 능력배양을 포함한 공유된 문제  우선순 를 다룰 수 있음

다) 지구  에서 문제  연계성, 결함에 한 체 으로 이해 가능, 

한 국제  력을 강화시켜 비용 비 효과 향상시킴
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라. 취약성 평가

1) 확인된 압력에 취약한 인간그룹, 자연과정, 비인간 생물종, 서식지를 

악하고 이들에 한 험 평가

마. 응평가

1) 해양환경 련 압력을 지정하고 상태를 향상시키기 해 실행된 응

리를 악하고 성공여부를 평가

2) 미래 옵션과 가능한 성과, 비행동 비용뿐 아니라 그에 따른 험을 

평가

바. 망

1) 재의 해양환경과 련된 인간활동 상태에 한 결과와 문서로 수

락된 과정을 활용한 미래 상태에 한 망 포함

라. 평가 범

1) 모든 해양을 포함한 지구  평가와 몇 개의 지역해와 련된 이슈

를 포함한 지역  평가로 나뉨

2) 사회 , 경제 , 환경  측면에서의 정보의 수집⋅분석⋅평가를 한 

제도를 마련하여 지속 인 평가가 이루어지게 하며, 드라이버

(Driver)-압력(Pressure)-상태(Status)- 향(Impacts)- 응(Response)의 

DPSIR을 기본 분석 임워크로 사용함

3) 해양환경 련 압력을 악하고 환경상태를 향상시키기 해 실행된 

응 리와 이의 성공여부를 평가함. 한 미래 옵션에 한 평가도 

포함됨

4) 이밖에  해양환경과 련된 인간 활동의  상태  미래 상태에 

한 망이 포함됨  
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그림 19. UN Regular Process 범

마. 평가의 가치

1) 과학  정책 간 연계성 강화 

2) 의사 결정에 정보를 제공하기 한 과학으로서 역할  

3) 사안의 성을 인식시킴 

4) 정책 련 과학  질문에 한 권  있는 분석을 제공 

5) 다양한 정책 안에 한 이득  비용의 실증

6) 새로운 연구방향을 악하고 결과  과정에 한 기술 인 해결책

을 제시함 

5. Regular process의 가치

가. 완  통합된 평가를 통해서 다양한 지역과 과정들이 어떻게 연결되

어 있는지 등 해양에 한 지구  개  보증 

나. 우리의 이해를 향상시키기 한 구체 인 연구에 을 두게 함
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다. 정책 개발을 한 지식 제공

라. 인간 활동을 다루고 리하기 한 한 방법을 악하는데 도움

을 

마. 역량배양에 한 투자를 안내함

바. 원칙  이해 계자 그리고 국가 간의 력을 추진함

사. 비용 비 가치를 높이기 해 기존 과정을 기반으로 구축함 

6. Regular Process와의 상호작용의 요성

가. 부분의 해양문제에 한 정책과 조치들이 지역‧국가  차원에서 

채택되기 때문에 특히 요함

나. 지구  평가결과가 각 지역 상태와 련되어 있을 때 Regular 

Process의 정책 련성이 더욱 증진될 수 있음
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제3   Regular Process 임워크

1. Regular Process 주요 특징(2010년 임시 체작업반 권고안)

가. UN 주도로 수립된 Regular Process는 총회에 한 책임을 짐 

나. 권 있고 합법 인 결과로 고려되도록 과학 인 근거에 기 한 믿을

수 있는 동료 평가를 제공하기 한 포 이고 투명한 과정

다. 회원국의 수요  요청을 고려하여, 임시 체작업반에 의해 수립된 

우선순 에 응함

라. 평가 차는 능력있는 국제기구가 표   방법을 최 한 활동함 

마. 첫 번째 주기에서 구축된 자체 평가 수행

바. 역량구축은 Regular Process의 실행  통합을 해 필수 임

사. 역량배양 수요에 한 목록은 2011년까지 UN 사무총장 보고서로 제

출함

아. 력  기술 이 을 통해 역량 배양을 진시킴 
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2. UN Regular Process 추진 체계

그림 20. UN Regular Process 추진체계

가. 임시 체작업반회의(Ad Hoc working group of the whole)

1) 회원국, 국제기구, NGO, 련 과학기구로 구성

2) 검토․ 리 메카니즘 구성을 포함한 Regular Process에 한 반

인 감독과 안내를 담당함

나. 리․검토 메카니즘(Management and Review mechanism(Bureau))

1) 회원국으로 구성 정

2) 구체 인 역할은 재 정해져 있지 않으며 2011년 임시 체작업반회

의에서 논의될 정임
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3) 역할(AoA 제안)

가) Regular Process 감독

나) Regular Process에 한 로그램/ 산과 재정 승인

다) 문가 선정에 한 최종 승인

라) Regular Process하의 개별  평가의 개, 조직과 실천에 한 감독  

안내

마) 개별 평가의 최종 결과물에 한 코멘트와 검토

다. 문가그룹

1) 개별, 지역 , 지역  평가 수행

2) 지구  해양환경상태에 한 평가보고서 작성

3) 2010년도에 구성된 문가그룹이 1차 주기 1단계까지 유지키로 의됨 

※ 재 총 19명이 구성되었으며, 지역별 5명씩 총 25명까지 허용된 바 

문가 추가 참여 가능한 상태임. 단 아시아지역은 이미 5명으로 채워진 

상태임

※ 표 문가그룹 명단 참조

4) 평가를 수행할 평가그룹과 능력배양을 담당할 능력배양그룹으로 나

뉠 정임

5) 평가산출물에 한 자체평가도 수행 정임      

라. UN DOALOS(United Nations Office of Legal Affairs/Division for 

Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea)

1) Regular Process 사무국 지원, IOC  UNEP 등 국제기구가 기술

인 지원을 제공하기로 함

2) DOALOS 기구(직원 28명, 변호사 18명)내에서 해양에 한 문인

력과 산이 없는 계로 DOALOS가 독단 으로 사무국을 맡을 경

우에는 추가인력과 이에 따른 산확보가 필수 임

※ 2010년 임시작업반회의 권고안에는 DOALOS 지원을 한 인력  추

가 산 요청에 한 내용이 포함되어 있음



－ 91 －

마. 유엔총회

1) Regular Process 진행 상황  결과를 검토하고 임시작업반회의의 

권고안을 바탕으로 향후 활동사항에 한 결의안 승인

바. IOC, UNEP, IMO 등 련 유엔 국제기구

1) 과학 ‧기술  지원을 통하여 DOALOS 사무국 역할을 지원 

3. UN Regular Process 1차 주기

가. 시기: 2010~2014년

1) 1차주기는 5년으로 하고 차기 주기는 1차주기에서 결정함

나. 1차 주기 1단계(2010~2012)

1) 세계 해양의 통합 인 평가를 한 략과 일정표 개발, 능력배양 

활동과 기술이  증진  개발에 을 둠

2) 효과 인 과학 정책 계와 모든 련 이해 계자의 참여를 보장하

기 한 모든 지역 차원에서의 최 의 통합 평가를 통해 답해질 주

요 의문  정의

※ 임시 체작업반회의를 통해 회원국들이 제출한 주요 의문 들도 다

룰 정임

3) 1차 통합평가 개발을 한 지역  정보 검토  근법 개발

가) 일 된 지표 제안 

나) 지구 ‧ 지역  평가가 의미 있게 되도록 지표에 한 참조 수 이 

갖춰야 할 일 된 생태계, 경제 는 사회  해석에 한 제안 

다) 기존 평가로부터 자료, 정보  분석  결과의 제시방법 제안 

라) Regular Process 하에서의 평가가 정기 으로 수행된 평가의 다음 주기

에서 고려될 수 있도록 지역 간 공통 시나리오를 고려하여, 결과에 한 

검토가 가능하도록 하는 시나리오 제안 

마) 모든 규모에서의 결함을 메우기 한 장기 인 역량 구축 제안 

4) 1차 주기 평가를 해 해결해야 할 비단계의 산출물(A/64/88 para 60) 
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가) 모든 지역에서 해결해야 할 공통 인 의문   문제 악

(1) 해양환경건강성과 이에 따른 사회  이익과 련된 네가지 일반 이고 

복되는 주제( 문가그룹 제안)

(가) 식량 확보  어업: 개별 수산 자원량의 상태에 을 두는 것이 아

닌 식량 확보  어업에서의 환경 변화의 향과 같은 보다 범

한 문제에 을 두어야 함

(나) 자연 재해의 심각도, 빈도  회복력에서의 변화뿐만 아니라 환경오

염의 향을 포함한 공공 보건  안  

(다) 해양 순환, 가스 교환  양 순환에서의 변화뿐만 아니라 생산성, 

서식지  생물다양성을 포함한 생태계 기능 

(라) 해양  연안 환경이 사회에 제공하는 문화  가치를 포함한 경제 

 사회  이익  유용성

나) 다양한 과학 분야의 데이터 세트를 한 합의된 평가 방법 

다) 식별된 험을 평가하기 한 합의된 근법

라) 데이터 통합을 한 공통 인 체계  지침

(1) 데이터를 보다 효과 으로 비교하고 다양한 목 으로 사용하기 해 

지역  국가 기 이 데이터 수집을 조직화할 수 있도록 토 를 제공함

(2) 데이터 품질  상호 호환성을 강화하는 것을 목표로 함

(3) 데이터가 부족한 지역의 한계 을 고려해야 하며 기존 지식을 사용하

기 한 방안을 포함해야 함

(4) 외양  심해의 경우, 해양 역의 생물 지리학  분류에 한 추가 조

사를 통해 데이터 수집  평가를 한 체계  설명을 보다 용이하게 

할 수 있음

마) 역, 생태계 구성 요소  환경, 경제  사회  간의 데이터, 정보 

 분석 결과의 통합을 한 합의된 근법

바) 품질 보증, 모형화  최종 으로 통합되어야 하는 메타데이터를 한 

방법을 포함하여 디지털로 사용할 수 있는 데이터의 처리 방법
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다. 1차 주기 2단계(2013~2014)

1) 첫 번째 단계에서 수행된 결과를 바탕으로 식량안보와 같은 주제  

이슈를 포함한 해양의 통합  평가 수행

2) 지구  평가를 한 기  설립

3) 평가 기 과 환경 표 을 정의하기 한 과학  기 , 해양환경에서

의 인간활동의 향을 모니터하고 보고 할 수 있는 알맞은 로그램 

제공 

4) 평가과정들은 질 확인, 문가 지명과 선정, 동료평가, 불확실함, 

문가들의 동의 부족 시 해결과정, 데이터 활용성  근성, 이해당

사자 참여 등을 포함하여야 함

4. 2차 주기

가. Regular process 첫 번째 주기 결과를 바탕으로 다음 해의 총회에서 

RP 미래 주기, 범 , 목   원리 결정

5. Regular Process 시행을 한 도 -재원

가. 산 소요 항목

1) 회원국 포럼, 리  검토 기 , 문가 그룹, 사무국, 문가 풀

(pool), 역량 구축, 워크  개최비 

나. 체비용

1) 2,000 ~ 2,800만 달러(2010~2014), 4 ~ 5.6백만 달러/1년

2) 역량배양을 한 활동에 한 비용 필요

다. 기  모집 방법

1) 자발  신탁기  설립(2010년 배포된 Terms of Reference 참조)

가) Regular Process 5년 주기 운  지원

나) 극빈국, 개발도상국, 작은 섬나라 개발도상국, 육지에 둘러싸인 개발도상

국의 문가들의 2010년 임시 체작업반회의 참석 지원
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다) 개발도상국을 한 교육 훈련 로그램 지원을 한 특별 장학기  제공

라. 신탁기  집행기

1) DOALOS

마. 문제

1) AoA에서 제안한 비용은 역량배양을 한 활동은 제외한 액이어서 

이를 포함할 경우 많은 비용이 추가로 소요될 것임

※ 역량배양 활동의 경우 기존의 지역에서 이루어지고 있는 교육훈련 등을 

최 한 활용한다는 입장이지만 최소한의 경비는 들 것으로 단됨

2) 자발  신탁기  지원 의사를 밝힌 나라는 2010년 8월 재 국과 

한국뿐임

3) 미국 등 선진국에서도 신탁기 을 지원할 것으로 상되나, AoA 시

행에서도 재원이 문제 던 만큼 Regular Process 시행에 가장 큰 걸

림돌도 재원마련일 것으로 단됨

6. para 60에 한 문가그룹의 제안

가. Regular process가 다 야 할 의문 (질문)  이슈와 련한 참조체계

1)  해양환경을 구성하기 한 다양한 요소의 분석

가) 해양 물리  환경 – 수로학(해   지형), 해양학(물기둥의 이동  화

학  성질을 포함)  기상학(물기둥  기의 상호작용)

나) 해양 동물상  식물상의 다양한 양 단계 – 식물 랑크톤, 동물 랑

크톤, 어류, 연체동물(해조류), 해양 충류, 해양 포유류  조류

다) 해양 환경에 한 다양한 인간의 사용  향 – 어업(수산업 포함), 해

양 운송, 물 추출(연안 오일  가스 포함), 풍력  조력, , 폐기

물 처리(하수, 유해 물질  방사선 물질 폐기 포함), 해양 리  간척 

 육지에 미치는 향(농업 지표수  퇴 작용 포함)

라) 해양 환경에서 발생하는 자연 재해가 인간 생활에 비치는 여러 가지 

향: 이 제목은 특히 허리 인, 태풍  쓰나미의 향을 포함함
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2) 해양 환경이 인간의 삶과 상호작용하는 방식에 한 분석

가) 인류 식량 확보:  세계 여러 분야의 사회가 식량을 해 해양 환경에 

의존하는 정도.  특히 어류, 연체동물, 갑각류를 포함하지만 일부 국가에

서는 해양 충류, 해조류  기타 생물상 역시 요함

나) 인류 건강:  해양 환경이 인류 건강에 미치는 향으로 이 상호작용에는 

3가지 주요 경로가 존재함

(1) 먹이사슬을 통해(식량 확보와 매우 긴 하게 련됨)

(2) 해수로부터의 생화학  감염을 통해(연안 도시  넓은 의미에서  

모두에 요함)

(3) 재난을 통해(허리 인, 태풍  쓰나미와 같은)

다) 경제  활동:  상당한 경제  이익이 7가지 주요 경로를 통해 통 으

로 발생되어 왔음. 경제  요도는 지역마다 상당히 차이가 있음. 부

분의 경우, 경제  이익은 활동이 발생하는 지역과는 다른 지역에 발생

하며, 평가에서 요하게 고려되어야 할 부분임. 

  (1) 경제  활동과 련한 주요 통 역

(가) 어류 포획

(나) 수산업

(다) 해양 운송  통신(잠수함 이블)

(라) 1차산업(해  물 채취, 오일  가스 추출, 모래 빛 자갈 채취와 같은)

(마) 간척  연안 보호

(바) 폐기물 처리

(사) 농업에 해조류 사용, 한 해양 환경에 의존하는 여러 분야의 토지 

기반 활동

(아) 

(자) 기후 변화로 인한 해양 환경의 변화

(차) 풍력  조력 발

(카) 기후 변화에 응하기 한 완화 조치로써 탄소 격리

라) 해양 환경의 향유

(1) 경제  으로 량화하기는 매우 어렵지만 해양 환경의 향유는 여

러 사람들에게 매우 요함

(2) 여러 분야에서 문화  는 종교  활동이 해양 환경에 향을 받음
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1부 – 인간 경제 활동 

1. 어업

가. 어류 포획

나. 수산업

2. 해상 통신

가. 선

나. 잠수함 이블

3. 연안  강 입력사항

가. 지방

나. 산업

다. 농업

4. 채  

가. 탄화수소

나. 물

5. 폐기물 처리

나. 의문   이슈의 구조화 체계

1) 압력을 심으로 구조화할 경우

가) 특성

(1) 식별될 수 있는 여러 압력( , 어류 포획 활동 수  는 바다를 항해

하는 배들의 크기  수)에 의해 주로 구성될 수 있으며, 정기 인 

framework와 잘 일치함. 특히 체 으로 사회경제  자료와 일치함

(2) 의사결정자들이 선호하는 경향이 있음. 개발되고 실행될 필요가 있는 

정책의 리와 규제를 한 여러 인간 활동과 일치함

(3) 역간 그리고 된 압력과의 통합이 어려움

(4) 생태계서비스를 다루기 어려움

나) Framework
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6. 기후 변화의 향

7. 간척  연안 보호

8. 

2부 – 인간 비경제 활동

9. 문화   종교  교류

10. 자  생활양식(일부 지역과는 무 함)

11. 해양 환경으로부터 직 으로 유도된 이 과 직 으로 

인 을 가지지 않는 것들(산소 생산  이산화탄소 제

거, 바다 경치 향유)

1, 2부의 각 의문 (활동)에 한 공통된 구조

1. 이 활동의 세계  주요 지역별 상황은 어떠한가?

가. 활동으로부터 경제   사회  이 의 규모는 어느 정도 인가? 

    [주요 유형의 이 에 한 견본은 추후 개발 정]

나. 세계 사회  주요 지역을 한 이 활동의 요성(활동이 

이익  불이익의 지역 간 달을 주도하는 정도를 포함)은 

무엇인가?

다. 활동이 해양 생태계에 향을 미치는 주요 방식은 무엇인가 

    [주요 유형의 향에 한 견본은 추후 개발 정]

※ 이러한 일련의 질문들 각각에 해 주요 지역 내에서의 이득

과 향에 한 요한 변화가 존재하는 정도에 한 논의가 

이 져야 함

2. 이러한 활동은 만족스럽지 않은 생태계 상태와 주로 어디에서

련되는가?

가. 생태계의 유형이 특정 스트 스 하에 있음을 강조
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나. 별도로 취해진 개별 향이 심을 불러 일으키지 못한다 하

더라도 체 인 향이 지속가능하지 않는다는 식의 압력 

간 주요 상호작용 악

다. 주요 지역 내 스트 스의 상당한 변화가 존재하는 정도 악

3. 1.의 나.에서 식별된 어떤 주요 경제  사회  이익이 2.에서 

악된 생태계 상태에 의해 부여된 한계로 인해 가장 큰 잠재

 가치에서 향유되고 있지 않은가?

4. 한 장소, 세계 그리고 개별 주요 지역에서 재 다음을 다루

는 어떤 정책이 있는가?

가. 각 활동의 사회  경제  이익을 극 화

나. 활동의 향으로부터 생태계를 보호

다. 가,나의 질문에 한 답변

(1) 어떤 정책이 있으며 효과 인가?

(2) 리 알려진 성공이 존재한다면 다른 경우에서 실패를 일으

키는 요인은 무엇인가?

(3) 리 알려진 성공이 없는 경우, 성공하지 못한 이유는 무엇인가?

(4) 기존 정책의 개선된 실행이 이 문제를 해결할 수 있는가?

(5) 정책 사이의 차이 이 있는가? 있다면 어떤 종류의 정책이 

요구되는가?

(6) 개선된 실행 / 는 새로운 정책의 사회   경제  결

과는 무엇인가?

(7) 개선된 실행 / 는 새로운 정책의 생태계  결과는 무엇

인가?

(8) 데이터 / 는 지식 차이가 식별된 문제를 해결할 수 있

는 능력을 제한시키는가? 

(9) 정책 개발, 정책 실행, 데이터 수집  지식 획득 문제를 해

결하기 해 어떠한 역량 구축 수단이 필요한가?  
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3부 - 종합

1. 반 인 평가 통합

가. 주요 서식지 타입(서로 다른 압력에 의해 축 되는 향에 

의해 어떻게 향을 받는가?)

나. 해양환경에서 개발에 따라 인간의 경제 , 사회  삶에 미치

는 주요 험들

다. 지식 결함이 가장 큰 부분과 이를 메울 수 있는 방법

라. 우선순  수립과 련 지을 수 있는 가능한 행동들과 련된 

요소들

2) 서식지를 심으로 할 경우

가) 특성

(1) 체계(Framework)는 해양 환경에서 찾을 수 있는 여러 유형의 서식지에 

한 참조를 통해 구성될 수 있음

(2) 해양 환경에 한 향을 통합할 수 있음

(3) 해양 환경이 연구되는 단 이기 때문에 자료가 수집되는 방식으로 통

합 가능

(4) 인간 사회  경제  이 특정 서식지와는 종종 독립 이기 때문에 

이를 쉽게 통합하지 못함

(5) 리우선순 를 단하는데 어려움

(6) 된 향을 이해하는데 어려움
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1부 – 리 알려진 서식지 (해   물기둥):

1. 연안 지역(보 도 포함)

2. 륙붕  륙사면

3. 외양 심해

4. 폐쇄  반폐쇄해

2부 – 특별 서식지

5. 산호 (기타 유기체)

6. 강어귀  삼각주

7. 맹그로   기타 식생 지역

8. 해산

9. 곡

10. 연  부분이 얼음으로 양  바다

11. 열수 분출공

12. 다시마숲

1, 2부의 각 의문 (서식지)에 한 공통된 구조

1. 이 서식지의 세계  주요 지역별 상황은 어떠한가?

가. 주요 지역별 서식지의 생태계  상태는 어떠한가? 

   [구성요소에 한 견본은 추후 개발 정]

나. 서식지가 세계  주요 지역별로 만들 주요 경제  기여는 

무엇인가? 

다. 세계  주요 지역별 경제  사회는 서식지에 어느 정도 

의존하는가? 

2. 서식지의 경제  역할로부터의 어떠한 주요 압력이 불만족스런 

생태계 상태에 향을 미치는가?

나) Framework
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가. 생태계의 유형이 특정 스트 스 하에 있음을 강조

나. 별도로 취해진 개별 향이 심을 불러 일으키지 못한다 하

더라도 체 인 향이 지속가능하지 않는다는 식의 압력 간 

주요 상호작용 악

다. 주요 지역 내 스트 스의 상당한 변화가 존재하는 정도 악

3. 친환경 이지 않은 향을 해결하기 한 역량을 제한하는 주요 

경제  사회  스트 스는 무엇인가( 지구 으로, 주요 지역 

는 좀 더 지엽 인 차원에서)?

4. 한 장소, 세계 그리고 개별 주요 지역에서 재 다음을 다루는 

어떤 정책이 있는가?

가. 서식지 유형의 보호 는 서식지 내 특정 생태계 구성 요소의 

보호

나. 서식지로부터의 경제 개발 는 주요 제품의 친환경 인 사용

다. 서식지에 의존하는 지역 사회의 사회  안녕

 ※ 이러한 질문들에 해 주요 지역내에서의 정책의 차이가 존재

하는 정도에 한 논의가 있어야 함

라. 가,나,다의 질문에 한 답변

(1) 어떤 정책이 있으며 효과 인가?

(2) 리 알려진 성공이 존재한다면 다른 경우에서 실패를 일으

키는 요인은 무엇인가?

(3) 리 알려진 성공이 없는 경우, 성공하지 못한 이유는 무엇인가?

(4) 기존 정책의 개선된 실행이 이 문제를 해결할 수 있는가?

(5) 정책 사이의 차이 이 있는가? 있다면 어떤 종류의 정책이 

요구되는가?

(6) 개선된 실행 / 는 새로운 정책의 사회   경제  결과

는 무엇인가?

(7) 개선된 실행 / 는 새로운 정책의 생태계  결과는 무엇인가?
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(8) 데이터 / 는 지식 차이가 식별된 문제를 해결할 수 있는 

능력을 제한시키는가? 

(9) 정책 개발, 정책 실행, 데이터 수집  지식 획득 문제를 해

결하기 해 어떠한 역량 구축 수단이 필요한가?  

3부 - 종합

1. 반 인 평가 통합

가. 서식지에 가장 큰 향을 미치는 주요한 압력 

나. 해양환경에서 개발에 따라 인간의 경제 , 사회  삶에 미치는 

주요 험들

다. 지식 결함이 가장 큰 부분과 이를 메울 수 있는 방법

라. 우선순  수립과 련 지을 수 있는 가능한 행동들과 련된 

요소들

3) 생태계서비스를 심으로 할 경우

가) 특성

(1) 해양 환경이 제공하는 여러 생태계 서비스에 따라 구성될 수 있음

(2) 다른 평가과정들과 유사함( , 새천년생태계평가)

(3) 다른 안들에 비해 많은 을 합칠 수 있음

(4) 새롭고 상 으로 덜 알려진 방법임

(5) 재 수행 인 여러 방안들에 응하지만, 정책 심사항과 직 으

로 련되기 어려움

(6) 세가지 주요 역으로 구분될 수 있음: 제공(인간 사회에 몇 가지 재료

(음식과 같은)를 제공), 규제(생물권의 기능(이산화탄소 흡수를 통해 

기를 유지시키는 등)에 한 몇 가지 을 규제), 지원(일부 인간 활

동(해상 운송  수 과 같은)
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1부 – 서비스 제공

1. 식량

2. 탈염수

3. 풍력  조력 발

4. 물(오일  가스, 모래  자갈)

2부 –규제 서비스

5. 연안 보호

6. 산소 생산

7. 열 달

8. 탄소 격리

3부 –지원 서비스

9. 해상 운송 경로

10. 잠수함 이블 통신

11. 

1, 2, 3부의 각 질문에 한 공통된 구조

1. 이 생태계서비스의 세계  주요 지역별 상황은 어떠한가?

가. 생태계 서비스로부터 경제   사회  이 의 규모는 어느 

정도인가? 

   [주요 유형의 이 에 한 견본(template)은 추후 개발 정]

나. 사회는 생태계 서비스에 어느 정도 의존하며 이러한 의존성

을 얼마나 인식하고 있는가? 

다. 어떤 방식으로 생태계 서비스는 해양 생태계의 상태에 의존

하는가? 

라. 재 해양 생태계의 상태에 의해 감소된 생태계 서비스로부

터 이득은 어느 정도이며, 해양 생태계의 결함이 치료된 경

우 추가 으로 얻을 수 있는 이득은 무엇인가?  

나) Framework
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※ 각 질문에 해 주요 지역내에서의 차이가 존재하는 정도에 

한 논의가 있을 정임

2. 세계  주요 지역에서 생태계 서비스의 상태를 약화시키는 

주요 압력은 무엇인가? 

가. 특정 스트 스를 일으키는 인간 활동 조명

 ※ 인간활동 목록에 근거한 공통 인 활동목록이 제공될 정임

나. 별도로 취해진 개별 향이 심을 불러 일으키지 못한다 하

더라도 체 인 향이 지속가능하지 않는다는 식의 압력 

간 주요 상호작용 악

다. 주요 지역 내 스트 스의 상당한 변화가 존재하는 정도 악

3. 다음을 다루기 한 재 정책은 무엇인가? 

가. 생태계 서비스가 지속되도록 보장

나. 생태계 서비스에 근거한 경제 계발 / 는 이로부터 유도된 

이익의 분배를 규제

다. 생태계에 의존한 지역사회의 사회  안녕을 증진 

라. 가, 나, 다에 한 세부 인 질문

1) 어떤 정책이 있으며 효과 인가?

2) 리 알려진 성공이 존재한다면 다른 경우에서 실패를 일으

키는 요인은 무엇인가?

3) 리 알려진 성공이 없는 경우, 성공하지 못한 이유는 무엇

인가?

4) 기존 정책의 개선된 실행이 이 문제를 해결할 수 있는가?

5) 정책 사이의 차이 이 있는가? 있다면 어떤 종류의 정책이 

요구되는가?

6) 개선된 실행 / 는 새로운 정책의 사회   경제  결과

는 무엇인가?

7) 개선된 실행 / 는 새로운 정책의 생태계  결과는 무엇

인가?
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8) 데이터 / 는 지식 차이가 식별된 문제를 해결할 수 있는 

능력을 제한시키는가? 

9) 정책 개발, 정책 실행, 데이터 수집  지식 획득 문제를 해

결하기 해 어떠한 역량 구축 수단이 필요한가? 

 

3부 - 종합

1. 반 인 평가 통합

가. 생태계 서비스에 가장 큰 향을 미치는 주요한 압력 

나. 해양환경의 개발에 따라 인간의 경제 , 사회  삶에 미치는 

주요 험들

다. 지식 결함이 가장 큰 부분과 이를 메울 수 있는 방법

라. 우선순  수립과 련 지을 수 있는 가능한 행동들과 련된 

요소들

다. 지역별 워크

1) 목

가) 어떤 종류의 데이터와 분석이 재 각 지역 내에서 기존 평가를 한 

토 를 구성하는지 이해

나) 각각의 지역 워크 에서 어떤 환경, 경제  사회  요소가 평가되고 

구에 의해 평가되며 평가와 련한 데이터 보유  분석 방법의 일반  

특성 악

2) 지역별 워크 에서 악해야 할 사항

가) 각 평가 결과를 포함하여 각 지역에서 수행된 생태, 사회  경제  평

가에서의 기록 항목

(1) 특정 평가를 수행한 기

(2) 평가에 한 주요 클라이언트  이들의 주요 사용 목

(3) 평가에 한 시간  공간  규모, 평가 주기 빈도

(4) 데이터 유형, 경험  지식, 지표, 기타 평가에 기여하는 정보 출처

(5) 구성요소 정보 세트의 상태와 경향을 분석하기 한 방법
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(6) 여러 종류의 정보, 특히 사회, 경제  생태계 정보의 통합 정도와 방법

(7) 평가에 사용된 참조 수  는 생태독성 평가 기  출처

(8) 평가에 사용된 측, 상  시나리오의 정도  출처

(9) 데이터 외삽법 오류, 불확실성, 정보 불일치가 평가에서 해결되는 방법

(10) 평가 수행 비용

나) 평가에서 식별된 험과 불확실성을 다루기 해 지역 평가에서 사용된 

근법에 한 검토

다) 체 통합 평가에 필요한 구성요소(하나 는 재 진행 인 평가 과정

이 존재하지 않는 경우를 제외하고) 수집되어야 할 정보 

(1) 어떤 종류의 련 데이터가 수집  리되며 어느 국가와 기 에 의

해 수집  리되는가(이는 일부 주요 사회  경제 데이터의 경우에 

상된다)

(2) 주요 정보 유형이 어디에 존재하는 것으로 알려져 있으며 문가 지식

이 정보 불일치를 해결하도록 동반될 수 있으며, 만약 그 다면 문가

는 어떻게 평가될 수 있는가?

라) 각 지역 워크 에 한 결론에 앞서 수행해야 할 단계 

(1) 지역, 국가  기  연락처 확인

(2) 지역 내에 존재하는 것으로 알려져 있지만 Regular Process에서 문가

가 이를 완  통합 평가에 통합시킬 수 있는 방식으로 체계 으로 구

성되지 않은 정보  지식의 유통을 한 단기 인 역량 구축 

(3) 기존 평가 결과를 보다 잘 통합시킬 수 있도록 데이터, 정보  분석의 

시간  공간 규모에 한 호환성을 원활하게 만들 수 있는 단기 인 

조치에 한 일정

(4) Regular Process의 활동에 해 이미 알고 있으며 Regular Process가 

자신들의 요구를 인식하고 이에 응하고 있음을 확인하기 해 기존

의 지역 평가 사용자들과의 지속 인 의사소통에 한 계획(연락 포함)  

 

3) 지역별 워크  이후 단계

가) 수집된 모든 정보를 검토하고 1차 통합 평가에 한 구조와 근법 개발

나) 지역별 워크  참가자들에게 피드백 제공 
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(1) 잠재 으로 사용 가능하다고 알려진 정보로부터 얻을 수 있는 일 된 

지표에 한 제안

(2) 지구  역 평가를 의미 있게 만들기 해 지표를 한 참조 수

이 갖춰야 할 일 된 생태계, 경제 는 사회  해석에 한 제안(지

표는 평가에서 이미 사용되거나 문가 그룹이 제안하 음)

(3) 최  사용을 한 정보  분석의 활용성을 침해하지 않고 시간  공

간 규모 사이의 유연성을 증가시킬 방법으로 기존의 평가로부터 데이

터, 정보  분석 결과를 제시하기 한 제안  

(4) Regular Process 하에서의 평가가 지역 간 공통 시나리오를 고려한 결

과를 검토하는 방식으로 정기 으로 수행된 다음 주기 평가에서 고려

될 수 있는 시나리오에 한 제안

(5) 평가 과정에서 악된 험  불확실성의 함축  의미를 평가하기 

한 일 된 근법에 한 제안  

(6) 데이터 취득  리, 발췌  경험  지식의 용, 평가 방법  시나

리오 고려와 련한 다양한 문제 을 새롭고 효과 으로 해결할 수 있

는 방법을 가진 워크  경험을 활용하여 모든 규모의 문제 을 해결할 

수 있는 장기 인 역량 구축에 한 제안

다) 1차 평가 주기에 한 상치를 리하고 실행을 안내할 수 있는 로드

맵 비  

(1) 1차 체 통합 평가에 이용할 수 있는 정보 유형의 강도와 한계에 

을 둠

(2) 통합될 다른 정보보다 은 양을 가진 정보에서 발생할 오류를 방지하

는 동시에 이용 가능한 모든 정보 조각을 최 한 활용하는 방법에 

한 지침 제공

(3) 이러한 제안에 피드백을 제공하기 해 지역 워크  동안 심을 표명

한 사용자의 와 함께 Regular Process하에 1차 평가에서 탐구할 이

상 인 시나리오와 정책 안을 제안

(4) 불확실성이 상당히 클 것으로 상되며 시나리오 결과  정책 안의  

생태 , 경제 , 사회  이 달성되기 어려울 수도 있는 곳에는 미

리 경고를  수 있음

4) 지역별 워크 이 완료되지 않았을 때의 문제

가) 데이터 수집과 결합, 정보 리  통합에서의 재 실행에 한 이해 

부족 존재
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나) 다른 이슈들(“합의된 평가 방법”, '합의된 험 평가 근법', 데이터 통

합을 한 공통된 틀  지침', 데이터  정보 통합을 한 합의된 

근법', 이용 가능한 데이터를 디지털방식으로 처리할 수 방법')도 해결하

지 못함

라. 자료 수집  리

1) 기존의 해양 평가에 가치를 추가, 고유의 데이터베이스  분석 방

법의 구축  유지 리를 강조하지 않을 뿐만 아니라 기본 데이터

(raw data)로부터 모든 분석을 수행하지도 않음  

2) 여러 출처(국가 기 , 학술 단체  기타 조직 포함)에서 사용할 수 

있는 데이터의 종류와 이 데이터가 기존의 평가에 사용된 방식을 완

히 이해시키는 데 을 둠

3) 다양한 종류의 데이터와 분석(다른 규모로 다른 평가 기 이 수행한 

는 유사한 데이터와 분석)을 역, 주제 는 분야 간 활용할 수 

있는 용이성과 유연성을 늘리기 한 구체 인 제안 필요

라. 악된 험을 평가하기 한 합의된 근법

1) 험을 평가하는데 고려사항

가) 험에 한 소통은 정책 련 평가에서 핵심 기능임

나) Regular Process에 의해 수행된 모든 평가는 평가가 이루어지는 방식의 

자세한 사항이 사례별로 구체 이어야 하지만, 험을 평가하는 방식으

로 비되어야 하며 그 험에 한 맥락에서 소통되어야 함

다) 험을 정량화하고 소통할 수 있는 여러 도구가 있으며 한 도구의 

선택은 이용 가능한 자료  정보의 양과 품질에 좌우됨

라) Regular Process가 지구 이고 지역을 월하여 다양한 압력과 생태계 

속성에 한 정보를 통합하는 평가를 수행한다는 을 감안했을 때 각

각의 평가는 다양한 자료 품질과 양, 그리고 계  향에 한 지식

을 포용해야 할 것임

마) 험 정량화  소통에 한 단 하나의 최 의 근법이란 존재하지 않

음. 단일 평가 내에서 조차 험을 다룰 여러 한 방법이 존재함

바) 험을 다루는 방식에 한 단일화된 기본틀은 존재함

(1) 험이 의사결정에 향을 미치는 두 가지 방식
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- 일부 압력(자연 사고나 인간 활동 )이 효과 으로 리 는 완화되

지 않을 경우 원하지 않는 결과를 래할 것이라는 험

- 향을 받기 쉬운 생태계 구성요소나 해양으로부터의 경제 는 사회

 이 에 한 불필요한 압력의 향을 리 는 완화하도록 의도

된 정책 안이  일부 다른 생태계 기능이나 혜택에 불필요한 향을 

래할 수도 있다는 험

- Regular Process의 평가는 항상 정책의 선택  실행과 련한 험 

을 모두 고려해야 함

(2) 험은 사건의 가능성과 심각성의 산물로 정의될 수 있음. 험이 기술

되는 모든 평가에서 결과의 가능성과 잠재  심각성은 가능한 명확하

게 명시되어야 함

(3) 모든 정책 선택은 사회, 경제, 환경에 잠재 인 향을 미침. 정보와 지

식을 최 한 활용하여 고려 인 각 정책 안의 험을 에서 언

한 세 가지 차원에서 설명하고 정량화해야 함

사) 압력– 자연 는 인간 활동에 의해 발생 – 생태계 기능에 한 향

은 직 으로 다른 생태계 기능에 한 향으로 이어지고 생태계로부

터 지속 으로 얻어지는 사회  경제  이득에 향을 미치게 됨. 

Regular Process는 사용할 수 있는 모든 정보와 지식을 통해 이러한 연

쇄 반응과 련한 험을 명확히 해야 함 

아) 이러한 기본틀 내에서 험을 기술하고 정량화 하는데 사용될 수 있는 

지식과 자료를 연 시키기 해 험을 측정하고 소통할 수 있는 정확

한 방법을 선택해야 함. 도구는 평가나 평가 내 주제마다 다를 수 있지

만, 이 기본틀은 해결해야 할 과 사용할 옵션의 잠재  결과에 해 

정책 입안자들에게 알려주기 해 평가의 가치를 극 화시켜야 한다는 

을 고수해야 함

2) 험 평가방법에 한 추가 고려 필요

마. 역량 구축  기술이

1) 배경

가) Regular Process의 반 인 성공은 이를 지원하는 각각의 지역의 평가

역량에 의존

나) AoA 결과 강력한 평가 역량을 가진 지역조차도 역  생태계 구성요

소간의 통합  평가에 제한된 역량을 가지고 있음이 드러남
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다) 이에 따라 역량 배양은 Regular Process의 결정 인 요소가 됨. 2009년 

2010년 임시 체작업반회의에서도 역량 구축과 해양기술을 포함한 기술

이  진  보장을 권고하 음

2) 평가 역량 배양의 범

가) 개발도상국들이 평가 역량을 배양

나) 통합평가가 약한 모든 지역에서 평가 역량 배양 

다) 1차주기 1단계에서는 역량을 배양해야할 분야를 악하기 한 단계

를 포함해야 함

라) 평가를 지원하고 해양 평가를 으로 강화시키며 사회  경제 

을 포함하여 해양 환경의 상태에 한 기존의 평가 과정 간 효과 인 

의사소통을 통해 네트워크를 개선할 수 있는 지식과 분석 방법을 만들

어야 함

3) 효과 인 평가 역량 배양을 한 략

가) 새로운 것을 만들기 보다는 지역에서 기존에 존재하는 것을 최신화

나) 주제 기반 연구와 교육 근법의 탁월성을 홍보하는 동시에 통합 근

법 고취

다) 인  자원과 기존의 제도  인 라와 설비를 향상시키기 한 역량 구축

라) 정보, 지식  경험의 교류를 통해 지역별 수 에서 역량 구축을 홍보하

는 데 있어 문가 네트워크가 제공하는 기회 활용

마) 다양한 로그램(상호 , 다각 , 국가 , 지역별, 지구  로젝트)을 

통해 인력 개발  제도  인 라  설비 상태 확인 

바) 기술/과학 유형 이외에 통합 정책  리 규정을 한 기  진흥

사) 효과 으로 수행된 통합 평가로 만들고 압력, 해양환경  향 상태에 

직 으로 연계된 응 평가를 한 역량을 향상시키기 해 제도  

의무 사항을 개선

4) 지역별 워크 을 통해서 다룰 수 있는 역량 배양과 련된 이슈들

가) 지역 해양의 모니터링  평가에 한 과거  재의 국가․지역  

지구  로젝트를 통한 역랑 구축 활동을 찰하고 문 지식 개발

과 연 된 기술 이 을 구체화시켜야 함. 시험 단계이거나 이미 개시된 

새 로젝트도 이에 포함되어야 함
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나) 국가 ․지역  해양 연구  교육 기 을 찰하고 인  자원, 지역 해

양의 모니터링  평가를 한 인 라  설비, 통합 평가를 수행하기 

한 능력과 련하여 이들의 역량을 평가  

다) 지역 수 에서 역량을 강화하는 데 핵심 역할을 하는 기존의 지역 문

가 네트워크와 이들의 합성에 한 찰

라) 지역별 의사소통 략에 한 효과 인 역량에 한 찰 

마) 해양 과학  평가 기술을 한 로그램의 확인  구축(필요한 경우) 

바) 평가에서 과학  정책의 효과 인 통합에 한 역량 수요 악 
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제4장  UN Regular Process 역량 강화 활동 
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제4장  UN Regular Process 역량 강화 활동   

제1   Regular Process 련 개도국 역량 강화를 한    

 UN 기구와의 력

1. 한국해양연구원과 정부간해양학 원회(Intergovernmental Oceanographic 

Committee, UNESCO/IOC) 간 약 체결

가. 약과제명: 

1) Joint KORDI-IOC Initiative on promoting National and Regional 

Capacity for the UNGA Regular Process

나. 약기   책임자:

1) 한국해양연구원 강정극 원장

2) Wendy Watson Wright IOC 사무총장

다. 약액: $30,000

라. 약체결일자: 2010.8.25

마. 약 주 내용

1) 주 력 활동과제 

가) Regular Process 국가별, 지역별 실행을 한 공동 워크  개최

2) 력 목

가) 해양환경과 련하여 국가별 지역별 네트워크 구축  능력배양 수요 

악

나) 악된 정보결함을 메우기 한 략 제공

다) Regular Process 1차 단계를 지원할 수 있는 기존 혹은 새로운 능력배양

메커니즘에 한 구체 인 권고안 수립

3) 기  공여  사용내역

가) 한국해양연구원이 $30,000 공여
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나) AoA에 참여하 던 2-3명의 국제 문가 청

다) 지역별 문가 5-8명 청

라) 역량강화 워크  공동 조직  수행   

4) 약문서(붙임 참조)
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제2   국내 문가들을 한 UN Regular Process 역량

강화 국제워크

1. 개요

가. 목

1) UN Regular Process 응을 한 국내 문가 역량강화

2) 해양환경평가 향상을 한 략 수립

3) 2008년에 작성한 국가보고서 검토

나. 기  간: 2010. 10. 20일(수) 

다. 장  소: 잠실 롯데호텔

라. 참석자

1) 국내참여자: 한국해양연구원, 한국해양수산개발원, 기상청, 해양환경

리공단 등 련 연구기 , 학  산업체 문가 17명

   ※ 2008년도 국가보고서 작성 참여 문가  우리나라 해양환경평

가 련 문가

2) Regular Process 문가그룹(Group of Experts: GoE) 4명

마. 주요 의제

1) UN Regular Process 진행경과 보고

2) 동남아시아 지역 해 평가결과(AoA) 소개

3) 문가그룹에서 제안한 평가틀 소개

4) 2008년도 국가보고서 내용 발표

5) 우리나라 해양환경평가 개선을 한 략 논의



－ 118 －

2. 워크  결과

그림 21. KORDI-IOC 공동 국내 문가 Regular Process 역량강화 워크  참석자 

가. UN Regular Process 추진 경과

1) "UN Regular Process" 개요 소개(Julian Babiere)

가) Regular Process의 가치

(1) 역간, 이해 계자 그리고 국가 간의 력 진

(2) 완 히 통합된 평가를 통해서 서로 다른 역간의 상호 연 성을 보여

주는 것을 포함한, 해양에 한 지구  개  이해

나) Regular Process 임워크

(1) 목   범

(2) 2009,2010년 임시 체작업반회의 권고안

(3) Regular Process 1차주기
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다) Regular Process 실행을 해 필요한 기   산 항목 설명

2) AoA 평가 결과 소개 (Peter Harris)

가) AoA 평가틀  평가방법

나) AoA 지역 소개

다) 해양생물자원, 수질, 서식지 특성, 양단계, 보호종, 사회경제  측면

에 한 지역별 평가 황 소개

라) 지역별 평가에 향을 미치는 요인  평가결과 소개

(1) 지표  참조

(2) 정책 안

(3) 진행 인 평가 역량

마) 통합평가 시 소개

바) Regular Process 시행을 한 도 과제 소개

(1) 무생물자원 평가 필요

(2) 평가과정이 문서화되지 않음

(3) 몇 개의 이슈에 해서는 사회경제  변화, 서식지 변화, 폭넓은 생태

계 변화를 포함한 지역평가가 주기 으로 실시되고 있지 않음

3) 동아시아 해 지역 평가 결과 소개(Angel Alcala)

가) 동아시아 해 지역 소개 

(1) 12개국

(가) 루나이 다루살람, 캄보디아, 국, 한국, 인도네시아, 일본, 말 이

시아, 필리핀, 싱가포르, 태국, 베트남

(2) 6개의 소지역해 포함

(가) 황해, 동 국해, 남 국해, Sulu-Celebes, 인도네시아 해, 태국만

나) 동아시아 지역해 황

(1) 세계 산호 와 맹그로 의 30% 차지

(2) 세계 어획량의 40% 차지

(3) 세계 양식의 80% 차지

(4) 세계 인 열  해양 생물 다양성을 가지고 있음
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(5) 20억 인구 거주, 2015년까지 30억으로 증가할 것으로 기  

다) 평가 기

(1) 지구환경기 (GEF), UN 환경계획(UNEP), UN식량 농업기구(FAO), 동

남아수산개발센터(SEAFDEC), 국제해사기구(IMO), UN연구사업소(UNOPS), 

세계자원학회(WRI), 북태평양 해양기구(PICES), 국제 산호  행동 네트

워크(ICRAN)

라) 련 지역해 로그램

(1) PEMSEA(partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of 

East Asia)

(2) EASAP(East Asian Seas Action Plan)

(3) YSLME

(4) SCS

마) 련 지역수산기구

(1) Asia Pacific Fishery Commission(APFIC)

(2) Southeast Asian Fisheries Development Center(SEAFDEC)

(3) Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission(WCPFC)

(4) Commission/Convention on the Conservation of Southern Bluefin 

Tuna(CCSBT)

(5) South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organization(SPRFMO) 

under negotiation

라) 평가 요약

(1) 아시아태평양 수산  양식 상태와 잠재성에 한 정기  검토

(2) YSLME와 SCS 로젝트를 통해서 정책, 법 , 제도  이슈 평가

(3) WRI와 ICRN에 의해 험에 처한 산호  검토

(가) 산호 와 생물다양성에 

(나) 괴 인 어업활동, 오염, 연안개발, 기후변화에 따른 압력 고려

(4) PEMSEA에 의해 범 역 이고 통합 인 모니터링 로그램 개발 시도

(5) EASAP에 의해 해양환경에 한 인간활동 향, 연안오염 통제, 맹그로

 보호, 해 ․산호 ․쓰 기 리 다룸
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(6) PICES에 의해 황해, 동아시아해  다른 지역에서의 해양생태계 상태 

 추세 평가 수행

(7) 국 국가 연례보고서 발간(2개의 보고서)

(가) 국 해양환경질 상태  추세

(나) 국 남해 연안지역의 생물다양성 리 

- 4개의 연안지역의 생물다양성 보존  지속가능한 활용을 한 목

(8) 통합평가

(가) YSLME  SCS를 통한 TDA(Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis) 분

석

(나) 지구 수역평가(Global International Waters Assessment, GIWAs)

를 통해 황해, 동 국해, 남 국해, Sulu-Celebes Sea, 인도해 평가

(다) 결과

- 인간활동의 상태  향을 포함한 해양환경의 모든 측면을 다룸

- 이 평가들을 통해 우선순 가 악됨

- 정책 안 한 제시되었음

마) 우선순  이슈

(1) 수산  다른 생물자원의 과도한 개발

(2) 상업 으로 요한 종 지역 감소와 가치가 낮은 어종 지역 증가

(3) 서식지 손실  악화

(4) 생태계 변형  유해 조 발생 분포도 증가

(5) 부 양화

(6) 육지기원활동 향(특히,  건설  개간)

4) 북서태평양 해양 내 평가 상태 검토(박철)

가) GIWA의 소개

(1) GIWA의 주요 목

(가) 국가 , 지역 , 지구  차원에서 요한 환경  이득을 취하기 

해 비용효과 인 방식으로 사용할 수 있는 자원들에 을 맞추기 

한 우선순  처리 메커니즘 제공

(나) 환경 악화를 감소시키고 수질자원 리를 향상시키기 한 략  

정책을 개발하고 실행할 수 있는 역 강조
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(2) GIWA에서 다룬 주요 분야

(가) 담수 부족

(나) 오염

(다) 생물자원 남획  다른 요인들

(라) 서식지 변형

(마) 지구  변화

(3) 결과 

(가) 몇개는 정량 인 표와 그림이 제공되었지만 부분 정성 으로 기술

되었음

(나) 모든 지역이 5개의 이슈들을 심으로 통합되었기 때문에, 한 지역의 

상태를 체 으로 보기에는 미흡함

나) 역해양생태계 보고서(LME 보고서)

(1) 개   평가방법 소개 

(2) 평가 역

(가) 생산성(SST, Chlorophyll  주요 생산물)

(나) 수산업

(다) 오염  생태계 건강성

(라) 사회경제  측면

(마) 거버 스

다) NPESR(North Pacific Ecosystem Status Report)의 소개

(1) 1차 버젼과 2차 버젼의 보고서 형식  내용 비교

(2) 쿠로시오 지역 상태 소개

(가) 기, 해양, 동물 랑크톤, 어류 분야에 한 주요 내용 소개

라) GIWA, LEM, NPESR 비교

(1) GIWA: 담수 포함하고, 모든 지역이 공통 으로 심 있는 주제하에 비

교됨

(2) LME: 64개의 해역이 공통된 심 주제, 5개 측면에 맞춰 기술됨

(3) NPESR: 각 해역이 각자 특성에 맞게 기술됨. 1차 보고서와 일 성 있

게 기술하려고 노력하 으나 주 타겟지역의 특성에 맞춰 약간의 변형

은 있었음
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마) 미래 보고를 해 고려해야 할 사항

(1) 주 타겟 지역 명백히 할 필요 있음

(2) 서식지 특성에 따라 해역 분류

(3) 보고서에 포함되어야 할 사항 결정

(4) 자료 수집

(5) 국제 력을 한 contact point

(6) 기술 스타일

5) GoE에 의해 제안된 평가 틀 소개(Alan Simcock)

가) 제안된 평가 틀 소개

(1) 용범 , 지구 해양평가맥락, 생태계 요성

(2) 제안된 틀의 일반  목 과 지구  목

나) DPSIR(원인(Drivers),압력(Pressures),상태(States), 향(Impacts),

    반응(Responses) 평가체계를 기반으로 평가

(1) 압력 기반 평가 틀

(2) 서식지 기반 평가 틀

(3) 생태계 기반 평가 틀

다) 추후 활동  고려해야 할 사항 소개

나. 한국 주변 지역해 해양환경평가 황

1) 북서태평양생태계평가보고서(PICES) 소개 (유신재)

가) PICES 개  소개

(1) 회원 국가; 한국, 캐나다, 국, 일본, 러시아, 미국

(2) 1992년 설립

(3) 범

(가) 물리 , 화학 , 탄소순환, 생물학 , 어류

(나) 환경질에서부터 기후변화, 그리고 인간사회와의 상호작용을 다룸

(4) 목

(가) 북태평양  북  30도 이상의 주변해역에서의 해양연구 증진  조정



－ 124 －

(나) 해양환경, 지구  날씨  기후변화, 생물자원  생태계, 인간활동

의 향에 한 과학  지식 향상

(다) 이러한 이슈들에 한 과학  정보의 수집  빠른 정보 공유 증진

나) NPESR PILOT 로젝트 소개

(1) 배경 설명

(2) 특성

(가) 가장 최신 자료 강조

(나) 보고서 독자층: 심있는 해양과학자  일반인/NGO 

(3) 정보 수집방법 

(가) 기존 해양 상태 보고서  생태계 요약보고서를 통해 정보 수집

(나) 련 보고서가 없는 경우 최신 정보를 발표하고 종합하기 한 지역

별 워크  개최

(다) 보고서 각 장의 내용에 기여할 수 있는 지역 문가 청

(4) 련 보고서

(가) California Current, Bering Sea

(5) 워크

(가) CREAMS/PICES(Japan/East Sea) 련 워크 (2002,8., 서울 학교)

(나) Okhotsk Sea 련 워크 (2003,6., TINRO center)

(6) 국가보고서

(가) 동북해한류(알라스카)

(나) 오야시오/쿠로시오, 서북해한류(일본)

(다) 멕시코만(멕시코) 

(라) 참치, 태평양 넙치, 연어(수산기구들)

다) 보고서 주요 내용 

라) NPESR 1과 NPESR 2의 비교

(1) 과 개정 의 비교

마) NPESR2 활동 계획

(1) 인식증진을 한 로셔 제작  결과 요약 발표, 보고서 발간

(2) 추후 보고서 발간을 한 권고
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(가) 1,2차 보고서 작성 과정에서 얻은 교훈 활용

(3) 2010 연례회의에서 회의 의제로 추가

(4) 2012년 상반기 차후 NPESR 승인을 한 계획 수립  

바) FUTURE 로그램 소개

2) 북서태평양실행계획(NOWPAP)사업 결과(이상진)

가) NOWPAP의 소개  목표

나) NOWPAP 메커니즘  으로 다루는 환경 이슈 

다) 주제별 평가

(1) 유해 조에 한 통합보고서(2005)

(2) 해양/연안환경에서 강 오염물질  직 오염물 투입에 한 지역  개

(2006)

(3) 해양연안환경 보존  리의 법  측면에 한 지역  개 (2007)

(4) 해양/연안 지역 자연보호구역에 한 지역  개   국가 보고(2007)  

(5) 해양/연안환경에서 기오염물질 퇴 에 한 지역  개 (2007)

(6) 해양쓰 기(2008)

(7) 해양/연안 생물다양성 데이터  정보에 한 지역  국가보고(2010)

라) 통합평가

(1) NOWPAP 지역에서 해양환경상태(2007)

(2) 동아시아지역과 북서태평양지역에서의 AoA 평가에 참여  

마) 추후 활동계획

(1) Regular Process 참여

(2) TWAP(Transboundary Waters Assessment Program, 여러 국가 경 

수역 평가 로그램) 방법 사용

(3) 좀더 사회경제  이슈에 

(4) 2011년 이후  ‘제 2의 해양환경 황’ 보고서 비

3) 황해 역생태계(YSLME) 사업 결과(Isao Endo)

가) 서해 로젝트 개요
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(1) 환경상태  추세에 한 모니터링  평가

나) 주요 M&A(monitoring & Assessment) 활동, 일럿 M&A 데모 활동

다) M&A 활동을 통해 달성할 목표

(1) 25-30% 어업 활동 임

(2) 과포획된 어류 재고에 한 재구축

(3) 수산업 기술 개선

(4) 오염 물질에 한 국제 요건에 부합

(5) 체 양분 유입량 임

(6) 해양 쓰 기 임

(7) 오염물질을 허용 수 까지 임

(8) 생태계 변화에 한 이해 개선

(9) 생명체 유지 리

(10) 서식지 유지 리

(11) 외래종 유입으로 인한 험 감소

라) 추후 활동계획

(1) 네트워크 구축 비를 한 필수 활동 제안

(2) 기존 시스템  방법 개선을 한 모범 사례 홍보

(3) 국가  지역 차원 M&A연구  운용을 한 역량 강화

다. 2008년도 한국 해양 상태 보고서 검토

1) 기후 가변성( 동철)

가) 한국 주변 해역 기후변화

(1) 태평양 해역의 SSH/SST, 해수 온난화, 한국 인근 해역의 SSH/SST/SSS,    

동해 수온, 연안 침식/ 해안선 변화

나) 기후 변화 향과  상황 

(1) 지구온난화로 인한 해수면 온도 상승

(2) 해수면 상승 추세와 장기 인 변동으로 인한 낮은 연안 지역의      

해안침식, 침수, 해안선 후퇴 상 등 험 래

(3) 폭풍과 태풍의 강도 변화로 인한 해안 침식
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(4) 해류와 순환계 변화로 인한 심층 수괴 형성 변화 야기

다) 실행계획

(1) 지역  기후변화, 연안 침식/해안선 변화와 해양 생태계를 효과 으로 

     측하기 해, 범 지구   지역 인 규모의 지구 가상 시스템 수

립해야함

(2) 정확한 측 실시간 감시 시스템과 해수표면 온도  상승에 한

     인공 성 데이터 연계 보고서 검토 필요

2) 수산업과 양식업(김수암)

가) 한국 수산 주요 종 어획량 변화량

나) 각 지역의 어획량 비율 비교

(1) 황해 어종의 한국 어획량 비율

(2) 동 국해 어종의 한국 어획량 비율

(3) 동해/일본해 어종의 한국어획량 비율

다) 한국 수산 생산량 통계

(1) 주요 해조류 양식 생산량

(2) 조개류 양식 생산량  

(3) 주요 어종 양식 생산량

3) 해양생태계(김웅서)

가) 랑크톤 황  기후변화, 인간활동, 조에 따른 구조변화 소개

(1) 식물 랑크톤의 황과 구조 변화

(2) 동물 랑크톤의 황과 구조 변화

나) 유생 어류  서 생물의 황  군 변화

다) 해조류의 황과 개체 조사 결과

4) 화학  요소와 오염원(정희동)

가) 보고서 작성 워킹그룹 소개

나) 책임기   련 정책 

(1) 해양 생태계 보존  리에 한 법 제정
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(2) 공공 해역 개간법과 연안 리법 개정

(3) 연안 활용  개발 로젝트에 한 엄격한 환경 향 용

다) 국가해양환경 측망 

(1) 모니터링의 목표와 운 체계

(2) 해양환경 모니터 요소들

라) 오염물질 리 경험

(1) 문제 평가

(2) 통합  수질 상태평가

(3) 수질에 해 향을 미치는 요한 압력들

(4) 오염총량 리제도(TPLMS) 실행

마) 통합평가를 한 계획

(1)  지구  표 을 포함한 수질 지표 개발 필요

(2) 수질 이슈에 한 과학  문 지식 축  필요

라. 향후 력과 략에 한 토론

1) 국가보고서 발표내용에 한 질문  답변 

2) 한국 국가보고서 발표내용에 한 의견 제시

가) 문가그룹에서는 한국의 해양환경평가 황 수 이 높다고 평가

나) 2008년 국가보고서 내용  미흡한 부분 지

(1) 상태 추세 평가가 없음

(2) 인간활동과 해양상태, 그리고 정책간의 연계성의 요성 강조, 평가 필

요함을 역설
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제3   동아시아지역 문가  국제기구 련자들을 한 

UN Regular Process 역량강화 국제워크

1. 워크  개요

가. 목 

1) UN Regular Process 응을 한 해외 문가 네트워크 구축

2) UN Regular Process 련 해외 문가 역량강화 기여

3) UN Regular Process 추진을 한 국가별 지역해별 력방안 논의

4) 동아시아지역 역량배양 수요 악

나. 기 간: 2010. 10. 21일(목) ~ 22( )

다. 장 소: 한국해양연구원

라. 참석자

1) 국내참여자: 국토해양부, 한국해양연구원 계자 7명 

2) UN RP 문가그룹(Group of Experts: GoE) 4명

3) 동남아지역 해양환경평가 련 정부 계자  문가 4명

4) YSLME, COBSEA, PEMSEA, WESTPAC등 국제기구 련자 7명

마. 주요 의제

1) UN Regular Process 진행경과 보고

2) 문가그룹에서 제안한 평가틀 소개

3) 동남아시아 지역 해 평가결과 소개

4) 한국 주변해역 지역해 로그램 해양환경평가 련 활동 발표

5) 동아시아지역 국가 해양환경평가 황  도 과제 발표

6) Regular Process 응을 한 국가별 지역해별 력방안 논의 
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2. 워크  결과 

그림 22. KORDI-IOC 공동 동아시아지역 문가  국제기구 Regular 

Proess 워크  참가자 사진

가. UN Regular Process 개요  추진경과 소개

가) Regular Process의 가치

(1) 역간, 이해 계자 그리고 국가 간의 력 진

(2) 완 히 통합된 평가를 통해서 서로 다른 역간의 상호 연 성을 보여

주는 것을 포함한, 해양에 한 지구  개  이해

나) Regular Process 임워크

(1) 목   범

(2) 2009, 2010년 임시 체작업반회의 권고안

(3) Regular Process 1차주기

다) Regular Process 실행을 해 필요한 기   산 항목 설명
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2) AoA 평가 결과 소개 (Peter Harris)

가) AoA 평가틀  평가방법

나) AoA 지역 소개

다) 해양생물자원, 수질, 서식지 특성, 양단계, 보호종, 사회경제  측면

에 한 지역별 평가 황 소개

라) 지역별 평가에 향을 미치는 요인  평가결과 소개

(1) 지표  참조

(2) 정책 안

(3) 진행 인 평가 역량

마) 통합평가 시 소개

바) Regular Process 시행을 한 도 과제 소개

(1) 무생물자원 평가 필요

(2) 평가과정이 문서화되지 않음

(3) 몇 개의 이슈에 해서는 사회경제  변화, 서식지 변화, 폭넓은 생태

계 변화를 포함한 지역평가가 주기 으로 실시되고 있지 않음

3) 동아시아 해 지역 평가 결과 소개(Angel Alcala)

가) 동아시아 해 지역 소개 

(1) 12개국

(가) 루나이 다루살람, 캄보디아, 국, 한국, 인도네시아, 일본, 말 이

시아, 필리핀, 싱가포르, 태국, 베트남

(2) 6개의 소지역해 포함

(가) 황해, 동 국해, 남 국해, Sulu-Celebes, 인도네시아 해, 태국만

나) 동아시아 지역해 황

(1) 세계 산호 와 맹그로 의 30% 차지

(2) 세계 어획량의 40% 차지

(3) 세계 양식의 80% 차지

(4) 세계 인 열  해양 생물 다양성을 가지고 있음

(5) 20억 인구 거주, 2015년까지 30억으로 증가할 것으로 기  
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다) 평가 기

(1) 지구환경기 (GEF), UN 환경계획(UNEP), UN식량 농업기구(FAO), 동

남아수산개발센터(SEAFDEC), 국제해사기구(IMO), UN연구사업소(UNOPS), 

세계자원학회(WRI), 북태평양 해양기구(PICES), 국제 산호  행동 네트

워크(ICRAN)

라) 련 지역해 로그램

(1) PEMSEA(partnerships in Environmental Management for the Seas of 

East Asia)

(2) EASAP(East Asian Seas Action Plan)

(3) YSLME

(4) SCS

마) 련 지역수산기구

(1) Asia Pacific Fishery Commission(APFIC)

(2) Southeast Asian Fisheries Development Center(SEAFDEC)

(3) Western and Central Pacific Fisheries Commission(WCPFC)

(4) Commission/Convention on the Conservation of Southern Bluefin 

Tuna(CCSBT)

(5) South Pacific Regional Fisheries Management Organization(SPRFMO) 

under negotiation

라) 평가 요약

(1) 아시아태평양 수산  양식 상태와 잠재성에 한 정기  검토

(2) YSLME와 SCS 로젝트를 통해서 정책, 법 , 제도  이슈 평가

(3) WRI와 ICRN에 의해 험에 처한 산호  검토

(가) 산호 와 생물다양성에 

(나) 괴 인 어업활동, 오염, 연안개발, 기후변화에 따른 압력 고려

(4) PEMSEA에 의해 범 역 이고 통합 인 모니터링 로그램 개발 시도

(5) EASAP에 의해 해양환경에 한 인간활동 향, 연안오염 통제, 맹그로

 보호, 해 ․산호 ․쓰 기 리 다룸

(6) PICES에 의해 황해, 동아시아해  다른 지역에서의 해양생태계 상태 

 추세 평가 수행
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(7) 국 국가 연례보고서 발간(2개의 보고서)

(가) 국 해양환경질 상태  추세

(나) 국 남해 연안지역의 생물다양성 리 

- 4개의 연안지역의 생물다양성 보존  지속가능한 활용을 한 목

(8) 통합평가

(가) YSLME  SCS를 통한 TDA(Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis) 분

석

(나) 지구 수역평가(Global International Waters Assessment, GIWAs)

를 통해 황해, 동 국해, 남 국해, Sulu-Celebes Sea, 인도해 평가

(다) 결과

- 인간활동의 상태  향을 포함한 해양환경의 모든 측면을 다룸

- 이 평가들을 통해 우선순 가 악됨

- 정책 안 한 제시되었음

마) 우선순  이슈

(1) 수산  다른 생물자원의 과도한 개발

(2) 상업 으로 요한 종 지역 감소와 가치가 낮은 어종 지역 증가

(3) 서식지 손실  악화

(4) 생태계 변형  유해 조 발생 분포도 증가

(5) 부 양화

(6) 육지기원활동 향(특히,  건설  개간)

4) 북서태평양 해양 내 평가 상태 검토(박철)

가) GIWA의 소개

(1) GIWA의 주요 목

(가) 국가 , 지역 , 지구  차원에서 요한 환경  이득을 취하기 

해 비용효과 인 방식으로 사용할 수 있는 자원들에 을 맞추기 

한 우선순  처리 메커니즘 제공

(나) 환경 악화를 감소시키고 수질자원 리를 향상시키기 한 략  

정책을 개발하고 실행할 수 있는 역 강조

(2) GIWA에서 다룬 주요 분야

(가) 담수 부족
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(나) 오염

(다) 생물자원 남획  다른 요인들

(라) 서식지 변형

(마) 지구  변화

(3) 결과 

(가) 몇몇은 정량 인 표와 그림이 제공되었지만 부분 정성 으로 기술

되었음

(나) 모든 지역이 5개의 이슈들을 심으로 통합되었기 때문에, 한 지역의 

상태를 체 으로 보기에는 미흡함

나) 역해양생태계 보고서(LME 보고서)

(1) 개   평가방법 소개 

(2) 평가 역

(가) 생산성(SST, Chlorophyll  주요 생산물)

(나) 수산업

(다) 오염  생태계 건강성

(라) 사회경제  측면

(마) 거버 스

다) NPESR(North Pacific Ecosystem Status Report)의 소개

(1) 1차 버젼과 2차 버젼의 보고서 형식  내용 비교

(2) 쿠로시오 지역 상태 소개

(가) 기, 해양, 동물 랑크톤, 어류 분야에 한 주요 내용 소개

라) GIWA, LEM, NPESR 비교

(1) GIWA: 담수 포함하고, 모든 지역이 공통 으로 심 있는 주제하에 비

교됨

(2) LME: 64개의 해역이 공통된 심 주제, 5개 측면에 맞춰 기술됨

(3) NPESR: 각 해역이 각자 특성에 맞게 기술됨. 1차 보고서와 일 성 있

게 기술하려고 노력하 으나 주 타겟지역의 특성에 맞춰 약간의 변형

은 있었음

마) 미래 보고를 해 고려해야 할 사항

(1) 주 타겟 지역 명백히 할 필요 있음
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(2) 서식지 특성에 따라 해역 분류

(3) 보고서에 포함되어야 할 사항 결정

(4) 자료 수집

(5) 국제 력을 한 contact point

(6) 기술 스타일

5) GoE에 의해 제안된 평가 틀 소개(Alan Simcock)

가) 제안된 평가 틀 소개

(1) 용범 , 지구 해양평가맥락, 생태계 요성

(2) 제안된 틀의 일반  목 과 지구  목

나) DPSIR(원인(Drivers),압력(Pressures),상태(States), 향(Impacts),

    반응(Responses) 평가체계를 기반으로 평가

(1) 압력 기반 평가 틀

(2) 서식지 기반 평가 틀

(3) 생태계 기반 평가 틀

다) 추후 활동  고려해야 할 사항 소개

나. 동아시아지역 해양환경평가 황  능력배양

1) Regular Process의 지역별 기여에 한 주요 아이디어 제안-IOC/ 

WESTPAC(WENXI ZHU)

가) WESTPAC 개요  메커니즘 소개

나) NEAR-GOOS 성과

(1) 실시간  delayed mode database system smoothly operating   

(2) 데이터의 types과 효용성 향상

(3) 새로운 데이터 결과물 개발

(4) 회원국 감시시스템과 운  해양 시스템 개발

(5) 종합  지속 가능한 해양 감시 네트워크  운  상 시스템 개발

다) 유해 조 지식 향상을 한 활동

(1) 유해 조 발생 빈도 증가  문제 확산
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(2) 연구를 병행한 훈련과정 연속 으로 실시

(3) 인식증진 활동 강조

라) 해양  연안 생물 다양성  리

(1) 목

(가) 해양  침습성 종에 한 지역 상황 검토

(나) 해양 생물 다양성 리를 한 과학  근거 제공  이해

(다) WESTPAC 회원 국가 간 해양 다양성을 한 효과 인 리와 모니

터링 로그램 설립

(2) 추진경과

(가) 외래침입종  리에 한 워크  개최

(나) 일반인 인식증진을 한 포스터 제작

(다) 비토착종에 한 상태보고서 발간 정

(라) 비토착종 평가에 한 훈련 워크  개최(2010)

마) 남 국해로의 강 침 물 공 : 인류 발생론  자연  측면 

(1) 남 국해로의 강침 물 방류에 한 원천   운송에 한 조사

- 자연  원인과 인류발생론  향 구별

(2) 국제 워크  조직

(3) 네 번의 필드 작업과 선상활동 수행

(4) 련 과학자 방문  논문 발표

바) 기후  인류발생론  변화의 산호

(1) WESTPAC 내 산호 에 한 생지화학  생태학  성격 이해

(2) 산호  건강과 그것의 지속 가능한 이용에 한 기후 변화  다른 인간 

   활동에 향 요성 평가

(3) 산호  연구 련 지역 역량강화 진

사) 아시아 먼지가 해양생태계에 미치는 향(WESTPAC-ADOES)

(1) 아시아 먼지의 생물학  이용 가능성  퇴  유동에 한 이해 향상

(2) 서태평양 해양생태계의 생지화학  과정  생산성에 한 향
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2) 황해 역생태계(YSLME) 사업 결과(Isao Endo)

가) 서해 로젝트 개요

(1) 환경상태  추세에 한 모니터링  평가

나) 주요 M&A(monitoring & Assessment) 활동, 일럿 M&A 데모 활동

다) M&A 활동을 통해 달성할 목표

(1) 25~30% 어업 활동 임

(2) 과포획된 어류 재고에 한 재구축

(3) 수산업 기술 개선

(4) 오염 물질에 한 국제 요건에 부합

(5) 체 양분 유입량 임

(6) 해양 쓰 기 임

(7) 오염물질을 허용 수 까지 임

(8) 생태계 변화에 한 이해 개선

(9) 생명체 유지 리

(10) 서식지 유지 리

(11) 외래종 유입으로 인한 험 감소

라) 추후 활동계획

(1) 네트워크 구축 비를 한 필수 활동 제안

(2) 기존 시스템  방법을 개선을 한 모범 사례 홍보

(3) 국가  지역 차원 M&A연구  운용을 한 역량 강화

3) 해양 환경 평가 상태  PICES에서의 역량 구축(박철)

가) 북서태평양 생태계 상태 보고서의 소개

나) 버  2(NPESR)에 한 소개

다) PICES의 역량 개발 략

(1) 훈련  교육

(2) 정보  자료 공유

(3) PICES 활동 참여 강화
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(4) 신탁기

(5) 인턴십

(6) 기 경력 과학자 학교를 한 교육훈련

(7) 기 경력 과학자들을 한 컨퍼런스

(8) 기 경력 과학자를 한 기

4) PEMSEA(Agus Rusly)

가) PEMSEA 소개

(1) PEMSEA 연   황

(2) PEMSEA 목   역할

나) SOC(State of Coasts Reporting) 수행 황  결과

(1) SOC 목   역할

(2) SOC 추진 황

(3) SOC 사례 연구

다) SOC에 한 지역 정부 망

(1) SOC 본질  망 소개

(2) 지역 정부가 얻는 이

- 해양 리 로그램을 한 모니터링  평가도구로 활용

- 많은 지역정부의 보고서 개발로 인해, 동아시아 지역 연안의 실질  

상태 악

5) NOWPAP(A. Tkalin)

가) NOWPAP 배경 

나) NOWPAP 목   메카니즘(CEARAC, DINRAC, MERRAC, POMRAC) 

다) NOWPAP에서 으로 다루는 환경 이슈

라) 주제별 평가

(1) 유해 조에 한 통합보고서(2005)

(2) 해양/연안환경에서 강 오염물질  직 오염물 투입에 한 지역  개

(2006)

(3) 해양연안환경 보존  리의 법  측면에 한 지역  개 (2007)
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(4) 해양/연안 지역 자연보호구역에 한 지역  개   국가 보고(2007)  

(5) 해양/연안환경에서 기오염물질 퇴 에 한 지역  개 (2007)

(6) 해양쓰 기(2008)

(7) 해양/연안 생물다양성 데이터  정보에 한 지역  국가보고(2010)

마) 추후 활동계획

(1) Regular Process 참여

(2) TWAP(Transboundary Waters Assessment Program, 여러 국가 경 

수역 평가 로그램) 방법 사용

(3) 좀더 사회경제  이슈에 

(4) 2011년 이후  ‘제 2의 해양환경 황’ 보고서 비

6) COBSEA(Elik Adler)

가) COBSEA 배경  추진 황

나) 해양 환경 상태 보고서(State of the Marine environment report) 과정 

 결과

(1) 보고서 작성 원칙

(가) 해양  해양환경에 한 재 상태  추세 제시

(나) 국가  지역차원에서 진행 인 리 방안 분석

(다) 해양  해양환경 문제 식별

(라) 재  미래에 발생하는 문제를 다루기 한 사례 연구, 모범사례 

 유효한 리 수단 분석

(마) 1981년부터 2006년까지 26년 동안의 정보에 근거한 추세와 2009년까

지의 새로운 정보를 최 한 포함

(2) 주요 내용

(가) 서론

(나) 사회경제  개발

(다) 연안 해양환경 상태  추세

(라) 연안 해양환경의 경제  가치

(마) 망

(바) 활동 옵션



－ 143 －

(3) 평가 결과

(가) 동아시아 지역 특성

- 동아시아해 지역의 해양  해양생태계는 세계 으로 가장 풍부하

고 가장 생산 인 치에 있음

- 세계 해양공간의 30%를 차지

- 연안지역(100km)에 살고 있는 2백만명 인구의 75%가 심한 압력을 받

고 있음

- 생태계는 사회․경제 인 요성 때문에 지역경제  거주자에게 있

어  요한 터 임

(나) 동아시아지역의 요성

- 지구 산호 종의 80% 차지

- 맹그로 종의 63% 차지

- 해 종의 57% 차지

- 지구 어업생산의 50%에 해당

- 지구 양식업 생산의 80%에 해당

(다) 동아시아지역의 취약

- 기후 련 재해는 상당한 사회경제  부담을 부여함. 열 지방 태풍으

로 인한 직 인 피해와 홍수 련 비용이 최근 10년 사이에 증가함

- 하수도, 가정쓰 기, 산업폐수, 도심  농업 유거수, 오일 유출  선

, 해양쓰 기 등으로 인한 지역 연안  해수의 질  하

- 육지 기원원으로 인한 상당한 양분이 유해 조류 증식 험을 증가시

키고 있음

- 1970년  말 이후부터 강의 부유물질이 4배 증가; 세계 해양으로의 

체 침 물 유입량의 2/3가 동남아시아에서 발생 

(라) 상태  추세

- 지속가능하지 않은 자원 개발과 환경 괴에 한 노출이 기후변화  

자연재해로부터의 으로 인해 심각해짐

- 이에 따라 환경/자원을 리하고 여러 략을 채택하기 한 인식 증

가

- 재 문제를 다루고 미래 문제의 향을 최소화 하기 한 정치 인 

의지가 증가하고 있음
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(마) 망

- 다양한 사회경제  상황으로 인해 문제를 다루는 역량이 지역마다 다름

- 많은 문제에 직면한 국가들을 한 역량 구축이 시 함

- 다양한 압력과 역량으로 인해 국가 간 해양환경상태가 다름

- 지속가능한 연안  해양환경의 지속가능성을 향상시키기 한 공통

인 목표를 다루기 한 지역  역량을 강화시켜야 하며, 이를 한 

능력배양  기술이 이 필요함

(4) 결론  행동 우선순

(가) 경제  환경문제를 통합하기 한 개선된 리 략의 개발  실행 

(나) 어업산업의 개선된 리  규제 

(다) 자연재해, 특히 기후변화와 련된 것들을 방지하거나 완화시키기 한 

수단 강구

(라) 해양쓰 기  외래침입종과 같은 안 문제 다룸

7) UNEP/GRID(Elaine Baker)

가) GRID 목   역할

(1) UNEP 력센터

(2) 노르웨이 외교통상부의 보조기 으로 운

(3) 환경평가  리를 한 정보  역량 구축 서비스를 제공하기 함

나) 역량 배양

(1) 생태계 리

(2) 무생물자원

(3) UNEP shelf program

(가) 데이터

(나) 도구들

(다) 훈련

다) 논스톱자료실

(1) 공개 으로 이용가능한 자료 수집

(2) 공공 역과의 트 십 구성(IFEMER, IPGS, BGR, BSH, JAMSTEC< 

WHOI, IODP,...)
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(3) 측심학, 지진학, 천공, 력, 자기장 등 자료 포함

(4) 온라인 자료 인벤터리

라) 검토과정을 문서화하기 한 발행물 발간

마) Oceanids- 공공해양자료: 역사 인 자료에 근 가능, GIS 제공, 데이터

세트의 기본 인 비교 분석 가시화, 조사  수행 

바) Regular Process로의 참여

(1) OCBSEA와의 력: 회원국의 Regular Process의 참여를 지원하는데 

을 둔 제안서 작성 

(2) 역량 구축

(가) 사용 가능한 자료 출처 악

(나) 기존 자료에 한 근을 개선하기 한 자료 랫폼  도구 악

(다) 문제를 식별하고 생태계 기반 리를 지원하기 해 사용될 수 있는 

평가를 만들기 한 데이터를 통합하는 방법 조사

(라) 평가 향상(자료수집, 표 , 참조 , 네트워크) 략 검토

(3) 회원국 지원  트 십

(가) 역량구축 우선순 의 지역별 로그램의 개발․검토, 국가차원에서 

다음단계를 활성화 하기 한 기  마련을 한 제안서 비 지원

(나) 문제를 다루고 정책옵션을 포함한 해결책을 제공하기 해 국가 차

원에서 의미 있는 산출물 생산 

다. 동아시아지역 문가들의 발표

1) 태국(Bussarawit Nipavan)

가) 태국 황 소개

(1) 해양연안자원부 미션 

(가) 해양연안자원의 풍부함의 회복과 지속가능한 활용을 해 거버 스 

원리 하에 해양연안자원의 지속가능한 리를 한 정책  계획을 

구체화함

(2) 태국 해양연안자원 황

(가) 많은 맹그로 가 괴되고 있어서 이를 재건하기 한 활동 수행

(나) 산호 도 상당부분 괴되고 있음

(다) 해 류 등 풍부한 자원 존재
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(3) 연안수질 조사

(가) 염분, 생화학 산소요구량, 투명도, 온도, pH, 암모니아, 인, 질소, 염

소 등 조사

(4) 연안 침식

(가) 자연원인으로 인한 침식

- 도, 해류, 해수면 상승

(나) 인간활동으로 인한 침식

- 지하수 사용으로 인한 육지 침강 

- 해안선 개발

- 산호  악화  맹그로  손실

- 강으로부터 퇴 물 유입 감소

(5) 압력

(가) 도시  산업지 개발

(나)   크리에이션

(다) 수산업  양식

(라) 해양수송

(마) 채 산업  모래 채취 

(바) 연안침식

나) 태국 도 과제

(1) 리 체계 강화  개발 활동 모니터링

(2) 지 역량 강화  기존 환경 교육 노력 강화

(3) 해안선 주변에서 발생하는 해안 침식 과정에 한 이해 강화

(4) 통합 리 구축을 한 제도  기본 틀 강화

2) 베트남(Chu Hoi Nguyen)

가) 베트남 주요환경 문제 

(1) 생물다양성 손실

(2) 해양생태계의 손실, 해양 서식지 괴(50~70%)

나) 주요 환경문제  

(1) 육지 기반 향이 60~70% 차지
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(2) 해양 재난  유류 유출

(3) 연안해양 오염  조

(4) 어류남획  연안 양식의 과잉 생산

(5) 괴 인 어업방식 사용 증가

다) 베트남 응 황

(1) MPA(해양보호구역) 구축

(가) 2010년 5월, 정부가 16개의 MPA 목록 승인

(나) 일부는 2010년 이후부터 국제지원에 의해 수립  리  

(2) 유류 유출 비상계획 수립

(3) 1996년부터 해양분야를 포함한 국가  환경상태에 해 국회에 매년 

보고 

(4) 련 법규 문서  정책 개발

라) 베트남 도 과제

(1) 해양 환경 평가에 한 기술  역량을 갖춘 인력자원 확보

(2) 해양 환경 평가 네트워크 구축

(3) 해양  섬 상태 리를 한 역량 구축을 한 국제 력 

(4) 베트남 륙  섬 조사에 한 국제 력 

(5) 육지-해양 기 상호작용  기후 변화 향 평가 국제 력

(6) 자연  험에 한 응과 해양 오염 측을 한 해양 환경 취약  

평가 국제 력 

3) 인도네시아(Agus Rusly)

가) 인도네시아 개

(1) 17,500개 이상의 섬과 81,000km 이상의 해안선을 가진 군도 국가임

(2) 219개의 연안 도시/구역( 체 68%) 존재

(3) 2010년 기 으로 234.2백만 인구 존재(자바섬에 60% 거주), 국, 인도, 

미국에 이어 4번째로 인구가 많음

나) 환경상태

(1) 환경부에서 지방, 도시  구역 환경상태를 개발하기 해 지방정부를 

지원함
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(가) 교육훈련, 방법/지침, 분석, 기

(나) 환경 련 이해당사자들간의 재 역할 

(다) 매년 다음해 환경의 날을 기 으로하여 환경 황 보고

(2) 산호  모니터링

(3) 해상국립공원 지정  리

(4) 맹그로

(가) 1999년 8.6백만 ha에서 2005년 3백만 ha로 감소( 세계 19%차지)

(나) 맹그로  회복 로그램 실시

(5) 해  지역

(가) 동아시아에서 해  20종, 인도네시아에서 12종 발견

(6) 자카르타 만의 그린머슬에서 속 검출

다) 인도네시아 도 과제

(1) 정치 상황 변화

(2) 환경 조사  모니터링 자세 변화

(3) 환경 모니터링  평가에 한 국가 로그램  국제 력 필요

(4) 통합  근법 장기 추진

라) Regular Process로의 기여

(1) 행정구역간 역간 성과에 한 모니터링  지방간 력

(2) 국가 , 지역  지구  목표와 련한 환경 역량을 평가하도록 지방

정부 고무 

4) 필리핀(Annadel Cabanban)

가) 동아시아 해역 내 평가 황

(1) 지역별 평가 활동

(가) ASEAN-호주와 력을 통해 생물연안  해양자원 로젝트(1980년

~1990년 )

(나) ASEAN-캐나다와의 력을 통해 해양생물자원 개발  리와 인류 

건강 보호에 한 기  설립

(다) UNEP 동아시아해역 활동들

(2) LME범 내의 평가 활동
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(가) 험에 처한 동남아시아 산호 (WRI, 1999~2001) 평가

(나) GIWA에서 남 국해  Sulu-Celebes 해 평가

(다) Sulu-Sulawesi 해양 생태계 보존 계획

(3) 국가  차원

(가) 연안 수질

- 환경  사회  평가 기본틀: 일 된 유기오염물 리 로젝트 

(나) 보존지역

- 공원  야생생물 보호국에서 리

(다) 수산업 생산

- 통계청에서 리

나) 해양 환경 평가

(1) 목

(가) 기  참고자료 마련

(나) 해양상태를 시에 단

(다) 리자로 하여  환경상태에 한 요한 매개변수 는 지표를 총

하게 함

(라) 모니터링을 계획하기 한 정보 제공

(2) 평가, 모니터링, 보고를 한 필수요건

(가) 법  기반  정책

(나) 제도  인 라

(다) 인  자원

(라) 장 운 을 한 재정

다) 필리핀 도 과제

(1) 다양한 수질 련법 시행을 한 투자

(2) 수질 리의 제도  메커니즘 향상  다각 이고 지속 인 참여 필요

(3) 정보, 교육  커뮤니 이션 캠페인 개선 요구

(4) 제도  재 개선

(5) 수체(Water bodies)의 복원
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라) 문제

(1) 인구 증가

(2) 지방정부 역량 부족

(3) 국가 분석  보고를 해, 지방정부로부터 수집한 국가  데이터  정보 

통합을 한 명확성 결여

마) 요구사항

(1) 통합연안 리행동(해양정책) 재정 필요

(2) 기  재, 자료  정보 통합․분석을 한 문인력 필요

5) 러시아(Anatolii kachur)

가) NOWPAP의 POMRAC 활동 황 소개

(1) POMRAC 실무작업그룹의 역할

(가) 기오염물질의 연안해양환경으로 퇴

(나) 강을 통한 오염물질의 유입

(다) 통합연안지역  강유역 리 

(2) POMRAC 보고서 소개

(3) 다른 로젝트와 더불어 지역해역 평가 수행에 동참한 결과, NOWPAP 

지역환경상태 우선순  문제 결정됨

(4) 환경질에 향을 미치는 인간활동 세 가지 요소 

(가) 인구  인구 도

(나) 인간 경제  활동의 특성  강도

(다) 사회 조직

(5) 북서태평양지역의 강유역  연안지역이 직면한 주요 문제

(가) 오염

(나) 서식지/생태계 괴

(다) 자원 과잉 개발

(라) 기타: 기후변화, 해수면 상승 등

(마) 부 한 통합 제도/ 리 시스템

- 제한된 기 /조직 역량

- 부 한/일 성 없는 법, 정책  규제
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- 약한 제도  트 십

나) “두만강 략 활성 로그램” 소개

(1) 주요 월경성 이슈  

(가) 산업 향

(나) 도시화  농업의 부정 인 향

(다) 수질  토양자원의 부 한 리

(라) 친환경 이지 못한 산림 도벌

(마) 산불

(바) 운송 네트워크의 향

(사) 보호 지역  보호종에 한 지속 이지 못한 리

(2) 통합평가결과로서 두만강 하류유역  인  연안지역을 기능 지 로 

설정

(가) 생태계 평가의 안정성

(나) 생물다양성 평가

(다) 송유   정유시설에 한 환경평가

(라) 러시아에서의 유류유출 험 평가

다) 러시아 연안 수역 환경오염 황

(1) 블라디보스톡 근처

(가) 문제

- 연안수, 랑크톤, 해 퇴 물, 유기체에서 POPs, 속, 양분 농도 

증가

- 산소량 감소

- 서  랑크톤 군집 괴

- 해양 쓰 기  오일 리스크

(나) 원인

- 처리 부족으로 인해 산업  도시 하수로 인한 수질 오염

- 선박 는 항만 설비의 오염 리의 열악함

(2) 우수리스키만의 연안지역

(가) 문제

- 바닥퇴 물  유기체의 속  POP 농도 높음
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- 일부 속의 높은 농도로 인해 연체동물 감소

(나) 원인

- 해안선 근처에 있는 도시 매립지로부터 설로 인한 오염

(3) 앙 리모르스키 주정부의 루드나얀 리스탄

(가) 문제

- 바닥퇴 물, 물, 유기체의 속 농도 증가

- 서생물 감소

(나) 원인

- 탄   석 처리 산업 시설이 있는 인근 하천수  기 침 으로 

인한 오염

(4) 페트로벨리코만의 서부에 있는 작은 만

(가) 문제

- 계 별 부 양화  해양쓰 기

(나) 원인

- 여름동안 무분별한 크리에이션활동으로 인한 오염

(5) 리모르스키 주정부의 연안수역

(가) 문제

- 가치가 높은 종의 멸종(해삼, 성게, 일부 게)

(나) 원인

- 과도하거나 합리 이지 못한 자원 개발

라. 미래 력을 한 토의

1) 국가 , 지역  차원에서 과학-정책간의 연계 향상  직면한 과제 

극복 방법 논의

가) 통합평가의 의미

2) Regular Process 수행 원칙 다시 한번 확인

가) 기존의 국가 , 지역  평가로부터 자료를 수집하는 과정을 설계함

나) 해당지역으로부터 working paper가 필요하며, 이를 해 지침서 개발 

정

다) IPCC 모델을 따라 자 선별  
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3) Regular Process 기여 방법 논의

가) 국제기구 계자들은 Regular Process 시행 시 각 기구들의 역할이 명확

히 주어져야 한다고 언 함

나) 자료 수집의 방법과 평가 근법이 신 하게 검토되어야 한다는 것에 모

두 동의함

다) 동아시아 지역 문가들은 국가별 평가역량을 강화할 수 있는 제도 , 

법 , 재정  지원이 필요함을 강조함 
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제5장 한반도 주변의 지역해 력 로그램과의 연계

력

제1   YSLME 지역과학회의 개최

1. 회의 개요

가. 일시  장소 

1) 2010. 2월 24 ~ 27일, 국 시안

나. 회의배경 

1) 2007년 8월 14~16일, 국 항 우에서 제1차 지역과학회의를 가졌으며 

해당회의에서 월경성진단분석 (Transboundary Diagnostic Analysis, 

TDA)을 마련하여 최종 완결하 음. 

2) 해당 회의 이후에 YSLME 사업은 다음과 같은 사항에 한 목할 

만한 성과를 냄

가) 한  황해 공동승선조사  

나) 황해 수산자원량 공동조사

다) SAP승인  NSAP 마련

라) 20개 이상의 시범사업 운

마) 지역 력과 조정 등

3) 이러한 제1기 사업의 성과를 요약하고 과학 , 환경 , 거버 스 이

슈를 공유하기 하여 해당 회의를 개최함 

라. 참석자

1) 국내참석자: 유신재 등 한국해양연구원, 학 문가 10명

2) 국외참석자: Yihang Jihang YSLME 계자 5명, 일본, 국 연구기

  학 문가 10명 
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2. 워크  결과

그림 23. YSLME 과학지역회의 기조연설

가. 주요 발표

1)  황해  동 국해의 최근 수온증가 상 ( 상욱, 한국해양연구원) 

가) 황해 역시 기후변화의 향을 받고 있으며 최근 동 국해/황해의 표층 

수온 (SST, Sea Surface Temperature)이 증가하고 있음. 

나) 이러한 표층수온의 변화는 북태평양의 변화와 매우 한 련성을 가

지고 있음

다) 황해 수온의 변화는 황해 생태계변화의 주요한 요소가 될 수 있음

2) 10년간 황해 부 양화에 한 성조사 (Joji Ishizaka, 나고야 학) 

가) 황해 부 양화의 증가, 동 국해에서는 용존해역  무기질소량의 증가, 

염도감소 등의 상의 발견 됨. 

나) 지난 10년 동안의 성사진자료는 여름철 동 국해 엽록소 변화는 양쯔

강 오염물질 배출량과 련성이 있는 것으로 나타남. 

다) 한 황해지역의 엽록소 증가는 부 양화와 련이 있을 것임. 
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3) 기후변화로 인한 해양생물다양성 : 국 사례발표 (Quan Wen, NMEMC) 

가) 국연안 역시 기후변화에 취약함

(1) 해수유입 감소는 기존 산란지  어획 지역을 변화시켜 발해만 서식지

가 변화함. 

(2) 해안지역의 식생 변화

(3) 부 양화로 인한 녹조 출몰

(4) 맹그로  지역 확

(5) 수산자원 구성의 변화 

나) 이에 응하기 하여 국은 기후변화 응 국가계획을 설립, 정책을 

개선시키고 통합 리를 마련 시범사업들을 마련함

다) 이러한 기후변화에 처하기 하여 이해당사자의 역량강화 한 꾸

히 이루어져야 할 것임

4) 서한만 (West Korea Bay) 생태계 보 과 리 (종송천, 국가수로국)

가) 생활하수, 산업폐수, 농업으로 인한 오염으로 서한만의 환경오염 상태와 

이로 인한 양식장 손실에 한 황 소개

나) 정부주도로 환경오염을 개선하기 하여 평양, 남포, 송림과 같은 도시

에서 계획되고 있는 하수정화처리시설 계획 소개

다) YSLME 사업은 북한의 서한만과 황해 역의 생태계를 보 할 수 있는 

기회가 될 것이라고 생각함 

5) 남획으로 인한 황해의 최근 수산자원과 생태계 상태 (이재 , 국립수

산과학원)

가) 1985년 이후, 격히 감소 특히, 최근 5년 동안 평균 어획량 감소가 두

드러짐 

나) 게, 새우와 같은 갈치어획량은 감소한 반면 멸치, 오징어의 어획량은 증가 

다) 생태계기반 수산자원 평가 근법이 수산자원 감소를 한 해결책이 될 

수 있음

6) 사회문화  변화와 한국의 갯벌 (김 , 남발 연구원)

가) 풍부한 해산물을 공 하던 갯벌은 어민들의 생활 터 이며 생계공 원

이었음 
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나) 이러한 갯벌은 경제개발을 한 간척사업 등으로 차 사라지고 있으며 

이로 인한 어민들의 수입과 생계마  받고 있음

다) 갯벌체험, 에코 투어가이드와 같은 활동을 연계된 안 인 수단으로 

 사업에 생계를 의존하는 상이 나타나고 있음

7) 황해생태계의 변화 (SUN Song, Institute of Oceanology) 

가) 생태계 구조와 기능의 변화로 황해뿐만 아니라  세계 으로 해 리 

출몰이 증가하고 있음.

나) 해 리 량번식의 원인은 정확하지는 않으나 다음과 같이 정리할 수 

있음(부 양화, 남획, 기후변화 등)

8) 수산자원 향 측을 한 생태계기반 근 (장창익, 부경 학교)

가) 해양생태계, 서식지, 수산자원

(1) 어획량은 세계 으로  증가하고 있으며 특히 국의 어획량 증가

가 두드러짐 

(2) 하나의 어종만 리하는 데에는 한계가 있으며 지속가능한 수산자원 

이용을 하여 수산 리에서도 생태계기반 근이 요시 다루어지고 

있으며 이를 기반으로 수산자원을 평가 는 측함 

(3) 생태계기반 근으로 보다 정확히 연구되어질 필요가 있으며 이것을 보

완할 수 있는 Integrated Fisheries Risk Assessment, Forecasting and 

Management for Ecosystems를 소개함 

9) 황해 멸치군의 다양성에 한 환경 향 조사 (Yuheng Wang, OUC)

가) 1990년  이후로 남획으로 인하여 멸치생산량이 어들기 시작하 음.

나) 성장, 번식, 이동 등을 요소를 바탕으로 멸치군의 다양성에 해 조사 음

다) 멸치의 성장은 난류에 향을 받으며 난류가 강해질수록 성장속도가 증

가하며 2년 이상의 성장이 이루어진 경우에는 난류에도 향을 덜 받는 

것으로 분석됨

10) 황해 거 해 리- 노무라 입깃해 리 (Nemopilema nomurai) 모니

터링 (이경훈, 국립수산과학원)

가) 지난 몇 년 동안 동 국해에서 황해로 노무라 입깃해 리의 이동이 이

루어져 해 리 출몰이 자주 발생됨. 

나) 국립수산과학원은 거  해 리, 노무라 입깃해 리 분포를 조사하기 

해 모니터링 수행사업을 진행
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11) 강화갯벌 생물다양성 보  (박경수, 안양 학교)

가) YSLME 시범 사업 에 하나의 사례로 발표됨

나) 강화도 주요 환경오염 요소 : 해양쓰 기, 조력발 , 오염부하물, 규모 

개발 산업 등을 소개함

다) 강화도 지역에 향을 주는 사회 인 요소, 법, 규제, 재 리정책 등

을 분석함 

라) 강화남단 갯벌 보 을 하여 이루어진  인식증진  교육 활동 소개

마) Top-down, bottom-up 두 방식을 동시에 사용하는 리정책으로 강화갯

벌의 환경을 보 하는 것이 요할 것임 

12) 1970년~2007년 동안 국, Jiangsu지방 조경(landscape) 변화(Ping Zuo 

국 난징 학교)

가) 경제개발과 함께 간척사업 등으로 인하여 국 Jiangsu지방은 자연습지

가 사라지며 토지 역시 경제 인 용도로 개발되기 시작함

나) 이러한 조경의 변화, 습지손실로 인하여 생물다양성과 서식지의 괴가 

래됨

다) 특히 해당지역은 두루미의 주요 이동경로로써 요 서식지로 여겨짐. 

명한 습지이용을 통하여 생물다양성 보 과 함께 생태계 보호를 추구해

야 함을 소개

13) 토야마 만의 부 양화 상태 평가 - NOWPAP 지역 육상기인 오염

물질의 측정 (Genki Terauchi, NOWPAP-CEARAC)

가) 1970년 일본의 경제발 과 함께 토야마 만은 오염이 속화 되었음. 

나) 2009년 NOWPAP CEARAC의 부 양화 측정 활동으로 인하여 양분 

증가가 COD 증가를 발생시켰다는 사실과 질소의 증가가 부 화를 발

생, 수질을 악화시켰음을 밝 냄 

다) 이러한 조사 방법이 황해지역의 부 양화 원인 발견에 용될 수 있을 것임 

14) 강화갯벌의 환경개선에 한 이용편익 평가 (Isao Endo, UNDP/GEF 

Yellow Sea Project)

가) 조사목  : 강화갯벌의 환경상태가 개선의 되었을 경우 이용편익을 분석

함으로써 하수처리시설이 경제 인 효과가 있는지 입증하기 함임
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나) 여행횟수, 가구소득, 수질 등의 요소와 방문객들의 여행방문 횟수를 바

탕으로 이용편익을 분석함 

다) 강화갯벌의 수질이 개선되었을 경우, 13,400,000원의 경제 인 이득을 창

출 할 수 있음 

15) 마산만 생태계 복원에서의 이해당사자 역할  참가 (이찬원, 경남

학교)

가) 1970~80년  마산만의 생태계는 격히 괴되었고 이를 막기 해 하

수처리시설이 1994년부터 2007년까지 계속 으로 설치됨. 

나) 오염총량 리제 도입과 함께 앙정부, 지자체, 마산유역의 세 도시, 학

계, 민간 등이 민 의회를 설치, 이해당사자들의 참여와 력을 통해 

마산만 생태계 복원을 이루어 냄

16) YSLME 지역 의체의 제도화 (정서용, 고려 학교)

가) 제2기 사업 YS LME SAP Implementation Facility (SIF) 구성  운

나) Commission Task Force에서 논의되어야 할 이슈들의 소개

다) 멤버쉽, 활동범 , 사무국, 국제기구, NGO의 역할, 국가별 이행구조, 재

정계획 등

라) Commission 구성을 한 지역 상 timeline  단계 소개

17) YSLME 에서의 수산어법 개선 (Ming Yu, OUC)

가) 수산업법 개선의 요성 : 황해자원 리를 해서는 국제법에 연계될 

수 있는 국내법 검이 필수 임. 

나) 황해 수산 리와 연계된 국제법 : 유엔해양법 약 (UNCLOS.1982), 책임

있는 수산업 규범 (the Code of Conduct for Responsible Fisheries), 한

 양자 간 수산 정

다) 향후 수산업법을 한 개선안 소개

라) 국가 간 격차 좁힐 수 있는 지역  가이드라인 는 법의 개발필요
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18) NGO 심의 보다 포 인 황해 리의 필요성 (Sadayosi Tobai, 

WWF Japan)

가) YSLME 사업에서 NGO는 다양한 소액사업 수행을 통해 로젝트에 참

여해 왔음. EX) YSESP 소액사업 

나)  추후 NGO 역할을 해 필요한 지원 사항

(1) 재까지 축척된 경험과 교훈을 공유하기 하여 정기 인 회의  포

럼개최

(2) 지역(Local) 이해당사자들의 SAP 이행을 한 재정 인 지원. 

(3) 효과 인 거버 스 메커니즘 구축을 하여 YSLME 사업에 NGO 참여 

확보 

19) 황해보 에 한 장애 극복(Nial Moores, 새와 생명의 터)

가) YSLME SAP  Target 9, 10 과 연계 생물다양성, 특히 조류 다양성을 보

존하기 해 활동하고 있음 

(1) 연구 조사: 새만  도요물떼새 모니터링 로그램-새만 과 강하구, 

곰소만 지역 모니터링, 인천 송도와 목포 시내 습지 등의 주요 지역에

서의 도요새와 물떼새 계수작업, 국제 인 데이터베이스 구축을 해 

넓 부리도요와 같은 주요종의 색 밴딩, 깃부착  찰 기록 수집 등

(2) 교육과  인식 증 : 국가습지보 사업단 강지역사업단, 낙동 에

코센터에서 교육 캠   세미나 개최, 학생 상의 환경-교육 캠 의 

교육 로그램  기타 교육 자료 발간

(3) 그 지역 문가나, 정부 기 과 보  계획 실무진들과 자문  공동 작업

나. 토의

1) 각 국에서 이루어지는 과학  조사의 결과인 데이터들이 공유되어야 

하며 데이터들을 비교할 때 동일한 시료로 조사를 시행하더라도 각 

국의 기 이 달라 어려움이 많음. 이러한 사항들을 국가 간에 력

하여 개선해 나아가야 한 것임

2) 과학 인 조사들은 계속 으로 다양하게 이루어져야 할 것이며 이러

한 과학조사를 바탕으로 한 정책이 마련  이행되어 환해환경

보존에 기여되어져야 할 것임 
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제2   기후변화에 한 KORDI-NOAA 세미나 개최

1. 개요

가. 목

1) 도해양 기후연구  자료 공유에 한 공통 심사 공유

2) TAO 부이 리  연구선 활용 가능성 탐색

3) 북서태평양 기후 모델링  측에 한 역량 강화

4) 2009년도 해양 측 성과에 따른 력

5) 해양기후에 한 장기  력을 한 잠재  력 주제  2011, 

2012년 JPA 사업제안서 개발 

나. 기간: 2010. 3.15~16

다. 장소: 한국해양연구원

라. 참석자:

1) 국내참석자: 한국해양연구원 기후변화 련자 17명

2) 국외참석자: NOAA 기후변화 련자 9명(참석자 명단 참조)

마. 주요 의제

1) 해양 측, 해양탄소  산성화, 해양기후 데이터 통합  모델링 각 

섹션별 발표 

2) 주제별 향후 력방안 논의

3) 2011, 2012 제안서 검토 
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2. 워크  결과

그림 24. KORDI-NOAA 해양기후 련 세미나 참석자

가. 해양 측

1) GAIA, KORDI 측 로그램(이재학)

가) GAIA 로젝트 개 , 타겟 모델링  모니터링 지역, 과학  이슈, 로드

맵 발표

나) 북태평양해 순환과 기후실험(NPOCE)  KORDI-NOAA간 력활동 발표 

2) 열 태평양지역에서 해수표면  층해수 부이 운 ( 동철)

가) POSEIDON 로그램 개   2010년 탐사 지역  일정, 부이로부터 

해류 측정, 력을 한 잠재  역 발표

3) 해양기후 측에서 KORDI-NOAA 과학 력 기회(Sidney Thurston)

가) 구체  력과제를 악하기 한 력활동 제안

4) 인도네시아통류(Arnold Gordon)

가) Makassar 통류 요성 강조
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나) ENSO  아시아 몬순에서의 인도네시아 통류 변동과 그의 향 이해하

기 함

5) 21세기 열  기해양망(Tropical Atmosphere Ocean Array, TAO)

   (Chung-Chu Teng)

가) TAO 개   TAO 기술 향상 설명

나) 부이 시스템 필드 테스트와 비결과 설명

나. 해양탄소와 산성화

1) CO2 모니터링 시스템과 해양산성화에 

2) 해양산성화: 화학연료 문제(Christopher Sabine)

가) CO2생산 근원과 증가비율, 기 CO2를 통제하는 해양의 역할, 해양 화

학변화가 생명에 미치는 향, NOAA 해양  호수 산성화 연구 실

행계획 개발

나) 축의 모니터링 센터의 설립과 련하여 해양산성화 역에서 KORDI와

의 력 방법 

3) KORDI에서 해양산성화 연구 황  계획(주세종)

가) 해양산성화 연구 진행 황 설명

나) 해양산성화 연구 제안서 발표

다) KORDI와 NOAA 간 력활동 제안

4) 해양산성화 역에서의 KORDI-NOAA 간 력 발표(이미진)

가) 축에서 산호생태계의 모니터링을 통한 산성화 연구 제안

나) 축의 해양산성화 모니터링 시스템 설립을 한 최 의 모니터링 지  

 최상의 뷰이 시스템 식별에 한 자문을 포함한, KORDI-NOAA간 

시 한 력 역 발표

다. 해양기후데이터 흡수  모델링

1) 해양기후모델링  데이터통합에 

2) 서기후변동과 모델링(강형우)

가) 서태평양과 지구  기후변화, 간차원에서의 지구  기후모델, 지

역  기후모델링

나) 력 주제 발표
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3) KORDI 기후시스템모델(국종성)

가) GAIA 시뮬 이터에 을 둔 GAIA 로젝트 개

나) 진행 인 국제 력, GFDL과 KORDI 모델 비교를 한 사업 제안

4) 데이터 통합을 활용한 해수 혼합 측정(Ryo Furue)

가) 해수면 흐름에서의 혼합의 향, 혼합 측정

나) 열 태평양에서 소용돌이를 허용한 데이터 흡수 제안서 개요

마. 2011,2012년 사업 제안서 선별 기

1) 과학  이

2) 국가/기  우선순

3) 단기간의 성과

4) 타당성

5) 비용 공유  트 십 기회

6) 장기간의 잠재력

바. 재원 확보를 고려한 공동연구사업 제안서 선정

1) 해양 측

가) 서 도태평양에서 측학  기후 연구(재정 지원 고려)

나) 서태평양에서의 ITF 모니터링 설계(재정 지원 고려)

다) 서태평양에서의 이동부이 개발  모니터링 (재정 지원 고려, 다른 재원

에서 조달 필요)

2) 해양탄소  산성화

가) 해양산성화에서 KORDI-NOAA 력: 축 산호  모니터링((재정 지원 고

려, 다른 재원에서 조달 필요)

나) 해양산성화 연구에서의 능력배양(2011년 재정지원 고려, 2012년은 다른 

재원에서 조달 필요)

3) 해양기후 데이터 흡수  모델링

가) GFDL과 KORDI 일반  순환모델 비교-추가 인 논의 필요

나) 태평양 해류 변동성  기후 역동성-추가  논의 필요
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  제6장  UN Regular Process 

대응 방안
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제6장  UN Regular Process 응 방안

제1   UN Regular Process 응 추진 황

1. Regular Process 응의 필요성

가. Regular Process 1차 주기가 시행되어 지구  평가를 한 기 이 

설립되면 세계의 모든 해양에 한 상태 보고와 사회경제  측면을 

포함한 해양환경평가가 표 화됨

나. 표 화된 기 으로 통합평가가 수행된다면 각국 정부, 지역별, 지

역별로 해양환경상태를 일목요연하게 악할 수 있게 됨

다. 이는 개별 국가별로 이루어지던 기존의 해양환경상태의 보고와 평가

의 패러다임이 국제표 으로 환됨을 의미함

라. Regular Process 비단계인 AoA가 ‘기후변화에 한 정부간 패

(Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, IPCC)’11)을 모델로 하

여 시행된 것을 감안할 때 Regular Process가 국가별 해양환경상태와 

이의 망, 개선 정책을 평가하고 이를 분석하는 요한 도구로 활용

될 망임

마. 특히 Regular Process가 UN하에 시행됨을 감안할 때 유엔 총회 결의

안의 사안에 따라 국가별 정책에 큰 향을 미칠 수도 있음

바. 재 선진국 할해역은 자세한 보고․평가가 이루어지고 있으나 그 

이외의 해역이나 개별국가로부터 멀리 떨어진 해역에 한 보고는 

거의 이루어지고 있지 않아 표 화된 평가기 을 토 로 이들 지역

을 포함한 지구  해양환경상태를 반 으로 평가할 정임

사. 따라서 우리나라 해양환경상태  이에 한 평가, 상태 개선에 한 

노력 등의 기 자료를 제공하여 우리나라에 이익이 되는 평가기 과 

환경 표 이 철될 수 있도록 극 인 노력이 필요함

아. 한 UN 주도로 추진되는 정부간 해양환경보호 공동노력이라는 신 

11) 기후변화협약 제 4조 및 제 12조 규정에 의거, 각 당사국은 온실가스의 배출현황 및 전망, 온실가스 억제정

책 내용을 포함하는 국가보고서를 제출해야 하며, 이와 직접적으로 연계되는 각 부분별 온실가스 배출 통계 

구축은 각 당사국의 감축의무 달성 여부를 평가하는 주요 항목이다. 에너지경제연구원(2005), pp 3 



－ 176 －

국제규범에 극 으로 력하고 능동 으로 응함으로써 국제사회

에서의 상을 제고하고 해양환경 련 이슈들에 한 우리나라 입

장을 철시킬 수 있도록 지지 혹은 발언권을 확보할 필요가 있음 

2. 우리나라 해양환경평가 황

가. 해양환경 국가보고서

1) 우리나라 해양환경에 해 반 으로 평가해 보려는 첫 번째 시도

임12)(1992년)

2) 국문과 문으로 작성

3) 한국의 일반 인 소개, 자연자원, 해양오염 실태와 해양환경 보

책, 그리고 지역 력 방안의 내용으로 구성

4) 해양오염 실태는 연안해역의 수질 오염 황과 주요 오염원  오염

형태로 나 어서 서술

가) 해양오염 에서 조, 부 양화, 그리고 기름유출의 지속 인 증가가 가장 

큰 이슈 음

나) 연안 매립  간척으로 인한 연안생태계의 황폐화와 양식어장의 증 에 

따른 환경의 악화를 우려하고 이의 책이 필요함을 서술함

다) 육상기원 오염원을 이기 한 정부 책  노력 기술

5) 해양환경 보 책에서는 제도  측면과 연구조사 측면, 인식 

증진 측면을 다루고 있음

6) 지역 력방안으로 우리나라 주변해역의 동북아시아 지역에서의 력

의 필요성을 강조하고 해양환경 련 정보교환, 해양환경 공동조사 

실시, 해양환경보  약 체결, 해양오염방지를 한 기술 력, 해양

오염사고시 긴  처계획수립, 실무작업반 설치 필요성에 해 언

하고 있음. NOWPAP을 통한 구체 인 실천계획을 수립할 것을 

제안함

12) 환경처 (1992).
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1. 한국의 소개

 1-1 개

 1-2 지리와 기후

 1-3 민족과 언어

2. 자연자원

 2-1. 산림자원

 2-2 수자원

 2-3 생물자원

 2-4 농지자원

 2-5 물자원

 2-6 해양자원

3. 해양오염 실태

 3-1. 연안해역의 특성

 3-2. 연안해역의 수질오염 황

 3-3. 해수수질 환경기

 3-4. 주요 오염원  오염형태

  3-4-1 내륙오염물질의 연안유입

표 14 해양환경 국가보고서 주 내용

7) 한계

가) 몇 개의 공단 집 연안지역의 해수 수질과 유류사고오염 련 통계 자

료 이외에는 객 인 자료가 부족해 부분의 항목에서 정성 으로 서

술되어 있음

나) YSLME, PEMSEA 등 지역해 력 로그램이 활성화 되어 있지 않은 상

태이었고, NOWPAP도 설립 기 단계라 지역 력방안의 실천계획이  

구체 이지 않음 
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  3-4-2 기름 유출 사고

  3-4-3 연안매립  간척

  3-4-4 폐기물의 해양투기

  3-4-5 양식어장의 증   리소홀

  3-4-6 기타 해양오염

4. 해양환경 보  책

 4-1 해양보 업무 담당 정부조직

 4-2 법  측면에 의한 책

 4-3 행정  제도  측면에 의한 책

  4-3-1 해수수질 측정망 운

  4-3-2 해양오염사고에 한 응계획

  4-3-3 환경 향평가제도  특별 리해역 지정

  4-3-4 환경기 시설의 확충

  4-3-5 민간 단체․기구에 의한 해양보

 4-4 환경과학기술의 개발과 조사연구 증진

 4-5 환경보 을 한 교육

  4-5-1 학교교육

  4-5-2 사회교육

 4-6. 해양보 을 한 국제 력

5. 지역 력방안

 5-1 북서태평양지역의 해양환경

 5-2 지역 력 추진방안

  5-2-1 세부실천방안

  5-2-2 력사업 추진 일정
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구분 조사항목 조사시기
조사

정

항

만

환

경

측

정

망

해수

일반항목(15)
수온, 염분, pH, DO, COD, TN, DIN 
(NO2-N, NH4-N, NO3-N), TP, DIP 
(PO4-P), SiO2-Si, 유분, SS, 투명도

2, 8 40

유해물질(19)

Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As, CN 
2 8 PCBs, 다이아지논, 라티온, 말라티
온, 1,1,1-트리클로로에탄, 테트라클로로
에틸 (PCE), 트리클로로에틸 (TCE), 디
클로로메탄, 벤젠, 페놀, 음이온계면활성
제(ABS)

2 8

해양

생물

일반항목(1) 클로로필-a 2, 8 40

유해물질(11)
Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As 2, 5 2

PCBs, TBT, 유기염소계농약, PAHs 2, 5 2

해

퇴 물

일반항목(4) 입도, 강열감량, 황화물, COD 2 8

유해물질

(11)

Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As 2 8

PCBs, TBT, 유기염소계농약, PAHs 2 8

표 15 국가해양환경측정망의 측정망별 조사항목

나. 연안․해양에 한 종합 인 평가를 한 노력 

1) 1996년 해양수산부 창설 이후부터는 다양한 연안․해양 정책 수요가 

발생

2) ‘연안실태조사’, ‘연안공간조사’, ‘해양생태계조사’ 등 연안․해양에 

한 종합 인 평가를 한 국 인 단 의 조사사업이 실시되고 있음

가) 자료수집  통합

(1) 국가해양환경 측망13)

(가) 2009년 재 항만 환경측정망, 연․근해 환경측정망, 환경 리해역 

환경측정망, 하구역 환경측정망 등 4개의 측정망, 총 109개 해역의 

363개 측정 으로 구성14)

(나) 해수, 해양생물, 해 퇴 물로 구분하여 각 분류별로 일반항목과 유

해물질에 해당하는 항목 측정

13)「해양환경관리법」(구 「해양오염방지법」 제 9조 (해양환경측정망): 해양수산부장관은 연근해의 해양환경상

황 및 오염원의 조사 등을 위하여 해양환경측정망을 구성하고 해양환경을 정기적으로 측정한다). 1997년에

는 280개 정점에서 시작하였으며, 1999년 1차 개정 시 296개 정점으로 확대되었고, 2004년 2차 개정 시 

국가해양환경측정망을 해역별 특성 및 이용목적을 고려하여 항만 환경측정망, 연․근해 환경측정망 및 환경

관리해역 환경측정망 등 3개의 측정망으로 세분화하였음

14) 해양수산부 (2006a).
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구분 조사항목 조사시기
조사

정

해수
일반항목

(15)

수온, 염분, pH, DO, COD, TN, DIN 

(NO2-N, NH4-N, NO3-N), TP, DIP 

(PO4-P), SiO2-Si, 유분, SS, 투명도

2, 5, 8, 

11 
241

환

경

리

해

역

환

경

측

정

망

해수

일반항목

(15)

수온, 염분, pH, DO, COD, TN, DIN 

(NO2-N, NH4-N, NO3-N), TP, DIP 

(PO4-P), SiO2-Si, 유분, SS, 투명도

2, 5, 8, 

11 
72

유해물질

(19)

Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As, CN 2, 8 16

PCBs, 다이아지논, 라티온, 말라티온, 

1,1,1-트리클로로에탄, 테트라클로로에틸

(PCE), 트리클로로에틸 (TCE), 디클로

로메탄, 벤젠, 페놀, 음이온계면활성제

(ABS)

2 7

해양

생물

일반항목(4)
클로로필-a, 총 장균군, 식물 랑 크톤, 

동물 랑크톤

2, 5, 8, 

11 
72

유해물질

(11)

Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As 2, 5 7

PCBs, TBT, 유기염소계농약, PAHs 2, 5 7

해

퇴 물

일반항목(4) 입도, 강열감량, 황화물, COD 2 16

유해물질

(11)

Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As 2 16

PCBs, TBT, 유기염소계농약, PAHs 2 7

하

구

역

환

경

측

정

망

해수

일반항목

(15)

수온, 염분, pH, DO, COD, TN, DIN 

(NO2-N,NH4-N, NO3-N), TP, DIP 

(PO4-P), SiO2-Si, 유분, SS, 투명도

3, 7 10

유해물질(8) Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As, CN 3 2

해양

생물
일반항목(4)

클로로필-a, 총 장균군, 식물 랑 크톤, 

동물 랑크톤
3 2

해

퇴 물

일반항목(4) 입도, 강열감량, 황화물, COD 3 2

유해물질(8) Cu, Pb, Zn, Cd, Cr6+, 총수은, As, CN 3 2

(다) 표면해조류 등 해수면 정보를 제공하기 한 해양 측망

- 해양기상 보와 련하여 기압과 표면수온, 해상풍과 유의 고를 실시

간으로 보하는 체계를 갖추기 함임

- 한국해양연구원과 기상연구소가 해역을 분담하여 동해와 드 이크 해

을 심으로 Argo 부표를 띄워 2000년 이후 재까지 매년 30기 

내외를 투하하고 있으며, 실시간/지연 모드로 자료 제공

- 체 연안을 따라 측되는 해상 랑 측자료와 랑모델을 통한 실

시간 보가 인터넷으로 제공되고 있음
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(라) 부이 측 시스템

- 지구해양 측시스템(GOOS)의 동북아시아지역 GOOS (NEAR-GOOS)

의 일환으로 YOOS(Yellow Sea Ocean Observing System) 사업

- 황해 부해역에 구 인 해양기상 데이터부이를 설치하여 국 국가

해양국(SOA)과 공동으로 자료를 제공

- 서울 학교, 부경 학교, 부산 학교, 군산 학교 등 학교 련 학과

에서도 특정한 해역에서 고주 이더(HF Radar)와 연안해양기상 데

이터부이를 운 하며, 표면해조류 자료를 제공하고 있음

(라) 조 측소

- 해안을 따라 조 측소(35개소)를 운 (국립해양조사원), 해수면 정보 

제공

- 검조소를 심으로 표층수온을 측하여 자료 제공

- 일부 연안역에 고주  이더를 설치하거나, 조류 모델을 이용하여 표

면 조류 측/ 보치 제공

- 인터넷을 이용한 실시간 해양정보서비스는 조석 35개소, 조류 150 , 

실시간 해류도를 3종으로 확 하 음

(마) 문제

- 측정망별 조사항목  조사시기가 다소 상이하고 항목이 제한되어 있

으며, 자료의 신뢰성과 리에 한 근거가 명시되어 있지 않아 활용

에 어려움이 있음15)

- 생태  연결성을 고려하기 보다는 부서별 기능이나 연구사업의 개별

목 에 따라 분산 이고 단발 으로 이루어지고 있으며, 더욱이 서로 

다른 분석방법과 변수들을 사용하는 계로 자료의 통일성과 호환성

이 낮음

-  기존의 연구결과를 취합하여 DB를 구축하고 비교하여 장기 인 생태

계 변화를 감지할 수 있는 자료의 생산이 쉽지 않음

(2) 해양생태계 기본조사

(가) 목

- 표 화된 분석방법을 사용하고 이를 체계 으로 리하고 이용할 수 

있는 신뢰성 확보와 리에 기 한 자료 수집  리체계를 구축

(나) 특징

- 그동안 체계 으로 수행하지 않았던 부유환경상태, 서환경생태, 유

15) 국토해양부 (2008), pp 7-61; 한국해양연구원(2009), pp 19
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동물 등을 심으로 기 자료를 수집․분석

- 기존 자료를 검토하고 자료 수집방법과 채취한 시료의 분석방법을 서

술하 으며, 도출된 자료의 DB를 구축

- 8개 권역에서 순차 으로 권역당 4계  조사를 통하여 8개 10년 주기 

간격으로 이루어질 계획임

나) 해양환경 평가 근방법 개발

(1) 체계 으로 연안환경과 사회경제  상태를 정기 으로 검하고 연안

리 련 정책의 효과성을 악하기 한 연안조사 지표체계 개발16)

(2) 생태계 기반의 해양환경 평가 근방법 시도17)

(가) 국내 해양환경의 질을 평가하기 해서는 생물, 화학, 물리, 지리  

압력 등 다양한 오염원의 압력에 응하는 해양생태계 평가법 필요

하다고 인식

(나) 진해만을 상으로, 부유생물, 서생물, 수질, 퇴 물 지수를 개발하

고 종합 인 생태계 건강지수를 제시

(다) 개발된 평가기 으로 연안해역의 건강검진을 정기 으로 실시하여 

국내 연안역의 오염을 효율 으로 감시, 리, 복원할 수 있는 기

자료를 생산

(라) 해양환경 기 을 설정할 때 생태계의 평가 시 필수 으로 요구되는 

생물학  자료의 부재로 통계학  근에 한계가 있음

(마) 다양한 화학 , 독성학 , 생물학  기법을 개발하고 수생태계 내에 

존재하는 생물이 오염물질에 의해 받는 향도 포함하는 등 포

인 평가가 병행되어야 함

다. 세계환경 향평가에 한 응

1) 세계환경 향평가

가) 1980년  이후 경제 력개발기구(OECD)의 각종 권고·선언·성명 등과 국

제간의 각종 조약·의정서에 환경 향평가 련 규정을 두고 있음

나) 공공  민간사업과 개발원조사업계획을 수립․시행함에 있어 해당사업

의 시행으로 인하여 발생하는 환경에 한 해로운 향을 미리 측 분

석하여 감방안을 강구하기 함임

16) 곽 등 (2003); 한국해양수산개발원 (2007); 한국해양연구원 (2007, 2008, 2009)

17) 한국해양연구원 (2007, 2008, 2009)
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2) 우리나라 응

가) 우리나라는 OECD 가입당시 환경 향평가에 해서는 무조건 수용하

으며, 재 환경․교통․재해 등에 한 향평가법(이하 통합 향평가법)

에 근거하여 환경부 주 으로 환경 향평가제도를 시행하고 있음

나) 환경 향평가는 해양에 집 되기 보다는 개발 사업에 의한 향을 미리 

측하는데 있으므로, 총체 인 해양환경상태를 평가하기는 부족함

다) 이에 국토해양부에서는 해양환경 리법의 시행에 따라 해역이용 향평

가를 수행하고 있으며, 해양환경 향평가의 문성 강화를 해 해양환

경 향평가센터를 설치․운 하고 있음

라) 하지만 사업별로 해양환경 피해를 최소화하는데 목 이 있기 때문에 우

리나라 체 인 통합 인 해양환경상태를 악하기에는 미흡함 

라. OECD 환경통계

1) 목  

가) OECD 환경자료와 정의를 국제 으로 조화시키고 국가간 비교성을 증진

시키기 함

나) 환경 리를 한 기반을 향상시키고 에게 질 높고 시의성 있는 정

보를 제공함

다) 신뢰성 있고 쉽게 악할 수 있으며 정책에 부합하는 환경자료를 개발

하여 환경성 측정에 기여하고 환경  심사를 여타 사회․경제정책과 

통합하는데 도움을  

2) 작성체계

가) 작성범 는 내수, 기, 토지, 폐기물, 삼림, 소음, 해양, 야생동물, 오염방

지지출 9개 부분이며 PRS(Press-State-Response)체계에 입각하여 인간 활

동과 그 상호작용 속에서 각 역의 상을 설명함 

나) 분야별, 산업별, 단계별로 체계 이고 상세한 통계를 편제하고 있음

다) 환경상태와 오염 상뿐만 아니라 그와 히 연 된 분야도 환경통계

에 포함됨 

라) OECD 환경통계는 회원국들이 일 이 환경에 심을 가져왔기에 거의 

1970년 부터 최근까지의 변화 추세를 통계로 제시해주고 있어 환경통

계의 시계열이 유지되고 있다는 이 특징임 
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3) OECD와 우리나라 환경통계의 비교 

가) 작성 범  비교 

(1) 9개 작성 상부문에 걸쳐서 약 1,100여개의 항목에 하여 회원국들에

게 응답을 요구하고 있음 

(2) OECD 통계작성 요구 항목과 우리나라의 황을 비교하면 표 16과 같음

 

상 범  O E C D  총  항 목  수  
우 리 나 라

작성  항 목  수
작성 비 율( %)

내수 134 46 34.3

기 47 28 59.6

토지 36 5 13.9

폐기물 155 31 20.2

산림 78 20 25.6

소음 114 0 0

해양 350 27 7.7

야생동물 151 55 36.4

오염방지지출 46 23 50.0

합 계 1,111 235 21.2

표 16. OECD와 우리나라의 환경통계 항목 비교(1995년)

(3) OECD의 총 1,111개 항목  우리나라 작성 항목은 235개 정도로 작성

비율은 약 21.2% 수  임

(4) 부문별로는 기, 내수, 산림, 오염방지 지출이 부분이 상 으로 많이 

작성되고 있는 편이고 토지, 소음, 해양, 폐기물 부분은 상당히 부족한 

상태임

나) 세부 항목별 내용 비교

(1) 내수에서 수자원과 지표수, 지하수 취수량의 산업별 이용량, 폐수처리
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작성 범 O E C D  환 경 통 계 우 리 나 라  황 

내수

▪수자원의 취수 이용은 연간유

∙유출량, 이용가능 지하수, 지표수

로 세분하 고 지표수, 지하수의 

연간취수량을 세부산업별로 구분 

편제

▪강수량, 증발량 등 일부항목만 제

시되고 취수량도 농업, 공업, 생

활용수로만 편제

▪폐수처리시설의 수혜인구, 증분류 

산업시설의 폐수발생량·방류량, 하

수슬러지 생산과 처분은 미 작성

기

▪ 기오염물을 이동오염원과 고정

오염원으로 세분화해서 연간 총

량과 평균차를 편제

▪ 체로 작성되지만 납, 염화물탄소, 

할론 등의 세분화 통계가 부족

토양

▪토지이용, 변화, 감손으로 나 고 

각각에 해 기간별, 항목별 변화

분과 감소분을 횡단표로 편제

▪토지이용은 농지, 산림지, 인가

지 등 일부 작성되나, 토지감손

은 미완성

폐기물

▪분야별 발생폐기물량, 각종 발생 

폐기물의 분류, 각종 험 폐기물 

발생량  처리·처분·이동, 처리 

처분시설과 재활용을 편제

▪ 국 폐기물발생  처리 황(환

경부)통계가 생산되지만 편제가 

상이하여 부분 미 작성 상태

표 17. OECD와 우리나라 환경통계의 작업내용 비교

시설의 수혜인구, 처리능력의 구분, 폐수 흐름도에 입각한 발생량과 방

류량에 한 통계가 무한 실정이고 토양에서는 토지의 항목간 변화

나 토지침식에 한 통계가 부족함 

(2) 해양부분은 OECD가 해양발생 오염을 자체 해양오염, 해양산업으로 인

한 오염, 강으로 인한 오염으로 분류하고 있고 해양환경의 질도 해수질 

수 의 4단계 구분, 해수와 퇴 물 뿐 만 아니라 각종 생물 등의 오염

집 도를 작성하도록 되어 있으나 우리나라에서는 작성하고 있지 않음 

(3) 야생동물 부분은 알려진 종수, 멸종 기종수, 취약종수, 감소종수의 수

치는 확인되나 야생생물종의 재 여부, 분포상태, 분포변화, 증감

요인, 서식지 등에 한 통계는 무함

(4) 오염방지지출 부분은 1995년 한국은행에서 OECD오염방지지출통계조사

표에 입각하여 가계, 기업, 정부를 지출 주체 기 에 따라 장성함으로

써 국제  기 에 부응하고 있으나 자 부담 주체 기 에 따른 편제는 

아직 이루어지지 않고 있음
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작성 범 O E C D  환 경 통 계 우 리 나 라  황 

산림

▪산림유형과 산림이용, 산림지균형, 

형태별 임목축 , 임목축 의고갈

과 성장, 산림보유형태 등 편제

▪삼림유형과 산림이용, 형태별 임

목축 , 산림보유 등 체로 작성

소음 

▪장소별, 구간별, 도시별, 소음단계

별 소음에 노출된 지역거주인구, 

옥외 도로교통소음에 노출된 인구 

▪미 작성 

해양

▪자체 해양오염, 해양산업 오염, 강

으로 인한 오염으로 해양 오염 구분

▪해양 환경질에서 해안구역설명, 4

단계의 해수 세균질 수 , 해수와 

퇴 물의 오염 농도, 각종생물의 

오염농도

▪미 작성

▪미 작성

야생동물

▪동물, 식물의 개체군별로 알려진 

종수, 멸종 기종수, 취약종수, 감

소종수, 종의 여부, 분포상태, 

분포화, 증감요인, 서식지

▪ 체로 알려진 종수, 멸종 기종

수, 취약종수, 감소종수는 작성 

오염방지 

지출 

▪오염방지지출의 주체를 공공 산업, 

가계부문으로 구별∙사업은 세부 

산업별로 구분

▪각 주체별로 지출주체기 , 자

부담 주체 기 으로 편제 

▪지출주체기 에 따라 작성 

다) 문제

(1) OECD가 권고하는 환경통계와 실제 우리나라에서 작성된 환경통계자료

를 비교해 보면, 특히 해양에 한 환경통계가 제 로 작성되고 있지 

않다는 사실을 알 수 있음

(2) 환경통계가 환경 리를 한 기반을 향상시키고 에게 질 높고 시

의성 있는 정보를 제공하며, 정책에 부합하는 환경자료를 개발하여 환

경  심사를 여타 사회․경제정책과 통합하는데 도움을 주는 것이 

주된 목 인 것을 감안할 때 우리나라 해양 정책을 이끌어갈 해양환경

자료가 부족하다는 것을 알 수 있음

(3) 2004년도 이후부터는 해양부분이 빠져 있는 계로 해양환경상태를 

악하기가 더욱 어려워짐 
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다. 이 밖의 환경평가제도

1) 사 환경성 검토

가) 의의

(1) 행정계획  개발계획의 시행으로 인하여 환경에 미치는 향과 입지

선정의 정성 등을 검토하여 환경 으로 바람직한 행정계획  개발

계획을 마련하는 제도

나) 목

(1) 환경에 미치는 향을 고려토록 함으로써 개발과 보 의 조화, 즉 환경

친화 인 개발 도모 

다) 상

(1) 자연환경보 지역, 개발제한구역, 생태계보 지역, 시·도생태계보 지역, 

자연유보지역, 조수보호구역, 자연보호지구, 습지보호지역, 역상수도

설치지역(공동주택 건설), 지하수보 구역

(2) 농림지역, 완충지역, 자연환경지구, 습지주변 리지역, 습지개선지역, 

역상수도설치지역(공동주택건설사업외의 개발사업), 소하천구역

(3)  농림지역, 공익임지

2) 해역이용 의 

가) 의의

(1) 오염물질의 유입, 퇴  등으로 인한 해양오염을 방지하기 하여 폐기

물배출해역 지정, 공유수면매립, 공유수면 사용, 어업면허 시 국토해

양부장 과 미리 의하는 제도

나) 목

(1) 해양의 무분별한 이용을 제한하고 해양환경 보존 도모

다) 상

(1) 개항질서법 제24조제1항 단서의 규정에 의한 개항의 항계안에서의 폐

기물배출해역 지정 

(2) 공유수면매입법 제9조의 규정에 의한 공유수면매립 면허 

(3) 공유수면 리법 제5조의 규정에 의한 공유수면의 용  사용 허가 

(4) 수산업법 제8조의 규정에 의한 어업 면허
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3) 한계

가) 사 환경성검토, 해역이용 의 등의 환경평가제도는 지역별, 국지 인 

개발에 따른 오염 감을 한 사 자료를 확보한다는 측면이 강하기 때

문에 우리나라 주변 해역 체의 해양환경상태 자체를 평가하기에는 한

계가 있음 

3. Regular Process 응 황

가. 한국주변해역의 해양환경상태에 한 국가보고서 시범 작성(2009.2)

1) 목

가) Regular Process를 비한 우리나라 주변해역의 해양환경상태  평가

황 악

2) 추진과정

가) Regular Process 국내 문가 역량강화 워크  개최(2008.12.9~10, 서울)

나) Regular Process 련 문가 네트워크 구축  보고서 작성 워킹그룹 

구성

(1) 국가 , 지역 , 지구  해양평가에 참여했거나, 참여하고 있는 문

가들로 구성함 

(2) 기후변화, 수산․양식, 생태계, 오염물질, 사회ㆍ경제  측면 분야에서 

활동하고 있는 문가들이 참여함 

(3) 보고서 안 검토는 집필에 참여하지 않은 문가들이 수행함 

다) 보고서 주요 내용

(1) Executive Summary

(2) Introduction

(3) Climate and Physical Forcing 

(4) Chemical Components and pollutants 

(5) Ecosystem 

(6) Fisheries and Aquaculture 

(7) Socio-economic Aspects 

(8) Integrated Assessment and Forecasting

(9) Conclusion
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라) 보고서 작성 방식 

(1) 기후변화, 수산․양식, 생태계, 오염물질, 사회․경제  측면 분야에서 

우리나라 해양환경상태에 한 반  내용을 요약

(2) 각 분야에서  상황을 야기하는 압력이나 원인을 기술

(3) 분야별 내용 결과를 반 으로 검토하고 요약하는 내용(overview) 포함

(4) 데이터 기 년도: 가장 최근 데이터(2007년도)를 사용하는 것을 원칙으

로 함 

(5) 통합평가 부분은 분야별 책임자  연구 계자들이 참여하여 공동 작업함

(6) 보고서는 문, 국문으로 작성 

3) 보고서 작성 결과

가) 우리나라 해양환경상태 평가에 한 지식 결함 도출 

(1) 여러 기 이 실시하는 한국의 해양 환경 모니터링이 조사 상 지역이나 

조사 시  측면에서 비정기 으로 진행됨

(2) 데이터의 일 성 부족으로 인해 추세분석과 황 평가가 쉽지 않음

(3) 수온 상승 등 기후 변화의 명백한 징후에도 불구하고 해양환경의 생태

계에 미치는 향은 분명하지 않음

(4) 기후변화 련 변수와 변화 빈도 등에 한 모니터링 제도 개선이 반

드시 필요함

(5) 수산 자원량 평가(fisheries stock assessment) 등과 같은 일부 주요 정

보가 수집되지 않고 있음

(6) 생태계 변화를 유발하는 직․간 인 동인들 간의 상호 계에 한 

이해가 부족함

나) 우리나라 해양환경상태 평가 개선을 한 제언

(1) 다양한 기 들의 모니터링을 체계 으로 조직해서 공통의 핵심변수와 

측 방법론이 포함될 수 있도록 해야 하며, 기  간의 샘  분석이 조

화될 수 있도록 해야 함

(2) 생태계 황 지표  스트 스 지표에 한 평가 시스템의 개발이 필요

(3) 모니터링의 시간 ㆍ공간  척도를 조정해 평가 시스템에 사용되는 포

인 데이터를 생성해야 함 

(4) 생태계 변화를 유발하는 직․간 인 동인들의 상호 계를 악하기 
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해 사회ㆍ경제  분석을 실시하고 이를 바탕으로 총체 인 인과 계 

악해야 함

(5) 분야별로 평가를 담당할 역량을 갖춘 문가를 양성해야 함

다) 보고서 작성 상의 문제

(1) 최신자료 확보에 어려움

(2) 산  시간 부족으로 인한 문간 워킹그룹 운 에 어려움

(3) 통합평가를 시도 했으나 우리나라 해양환경상태의 통합  평가를 한 

명확한 지표가 개발되지 않은 상태에서 1차년도 국가보고서 내용에 포

함시키기에는 무리가 있음

(4) 자료의 신뢰성을 악하기 어려움

(5) 우리나라 주변 해역의 해양환경상태를 1년 이내에 통합 으로 평가하

기에는 무리가 있음

라) 보고서 작성 시 보완

(1) 최신자료 확보를 한 산ㆍ학ㆍ연 간 력 트 십 필요

(2) 워킹그룹 작업을 한 산  시간 확보

(3) 기존 해양환경 련 사업의 체계  검토를 한 평가분석틀 개발

(4) 자료의 신뢰성 확보를 한 추진 방향 설정

(5) 통합평가 지표 개발

(6) 통합 인 평가시스템 구축

(7) 국가보고서 내용범 를 좁게 해서 차 넓  나가는 것이 바람직함

나. 국가보고서 작성 이행 지침서 수립

1) 목

가) 정부와 련 기 들로 하여  정책결정을 하여 최상의 과학  증거를 

활용 가능하게 하고자 해양환경 모니터링을 지속하는 것임

나) 수요에 따른 해양과 바다의 환경 , 경제 , 사회  측면의 통합 인 

이나 주제별, 분야별, 범분야별 에 을 둠

다) 통합 생태계 평가에 을 둠 

라) 특별한 주제에 한 국가 ․지역  수 에서 행해진 평가를 활용함
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마) 능력배양, 지식  근거 강화, 해양환경 평가와 련된 개인과 기 들 사

이의 네트워킹 강화를 통하여 지역 ․ 지역 ․국가  평가과정을 향

상시킴

바) 공식 으로 출간되는 핵심 발간문의 요한 정보를 제공함

사) 해양환경을 통합 으로 평가할 수 있는 요한 정보를 제공함

2) 보고서 작성 기본 원칙

가) 련성, 타당성, 신뢰성 확보를 한 일반  사항

(1) 지구 시스템의 부분으로서 반도 국가의 한계를 뛰어 넘는 로벌 해양 

에서 우리나라 해양을 검토해야 함

(2) 응용  리를 지원하기 한 평가결과들과 과정 자체에 해 정기

인 검토와 평가를 수행해야 함

(3) 객 이고 타당성 있는 과학 활동 결과를 활용해야 함 

(4) 우리나라에서 새롭게 출연하는 이슈들, 지식에서의 한 변화와 결함 

등이 기에 발견되도록 정기 이고 극 인 분석을 실시함

(5) 평가 련 역량강화를 한 지속 인 노력을 해야 함

(6) 정책결정자들과 다른 이용자들과의 효과 인 연계를 고려함

(7) 한 수단을 통해 이해당사자들의 참여를 한 의사소통 시스템을 

구축함 

(8) 평가과정과 결과물에 한 투명성과 책임성을 고려함

(9) 우리나라 해양환경평가와 지역  평가 상호간  다른 환경 련 평가 

국가보고서의 활용  연계성 고려

나) 평가 범

(1) 우리나라 주변해역을 포함하는 평가 혹은 지역해와 련된 이슈를 포

함하는 평가를 상으로 함 

(2) 평가는 오염물질, 생태계, 기후변화, 수산․양식, 사회⋅경제  측면 등

을 주축으로 이루어지며, 세부항목은 각 분야별 워킹그룹  자문단 회

의에서 결정함

(3) 분야별로 해양환경상태와 평가과정을 평가하며, 이를 통합 으로 평가

하는 부분이 포함되어야 함

(4) 해양환경의 변화와 그 원인과 향뿐만 아니라 생태계 재화와 서비스
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에서의 변화에 한 비용과 이익을 포함한 인간 복지에 끼치는 향을 

포함함 

(5) 환경재화와 서비스에 있어서 변화에 가장 취약한 역 포함

(6) 비활동의 비용뿐만 아니라 련 험들과 있음직한 결과들을 포함한 

응 옵션들에 한 평가 포함

(7) 시나리오 분석을 포함한 평가에서 측요소 포함

다) 평가에 사용될 자료

(1) 련 정부부처  국제기구들로 하여  모든 련 자료들이 문가

들에게 제공될 수 있도록 력 트  구성

(2) 평가에 사용된 자료, 정보와 방법을 문가들이 평가할 수 있도록 제공

(3) 범 하고 기술 으로 합한 정보와 간행물 사용

(4) 정보가 제한되었을 때, 그 정보가 체 역을 해서 어떻게 표성을 

유지할 수 있는지에 한 원칙 수립

(5) 평가보고서에서의 자료들과 과정에 한 수 의 확인 차 필요

(6) 평가보고서에서 자료와 그 자료의 한계에 한 명확한 설명이 필요

(7) 데이터 수  확인을 포함한 자료 수집을 한 필요한 기 의 개발

(8) 자료들을 등 화하고 체계화할 수 있는 시스템 개발

(9) 국제  자료 네트워크와 시스템을 이용하여 정부가 정보처리 상호운

을 강화시키고, 생산된 자료에 한 질을 향상시키도록 정부를 지원할 

지침서나 훈련 로그램 개발

(10) 수집된 모든 자료들에 한 장기 인 근과 메타데이터의 유용함을 

확실히 하기 해서, 자료 리, 장, 보존, 교환과 련된 모든 요소

들과 과정들을 설명하는 DB 구축 필요

(11) 비독 인 자료들에 한 근이 포함된 모든 평가보고서와 결과물에 

해서 구축된 DB 제공

라) 국가보고서에 반드시 포함되어야 할 내용

(1) Executive Summary

(2) Introduction

(3) Climate and Physical Forcing

(4) Chemical Components and Pollutants
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(5) Ecosystem

(6) Fisheries and Aquaculture

(7) Socio-economic Aspects

(8) Integrated Assessment and Forecasting

(9) Conclusion

마) 국가보고서 작성에 참여하는 계자

(1) 정부 부처( 련 지방정부)

(2) 련된 이해 계자

(가) NGOs, 산업계, 언론, 학계, 지역사회 등

(3) 국가 연구기 , 련 단체  회, 교육기

(4) 국제기구(UNDP, UNEP, GEF 등)

바) 국가보고서 작성 시 필수 활동 사항

(1) 평가의 목 과 범 , 개념 틀 정의

(2) 평가 에 선행되어야 할 사항

(가) 유용한 정보 제공을 한 로그램 개발

(나) 데이터 보고와 분석을 한 공통된 가이드라인 개발

(다) 평가 분석을 한 일반 인 임웍 개발

(3) 데이터와 정보에 한 유용성과 근성, 데이터와 정보의 검증

(4) 련 최신정보와 데이터 수집  

(5) 과학과 정책 사이에 효율 인 계 성립 

(6) 이해당사자 참여

(가) 참여자 역할과 책임성에 한 명확한 규정 필요

(7) 문가 선택과 임명

(8) 문가들 간의 의견 불일치에 한 응

(가) 상당한 증거가 있는 모든 견해들은 비록 불확실성이 있다고 해도 일

방 으로 거 될 수 없음

(나) 문가들 간의 의견일치 부족을 다루기 해서 이용된 차를 평가

보고서에 기록

(9) 국가보고서를 반 으로 총 ⋅조정할 수 있는 담당 부처나 부서를 

지정하여 실무자 의회를 구성함



－ 194 －

(10) 국가보고서는 국내용과 국외용 두 가지 형식으로 작성하며, 국외용은 

실무자 의회를 거쳐 최종 내용을 결정함

(11) 평가에서의 불확실성 처리 

(가) 불확실성과 그에 따른 험성 분석 등의 분석 방법 보고

(나) 분석방법에 내포된 모든 가정들을 설명

(다) 정책결정자와 이해 계자들 상으로 평가에서의 불확실성 해석 방

법에 한 교육 필요

(라) 분석결과가 완벽하지 않을 경우 각 정책 옵션들에 한 미래 측결

과 비교 평가 실시

(마) 평가보고서에 있는 불확실성을 다루기 해서 이용되는 차 기록

(12) 문가 검토

(가) 검토자의 선발과 검토 과정의 투명성 필요

(나) 이해 계자를 고려한 다양한 배경을 지닌 검토자 선발

(다) 평가에 여하지 않은 검토자 이용

(라) 검토과정의 완성과 의견 제출을 한 스 과 마감 일자를 명확히 

할 것

(마) 복잡하고 논쟁의 여지가 많은 평가에 해서는 검토를 한 독립

인 검토자 임명

(바) 논쟁의 여지가 있는 이슈나 결과의 경우에는 검토자들의 출 물과 

신원을 확인할 것 

(사) 평가 보고서에 검토 차 기록

(13) 효율 인 커뮤니 이션

(가) 평가과정에서 정기 인 진도보고서를 수요자들에게 제공하고 안에 

하여 의견개진을 할 기회를 제공

(나) 평가 기 단계에서 정책결정자, 일반인 등 수요자들과의 조를 바

탕으로 평가결과 보 을 한 의사소통 략 개발

(다) 의사소통 략으로 보고서에 한 정책결정자들의 특별한 심유도 

(라) 차트, 그래 , 지표 등 시각  자료 이용

(마) 유능한 과학 작가를 활용하여 쉽게 이해하도록 을 작성

(14) 평가 향상을 한 능력배양과 네트워킹을 한 비
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(가) 문가집단  련 정부 부처를 상으로 해양환경평가 련 역량

강화를 한 워크 을 주기 으로 개최

(나) 효율 인 평가를 하여 정부부처, 산․학․연간 력 트 십 구성

(15) 평가의 과학  신뢰성을 해 투명성과 책임성을 확보 

(16) 사후 평가의 평가와 검토

(가) 평가결과가 정책결정자들에게 미친 향, 결과 응조치의 효율성 등 

사후 평가 내용 제공

(나) 평가과정 자체가 향상될 수 있도록 사후 평가 내용 활용

3) 보고서 작성 추진체계

그림 25. 국가보고서 작성 추진체계

가) 문가 원회

(1) 워킹그룹: 련 정부부처에서 추천한 문가로 구성하며 정부가 아닌 

외부 문가 심으로 조직함. 오염물질, 생태계, 기후변화, 수산․양식, 
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사회⋅경제  측면 분야에서 기존의 우리나라 해양환경상태  평가를 

평가하여 보고서를 작성하는 그룹임 

(2) 보고서 검토그룹: 워킹그룹에서 작성한 국가보고서를 검토하여 수정방

향을 제시하는 그룹으로 워킹그룹과 별개로 운 됨. AoA 보고서 작성 

문가  지역해 로그램 련자 등 국외 문가를 포함하고 환경 

분야 국가보고서 작성 경험이 풍부한 문가로 구성 

나) 실무자 의회

(1) 련 정부부처 계자로 구성함. 문가 원회에서 도출된 국가보고서

를 바탕으로 실무자 의회에서 최종내용을 결정하는 방식으로 운  

다) 자문단

(1) 해양환경 련 국토해양부, 환경부, 농수산식품부 외교통상부 등의 정

부부처, 해양환경 리공단, 환경평가정책연구원, 한국해양연구원, 한국

해양수산기술진흥원, 국립수산진흥원, 국립해양조사원 등의 연구기 과 

련 NGO와 민간기업 등 여러 이해당사자들로 구성

(2) 국가보고서 내용  구체 인 추진방법, 그리고 지역해 로그램과의 

연계 등에 한 반  자문 제공

라) 국토해양부

(1) IOC, UNEP, UN Regular Process 사무국과의 의사소통  우리나라 

입장을 반 할 수 있는 내용에 한 피드백 제시  산 지원

4) 국가보고서 작성 차

가) 업무계획(work plan) 수립

나) 정보를 악하고 작성방법에 한 합의를 한 국가수 의 워크  추진

다) 우리나라 해양환경상태를 평가하기 한 평가방침 수립

라) 련 자료를 통합하여 1차 안 작성 → 검토 → 추가할 정보  검토 

내용 확정

마) 검토결과를 바탕으로 1차 안 수정

바) 국가보고서(안) 검토를 한 공청회 등의 개최

사) 국가보고서를 확정하고 사무국 제출을 한 정부부처의 공식승인

아) UN Regular Process 사무국에 보고서 제출

자) 국가보고서의 배포  련 성과물(결과) 배포
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제2   Regular Process 응방안

1. Regular Process 시행을 한 통합평가체계 구축

가. 평가의 가치

1) 과학과 정책간의 연계성 강화 기능

2) 사안의 성을 인식시킴

3) 정책 련 과학  질문에 한 권  있는 분석을 제공

4) 다양한 정책 안에 한 이득  비용에 한 실증 가능

5) 새로운 연구방향을 악하고 결과  과정에 한 기술 인 해결책 

제시

나. 통합  평가의 의미

1) 압력(Pressure)-상태(Status)- 응(Response)간의 유기  연결

2) shipping, 오염, 외래침입종, 수산업, 산성화, 온도, 해수면, 물 채취 

등의 각 분야별 자료의 통합 

3) 상태  추세 악을 한 시․공간별 데이터의 체계 인 수집  

분석

4) 해양환경 개선을 한 통합 인 해양정책 수립  시행
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그림 26. AoA에서 제안한 통합평가 모식도

다. 우리나라 주변 해역 해양환경 상태의 주기 인 평가 목

1) 정부  기타 이해 계자에게 해양 환경의 상태와 이미 용된 수단

의 효과에 한 최신 정보를 제공

2) 새로운 정보와 에 한 시기 한 응을 지원하고 미래 추세

를 상 가능

3) 지식 결함과 이에 따른 미래 연구 수요 악 가능

4) 해양 평가를 개선하기 한 새로운 방법  근법을 고려할 수 있

도록 학습 지원 

5) 모든 차원에서 해양 평가 역량 강화

6) 기존 평가와 다음 단계의 평가사이의 지식과의 연속성 유지  
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라. 문가그룹에서 제안한 통합평가틀을 반 한 평가 시스템 개발

1) 문가그룹에서 제안한 Driver-Pressure-Status-Impact-Response 

(DPSIR) 통합 평가틀 반

그림 27. 문가그룹이 제안한 DPSIR 평가틀

2) 정책입안자가 평가결과를 충분히 활용하여 정책의사결정을 할 수 있

도록 지원체계 갖추는 것이 필요하며 응 리정책의 실행을 평가하

고 이를 다시 정책에 반 하는 정기 이고 순환 인 평가체제 구축 

필요
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3) 우리나라 통합평가체계

그림 28. 통합평가체계 모식도

4) 통합평가체계 수립을 해 갖추어야 할 사항

가) 평가 담당 문가  기  력 네트워크 구축

(1) 산·학·연·  문가  정책입안자간의 Regular Process 련 정기  

워크  개최

(2) 기  간 자료 공유를 한 력 트 십 구성

(3) Regular Process 련 국가보고서 작성을 한 문가 풀 구성

나) 우리나라 해양환경상태를 평가할 수 있는 체계 인 자료 수집 

(1) 여러 기 이 실시하는 해양환경 모니터링의 조사 상 지역이나 조사시

이 정기 이고 일 성 있도록 수집할 수 있도록 조치

(2) 모니터링의 시간 , 공간  척도들 조정해 포 인 데이터를 생성할 

수 있도록 함

(3) 자료의 신뢰성을 악할 수 있는 평가 기  마련

(4) 수집된 자료가 일정한 기 에 의해 축 되고 활용할 수 있도록 기  간 

자료 공유
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다) 평가결과와 정책과의 연계성 강화

(1) 정책입안자  결정자들을 한 해양환경 종합정보 통합시스템 보완 

 확  노력 지속

(2) 새로운 정책 실행에 한 효과성 평가 강화

(3) Regular Process 추진동향 정보 배포

(4) 해양환경상태의 평가 결과와 이를 개선시키기 한 정책, 그 정책의 실

효성에 한 사례연구 수행

라) 련 이해 당사자  일반인 인식 증진 로그램 개발  수행

(1) Regular Process 인식 증진을 한 로셔 제작  배포

(2) 해양환경 련 정부 계자 상 역량강화 워크  개최

2. Regular Process 통합평가 자료 제출을 한 국가보고서 작성 

지침서 수정

가. 국가보고서 작성 지침서 수정 필요성

1) 2009년도에 AoA를 바탕으로 국가보고서 작성 지침서를 작성하 음

2) 지침서 내용  평가분석틀은 AoA 평가틀을 주로 참고하여 만들었

으나 평가 황을 평가하기 한 틀이기 때문에, 해양환경상태를 평

가하는 Regular Process 평가틀과는 맞지 않음

3) 한 재 Regular Process 시행을 한 통합평가체계가 논의 인 

계로 이의체계가 확정되는 로 국가보고서 작성 지침이 수정되어

야 함

나. 국가보고서 작성 지침서 수정 시 고려해야 할 사항

1) 2009년도에 작성한 국가보고서 작성 지침서  상태평가를 한 평

가틀 부분을 주로 수정해야 함

2) 재 Regular Process 통합평가체계는 확정되어 있지 않으나 문가

그룹에서 제안한 Driver-Pressure-Status-Impact-Response (DPSIR) 

통합 평가틀을 반 할 정임

3) AoA 지역  평가에서는 해상운송, 외래침입종, 어업  수산업, 
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기후변화, 해양생물 다양성 평가, 육지기원 오염, 연안개발, 기유

입  선박오염을 포함한 열린 해양의 오염 등을 주제를 개별 으

로 다루었으나,  Regular Processs는 생태계와 인간활동, 사회경제  

측면을 서로 통합하여 정책 실효성과 연결시키는 것을 추구하고 있

음

4) 이에 따라 큰 틀에서는 그림 28. 통합평가체계 모식도에 맞춰 평가

내용을 구조화하는 방향으로 진행될 것이라고 단됨 

5) 다만, 문가그룹에서는 압력/서식지/생태계 서비스, 3가지 옵션을 

심으로 평가내용을 구조화하고 서술하는 것을 제안하고 있는 바, 

이의 문제가 확정된 후에 우리나라 평가분석틀을 수정하는 것이 바

람직함

3. UN RP 문가그룹의 국내 문가 진출 방안

가. 국내 문가 진출의 필요성

1) AoA는 지역 , 지역  보고서를 바탕으로 해양환경상태의 평가

황을 반 으로 분석하 으나, Regular Process는 세계 해양환경

상태 자체를 통합 으로 평가하는 것이 주 목 이며, 개별국가의 정

보도 포함하는 것을 원칙으로 하고 있음

2) 이 때, 세계 해양환경상태를 통합 으로 평가하고 결과보고서를 

작성하는 그룹인 문가그룹(GoE)의 지역별 문지식과 수집된 정

보의 질이 보고서에 큰 향을 미치게 됨

3) 우리나라는 반폐쇄성 해역을 갖고 있는 반도 국가 특성을 지녀 국

이나 일본 등의 주변 국가에 비해 국제사회에서 인지하고 있는 해역

의 비 이 낮은 계로 우리나라가 극 으로 처하지 않을 시에

는 우리나라 주변 해역상태나 평가 황 등 우리나라 입장이 제 로 

반 되지 않을 여지가 있음

4) Regular Process를 한 평가방법  제도  측면이 아직 확정되지 

않은 상태이기 때문에, 이 제도 수립에 극 으로 참여하여 우리나

라 입장을 반 할 필요가 있음
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5) Regular Process 통합보고서 발간 시 동해표기 문제 등 우리나라 해

양 토 리 측면에서도 외교 인 응이 필요할 것으로 단됨 

6) 문가그룹에 우리나라 문가가 진출한다면, Regular Process 추진 

동향을 미리 악하여 극 으로 처할 수 있을 뿐 아니라, 우리

나라 주변 해역상태나 평가 황, 그리고 동해 표기 등 평가보고서 

내용에 우리나라 입장을 극 으로 반 할  수 있음

7) 재 1차주기 1단계(2010~2012)에 활동할 문가그룹에 우리나라 

문가가 진출한 상태이나 1차주기 2단계(2013~2014)에서 새롭게 구성

될 문가그룹이 평가보고서를 집 으로 작성함에 따라 그 비 이 

더욱 커질 것으로 단됨

8) 이에 따라 통합보고서 발간에 우리나라 입장을 반 하고 우리나라 

동해지역 명칭을 표기하는 등의 극 인 응을 해서는 2단계에

서도 Regular Process 추진방향 혹은 평가실무작업에 여할 수 있는 

문가 그룹 혹은 리·검토기구(Management and Review Body)에 

진출할 수 있도록 체계 으로 응할 필요가 있음

나. 문가그룹 국내 문가 진출 황  도 과제

1) AoA 문가그룹 선별방식

가) GESAMP에서 해양환경 문가 부분 선별

나) 유럽 혹은 선진국의 문가들이 문가그룹  운 원회 구성원의 

부분을 차지함

다) 지역별 안배 보다는 문성을 더 많이 고려하 음( 국(4), 미국(2), 캐나

다(1), 호주(1), 유럽(3), 아 리카(2), 남미(2), 아시아(2))

2) Regular Process 문가그룹 구성

가) AoA보다는 지역별 안배를 더 많이 고려하여 선별하 으며, 2010년 11월 

재 총 19명의 문가가 참여하고 있음(아시아(5), 아 리카(3), 남미

(5), 서유럽 기타(5), 동유럽(1))

  * 아시아 지역에는 우리나라, 일본, 국, 필리핀, 이란 문가들이 선별됨

나) 기존의 AoA 문가그룹에서 2명(Alan Simcock, 국, Rolph Antoine 

Payet, 세이셀)을 제외하고는 모두 새로운 인원으로 체하 음
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다) AoA 운 원회(Steering Group)  기여 문가들 에서 3명이 1차 

주기 1단계 문가그룹(Group of Experts, GoE)으로 합류하 음(Peter 

Harris(호주), Wang Juying( 국), Angel Alcala(필리핀))

라) 재의 문가그룹은 Regular Process 1차주기 1단계(2010-2012)까지 활

동하게 되어 있음

3) 우리나라 문가 진출 황  도 과제 

가) 재 우리나라 문가 박철교수(충남 )가 문가그룹에 진출한 상태임

(2010.5)

나) 새로운 문가그룹 총 19명 에 5명이 기존에 AoA에서 활동하던 문

가임을 감안할 때, 다음단계를 해서 재의 Regular Process 문가그

룹의 극 인 활동과 앞으로 구성될 리검토기구 진출이 매우 요하

다고 할 수 있음

다) 재 아시아지역에서 문가그룹에 진출한 나라를 살펴보면 국과 일

본, 그리고 필리핀 주변해역이 차지하는 비 에 비해 우리나라 해역이 

차지하고 있는 지역이 상 으로 매우 작음

라) 한 인도네시아 등 많은 해역을 포함하는 나라들을 감안한다면 1차주

기 2단계 문가그룹에 우리나라가 진출하기는 쉽지 않아 보임

마) 따라서 국가 인 차원에서 재의 문가 작업을 지원하여 문가그룹 

활동에 기여하고 MRB 진출을 할 수 있도록 Regular Process로 기여 방

안을 수립하여 실행하는 것이 필요하다고 단됨

다. 국내 문가 진출 방안

1) 국내 문가 활동 지원

가) 문가그룹의 활동을 해서는 련 자료 수집․분석, 련 문가 회의 

개최, 련 문서 작성 등 시간과 재정투자가 필수 임

나) 국내 문가가 문가그룹의 일원으로서 극 으로 활동할 수 있도록 

정부의 재정 , 행정  지원을 한 조치가 취해져야 함

2) Regular Process 시행을 한 자발  신탁기  공여

가) AoA와 마찬가지로 Regular Process 시행에서 가장 큰 과제는 재원임. 

재 자발  신탁기  공여를 한 Terms of Reference가 배포된 상태

이나 각 국가별로 어느 정도 공여할 지는 측하기는 어려움
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나) 우리나라는 2010년 임시 체작업반회의에서 자발  신탁기  공여를 약

속하 기 때문에 되도록 빠른 시일내에 기 을 공여하는 것이 바람직함

다) 특히, 2011년 2월에 개최될 임시작업반회의에서는 리검토메커니즘 등 

Regular Process 시행을 한 제도  정비에 한 논의를 하게 될 정

이므로, 2월 이 에 공여하는 것이 효과 이라고 단됨   

라) 많은 회원국들이 공여하지 않은 상태에서 우리나라가 지속 으로 신탁

기 을 공여한다면, 우리나라가 Regular Process에 극 으로 참여한다

는 인식을  뿐 아니라, 다른 회원국으로 하여  신탁기  공여를 격려

하는 등 여러 가지 정 인 효과를 거둘 수 있을 것임

마) 한 Regular Process 시행을 한 리검토메커니즘에 진출하거나 향

력 행사면에서도 정 인 역할을 할 것으로 기 됨 

3) 국제기구와의 연계 활동  

가) 재 Regular Process 사무국 지원은 DOALOS가 수행하기로 하 으나, 

기술 , 인 자원 측면에서 DOALOS가 지원할 수 있는 부분은 한정되

어 있음

나) 2010년 임시 체작업반회의 권고안과 UN 결의안(A/65/L/20)에 따르면  

기술 , 과학  측면은 UNESCO/IOC, IMO, FAO, 련 UN 기구에서 

지원하기를 요청한 바, 이들 기구들과 해양환경 련 능력배양 등 다양

한 력활동에 극 으로 참여함으로써, 우리나라가 기여하는 바를 홍

보하고 이들 기구와의 연계를 강화하는 것이 필요함

4) 개도국 상 Regular Process 역량배양으로의 기여

가) 지역별 워크 과 역량배양 워크 의 연계 

(1) 당  1차주기 1단계에서 지역별 워크 을 개최하여 개별 국가들의 수

요를 악하고 문가그룹이 제안한 평가 근방식을 결정하기로 하

으나, 2010년 임시 체작업반회의에서 개도국의 반발에 의해 지역별워

크  부분이 삭제되었으며, 통합평가에서 다루어져야 할 주요 질문과 

평가의 구체 인 목 과 범 를 정의하는 정도로 축소되었음 

(2) 2010년 10월 21~22일 한국해양연구원에서 개최된 ‘KORDI-IOC 공동 동

아시아지역 Regular Process 역량강화 워크 ’은 Regular Process에 

한 인식 증진 뿐 아니라 동아시아 지역 해양환경평가 황과 도 과제 

등을 논의함으로써, 향후 지역별 워크  개최를 한 디딤돌 역할을 수

행할 것으로 단됨
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(3) 2011년 임시 체작업반회의에서 지역별 워크  개최에 한 논의가 타

결된다면 우리나라 문가들이 주도 으로 이끌어 갈 수 있도록 역할, 

지원체계를 수립해서 극 으로 응할 필요가 있음 

나) 우리나라 주변해역 Regular Process 역량 강화로의 기여

(1) 해양환경 련 역량배양  기술이 은 Regular Process 시행의 핵심사

안임

(2) AoA에서는 새로운 역량배양 활동보다는 지역해별로 이루어지는 기존

의 교육훈련 로그램을 최 한 활용하는 것을 제안하 음

(3) Regular Process 시행에서 가장 큰 걸림돌이 재원이며, 역량배양을 

한 별도의 산을 책정하지 못한 상태를 감안한다면, 우리나라 해양환

경 련 교육훈련 로그램을 최 한 홍보하고 활용하는 것이 바람직할 

것으로 보임

(4) 이를 해 우리나라에서 기존에 이루어지고 있는 교육훈련 실시 황

을 분석하고 Regular Process와 연계시키는 방안을 수립하는 것이 필

요함

3) 우리나라 해양환경평가 황  Regular Process 기여에 한 홍보

가) 해양환경 련 국제회의에서 우리나라 해양환경평가의 황을 홍보하고 

우리나라가 Regular Process 통합평가를 한 기  수립에 이바지 할 수 

있음을 강조할 필요가 있음

나) 이를 해 우리나라 황  입장을 잘 반 할 수 있는 자료 수집  

통합, 평가 기  등이 먼  결정되어야 할 것으로 보임

4) 사무국 유치

가) 2010년 임시 체작업반회의에서 당  IOC, UNEP, DOALOS에서는 이 

세 기구로 구성된 임시사무국을 설립한 이후 독립 인 사무국을 추후에 

설립하는 것을 제안하 으나 개발도상국의 반 로 DOALOS가 독립 인 

사무국 역할을 하는 것으로 의됨

나) 기술 인 부분은 IOC, UNEP, IMO 등 국제기구에서 지원한다는 권고안

이 채택되었으나 구체 인 역할에 해서는 논의하지 못함

다) DOALOS는 해양법 문기 이기 때문에 해양환경에 한 문인력  

Regular Process 시행을 한 소규모의 산 등 Regular Process 시행을 

한 체계가 구축되어 있지 않은 상태임
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라) 65차 UN 총회에서 산  인력충원에 한 결의안이 통과되더라도 소

수의 인력과 산만으로 지구 인 통합평가를 한 사무국 역할을 할 

수 있을지는 미지수임

마) 향후 Regular Process가 본격 으로 시행된다면, 지역별 평가 역량배양 

 통합평가를 한 자료 수집 등을 한 지역별 사무소 개설이 논의될 

가능성이 높은 바, 지속 인 동향 악이 요구됨

4. 국제기구  지역해 로그램과의 연계성 강화

가. 필요성

1) Regular Process 통합평가를 해 수집될 자료는 각 지역별 보고서 

 정보임

2) 우리나라 해양환경상태와 평가 황이 YSLME, PICES, NOWPAP 등 

우리나라 주변 지역해 로그램과 같은 지역별 보고서에서 잘 반

될 수 있도록 연계 필요

3) 지역  이슈를 다루고 있는 IMO, FAO 등과 같은 국제기구에서 

발간하고 제공하는 평가자료에도 우리나라 황이 잘 반 될 수 있

도록 하는 것이 요함

나. 연계강화 방법

1) 우리나라 해양환경 국제워크  등의 행사에 련 국제기구 계자를 

청하여 정보 공유

2) YLSME, PICES, NOWPAP, IMO,FAO 등이 주 하는 회의에서 우리

나라 황 홍보

3) 각 국제기구가 발간하는 평가자료에 우리나라 문가들이 여할 수 

있도록 문가 진출 지원  
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별첨 1. Regular Process 소개



Regular process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic aspects 

 
 
 
 

1. At the World Summit on Sustainable Development, held in Johannesburg, South 
Africa, from 26 August to 4 September 2002, States agreed, in paragraph 36 (b) of the 
Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, to “establish by 2004 a regular process under the 
United Nations for global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic aspects, both current and foreseeable, building on 
existing regional assessments” (the “Regular Process”).  
 
2. In accordance with paragraph 45 of its resolution 57/141 of 12 December 2002, 
the General Assembly decided to endorse paragraph 36 (b) of the Plan of 
Implementation, and requested the Secretary-General, in close collaboration with 
Member States, relevant organizations and agencies and programmes of the United 
Nations system, to prepare proposals on modalities for a regular process for the global 
reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, drawing, inter alia, upon 
the work of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and taking into account 
the recently completed review by the Joint Group of Experts on the Scientific Aspects of 
Marine Environmental Protection (GESAMP), and to submit these proposals to the 
General Assembly at its fifty-eighth session for its consideration and decision, including 
on the convening of a possible intergovernmental meeting.  
 
3. A report was prepared by the Secretariat on proposals for modalities for the 
Regular Process focusing on steps to be taken for the establishment of this Process 
(A/58/423). In paragraph 64 (a) of its resolution 58/240 of 23 December 2003, the 
General Assembly requested the Secretary-General to convene a group of experts of no 
more than 24 participants, comprising representatives of States, including all regional 
groups, and representatives from intergovernmental organizations and non-governmental 
organizations, including both scientists and policy makers, to produce a draft document 
with details on the scope, general framework and outline of the regular process, peer 
review, secretariat, capacity-building and funding. The Group of Experts was convened 
in New York from 23 to 26 March 2004, and recommended, inter alia, that an 
“Assessment of Assessments” be undertaken as part of the start-up phase of the Regular 
Process. The outcome of its discussions was submitted to an International Workshop held 
from 7-11 June 2004 in New York. A second International Workshop was held in New 
York from 13-15 June 2005 and considered a number of conclusions about the nature, 
aims and output of the “Assessment of Assessments”, and recommended an 
organizational structure. 
 
4. Pursuant to resolution 60/30 of 29 November 2005, the General Assembly 
launched the start-up phase to the Regular Process, called the “assessment of 
assessments”, and established organizational arrangements, which included an Ad Hoc 
Steering Group to oversee the execution of the “assessment of assessments”; two United 



Nations agencies to co-lead the process, UNEP and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission of UNESCO and a Group of Experts to undertake the actual work of 
assessing the various assessments. 
 
5. Following the completion of the work of the latter Group of Experts, the General 
Assembly, in resolution 63/111, paragraph 157, decided to establish an ad hoc working 
group of the whole to recommend a course of action to the General Assembly at its 64th 
session based on the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, and 
requested the Secretary-General to convene its informal meeting for one week not later 
than September 2009. The meeting took place from 31 August to 4 September 2009. Its 
report is available as document A/64/347.  
 
6. The General Assembly, in resolution 64/71 of 4 December 2009, endorsed the 
recommendations adopted by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole that propose a 
framework for the Regular Process, describe its first cycle and a way forward and stress 
the need for further progress to be made on the modalities for the implementation of the 
Regular Process prior to the sixty-fifth session of the General Assembly. It also requested 
the Secretary-General to convene an informal meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of 
the Whole from 30 August to 3 September 2010 to further consider and make 
recommendations to the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth session on the modalities for 
the implementation of the Regular Process, including the key features, institutional 
arrangements and financing, and to specify the objective and scope of its first cycle, key 
questions to be answered and primary target audiences, in order to ensure that 
assessments are relevant for decision makers, as well as on the terms of reference for the 
voluntary trust fund and the scholarship fund established pursuant to paragraph 183 of the 
resolution.  
 
7. The General Assembly also invited States, as a means to facilitate decisions on 
the first cycle of the Regular Process, to submit their views to the Secretary-General on 
the fundamental building blocks of the Regular Process, and requested the Secretary-
General to present these views to the Assembly at its sixty-fifth session in the context of 
his annual report on oceans and the law of the sea.  
 
8. The Secretary-General was requested to invite the Chairs of the regional groups to 
constitute a group of experts, ensuring adequate expertise and geographical distribution, 
comprised of a maximum of 25 experts and no more than 5 experts per regional group, 
for a period up to and including the informal meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of 
the Whole. The group of experts is requested to respond and make suggestions on the 
issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report on the results of the “assessment of 
assessments” (document A/64/88).  
 
9. The General Assembly also requested the Division to provide support for the 
Regular Process as noted in paragraphs 178 to 181 and 183 of the resolution using 
existing resources or resources from the voluntary trust fund, in cooperation, as 
appropriate, with relevant United Nations specialized agencies and programmes.  
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별첨 2. Report on AoA



 United Nations  A/64/88

  

 

General Assembly  
Distr.: General 
11 June 2009 
 
Original: English 

 

09-36724 (E)    220709     

*0936724*  
 

Sixty-fourth session 
Item 77 (a) of the preliminary list* 
Oceans and the law of the sea 

 
 
 

  Regular process for global reporting and assessment of the 
state of the marine environment, including socio-economic 
aspects: the “assessment of assessments” 
 
 

  Letters dated 11 May 2009 from the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization and the United Nations 
Environment Programme addressed to the Secretary-General 
 
 

  Letter dated 11 May 2009 from the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization addressed to the Secretary-General 
 

 We want to call your attention to what we feel could be considered one of the 
most comprehensive initiatives that the United Nations system is involved in to 
improve ocean governance in the coming years. The oceans are the ultimate global 
commons, providing essential ecological services that make life possible on our 
planet. The current piracy crisis has highlighted an important gap in ocean 
governance, despite the pioneering and successful efforts of the United Nations to 
promote a law-based regime for the use of the oceans and its resources, as 
crystallized in the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 1982. 

 While the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea provides an 
integrated legal framework on which to build sound and effective regulations 
regarding the different uses of the ocean, other United Nations specialized agencies 
and programmes also play roles in various marine-related ocean issues. 
Nevertheless, severe limitations do exist, especially in the monitoring and 
enforcement of regulations and in the context of a fundamental weakness of national 
and international institutions still being too compartmentalized on a sector-by-sector 
division of duties and responsibilities, thus leaving little room for integrated 
policymaking which addresses cross-cutting issues. 

 

 
 

 * A/64/50. 
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 Despite progress achieved, regulation of the high seas or trans-zonal fisheries 
remains a major challenge. There is an increasing concern that many fisheries 
practices are unsustainable and that global fisheries face a major crisis. Many 
special habitats are threatened by unsustainable uses, especially in the coastal 
environment. Mangroves, estuaries, coral reefs and seamounts harbouring hot spots 
of marine biodiversity are under threat. The illegal traffic of people, arms and drugs 
is increasing. 

 These alarming trends led the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 
2002 to agree to maintain the oceans under permanent review by establishing a 
regular process to conduct global and integrated assessments of the state of the 
ocean. The report we are submitting to you through the present letter (see annex) 
responds to this mandate and to United Nations General Assembly resolution 60/30, 
in which the Assembly invited our two organizations to lead in the start-up phase of 
this process. Later this year, an Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole will consider 
this report and propose recommendations on a course of action to the Assembly at 
its sixty-fourth session. We hope that a positive endorsement will pave the way for 
the first global, fully integrated assessment of the world’s oceans and seas, to be 
conducted under the United Nations system by 2013-2014, which coincides with the 
planned date for the next consideration of the world’s oceans and seas by the 
Commission on Sustainable Development and the twentieth anniversary of the entry 
into force of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea.  
 
 

(Signed) Achim Steiner 
United Nations Under-Secretary-General 

Executive Director, United Nations Environment Programme 

(Signed) Patricio Bernal 
Executive Secretary, Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission 

Assistant Director-General of the  
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
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  Letter dated 11 May 2009 from the United Nations Environment Programme 
addressed to the Secretary-General  
 

 Following the mandate contained in section XI of United Nations General 
Assembly resolution 60/30 that launched the start-up phase for a regular process for 
global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects, referred to as the “assessment of assessments”, the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO), as the invited lead agencies, are pleased to 
transmit to you the report on the assessment of assessments, to be submitted to the 
General Assembly at its sixty-fourth session for its consideration under the agenda 
item “Oceans and the law of the sea” (see annex). The report will also serve as a 
basis for discussions by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, convened by the 
Assembly in paragraph 157 of its resolution 63/111 and to be held in New York from 
31 August to 4 September 2009, to recommend to the Assembly at its sixty-fourth 
session a course of action regarding a regular process.  

 The report, in United Nations General Assembly format, contains a report on 
the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the assessment of assessments Ad Hoc 
Steering Group and the findings of the assessment of assessments, including options 
and a framework for a regular process. The information is derived from the full 
assessment of assessments report, which includes the annexes containing the 
regional and supra-regional summaries as well as the summary for decision makers 
report. These reports are available as final pre-release versions (currently 
undergoing copy-editing) on the assessment of assessments website 
(www.unga-regular-process.org) under the “assessment of assessments report” 
section. The published designed versions (in electronic and print format) will be 
available by mid-August 2009. 

  Background 
 

 In 2002, the World Summit on Sustainable Development, held in 
Johannesburg, South Africa, recommended action to establish a regular process 
under the United Nations for global reporting and assessment of the state of the 
marine environment, including socio-economic aspects (the “regular process”). 
After endorsement by the United Nations General Assembly and examination of the 
idea by two international workshops, the Assembly, in its resolution 60/30, put in 
place arrangements for a start-up phase of the regular process, referred to as the 
“assessment of assessments”. More information can be found on the assessment of 
assessments website. 

 The mandate for the assessment of assessments is that it should: 

 (a) Assemble information on marine assessments relevant to a global regular 
process, such as those carried out under the purview of United Nations agencies, 
global treaty organizations, regional organizations, national Governments and other 
relevant organizations, where appropriate;  

 (b) Undertake a critical appraisal of the assessments in order to evaluate 
their scientific credibility, policy relevance, legitimacy and usefulness. The 
appraisal should, in particular, identify: 

 (i) Best practices and approaches (including assessment methodologies); 
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 (ii) Thematic and geographic assessment gaps and needs;  

 (iii) Uncertainties in scientific knowledge, data gaps and research needs;  

 (iv) Networking and capacity-building needs in developing countries and 
countries with economies in transition; 

 (v) A framework and options to build the regular process, including potential 
costs, based upon current relevant assessment processes and practices. 

 The arrangements under the assessment of assessments process provided for an 
Ad Hoc Steering Group, consisting of representatives of States Members of the 
United Nations (selected on a balanced regional basis) to oversee the process, a 
group of regionally represented experts to conduct the assessment and two United 
Nations specialized bodies (UNEP and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission of UNESCO) to provide secretariat support.  

 The Group of Experts has been working since March 2007 on the assessment 
of assessments report. It has now completed the report, which followed a peer 
review process in accordance with what the Group considers to be best practice. The 
report has been reviewed by 34 recognized experts in relevant fields, 
15 international institutions and 29 Governments. More than 1,200 comments were 
received, which were all considered and addressed by the authors. 

 The assessment of assessments report was finalized and signed at the fifth 
meeting of the Group of Experts, held in Geneva from 19 to 21 March 2009. At the 
fourth and last meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, held in Paris from 15 to 
17 April 2009, it was decided that the attached report (see annex) would be 
transmitted to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, through the United 
Nations/Office of Legal Affairs/Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, 
to serve as a basis for discussions by the United Nations General Assembly Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole, to be convened in New York from 31 August to 
4 September 2009. 
 
 

(Signed) Patricio Bernal  
Executive Secretary, Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission 

Assistant Director-General of the  
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 

(Signed) Achim Steiner 
United Nations Under-Secretary-General 

Executive Director, United Nations Environment Programme 
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  Annex to the letter dated 11 May 2009 from the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization and the United Nations Environment 
Programme addressed to the Secretary-General 
 
 

  Report on the results of the assessment of assessments 
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  Part one: report of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Steering Group of the assessment of assessments 
 
 

  Report of the secretariat 
 
 
 

 Summary 
 The present report provides an account of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Steering Group for the assessment of assessments of the regular process for global 
reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects, held at the headquarters of the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization (UNESCO) in Paris from 15 to 17 April 2009. The meeting 
was convened pursuant to United Nations General Assembly resolution 60/30, 
section XI, by which the Assembly established the Ad Hoc Steering Group to oversee 
the assessment of assessments process and invited the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of 
UNESCO to jointly lead the process and, inter alia, to prepare a report on the results 
of the assessment of assessments for the Assembly. 

 The meeting was attended by members of the Ad Hoc Steering Group and 
representatives of the Group of Experts, including the Co-Chairmen of both groups. 
The meeting discussed the reports presented by the lead agencies on the fourth and 
fifth meetings of the Group of Experts held in London and Geneva, respectively, 
from 8 to 10 November 2008 and 19 to 21 March 2009. The secretariat reported on 
the peer review process, the editorial process for the assessment of assessments 
report and on the financial resources mobilized for the execution of the start-up 
phase of the regular process. Presentations on the assessment of assessments report 
were made by some members of the Group of Experts, led by their Co-Chairmen. 

 It was agreed that a final pre-release version of the assessment of assessments 
report, as prepared by the Group of Experts (English only), would be made available 
on the assessment of assessments website (www.unga-regular-process.org) and that 
the co-lead agencies would transmit to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
through the United Nations/Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, a 
report on the results of the assessment, including the report of the fourth meeting of 
the Ad Hoc Steering Group, to serve as a basis for discussions by the United Nations 
General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, which will be convened in 
New York from 31 August to 4 September 2009. The Working Group was established 
to recommend a course of action to the Assembly at its sixty-fourth session, based on 
the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the Steering Group. 
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 I. Welcome and opening 
 
 

  Item 1: Opening and organization of the meeting 
 

1. The fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group of the assessment of 
assessments of the regular process for global reporting and assessment of the state 
of the marine environment, including socio-economic aspects, was opened by 
Patricio Bernal, Executive Secretary of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (UNESCO) at 3 p.m. on Wednesday, 15 April 2009. Mr. Bernal 
welcomed members of the Steering Group and thanked them for their dedication and 
valuable contribution towards the process. Salif Diop, on behalf of the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), also made some remarks regarding the 
final stage of the assessment of assessments process. He emphasized the importance 
of the process, while highlighting the tight production schedule under which the 
secretariat would have to work. He thanked all members of the Group of Experts 
and members of the Steering Group for their dedication and hard work throughout 
the start-up phase of the regular process. 
 
 

 II.  Adoption of agenda (item 2) 
 
 

2. The draft agenda was adopted. 
 
 

 III. Attendance 
 
 

3. The meeting was attended by nine members of the Ad Hoc Steering Group 
from Australia, Iceland, the Islamic Republic of Iran, Japan, Mexico, Peru, the 
Russian Federation, Spain and Uganda, and five members of the Steering Group 
from United Nations bodies and related international organizations: the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO), the International Maritime Organization (IMO), the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission (IOC) of UNESCO, and UNEP. 
Apologies were received from the following States and international organizations 
members of the Steering Group: the Philippines, Trinidad and Tobago, and the 
International Seabed Authority. Observers at the meeting included United 
Nations/Office of Legal Affairs/Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, 
the United Nations/Department of Economic and Social Affairs and members of the 
assessment of assessments Group of Experts. The overall list of participants, 
including the members of the secretariat and observers present, is contained in 
appendix II to the present report.  
 
 

 IV. Substantive matters 
 
 

  Item 3: Considerations of the substantive items of the agenda 
 

4. The Co-Chairmen of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, 
Dr. Peter Harris of Australia, and Dr. Elva Escobar-Briones of Mexico, introduced 
the objectives of the meeting, reminded the group of the terms of reference of the 
Steering Group and described the process for submitting the assessment of 
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assessments report to the United Nations General Assembly, with reference to 
General Assembly resolution 63/111. Dr. Escobar-Briones invited the secretariat to 
present the reports of the fourth and fifth meetings of the Group of Experts of the 
assessment of assessments, including the process of the peer review, financial 
reporting on the execution of the assessment as well as the communications and 
outreach components of the assessment. 

  Item 4: Report from the lead agencies on the implementation of the assessment of 
assessments  
 

5. The members of the Ad Hoc Steering Group considered the substantive items 
on the agenda on the basis, inter alia, of their introduction by the secretariat. The 
Steering Group also set aside time for presentations made by the Group of Experts 
on the assessment of assessments report. The overall outcomes of the deliberations 
of the Steering Group are reflected in the decisions reached by consensus, as 
presented in appendix I to the present report. 
 

  Item 5: Presentation of the assessment of assessments report and discussion 
 

6. Representatives of the Group of Experts, led by their Co-Chairmen, presented 
the assessment of assessments report. The presentations, listed below, were followed 
by discussions with the Ad Hoc Steering Group, which were moderated by Professor 
Jacqueline McGlade, Co-Chairman of the Group of Experts: 

 (a) Presentation 1: Overall report structure, rationale and format, presented 
by Group of Experts Co-Chairman J. McGlade;  

 (b) Presentation 2: Background/introduction to the assessment of 
assessments report (chapter 1), Definitions and analytical framework, including a 
map of assessment of assessments regions (chapter 2), presented by Group of 
Experts member J. Rice;  

 (c) Presentation 3: Findings of the assessment of assessments (chapter 3), 
presented by Group of Experts member A. Rosenberg;  

 (d) Presentation 4: Best practices (chapter 4), presented by Group of Experts 
member J. Jaeger;  

 (e) Presentation 5: Framework and options (chapter 5), presented by Group 
of Experts members L. Kimball and A. Simcock. 

There was unanimous recognition by the members of the Ad Hoc Steering Group of 
the quality of the presentations and, in particular, of the assessment of assessments 
report itself. The Steering Group engaged in a direct and open exchange of views 
with the representatives of the Group of Experts. The conclusions of the session are 
reflected under item 6 below. 
 

  Item 6: Formulation of conclusions and preparation of the Ad Hoc Steering 
Group report 

 

7. In light of the dialogue between the members of the assessment of assessments 
Ad Hoc Steering Group and the members of the assessment of assessments Group of 
Experts, the Steering Group formulated the following conclusions to be included in 
the present report. It also formulated a set of decisions which are contained in 
appendix I to the present report.  
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  Conclusions of the discussions on the assessment of assessments report 
 

8. The Ad Hoc Steering Group notes with appreciation that:  

 (a) The regions defined in annex I to the assessment of assessments report 
and shown in the map in chapter 2 of that report were used solely for the purpose of 
organizing the review of existing assessments. The regions are not intended to be 
prescriptive with regard to regional analyses for future work of the regular process. 
The conclusions of the Group of Experts are to be based upon the creation of 
appropriate mechanisms which involve existing regional organizations and bodies in 
the work of the regular process, without necessarily defining any specific regions, 
since the emphasis must be upon bringing together information transcending the 
many existing defined regions; 

 (b) There are major variations in the information available about the oceans 
in different parts of the world as well as regional variations in the capacity to 
collect, analyse and interpret information. The proposed development, in the first 
cycle of the regular process, of an integrated assessment of the world’s oceans and 
seas will inevitably reflect the limitations imposed by these variations. The 
proposals developed in the report of the Group of Experts do not explicitly include 
immediate action to collect new information to remedy those limitations, since an 
assessment is aimed at presenting the available information in a form which is 
useful to decision makers; 

 (c) Integrated assessments are likely to motivate substantial data collection 
efforts by Governments, intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations and 
industry to improve the data basis of future assessments. However, it is recognized 
that in some ocean regions the conduct of assessments is limited by the lack of 
capacity in some nations to collect, analyse and interpret scientific, social and 
economic information. Therefore, in order for a fully integrated global assessment 
to be possible, the creation and/or enhancement of capacity to conduct assessments 
in some regions of the oceans will be an essential prerequisite to the full realization 
of the regular process; 

 (d) The proposals of the Group of Experts concern the management of the 
scientific assessment process and are not proposals on policymaking for ocean 
governance. The aim of the regular process is to support existing governance 
mechanisms by providing information which is relevant to policymaking, not 
prescriptive of what policies should be adopted. The proposals for the organization 
and work of the regular process emphasize the role of the management and review 
body (which should constitute a substantial majority of representatives from 
Member States) to guide and oversee the individual assessments under the process. 
The management and review body would also comment upon the final products and 
draw to the attention of all States Members of the United Nations (and through the 
United Nations, to the appropriate governance bodies), their findings; 

 (e) The scale of the regular process is intended to be at the global level, 
covering issues relevant to all, or large parts, of the world’s oceans and seas. It is 
intended to build upon existing and future work at the regional level, not to supplant 
or replace such work. Since the General Assembly has endorsed a global marine 
assessment process, the resources needed are substantial and will require a major 
commitment from States and intergovernmental organizations. Given the importance 
of ocean ecosystems and resources to all aspects of sustainability, such a 
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commitment is not only appropriate but also urgently needed to integrate and build 
on the existing work at the national and regional levels; 

 (f) The proposals for institutional arrangements of the regular process, as 
contained in the assessment of assessments report, relate to (i) the relationship of the 
process to the United Nations, (ii) the establishment of a management and review 
body for the process, (iii) a panel of experts and an additional pool of experts for the 
process, (iv) a secretariat for the process, and (v) focal points within Governments, 
international organizations, the private sector and civil society organizations to 
facilitate interaction and collaboration with the process. These arrangements attempt 
to reflect all aspects of the balance of interests in the world’s oceans and seas while 
maintaining the principle that the main focus of the work must be a scientific 
assessment of the available information; 

 (g) The synthesis of knowledge for marine assessments will require the 
development of some new methodologies, but these will draw on models and tools 
in other disciplines, both in the marine area and, for example, in the climate change 
area. In the future, in order to integrate assessments that occur at different spatial 
scales (from national to regional to supra-regional/global, or vice-versa) or different 
temporal scales, existing methods will have to be adapted; 

 (h) A production schedule to release the edited, electronic and printed 
versions of the full report has been developed by the secretariat. The published 
report will be available in August 2009. Meanwhile, the Ad Hoc Steering Group 
agreed by consensus on a procedure for the secretariat to make available to 
Governments a pre-release electronic version of the assessment of assessments 
report, as soon as possible, for the purpose of facilitating early discussions within 
and among Members States (available at www.unga-regular-process.org); 

 (i) Outreach activities will be facilitated by the international agencies that 
will play a major role in the dissemination of the report through their website, press 
releases and links to the report and related activities; 

 (j) The peer review process was well documented. Numerous comments 
were received, which were all reviewed and addressed by the members of the Group 
of Experts. The vast majority of comments recognized the quality and completeness 
of the report, while providing valuable additional details and modifications.  
 

  Item 7: Discussions on outreach products (including publication)  
 

9. The secretariat presented a plan for widely disseminating the results of the 
assessment of assessments, including the organization of side events/presentations at 
targeted international forums. The members of the Ad Hoc Steering Group were 
informed about the ongoing publication process of the assessment of assessments 
report. Other products aimed at publicizing the report were also discussed, including 
a brochure on the conclusions of the report.  
 

  Item 8: Adoption of the Ad Hoc Steering Group meeting report 
 

10. The Ad Hoc Steering Group considered and adopted its final report containing 
the conclusions mentioned in the section above under item 6 as well as the decisions 
contained in appendix I below. 
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 V. Closure of meeting (item 9) 
 
 

11. The meeting was closed at 1.30 p.m. on 17 April 2009, by the Co-Chairmen of 
the Ad Hoc Steering Group. They thanked all the members of the Ad Hoc Steering 
Group, the Group of Experts and the secretariat for their exceptional cooperation 
and contributions, which has resulted in the successful outcome of not only the 
fourth meeting of the Steering Group, but also of the start-up phase (the “assessment 
of assessments”) towards a regular process for global reporting and assessment of 
the state of the marine environment, including socio-economic aspects. 
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Appendix I 
 

  Decisions of the assessment of assessments Ad Hoc  
Steering Group 
 
 

   The Ad Hoc Steering Group of the assessment of assessments, 
 

 1. Recognizing United Nations General Assembly resolution 60/30, which 
established the institutional framework for the assessment of assessments, and its 
paragraphs 93 and 94, pertaining to the functions of the Ad Hoc Steering Group and 
the activities to be carried out by the lead agencies; 

 2. Reiterating the importance of establishing the regular process for global 
reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, including socio-
economic aspects (“the regular process”); 

 3. Recognizing United Nations General Assembly resolution 61/222, 
paragraph 115, urging the Ad Hoc Steering Group to complete the assessment of 
assessments within two years, as provided for in resolution 60/30; 

 4. Also recognizing United Nations General Assembly resolution 62/215, 
paragraph 128, on the overall working approach, the outline for the assessment of 
assessments report and the timeline and workplan for the assessment of assessments, 
proposed by the Group of Experts established pursuant to resolution 60/30, at the 
first meeting, held in Paris from 28 to 30 March 2007, and endorsed by the Ad Hoc 
Steering Group at its second meeting, held in New York in June 2007; 

 5. Further recognizing resolution 62/215, paragraph 129, and welcoming 
with appreciation the support of the United Nations Environment Programme and 
the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization for providing secretariat services 
to the Ad Hoc Steering Group and establishing the Group of Experts, as approved by 
the Ad Hoc Steering Group at its second meeting; 

 6. Taking note of United Nations General Assembly resolution 63/111, 
paragraph 157, deciding to establish an Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to 
recommend a course of action to the General Assembly at its sixty-fourth session 
based on the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, held in 
Paris in April 2009; 

 7. Welcomes the report of the fourth and fifth meetings of the Group of 
Experts, held, respectively, at the International Maritime Organization in London 
from 4 to 6 November 2008, and the World Meteorological Organization in Geneva 
from 19 to 21 March 2009, and notes with appreciation the work carried out by the 
Group of Experts in producing the final assessment of assessments report and the 
summary for decision makers report in accordance with paragraph 6 of the decisions 
adopted by the Ad Hoc Steering Group at its first meeting, held in New York in June 
2006; 

 8. Notes with satisfaction that an open-ended midterm review of the work 
and progress of the assessment of assessments start-up phase was conducted in June 
2008 and provided all States Members of the United Nations, with an opportunity to 
comment on and contribute to the development of the ongoing work carried out in 
accordance with resolution 60/30; 



A/64/88  
 

09-36724 14 
 

 9. Recognizes that an open, transparent and fully comprehensive peer-
review of the assessment of assessments report has been undertaken based on the 
guidance provided by the Ad Hoc Steering Group at its first meeting, and expresses 
appreciation that the process has been fully documented; 

 10. Welcomes the report on the assessment of assessments, its annexes and 
the summary for decision makers, as presented by the Group of Experts and the lead 
agencies, and concludes that the report represents a sound basis for the Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole to recommend a course of action to the General 
Assembly at its sixty-fourth session; 

 11. Recognizes that the map of regions appearing in the report was designed 
for the sole use of the assessment of assessments report; 

 12. Notes with appreciation the view of the Group of Experts that existing 
national, regional and global assessments provide an important basis for the regular 
process and make it feasible, despite gaps and regional variability, to produce more 
integrated assessments of the global marine environment, and stresses the need for 
greater integration of assessment efforts to address information gaps and for 
enhanced capacity-building to accompany the regular process; 

 13. Expresses its full appreciation to all the members of the assessment of 
assessments Group of Experts, including contributing authors and experts, and 
commends them on the quality of their work; 

 14. Requests the lead agencies to submit a report on the results of the 
assessment of assessments to the Secretary-General of the United Nations for 
transmission to the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole and to the General 
Assembly at its sixty-fourth session, as appropriate, and in accordance with 
resolutions 60/30 and 63/111;  

 15. Also requests the lead agencies to make the full pre-release version of the 
assessment of assessments report (including annexes, regional and supra-regional 
summaries and the summary for decision makers report) available on the assessment 
of assessments website and to proceed with the publication of the report, if possible 
by June 2009;  

 16. Expresses its appreciation to the relevant United Nations bodies, 
organizations and programmes and related international organizations for their 
active contribution to the activities of the assessment of assessments, and invites 
them to contribute to the broad dissemination of the published assessment of 
assessments report, including its related products, to their relevant constituencies; 

 17. Expresses its firm conviction that the process leading to the completion 
of the assessment of assessments has been implemented in accordance with the 
relevant provisions of the report of the Second International Workshop on the 
regular process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic aspects (A/60/91), resolutions 60/30, 61/222 
and 63/111, as well as with the guidance provided by the Ad Hoc Steering Group; 

 18. Takes note of the financial report on the execution of the assessment of 
assessments, and expresses its appreciation for the financial contributions made by 
Australia, Belgium, Canada, Iceland, the Netherlands, Norway, the Republic of 
Korea, Sweden, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the 
United States of America for the implementation of the assessment of assessments, 
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as well as national bodies that have provided expert time to the Group of Experts, 
and for the in kind contributions made by the lead agencies, and commends all those 
involved for their commitment to realize fully the mandate of the assessment of 
assessments despite the shortfall in resources; 

 19. Encourages Member States to fully participate in the Ad Hoc Working 
Group of the Whole and, whenever possible, to consider nominating delegates with 
expertise in marine assessments as well as decision makers that utilize marine 
assessment products;  

 20. Requests that lead agencies provide information on the results of the 
assessment of assessments to the Informal Consultative Process at its tenth session, 
as appropriate; 

 21. Also requests that lead agencies make themselves available to assist with 
the organization of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, as appropriate. 
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Appendix II 
 

  List of participants in the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Steering Group of the assessment of assessments 
 
 

  Members of the Ad Hoc Steering Group 
 

Australia 

Dr. Peter HARRIS 
Research Group Leader 
Coastal Marine Environment, Geoscience  
 

Iceland 

Mr. Jon Erlingur JONASSON 
Minister Councillor 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
 

Islamic Republic of Iran 

Dr. Seyed Mohammad NABAVI 
Deputy Head of Marine Environment 
Department of the Environment 
 

Japan 

Professor Hideaki NAKATA 
Professor 
Faculty of Fisheries, Nagasaki University 

Mr. Yoichiro ISHIBASHI 
Sub-Leader, Environmental Risk Assessment Unit 
 

Mexico 

Dr. Elva ESCOBAR-BRIONES  
Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México 
Instituto de Ciencias del Mar y Limnología 
Unidad Académica Sistemas Oceánicos y Costeros, Laboratorio de Biodiversidad, 
Microecología 
 

Peru 

Dr. Ulises MUNAYLLA  
Adviser of the Steering Council Marine Research Institute 
 

Russian Federation 

Dr. Alexander KORSHENKO  
Head Marine Pollution Monitoring Laboratory 
State Oceanographic Institute 
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Spain 

Mr. José FUMEGA  
Senior Researcher 
Spanish Oceanographic Institute, Ministry of Science and Innovation 
Centro Oceanografico de Vigo 
 

Uganda 

Mr. Joshua T. TUHUMWIRE  
Commissioner 
Department of Geological Survey and Mines 
 

  United Nations organizations 
 

International Maritime Organization  

Mr. René COENEN 
Head Office for the London Convention and Protocol 
 

World Meteorological Organization 

Mr. Edgard CABRERA 
Chief, Ocean Affairs Division, Applications Programme Department 
 

  United Nations Environment Programme  
 

  Mr. Salif DIOP 
Chief, Water Unit and Senior Environmental Affairs Officer 
Division of Early Warning & Assessment   
 

 

  Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 
 

Mr. Jorge CSIRKE 
Director, Fisheries and Aquaculture Management Division 

 

  Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission/United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization  
 

Mr. Patricio BERNAL 
Assistant Director-General of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization 
Executive Secretary, Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission 
 

  Observers 
 

  Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea  
 

  Ms. Alice HICUBURUNDI 
Law of the Sea/Ocean Affairs Officer 
Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea 
Office of Legal Affairs 
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United Nations/Department of Economic and Social Affairs 

Ms. Kathleen ABDALLA 
Emerging Issues Branch 
Division of Sustainable Development  
 

Members of the Group of Experts  

Professor Jacqueline McGLADE, Co-Chairman 
Executive Director 
European Environment Agency 

Dr. Jill JAEGER 
Sustainable Europe Research Institute 

Dr. Jake RICE 
Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

Mr. Alan SIMCOCK 
Policy Consultant  

Dr. Kwame KORANTENG, Co-Chairman 
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

Ms. Lee KIMBALL 
Independent 

Dr. Andrew ROSENBERG 
University of New Hampshire 
College of Life Sciences and Agriculture 
 

  Secretariat  
 

Ms. Jacqueline ALDER 
Director, Marine and Coastal Branch,  
United Nations Environment Programme 

Ms. Neeyati PATEL 
Programme Officer, Environmental Assessments 
Division of Early Warning and Assessment 
United Nations Environment Programme 

Mr. Rick BOELENS 
Editor  

Mr. Luis VALDES 
Head, Ocean Science Section 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission/United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization 

Mr. Julian BARBIERE 
Programme Specialist 
Ocean Science Section 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission/United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization 
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Ms. Carmen MORALES CASELLES 
Consultant, Ocean Science Section 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission/United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization 
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  Part two: The assessment of assessments report: findings of 
the Group of Experts (pursuant to United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 60/30) 
 
 
 

 Summary 
 The present report is a summary of the full assessment of assessments report. It 
combines the summary for decision makers and chapter 5 of that report. The 
pre-release version of the full assessment of assessments report, including its 
annexes and the summary for decision makers, is available at www.unga-regular-
process.org (see assessment of assessments report section). The published version 
will be available in August 2009. 

 
 
 
 

 I. Structure of the full assessment of assessments report 
 
 
 

  Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
 

1. Chapter 1 first reviews the origins and mandate of the assessment of 
assessments and places its work in the context of major findings about the state of 
the oceans, highlighting the need for urgent and coordinated responses, and briefly 
explaining the ocean governance system within which this process would function. 
It goes on to introduce how a regular process could help decision makers find sound 
solutions to the oceans’ problems. Finally, there is an overview of the content of the 
report and the linkages between the different chapters. 
 
 

  Chapter 2: Definitions and analytical framework  
 
 

2. Chapter 2 presents the framework used by the Group of Experts in its work. 
The first part of the chapter describes the analytical framework used in chapters 
3 and 4. The framework evaluates how assessments come to be considered relevant, 
legitimate and credible, which are the three conditions considered necessary for an 
assessment to have influence. This is followed by a broad definition of assessment 
and a summary of the diverse types of assessments that have been examined, as 
categorized in the assessment of assessments report. The remaining portion of the 
chapter defines terms that are used in specific ways in the report. The emphasis is on 
providing consistent terminology for different types of assessments and consistent 
use of geographical terms. 
 
 

  Chapter 3: Review of existing assessments and findings 
 
 

3. Chapter 3 provides an overview of existing marine assessments and 
summarizes the main findings of the Group of Experts review, in relation to both 
assessment product and assessment process. The assessments have been examined at 
three different levels: individual, regional and global, and supra-regional 
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assessments. Summaries of the regional and global/supra-regional assessments are 
found in the annexes to the full report. Information about individual assessments is 
included in the Global and Regional Assessments of the Marine Environment 
Database (GRAMED) described in box 3.1. Chapter 3 considers strengths, gaps and 
needs within each region and at larger scales. In particular, it aims to clarify existing 
capacity and technical approaches for assessments and the range of processes 
currently used to plan and deliver assessments. It examines the various data types 
and methods used in assessments and describes the most common features of 
existing assessment processes. A final section summarizes capabilities for assessing 
ecological and multisectoral interactions and broad-scale patterns within and across 
regions.  
 
 

  Chapter 4: Best practices 
 
 

4. Chapter 4 presents a normative analysis of assessment best practices. It 
identifies three basic elements of an assessment process: principles for the 
establishment and operation of the process as a whole; design features for an 
influential assessment; and institutional arrangements for organizing an assessment. 
For 11 design features, it identifies best practices. For the twelfth design feature, 
institutional arrangements, three issues of particular significance are highlighted: the 
boundary between science and policy; stakeholder involvement; and linkage of 
existing assessment processes. (Institutional arrangements for a number of existing 
assessment processes are summarized in annex II to the assessment of assessments 
report.) The purpose of chapter 4 is to provide guidance for the establishment and 
operation of the regular process. The chapter builds on the analysis and findings of 
chapter 3 and uses the analytical framework set out in chapter 2. 
 
 

  Chapter 5: The way forward — framework and options for the 
regular process 
 
 

5. Chapter 5 builds on the previous chapters to present a possible way forward 
for the regular process. It considers what the process can deliver and relates the 
content of a possible first cycle of the process to forthcoming milestones relevant 
for oceans policy. It sets out a framework for the process consisting of: 

 (a) An overall objective; 

 (b) A description of the overall scope within which regular process 
assessments will be designed; 

 (c)  A set of principles to guide the establishment and operation of the regular 
process; 

 (d) Best practice to be followed in designing and implementing key features 
of the regular process and applying the principles.  

6. Potential products from a first cycle are considered in relation to four 
fundamental building blocks: capacity-building; improving knowledge and methods 
of analysis; enhancing networks among existing assessment processes and 
international monitoring and research programmes; and creating communications 
tools and strategies for the products of the regular process.  
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7. The next section of chapter 5 considers six institutional aspects of the regular 
process, together with options:  

 (a) The relationship of the regular process to the United Nations; 

 (b) The establishment of a management and review body for the regular 
process;  

 (c) A panel of experts for the regular process;  

 (d) An additional pool of experts for the regular process to draw upon;  

 (e) A secretariat for the regular process;  

 (f) Focal points within Governments, international organizations (global and 
regional), the private sector and civil society organizations to facilitate interaction 
and collaboration with the regular process.  

8. A final section addresses options for financing the regular process, followed by 
an appendix which further develops how to implement the first cycle and provides 
an overall indication of the levels of financing that might be needed.  

9. The supporting annexes in the assessment of assessments report are as follows: 

 (a) Annex I: table of the regions used in the assessment of assessments; 

 (b) Annex II: institutional arrangements for selected assessment processes; 

 (c) Annex III: profile and criteria for the selection of experts for the 
assessment of assessments; 

 (d) Annex IV: regional summaries; 

 (e) Annex V: supra-regional summaries; 

 (f) Annex VI: template used for individual assessments; 

 (g) Annex VII: template used for regional summary of assessments. 
 
 

 II. Introduction 
 
 

10. In 2002, in its Johannesburg Plan of Implementation, the World Summit on 
Sustainable Development supported actions at all levels to “establish by 2004 a 
regular process under the United Nations for global reporting and assessment of the 
state of the marine environment, including socio-economic aspects, both current and 
foreseeable, building on existing regional assessments”. This was endorsed later in 
2002 by the United Nations General Assembly in its resolution 57/141.  

11. In 2005, the General Assembly launched the assessment of assessments as a 
preparatory stage towards the establishment of the regular process. In its resolution 
60/30, the Assembly established an Ad Hoc Steering Group to oversee the execution 
of the assessment of assessments and a Group of Experts to undertake the actual 
work. It invited the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) to serve as lead agencies for the 
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assessment of assessments process1 to provide secretariat services and coordinate 
the work. 

12. In 2006, the General Assembly, in its resolution 61/222, in the context of 
ecosystem approaches to the oceans, noted that the continued environmental 
degradation in many parts of the world and increasing competing demands required 
an urgent response and the setting of priorities for management interventions aimed 
at conserving ecosystem integrity. It drew attention to consensus that ecosystem 
approaches to ocean management should be focused on managing human activities 
in order to maintain and, where needed, to restore ecosystem health in order to 
sustain goods and environmental services, provide social and economic benefits for 
food security, sustain livelihoods in support of international development goals and 
conserve marine biodiversity.  

13. Opportunities to demonstrate concrete achievements through the regular 
process include:  

 (a) Year 2010, the World Summit on Sustainable Development target 
encouraging application of the ecosystem approach to ensure sustainable 
development of the oceans; 

 (b) Year 2012, 10 years since the World Summit on Sustainable 
Development recommended setting up the regular process;  

 (c) Year 2014, the twentieth anniversary of the entry into force of the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea; 

 (d) Year 2014, when the Commission on Sustainable Development is 
expected to reconsider oceans. 
 
 

 III. Rationale for the regular process 
 
 

14. Human beings depend upon healthy oceans and well-functioning marine 
ecosystems for such goods as food, medicine and energy, and to protect their 
communities from severe storms. The oceans sustain major industries, such as 
fisheries, petroleum, shipping and tourism. They are vital for the Earth’s life support 
processes — they play an essential role in global climate, the water cycle and the 
circulation of nutrients, and in delivering oxygen to the air and absorbing carbon 
dioxide, and they create the habitat needed by marine species to survive. Culturally, 
marine life and landscapes have great spiritual, aesthetic and recreational values.  

15. As 71 per cent of the Earth’s surface is covered by the oceans, they have long 
seemed immense, inexhaustible and impervious to human influence — an enormous 
reservoir to be exploited and utilized. Currently, there are many signs that marine 
ecosystems are experiencing unprecedented environmental change, driven by human 
activities. Pressures from fishing, pollution from land-based and sea-based sources, 
marine debris, the loss and degradation of valuable habitat and invasions by 
non-native species are growing worldwide. Each of these pressures may affect 
marine species, water quality or habitat, directly and indirectly. The cumulative and 
interactive effects of different natural and human-induced pressures over time can 
seriously disrupt whole ecosystems and the goods and services they provide.  

__________________ 

 1  See www.unga-regular-process.org. 
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16. Marine monitoring and research are the basic tools for understanding what is 
happening in the oceans, why and the extent to which response measures have been 
effective. Assessment assembles this knowledge in a form useful for decision-
making. It can tease out the relative significance of different ocean problems and 
their causes, in environmental, social and economic terms, and it can analyse 
response measures showing what has worked and the likely consequences of various 
options for future action. Regular assessment is an integral part of adaptive 
management that can respond to changing conditions. 

17. Currently, there is no systematic effort to keep under continuing review the 
state of the world’s oceans or the sustainability of how human beings use and 
manage them. Without baselines and reference points, it is impossible to place 
current status and recent trends into historical contexts. There is limited ability to 
detect or predict indirect and cumulative effects, some of which may only become 
apparent after long time lags. In all regions, more integrated, ecosystem-based 
approaches are needed in order to assess how to sustain ecosystem goods and 
services and their social and economic benefits and how to avoid the risks of change 
for human well-being. 

18. It is essential to build on, guide and strengthen existing marine assessments in 
order to advance a more coherent global system that clarifies and recognizes 
linkages — within ecosystems, between regions and in relation to how land-based 
and riverborne inputs and climate change affect the state of the marine environment — 
in order to provide an overview of the state of the marine environment and its 
interaction with the world economy and human society. In many regions there is a 
need to strengthen capacity for utilizing data and information, and to expand data 
collection and analysis in key areas necessary for informed decision-making. 
Preserving and building on knowledge from one assessment to the next is vital.  

19. There is no global forum to define assessment needs and consider findings 
regularly so that ocean pressures and linkages are tackled in an effective, integrated 
and timely manner, or to provide guidance on the appropriate levels and 
mechanisms for decision-making within the complex system of ocean governance. A 
regular global marine assessment process is a means of structuring existing 
information from different disciplines to enable new patterns and new understanding 
to emerge. It can stimulate further development of the information base, improve 
knowledge and methods of analysis, facilitate priority-setting at different levels and, 
by linking potential solutions to identified problems, can develop better guidance 
for policymakers in a variety of sectors and fields. This will better serve progress 
not only towards achieving the goals for sustainable ocean management set out in 
the Johannesburg Plan of Implementation but also towards achieving the 
Millennium Development Goals adopted by the United Nations General Assembly.  

20. For marine assessments to have influence, the processes which produce them 
must be perceived as relevant, legitimate and credible (see box 2). This will require 
careful attention to ensure that the regular process is designed and operated in 
accordance with certain principles and best practice. In addition, collaboration 
among Governments, international institutions and other stakeholders will be 
essential for the establishment and operation of the regular process.  
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 IV. Mandate of the assessment of assessments 
 
 

21. The mandate given the assessment of assessments2 was to: 

 (a) Assemble information about marine assessments relevant to the regular 
process (see chapter 3 and annexes IV and V to the assessment of assessments 
report); 

 (b) Undertake a critical appraisal of the assessments in order to evaluate 
their scientific credibility, policy relevance, legitimacy and usefulness. The 
appraisal should, in particular, identify:  

 (i) Best practices and approaches (including assessment methodologies); 

 (ii) Thematic and geographic assessment gaps and needs;  

 (iii) Uncertainties in scientific knowledge, data gaps and research needs;  

 (iv) Networking and capacity-building needs in developing countries and 
countries with economies in transition (see chapter 2 for the analytical 
framework, chapter 3 for the evaluation of gaps and needs, and chapter 4 for 
the best practices); 

 (c) Identify a framework and options to build the regular process, including 
potential costs, based upon current relevant assessment processes and practices (see 
chapter 5). 
 
 

 V. Findings of the assessment of assessments  
 
 

 A. Review of existing assessments and findings   
 
 

22. Chapter 3 of the assessment of assessments report summarizes and analyses 
what was found in examining existing assessments in order to inventory candidate 
building blocks for the regular process and the gaps that need to be filled. It treats 
assessment products and processes separately. The relatively consistent information 
in the individual and regional templates, supplemented by the experts’ judgement, 
allowed a systematic tabulation of assessment products across the assessment 
regions (see box 1). Tables 3.1a and 3.1b in the assessment of assessments report 
give an indication on the one hand of the coverage of ecosystem properties (water 
quality, living marine resources, habitat, lower trophic levels, protected species, 
social and economic conditions) and, on the other, of factors that affect the 
influence of the regional assessments (use of reference points and indicators, 
analysis of policy alternatives, degree of integration, assessment capacity). The 
assessments covered in the supra-regional summaries are more variable. A less 
systematic tabulation of some of these indicates their thematic/sectoral coverage, 
regularity, degree of integration, analysis of policy alternatives and coverage of 
social and economic conditions (see table 3.2 in the report).  

23. Assessment processes vary widely among institutions and themes, both within 
regions and at the supra-regional level. Moreover, few were found to be documented 
thoroughly and the terminology used for documenting assessment practices is much 

__________________ 

 2  More detailed information on the background and mandate of the assessment of assessments is 
available at www.un.org/depts/los and www.unga-regular-process.org. 
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less systematic than that used for documenting data and analytical methods. For a 
number of well-established processes, supplementary information was acquired 
from official websites and through members of the Group of Experts. Because it was 
not possible to generalize systematically, the findings about assessment processes 
are primarily descriptive. They are valuable in pointing towards what is needed if 
assessment processes are to be influential (see box 2). 
 

 

Box 1 
Method of the assessment of assessments 

 The Group of Experts established by the lead agencies and 
approved by the Ad Hoc Steering Group began work in 2006. It agreed 
on a strategy for examining existing assessments to identify coverage and 
gaps in data, information and assessments, both thematic and geographic, 
to examine the capacity to undertake marine assessments and the 
processes used, and to consider how existing assessments could 
contribute to the regular process. The Group:  

 (a) Identified 21 regions solely for the purposes of the report, in 
order to review assessments at the regional level. (A schematic map of 
the regions can be found at the beginning of the assessment of 
assessments report, while a more detailed chart of regional institutions 
and processes is found in annex I to the report.); 

 (b) Examined a range of individual assessments within each 
assessment of assessments region and produced an overview of 
assessment practices and products, together with regional summaries. 
(The summaries are found in annex IV to the assessment of assessments 
report; the individual and regional templates used for the examination are 
available in annexes VI and VII to the report.); 

 (c) Developed an additional series of “supra-regional” summaries 
for larger-scale assessments, focusing on a particular theme, sector or 
assessment process. (These summaries can be found in annex V to the 
assessment of assessments report.) They include, for example, open 
ocean pollution, fisheries, invasive alien species and marine biodiversity, 
as well as assessment processes, such as the large marine ecosystem 
assessments of the Global Environment Facility’s International Waters 
Programme, the Global International Waters Assessment, the Millennium 
Ecosystem Assessment, the UNEP Global Environment Outlook and the 
work of the Joint Group of Experts on Scientific Aspects of Marine 
Environmental Protection (GESAMP).  

In order to preserve the information collected and examined through the 
assessment of assessments process, an online database has been created by 
the UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre, known as the Global and 
Regional Assessments of the Marine Environment Database (GRAMED). 
This provides access to an extensive collection of information on 
assessments, scientific research studies and data holdings of relevance to 
the marine and coastal environment on the national, regional and supra-
regional scales (http://www.unep-wcmc.org/GRAMED/). 
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  Summary of findings on assessment products 
 

  Findings regarding assessment coverage 
 

24. The Group of Experts found that across the globe: 

 (a) Assessments of living marine resources are generally the strongest, 
followed by extensive work in water quality assessments. All regions have at least 
some information on fishery status and trends, although full analytical assessments 
are only available in a few areas. Extensive assessments of species not exploited 
commercially are much less common and assessments of lower trophic levels, 
including primary productivity, are conducted primarily in the seas adjacent to the 
most developed countries. Although assessments of water quality are widespread, 
assessments of status and trends of physical and geochemical oceanographic 
conditions are uncommon except in the North Atlantic and the North Pacific; 

 (b) The characterization of habitat and impacts on them is less well 
developed and has tended to focus on specialized and high-risk environments, such 
as coral reefs, seagrasses, mangroves, marshes and estuaries. The methodology and 
framework for habitat assessments are less well developed than for living marine 
resources and water quality. As habitat is the property that inherently integrates 
many ecosystem features, strengthening these assessments is essential; 

 (c) Assessments of protected species (e.g., sea turtles, seabirds) are more 
extensive in the developed world, while limited elsewhere, and there are serious 
data deficiencies; 

 (d) Assessment of economic and social conditions is quite poor, even in 
those regions where extensive information is available on status and trends in the 
marine environment. Where data are available, they are seldom integrated in 
environmental assessments other than in a very general manner (population density, 
for example); 

 (e) Assessment coverage in areas beyond national jurisdiction, both 
thematically and sectorally, is particularly weak. Although there are several major 
international research programmes covering extensive open ocean and deep sea 
areas, data remain sparse. Consequently, models and analyses are commonly 
dominated by information from coastal areas or within exclusive economic zones, 
even when results are interpreted much more widely. 
 

  Findings regarding the integration of assessments  
 

25. Although regional assessments often integrate results across the different 
sectors of human activity that cause pollution, other types of integration are rare. 
Assessments that integrate results across ecosystem components may exist within a 
given sector (e.g., ecosystem approach to fisheries), but even if there are strong 
fisheries assessments in some regions, they frequently have no linkage to other 
assessments covering habitat, water quality or other ecosystem features. As for 
economic and social aspects, at best institutions with regulatory authority may 
request assessments that combine the economic and social status of the activities 
they regulate and the state of the marine resources necessary for the activity 
(e.g., the state of the fishing industry and of the targeted stocks). Moreover, the 
interdisciplinary methodology for integrated assessment is not well developed.  
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Box 2 
Analytical framework of the assessment of assessments 

 Chapter 2 of the assessment of assessments report sets out the 
analytical framework developed by the Group of Experts and used to 
examine existing assessments and identify best practices. It:  

 (a) Utilizes a broad definition of assessment (“assessments are 
formal efforts to assemble selected knowledge with a view to making it 
publicly available in a form intended to be useful for decision-making”) 
so that a wide variety of potential building blocks for the regular process 
could be examined; 

 (b) Considers assessments as both product and process. The 
product includes the expert reports and the underlying data and 
information used in the analysis, and can have value as an authoritative 
presentation of expert findings. The process includes the institutional 
arrangements (composition, mandate, procedures) established to govern, 
guide and conduct assessments. It agrees on the modalities, methods and 
procedures that make products influential; 

 (c) Explains the criteria of relevance, legitimacy and credibility, 
as these attributes have been identified as central to an assessment’s 
influence and used in identifying best practices. All three must be 
achieved to some extent, but there are trade-offs among them and balance 
must be achieved: 

 (i) Relevance of product is enhanced if the approach and findings 
are closely related to the needs of decision-making processes and 
help decision makers set priorities. The process can enhance 
relevance if it identifies key target audiences and ensures effective 
consultation and communication between them and the experts 
throughout the assessment process, strengthens the capacity of both 
experts and decision makers to interact productively and expands 
the informed audience(s); 

 (ii) Legitimacy rests on perceptions of balance and fairness in the 
way products reflect the contributions and concerns of all interested 
stakeholders, and in the way the process provides for this, including 
requirements for transparency and availability of data, and 
information and efforts to strengthen the capacity of all interested 
groups to contribute;  

 (iii) Credibility is based on the validity of information, methods 
and procedures. Use of high-quality data and established methods, 
available to the wider expert community, and treatment of all 
contributions without bias, enhances product credibility. The 
process enhances credibility through appropriate and transparent 
procedures for dealing with selection of experts, inclusion of the 
full range of expertise and interpretational perspectives, and formal 
procedures for quality assurance, peer review and the treatment of 
dissenting views and uncertainty; 
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 (d) Summarizes how the assessment of assessments report 
characterizes the following diverse types of assessments: status and 
trends (or process), impact, response, sectoral and thematic. The term 
“integrated assessment” is used to mean integration across sectors, 
ecosystem components and/or environmental, economic and social 
aspects. Fully integrated assessments address all three dimensions. 

 
 
 

26. The small number of assessments that integrate across sectors, ecosystem 
components and environmental, social and economic aspects is largely a function of 
the narrow mandates of the institutions calling for the assessments. Connections 
between relevant agencies are generally weak or absent, while integrating data is not 
normally a major objective of the agencies. Different mandates also lead to certain 
redundancies, for example, between institutions responsible for fisheries and those 
responsible for biodiversity more broadly. In regions where integrated policy 
frameworks are advancing (e.g., European Union Marine Strategy Framework 
Directive of 2008), this may lead to more integrated assessments. 
 

  Findings regarding gaps in data coverage  
 

27. There are major gaps in global coverage of data on the marine environment 
and consistent time series datasets are rarely maintained. Where datasets exist for a 
small area, it is unclear in most cases whether they are representative of larger 
coastal and ocean areas. Moreover, many datasets cannot be used for integrated 
analyses because different sampling strategies impede the ability to relate one set to 
another at sufficient resolution, or database structures may not lend themselves to 
integration; the data therefore are not “interoperable”. In some regions, database 
infrastructure is inadequate to maintain and fully utilize existing datasets. Too few 
assessments address, early on, how to manage and preserve underlying data and 
information for future analyses.  

28. In their respective thematic and sectoral areas, several supra-regional 
assessments contain a large amount of information and their databases are a major 
resource for future integrated assessments. Three such examples include the 
worldwide summaries of fishery catch and effort statistics of the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the International 
Oceanographic Data and Information Exchange (IODE) of the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission and the Ocean Biogeographic Information System 
(OBIS) of the Census of Marine Life (CoML). However, several issues are not well 
covered by regular supra-regional assessments, including social and economic 
changes, habitat changes and broader ecosystem changes. While some regions have 
important information on these topics, there are still major gaps in global coverage. 
 

  Findings regarding policy application 
 

29. The use of indicators and reference points to compare status and trends over 
time to reference levels is valuable for providing advice to decision makers. There is 
fairly broad use in fisheries, and coherent theoretical bases exist for setting 
reference points across jurisdictions. There is also wide use of reference points in 
water quality assessments in the developed world and growing use in developing 
countries. In other fields, such reference points are lacking and there is not yet an 
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agreed framework globally for setting reference points that reflect “good” 
environmental or ecosystem quality.  

30. In many regions there is no clear link between assessment and policy and 
management processes. The ability to make this connection at the regional, 
supra-regional and global levels is especially challenging in view of the wide range 
of decision-making bodies. 
 

  Findings regarding assessment capacity 
 

31. Overall, assessment capacity (personnel and infrastructure) varies widely 
across regions. For some sectors, such as fisheries and water quality, technical 
capabilities exist in terms of skilled personnel and established methodology, but 
capacity may still be severely limited by lack of funding, lack of consistency in data 
collection and/or inadequate institutional infrastructure. For features such as habitat, 
both technical capabilities and infrastructure are less developed. The various Global 
Ocean Observing System (GOOS) monitoring initiatives are improving capability to 
assess oceanographic conditions, but there are major gaps in research surveys that 
provide data on living marine resources other than those harvested within the 
exclusive economic zones of the most developed countries. The capacity for 
integrated assessments is limited in part by methodology, in part by lack of data and 
infrastructure and in part by insufficient institutional mandates. Regarding the vast 
range of capacity-building initiatives by national, intergovernmental and 
non-governmental actors, the Group of Experts found that expert networks play a 
very constructive role through exchange of information, knowledge and expertise 
within, and less frequently across, different disciplines and between experts and 
decision makers.  
 

  Summary of findings on assessment processes  
 

32. The most important finding of the Group of Experts is that there is limited 
awareness of how the design of an assessment process fundamentally affects the 
influence of its products, that is, their perceived relevance, legitimacy and 
credibility (see box 2). Findings on assessment processes are summarized in several 
categories which lay the groundwork for the key design features and related best 
practices discussed in chapter 4. 
 

  Findings regarding policy relevance 
 

33. Many assessments do not clearly articulate the objectives and scope or the key 
questions to be answered by the assessment and in many regions there is no clear 
link between an assessment and the relevant decision-making body or bodies. A 
number of assessments are produced only once, or very occasionally; there is no 
regular cycle linking monitoring and assessment to measures previously adopted in 
order to evaluate progress and the need for further action. Priorities are commonly 
identified but this often constitutes a simple list without an objective basis for 
policymakers to understand the relative significance of each problem and of the 
various sectoral causes. Without integrated assessments, there may be no basis for 
setting priorities across sectors and/or ecosystem components or to evaluate trade-
offs affecting environmental, economic and/or social aspects. Only some 
assessments analyse future policy options and, more rarely, their potential outcomes 
and risks in a given situation. This linkage between problem and solution is 
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especially informative for decision makers. Few assessments include an outlook 
component that develops and analyses future scenarios as an aid to decision-making.  

34. However, there is growing appreciation of the need for good interaction 
between decision makers and experts, a direct link between the assessment process 
and relevant decision-making authorities and the involvement of all stakeholders in 
setting objectives and defining the scope of assessments. In this way, the assessment 
can respond to decision makers’ needs, incorporate the knowledge of different 
stakeholders and engage their support for follow-up actions.  
 

  Findings regarding assessment legitimacy and credibility 
 

35. It is clear that in order to enhance legitimacy and credibility, there is a need for 
balance among expert participants in an assessment — among disciplines and 
interpretational perspectives, among experts drawn from different stakeholder 
groups (Governments, industry, environmental organizations, academic and research 
institutions, holders of traditional knowledge) and on a geographic and gender basis. 
Similarly, in order to enhance credibility, the Group of Experts consistently found 
that the most reliable means of quality assurance, as a component of peer review 
and in other circumstances, is dialogue and debate among experts, provided that the 
range and balance among the experts is adequate. Peer review of assessments 
appeared to be standard practice but approaches vary substantially.  

36. For other assessment features, such as selection of experts, means for quality 
assurance, availability of data and metadata, treatment of lack of consensus, 
communicating assessment results to the public, capacity-building and post-
assessment evaluation, the Group of Experts found, on the one hand, a wide variety 
of practices and many useful examples and, on the other, a lack of documentation. 
There is a need for a more systematic approach to evaluating assessment processes 
and every process should provide for post-assessment evaluation. 
 

  Conclusions 
 

37. Although assessment capacity is strong in many regions, there is a clear need 
for continued efforts to develop greater expertise and infrastructure around the 
world in the technical aspects of marine assessment. In addition, six major areas that 
need immediate, concerted and ongoing attention are:  

 (a) Ensuring that assessment processes are well designed and clearly link 
assessment processes and policymakers (see chapter 4), adhere to the highest 
standards and are fully documented by the institutions responsible for assessments; 

 (b) Improving data accessibility and interoperability so that assessments can 
be extended and scaled up or down within and across regions;  

 (c) Increasing the consistency of selection and use of indicators and 
reference points to guide the interpretation of status and trends; 

 (d) Developing integrated ecosystem assessments that can provide 
information on the state of systems rather than merely on individual sectors or 
ecosystem components and that include social and economic aspects; 

 (e) Strengthening the mandates of institutions to undertake fully integrated 
assessments; 
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 (f) Strengthening capacity for response assessments that are linked directly 
to the findings of State, pressure and impact assessments.  
 
 

 B. Best practices 
 
 

38. Chapter 4 of the assessment of assessments considers best practices for an 
assessment process and its products. It considers best practices in relation to three 
basic elements: the principles and design features noted below, and the institutional 
arrangements for organizing an assessment that are a main focus of the framework 
and options set out in chapter 5 of the report and reiterated below. All three elements 
would normally be addressed, at least in a general manner, in the decision 
establishing an assessment process.  
 

  Principles for the establishment and operation of an assessment process 
 

39. Eight principles can be distilled from documents establishing assessments at 
the global, supra-regional, regional and national levels, and from the analysis of the 
Group of Experts. These principles reinforce the application of the principles 
adopted at the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, held in 
Stockholm in 1972, and the United Nations Conference on Environment and 
Development, held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, in 1992. They express a general 
commitment to ensuring that the attributes of relevance, legitimacy and credibility 
are realized in both the assessment process and its products so that they are viewed 
as authoritative and influential. The principles are as follows: 

 (a) Viewing the oceans as part of the whole Earth system; 

 (b) Regular evaluation of assessment products and the process itself to 
support adaptive management; 

 (c) Use of sound science and the promotion of scientific excellence;  

 (d) Regular and proactive analysis to ensure that emerging issues, significant 
changes and gaps in knowledge are detected at an early stage; 

 (e) Continuous improvement in scientific and assessment capacity; 

 (f) Effective links with policymakers and other users; 

 (g) Inclusiveness with respect to communication and engagement with all 
stakeholders through appropriate means for their participation; 

 (h) Transparency and accountability for the process and its products. 
 

  Design features for an influential assessment 
 

40. The following 12 basic considerations, or design features, are especially 
important for the establishment and operation of an influential assessment process. 
The first 11 considerations are examined in chapter 4, followed by a bulleted list of 
best practices for each. The final topic is considered in chapters 4 and 5. 

 (a) Objectives and scope: clear goals and definitions; progress towards 
integrated marine assessment and ecosystem approaches and towards regular, 
iterative assessment in support of adaptive management that links potential solutions 
to identified problems; 
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 (b) The science/policy relationship: regular dialogue, policy-relevant 
questions, guidance for priority-setting, identified target audience(s) and the roles of 
Governments and other stakeholders vis-à-vis experts, including Government 
involvement in reviewing assessment products; 

 (c) Stakeholder participation: clear and meaningful modalities for 
participation by stakeholders; 

 (d) Nomination and selection of experts: transparent criteria and procedures 
for selecting lead authors, contributing authors, peer reviewers and other experts; 
provision for balance and to protect the integrity of the process from inappropriate 
influence and bias (e.g., from employers, funders or sponsoring bodies); 

 (e) Data and information: agreed procedures for sourcing, quality assurance 
and the availability and accessibility of underlying data and information, including 
metadata; clear standards for reporting on the extent of available data, 
representativeness and timeliness of available data, and the occurrence of any 
significant gaps; methods for scaling information up or down and for drawing 
inferences to reach general conclusions, including the implications for assessment 
findings;  

 (f) Treatment of lack of consensus among experts: clear and transparent 
guidelines for addressing and reporting lack of consensus; 

 (g) Treatment of uncertainty: clear and transparent guidelines for addressing 
and reporting uncertainty; 

 (h) Peer review: agreed, transparent criteria and procedures; use of reviewers 
not involved in the assessment;  

 (i) Effective communication: provision to develop a communications and 
outreach strategy to cover the entire period of the assessment, including appropriate 
products for each identified target audience; 

 (j) Capacity-building and networking: strategies for improving assessments 
over time through targeted efforts; 

 (k) Post-assessment evaluation: provision for post-assessment evaluation of 
assessment products and the assessment process itself, drawing on both insiders 
involved in the process and on outsiders not involved in any way;  

 (l) Institutional arrangements: clear agreement on the composition of 
institutional mechanisms and relationships between them; clearly articulated 
responsibilities for management and expert components and for the secretariat; 
development of a networked “system” of assessment processes. 

41. It is normally better to agree on the design features in the pre-assessment stage 
so that the assessment itself proceeds smoothly and its objectives are achieved. 
Clear documentation on all these features will hasten the development of a more 
systematic approach to assessing and improving assessment products and processes 
in future.  
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 VI. The way forward: framework and options for the  
regular process 
 
 

 A. Framework for the regular process 
 
 

42. The Group of Experts recommends a framework for the regular process 
consisting of (a) an overall objective for the regular process, (b) a description of the 
scope of the regular process, (c) a set of principles to guide its establishment and 
operation, and (d) best practices to be followed in designing a regular process and 
applying the principles. These elements should be addressed in the decision 
establishing the process. Further details to give effect to the principles and design 
features would be subsequently agreed by the institutions set up to manage and 
implement the assessments. Plans for any particular assessment would be initiated 
and carried out in accordance with the agreed principles and procedures of the 
process and within the agreed institutional arrangements.  
 

  Overall objective of the regular process 
 

43. A clear formulation of the overall objective of the regular process is 
fundamentally important. The Group of Experts suggests the following. The regular 
process under the United Nations for global reporting and assessment of the state of 
the marine environment, including social and economic aspects, will serve as the 
mechanism to keep the world’s oceans and seas under continuing review by 
providing regular assessments at the global and supra-regional levels:  

 (a) The individual assessments under the regular process will support 
informed decision-making by enabling Governments and other stakeholders to draw 
on the best scientific information available and thus contribute to managing in a 
sustainable manner human activities which affect the oceans and seas; 

 (b) These assessments will focus on a fully integrated view of 
environmental, economic and social aspects. As the regular process progresses, it 
should encourage additional fully integrated ecosystem assessments at the 
appropriate geographic scale, especially at the regional and subregional levels, and, 
according to need, undertake selected sectoral or thematic assessments;  

 (c) These regular process assessments will draw, as far as possible, upon 
assessments made at the global and supra-regional levels, at the regional level and, 
where appropriate, at the national level. The regular process will therefore seek to 
stimulate regional, subregional and national assessment processes by promoting 
capacity-building, strengthening the knowledge base, encouraging inter-comparability 
and facilitating networking among institutions and individuals concerned with marine 
assessment; 

 (d) These assessments will be underpinned by consistent analytical 
frameworks and data standards, and will deliver products to communicate 
effectively to policymakers. In parallel, the regular process will build institutional 
and individual assessment capacity, and promote necessary research. 
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  Scope of the regular process 
 

44. It is also critical to clearly define the scope of any assessment. The Group of 
Experts proposes that the scope of individual assessments under the regular process 
will be defined in terms of:  

 (a) Geographical coverage. The individual assessments under the regular 
process will be concerned either with assessments that cover all the world’s oceans 
and seas (“global assessments”) or with assessments that cover issues relevant to 
several ocean regions (“supra-regional assessments”); 

 (b) Sustainability. Whenever relevant to an assessment, the regular process 
will make arrangements for assembling, analysing, assessing and integrating 
information on the environmental, economic and social aspects — the three pillars 
of sustainable development. It will cover all human activities that utilize and have 
the potential to impact the marine environment;  

 (c) Analytical framework. Unless special circumstances warrant another 
approach, the regular process will use the framework of drivers – pressures – state – 
impacts – responses (DPSIR) in its analyses and promote cross-sectoral ecosystem 
approaches to assessment. As relevant, it will seek to identify the management 
responses that have already been taken, to evaluate their success in addressing the 
relevant pressures and improving the state of the marine environment,3 and to 
evaluate future options for response and their likely outcomes and risks, as well as 
the costs of inaction, as a basis for decision-making; 

 (d) Vulnerability. When conducting any assessment, the regular process will 
seek to identify the groups of people, natural processes and non-human species and 
habitats that are particularly vulnerable to the pressures identified, and evaluate the 
risks to them; 

 (e) Forward-looking. Whenever relevant to an assessment, the regular 
process will seek to include not only conclusions on the current state of the marine 
environment and related human activities but also outlooks on future states, using 
accepted procedures that are fully documented. 
 

  Guiding principles for the regular process 
 

45. The Group of Experts proposes that the eight principles noted in paragraph 39 
above (and elaborated in paras. 4.4-4.12 of the full assessment of assessments 
report) should guide the establishment and operation of the regular process. They 
should be reflected in the particular practices established for, and by, the regular 
process and in its institutional arrangements. 
 

  Best practice guidance on key design features for the regular process 
 

46. The Group of Experts recommends the best practices summarized in paragraph 
40 above (and elaborated in the full assessment of assessments report in paras. 4.13-
4.82) for each of the first 11 key design features identified. They should be used in 
the development and implementation of the regular process. As noted above, some 
of the design features will need to be addressed in the decisions establishing the 

__________________ 

 3  “Response assessments” identify and evaluate responses that reduce human contributions or 
vulnerabilities to environmental changes. 
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regular process, while more detailed aspects would be agreed by the institutions that 
manage and guide the process considered below.  

47.  The practices which are especially important in the initial establishment of the 
regular process cover: 

 (a) Participation — roles and responsibilities. Within the agreed institutional 
arrangements, the respective roles and responsibilities of Governments, experts, the 
secretariat and other stakeholders should be clearly articulated in order to avoid 
misunderstandings, promote transparency and ensure the integrity and influence of 
the regular process;  

 (b) Assessment procedures. The scientific credibility of an assessment can be 
significantly affected by the approach taken on a number of procedural questions, 
such as quality assurance, nomination and selection of experts, peer review and the 
treatment of uncertainty and lack of consensus among experts. These procedures 
should be agreed in advance. In some cases, this should be done generally for the 
whole of the regular process; in the remaining cases, it should be done in advance of 
each individual assessment. These procedures should be documented in assessment 
reports in the interest of transparency and accountability;  

 (c) Capacity-building and networking. The initial stage of the regular 
process must include effective steps to identify the areas in which capacities need to 
be developed. The process will not itself be a prime means for building capacity, but 
it needs to identify what is needed for the individual assessments under the process 
and to encourage other agencies to meet those needs. At the same time, the initial 
cycle of the process needs to create the knowledge and methods of analysis needed 
to support its assessments and to strengthen marine assessment in general, and to 
improve networking among existing assessment processes on the state of the marine 
environment, including social and economic aspects; 

 (d) Post-assessment evaluation. Since one of the founding principles of an 
effective assessment process is that it should be iterative and adaptive, it is vital to 
agree on procedures to evaluate both assessment products and the regular process 
itself. This should include experts, policymakers and other users (e.g., private 
sector), comprising both those involved in the assessment and those who have not 
been involved in any way. 
 
 

 B. First cycle of the regular process, 2010-2014 
 
 

48.  In order to support adaptive management, the regular process will need to go 
through a succession of cycles. The products of the first cycle need to be specified 
at the outset. The products and process of future cycles will be adjusted as a result 
of the evaluation of previous cycles. These iterations will allow the regular process 
to incorporate learning into its work and to better target limited resources, 
concentrating on the fundamentals of improving marine assessment.  

49.  The Group of Experts recommends a first five-year cycle of the regular 
process, from 2010 to 2014, which can demonstrate concrete achievements in 
relation to the opportunities identified in the introduction. During the early years 
(2010-2012), certain preparatory, supporting products will be developed to guide 
and strengthen marine assessment and support the objective of the process. During 
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the later years (2013-2014), the first version of an integrated assessment of the 
oceans would be produced, establishing a baseline for future global assessments.  
 

  Fundamental building blocks 
 

50.  All cycles of the regular process will need to include the following 
fundamental building blocks if they are to continue to deliver improvements in 
marine assessments. The first steps, however, are especially important. They will 
need to:  

 (a) Build capacity at both individual and institutional levels. As a first step, 
to serve as a planning tool and to create a focus for existing efforts, the regular 
process should draw together the capacity-building needs identified as priorities in 
the assessment of assessments report; where these needs cannot be met by existing 
capacity-building arrangements, the process can facilitate and promote a wide range 
of partnerships to satisfy them;  

 (b) Improve knowledge and methods of analysis. As a first step, the regular 
process should identify priorities for filling the information gaps identified in the 
assessment of assessments report and create and improve arrangements for 
assembling both economic and social information and physical, chemical and 
biological data from sources at the regional and national levels, and for managing 
that information. It should develop agreed methods for using traditional knowledge 
and identify or develop the analytical tools and procedures necessary for integrated 
marine assessment; 

 (c) Enhance networking among assessment processes, international 
monitoring and research programmes and associated institutions and individuals, as 
considered in the next section;  

 (d) Create tools and strategies to ensure effective communication with all 
relevant stakeholders, including policymakers, the scientific community and the 
general public at the global and regional levels.  

51.  The preparatory, supporting products of the first cycle of the regular process, 
considered further below, will initiate steps to improve knowledge and methods of 
analysis, build capacity, enhance networking and initiate effective communications.  
 

  Networking with global, regional and national assessment processes 
 

52.  Enhanced networking with and among other assessment processes and 
international monitoring and research programmes should be an early goal of the 
regular process. The process also needs to build relationships with civil society and 
the private sector.4 A wide range of individuals and organizations are likely to have 
useful data, information and methods for marine assessments.  

__________________ 

 4  This includes specialized and sectoral users of the oceans, through professional and industry 
associations, primarily at the global level, for fisheries, oil and gas, tourism, aquaculture, 
fertilizer production, mining, renewable energy, shipping invasive species, ports and harbours 
and others, as well as specialized research institutes (private, academic). The World Ocean 
Council (www.oceancouncil.org) has recently been established as an international business and 
industry alliance for corporate ocean responsibility and could facilitate connections between the 
regular process and industry sectors. Because international industries increasingly follow the 
same practices wherever they operate around the world, they can be influential in identifying 
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53.  The regular process will be in a position to identify and stimulate networking 
among institutions and experts at the regional and supra-regional levels, within and 
across disciplines and among sectoral and thematic assessments. This can enhance 
the sharing of knowledge, expertise, methods and lessons learned as well as 
progress towards common data standards and guidelines. It will help to avoid 
duplication of effort and improve compatibility of approaches. In all these 
relationships, the goal should be to promote information exchange and the 
infrastructures that make it possible. This should include agreement on data policies 
and arrangements to catalogue and maintain data and information for use in future 
assessment iterations. As these networking relationships develop, the contributions 
of partners should be mutually acknowledged in the products of the regular process 
and its collaborators. These relationships can be built into the process through its 
management and expert mechanisms and through a network of focal points, 
considered below. The development of preparatory, supporting products for the first 
cycle of the regular process will help construct and test networking mechanisms. 

54.  At the global level, the regular process will be a source for marine components 
of global assessments covering wider fields (for example, the follow-up to the 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment on biodiversity and ecosystem services or the 
Global Environment Outlook). It is especially important that the regular process 
promote and build upon existing schemes for compiling comparable, interoperable 
data from different regions. It will need to establish linkages with: 

 (a) Global monitoring and research programmes, such as the Global Ocean 
Observing System, the International Geosphere-Biosphere Programme and the 
Census of Marine Life, to improve the comparability and interoperability of data 
across regions and at the same time ensure that this data is available for regional 
assessments; 

 (b) Global conventions and agreements undertaking regular assessments, to 
determine how these processes and the regular process might support each other, 
that is, how these assessments and associated data may be used for purposes of the 
regular process, how they could contribute to filling information gaps and to 
developing a common global framework for data collection and quality and how 
these other processes might benefit from the regular process in developing their own 
programmes; 

 (c) Intermittent global reporting and assessment initiatives, to consider 
possibilities for harmonization of assessment time frames so that they and the 
regular process can more easily draw upon and assist each other;  

 (d) The United Nations Statistics Division and the Global Environment 
Outlook, to determine how their various information flows can best be aligned. 

55.  The regional level is a major focus of marine assessment. Networking with 
regional processes will therefore be vital for the regular process. It will need to 
create mechanisms for discussion and cooperation with appropriate regional seas 
programmes, regional fisheries bodies, regional marine science bodies (where they 
exist) and other relevant regional organizations to address such questions as how the 

__________________ 

and promoting the application of “best practice” response measures in a given sector. Their 
input to the regular process in developing terms of reference for an assessment, nominating 
experts and ensuring that assessment products effectively target user communities will be 
especially valuable. 
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outputs they produce for their own purposes can feed into and inform the 
assessments made by the regular process, how the process can help regional 
assessments improve and make them more influential, and how data-management 
arrangements can be used for both regional and global purposes. Regional linkages 
with freshwater and land-based assessments, as well as climate change assessments, 
will be important. In developing these networks, the regular process will need not 
only to work with the staff of regional bodies but also to involve national experts 
(especially where there are no existing regional bodies).  

56. Because so many policies and measures for marine problems are adopted at the 
regional and national levels, the regular process will assist the various regional 
assessment activities by providing a clear overview of the global context within 
which they function, including environmental, economic and social aspects, and of 
the linkages among regions. Moreover, since stakeholder engagement at the global 
level is inevitably limited, the regional level can play an important part in enabling 
regional organizations, associations and networks to make their input to the regular 
process. This can enhance both the legitimacy and policy relevance of inputs to the 
process, and thus its outputs. Enhanced legitimacy and relevance at regional scales 
is also likely to strengthen regional support for policy and management actions 
based on the outputs of the regular process. 
 

  Assessment products of the first cycle (2013-2014)  
 

57.  The crucial added value of the regular process will be its ability to deliver fully 
integrated assessments, bringing together environmental, economic and social 
aspects. The centrepiece of the package of products that the first cycle will deliver 
should therefore be a first version of an integrated assessment of the world’s oceans 
and seas. In order to provide a global overview, in-depth, integrated assessments in 
some regions will need to be combined with less advanced assessments in others; 
they will bring together what is known about the environmental aspects and in 
parallel begin to assemble and integrate the available economic and social data. This 
will give a much better picture than is currently available as a basis for decision-
making. It can also help to identify potential topics for future cycles of the regular 
process. 

58.  As part of this integrated assessment, there could also be a thematic 
assessment of a major cross-cutting aspect of the world’s oceans, such as food 
security. This would help develop novel cross-disciplinary and cross-sectoral 
approaches. 
 

  Supporting products of the first cycle (2010-2012) 
 

59.  In the early years of the first cycle of the regular process, the strategy and 
timetable for the production of the integrated assessment will need to be developed. 
Likewise, before the end of the first cycle, arrangements will need to be agreed upon 
for the eventual evaluation of the assessment and the process that produced it. 

60.  Preparatory, supporting products will be needed to develop the fundamental 
building blocks of marine assessment for the particular needs of the first cycle. They 
will improve knowledge and methods of analysis, and thus strengthen capacity. 
They will build on, guide and improve existing assessments, especially at regional 
levels, and help to move them towards a common approach. This, in turn, will lead 
to improved iterations of existing assessments and of those of the regular process. 
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The workshops described in appendix III below will initiate communication and 
networking among existing assessment processes at the global, regional and, where 
appropriate, national levels to develop the following products: 

 (a) A set of common questions and issues to be addressed (in differing 
degrees of elaboration) across all regions; 

 (b) Agreed assessment methods for the datasets in different scientific fields; 

 (c) An agreed approach to evaluating the risks that are identified; 

 (d) A common framework and guidelines for data assembly. The framework 
and guidelines would provide a background against which future data collection 
might be organized by regional and national bodies so that the data can be more 
effectively compared and used for different purposes. They would aim to strengthen 
data quality and interoperability. The framework and guidelines will need to take 
into account the limitations in regions where data is sparse and to include 
arrangements for the use of traditional knowledge. In open ocean and deep-sea 
areas, further progress on biogeographic classification of ocean realms will help 
provide a framework and rationale for data collection and assessment efforts; 

 (e) An agreed approach for integrating the data and information and 
analytical results across sectors, ecosystem components and environmental, 
economic and social aspects; 

 (f) Methods to process digitally the available data, including the 
methodologies for quality assurance, modelling and the metadata that should 
eventually be assembled. 

61.  The first version of a global, integrated assessment will, inevitably, have 
shortcomings. It will be for future iterations, in the light of an evaluation of both 
products and process of the first cycle, to address these shortcomings and to produce 
ever better integrated assessments. Future cycles will enable the tools and methods 
to be further developed for bringing together information and assessments available 
at the regional and other levels on environmental, economic and social aspects.  

62.  Thus, the preparatory products described above will be a first step towards the 
development and application of more refined methods and tools for assessment, 
including: 

 (a)  Interdisciplinary methods of analysis that address environmental, 
economic and social aspects of the state of the marine environment; 

 (b) Methods and frameworks to strengthen the assessment of marine habitat 
quality and extent, as habitat is the property that inherently integrates many 
ecosystem features and pressures from human activities; 

 (c) Methods to predict the risks and potential consequences (environmental, 
economic and social) of changes in the marine environment; 

 (d)  Methods and approaches for scaling up and scaling down existing 
assessments to provide a more complete assessment of the state of the marine 
environment; 

 (e)  Indicators and reference points that are cost-effective, facilitate supra-
regional and global overviews and establish a basis for comparing status and trends 
over time;  
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 (f)  Initiatives to harness the powerful integrative capacity of the Internet to 
make data openly accessible and to incorporate new dynamic aspects of Internet 
data management to keep pace with the anticipated rate of change in ocean 
conditions. 
 
 

 C. Options for institutional arrangements of the regular process 
 
 

63.  The present section covers six institutional aspects: (a) the relationship of the 
regular process to the United Nations; (b) the establishment of a management and 
review body for the regular process; (c) a panel of experts for the regular process; 
(d) an additional pool of experts for the regular process to draw upon; (e) a 
secretariat for the regular process; and (f) focal points within Governments, 
international organizations (global and regional), the private sector and civil society 
organizations to facilitate interaction and collaboration with the regular process. On 
the principle that “form follows function”, it first identifies functions and then 
considers options for an institutional mechanism, setting out advantages and 
disadvantages of the various options.  

64.  It is important to recall the need for structured dialogue between decision 
makers and experts — in defining the objectives and scope of an assessment and the 
key questions for which decision makers are seeking answers and in conveying 
assessment findings (chapter 4 of the assessment of assessments report). The experts 
need to clearly understand the needs of decision makers at the outset, while decision 
makers must be aware of any major limitations in available knowledge and methods 
that will affect assessment products. Regular updates for decision makers on the 
progress of an assessment will allow course corrections to be made and a full 
discussion between experts and decision makers will help to clarify assessment 
findings and any assumptions, risks and uncertainties. 
 

  Options for relationship with the United Nations 
 

65.  The United Nations General Assembly adopted its resolution 57/141, 
welcoming the recommendation of the World Summit on Sustainable Development 
to establish a regular process “under the United Nations”. This indicates that it is the 
General Assembly to which the regular process is accountable.  

66.  With respect to establishing the regular process, the General Assembly can set 
its overall objective, scope and principles, agree on its institutional elements, 
including its composition and terms of reference, and make provision for periodic 
evaluation of the process and its products. It could also endorse more detailed 
guidance on best practices to be applied in the process. The Assembly can also take 
decisions on the proposed first cycle of the process, considered above.  

67.  In the operation of the regular process, three functions would benefit from 
consideration by all States Members of the United Nations and a wider range of 
stakeholders:  

 (a) The specification of the objective and scope of each individual 
assessment to be undertaken by the regular process, key questions to be answered 
and primary target audiences, in order to ensure that assessments are relevant for 
decision makers; 
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 (b) Examination of the findings of assessments in order to draw out their 
implications for consideration by the appropriate decision-making body (or bodies);  

 (c) Periodic evaluations of the regular process and its products.  

68.  These functions involve too much detail to be assigned directly to the General 
Assembly. An informal United Nations meeting would allow more in-depth 
consideration, a free flow of discussion and participation by an appropriate range of 
stakeholders.  

69.  The functions noted above would be undertaken for each cycle of the regular 
process, although it may be practicable to amalgamate the work at the end of one 
cycle with that at the start of the next. It will be important to ensure that experts 
responsible for an assessment are available for dialogue in these meetings.  

70.  Two main options for relationship with the United Nations can be identified: 

 (a) The United Nations Open-ended Informal Consultative Process on 
Oceans and the Law of the Sea (ICP), if the United Nations General Assembly so 
decides;5 

 (i) Pro. ICP is an established forum with arrangements for participation by 
all States and an appropriate range of other stakeholders. Since it meets 
annually, it could be asked to consider progress reports from the regular 
process in the same way as it considers progress reports from UN-Oceans.6 It 
can submit “agreed elements” for consideration in the development of General 
Assembly resolutions, so it has a route for suggesting calls to Governments 
and global and regional bodies to undertake specific actions. At the same time, 
the regular process, through its assessments, could assist the Assembly in 
deciding the topics that ICP will consider and in providing ICP with the means 
to keep up-to-date on progress made in relation to issues it has previously 
addressed; 

 (ii) Contra. ICP is a non-permanent forum that has been subject to renewal 
every three years. In addition, since it normally focuses on a specific aspect of 
the oceans selected by the General Assembly every year, the special skills of 
those attending ICP may not be ideally suited to developing the objective, 
scope and other aspects of a proposed assessment under the regular process at 
the beginning of a cycle, or for considering the report and findings at the 
conclusion of a cycle. Moreover, it may be difficult to allocate sufficient time 
for these discussions in the years when an assessment is initiated or concluded, 
depending on other topics before ICP. These issues of attendance by the 
relevant, specialized decision makers and sufficient time for dialogue 
(including with the assessment experts) are likely to be less problematic in 
years when ICP considers only progress reports on the regular process;  

 (b) Alternatively, the General Assembly could convene ad hoc meetings to 
carry out the three functions referred to in paragraph 67 above. One model is the ad 
hoc working group of the whole of the Assembly convened to recommend a course 

__________________ 

 5  It should be noted that the General Assembly, in paragraph 165 of its resolution 63/111, decided 
that ICP would focus its discussions at its 10th meeting in 2009 on the implementation of the 
outcomes of ICP, including a review of its achievements and shortcomings in its first nine 
meetings. 

 6  UN-Oceans is the inter-agency coordination mechanism on oceans and coastal issues. 
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of action regarding the regular process.7 Another model is the ad hoc open-ended 
informal international workshops, such as those convened by the Assembly in June 
2004 and June 2005, in conjunction with ICP, to consider the establishment of a 
regular process;8  

 (i) Pro. An ad hoc meeting is more likely to provide sufficient time for 
dialogue (including between experts involved in the assessment and decision 
makers) and discussions might be more focused than would be possible in ICP. 
While an ad hoc meeting of the whole allows participation by States and 
permanent observer organizations at the United Nations, the international 
workshops allow participation by States, a wider range of international 
organizations representative of other stakeholders and, where appropriate, 
experts involved in an assessment team. The report of an ad hoc meeting, 
including any “conclusions”, goes directly to the General Assembly for its 
consideration;9 in ICP, the concerns of the regular process and related “agreed 
elements” would only be one of several sections in the report of the meeting. If 
an ad hoc meeting were convened in conjunction with ICP (for example, when 
the topics under consideration in ICP were likely to involve the same experts 
as would be relevant for consideration of a given assessment), there might be 
logistical and financial advantages for Governments; 

 (ii) Contra. If meetings are convened on an ad hoc basis, there is no 
guarantee that they will be held, and there will be less continuity from one 
meeting to the next. If such meetings are not convened in conjunction with a 
relevant oceans meeting, they would have to be resourced separately; 
particular problems might be encountered in ensuring the participation of 
developing countries. In addition, the opportunity for States Members of the 
United Nations and other stakeholders to discuss interim progress reports 
(between ad hoc meetings), including with experts from the regular process, is 
less apparent, although ICP might still be utilized. 

71. Whichever option is selected, it would be advantageous if the meeting were 
part of a long-standing or permanent structure which allows for regular review of 
the regular process and its products.  
 

  Options for a management and review body 
 

72. The regular process will require a body to manage and oversee its operation 
and to ensure that agreed procedures are followed in the development and conduct 
of assessments. The Group of Experts considered three potential elements of its 
membership: Government members; members drawn from intergovernmental 
organizations; and additional members from the private sector, the scientific 
community and civil society.  

73. This management and review body will enhance continuity and consistency in 
the operation of the regular process and provide a means for the “managers” to 
engage in regular dialogue with the experts responsible for any assessment. It is 

__________________ 

 7  See resolution 63/111. 
 8  See General Assembly resolutions 58/240 and 59/24. 
 9  The “conclusions” of the second International Workshop on the regular process were endorsed 

by the General Assembly in its resolution 60/30 establishing the “assessment of assessments” 
process. 
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necessary to be clear, however, about the distinct roles of the management body and 
the experts in relation to the final approval of assessment reports. The management 
and review body will have a role in reviewing the conclusions and findings of an 
assessment and their implications for policy and decision-making, in particular any 
response options presented and the risks associated with them. It should not modify 
the experts’ evaluations, but rather build upon them to ensure policy relevance and 
promote follow-up actions by the appropriate decision-making authorities. The 
management and review body should be encouraged to report fully on its 
discussions and any conclusions and recommendations to the United Nations 
General Assembly, through ICP or an alternative ad hoc meeting. To avoid any 
inappropriate influence on the experts carrying out individual assessments, the 
management and review body should not be involved directly in substantive 
technical work. The experts should have the final word with respect to the accuracy 
and completeness of the factual analyses.  

74. It is also necessary to be clear about the role of the management and review 
body in relation to the role of all States Members of the United Nations described in 
paragraph 67 above. The Group of Experts considers that a smaller, representative 
body of this kind, which can be thought of as a specialized working group of the 
larger United Nations membership, can do the following:  

 (a) Conduct focused discussions of the objectives, scope and terms of 
reference for any particular assessment (subject to specifications from the United 
Nations General Assembly and taking into account discussions in ICP or an ad hoc 
meeting);  

 (b) Through its “review” role, lay the groundwork for productive discussion 
of assessment findings in the United Nations and other relevant decision-making 
bodies. Its purpose is not to second-guess the findings and conclusions of the expert 
assessment, but rather to present a considered view of their implications for 
policymakers and the various global and regional bodies involved in ocean 
governance. This would be especially important in the case of a global, fully 
integrated assessment covering all aspects of the oceans.  

75. The basic functions of a management and review body can be summarized as 
follows: 

 (a) To oversee the regular process in accordance with its mandate; to agree 
on such matters as modalities for communication with and participation by 
stakeholders, means for transparency and accountability, and procedures for 
nomination and selection of experts, quality assurance, access to information and 
peer review; to ensure that responsibilities for authors, reviewers and the secretariat 
are clearly articulated;  

 (b) To elaborate decisions and guidance from the United Nations General 
Assembly on the objectives, scope and terms of reference for an individual 
assessment, taking into account any further discussions in ICP or the alternative 
ad hoc meeting;  

 (c) To initiate and approve proposals for assessments to the extent that this is 
not reserved for the General Assembly; 
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 (d) To approve the programme/budget and finances of the regular process, 
and partnerships to support its work;10  

 (e) To give final approval to the selection of experts; 

 (f) To guide and oversee the development, organization and conduct of each 
individual assessment under the regular process, including approval of its objectives 
and scope, implementation plan and related budget and communications strategy; to 
consider regular progress reports from the assessment team and respond to any 
questions from it seeking clarification about its activities; 

 (g) To review and comment on the final products of each individual 
assessment under the regular process;  

 (h) To promote networking among institutions engaged in marine 
assessment;  

 (i) To provide for a post-assessment evaluation (internal and external11) of 
each individual assessment under the regular process and ensure that the evaluation 
outcome is followed up in the practices and products of the process. 

76. These functions require that members of the management and review body are 
individually expert in marine scientific disciplines (natural or social sciences) and/or 
marine law and policy fields and, collectively, have broad expertise in both marine 
environmental assessment, including socio-economic aspects, and in marine policy 
and management. The appointment of high-profile individuals would add to the 
quality, standing and visibility of the regular process. The assessment of 
assessments report identifies four basic options for the composition of the 
management and review body (see further elaborations in para. 4.85 of the 
assessment of assessments report). It can be composed: 

 (a) Solely of Government members; 

 (b) Solely of members drawn from intergovernmental bodies (that is, 
members of the secretariat/staff of those bodies);  

 (c) Of a mix of members from Governments, intergovernmental and 
non-governmental bodies (including the private sector, scientific organizations and 
civil society); 

 (d) Of an expert network of individuals and institutions with a smaller, core 
management group drawn from the network.  

77.  In practice, the management and review of the regular process will need to 
have a substantial majority input from States so that the process is responsive to 
their policy and decision-making needs and in order to fully engage States in the 
process. However, by involving other stakeholders in a balanced way, the influence 
of assessments (legitimacy, relevance and credibility) will be strengthened. 

__________________ 

 10  Subject to the financial arrangements agreed upon for the regular process and the budget 
approval procedures for the United Nations Secretariat and other relevant “host” institutions for 
the regular process. 

 11  Meaning a review team comprised of individuals involved in the assessment (both “users” and 
the experts who produced the assessment) and of individuals who were not involved in the 
assessment in any way. 
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78.  The management and review body should ideally work by consensus. 
However, it will be necessary to decide how the management and review body 
should proceed if consensus cannot be achieved. Experience in other forums 
suggests the principle that, while participants other than representatives of States 
should be free to speak and make proposals, decisions where consensus cannot be 
reached should be reserved to the State members. (However, if the expenditure on 
the regular process is carried on the budgets of international organizations, decisions 
with budgetary implications will need to be taken in accordance with the relevant 
organizations’ financial procedures.) 
 

  Membership of the management and review body: member States 
 

79.  Addressing first the involvement of States, there are two broad options: 

 (a) The management and review body could be an open-ended body, open to 
all States Members of the United Nations.12 In practice, such an open-ended body 
would need to have a bureau or executive committee, since an open-ended meeting 
is not a suitable forum for dealing with some of the more routine decisions 
described in paragraph 75 above; 

 (i) Pro. This would ensure that all States are able to participate in at least 
some of the work of the management and review body. An open-ended meeting 
might be appropriate for the “review” role contemplated in paragraph 74 (b) 
above;  

 (ii) Contra. Even for a limited range of work, an open-ended meeting would 
be relatively cumbersome for effective management and review, and would be 
costly. Moreover, in view of the institutional relationship with the United 
Nations envisaged above, such a meeting would be redundant;  

 (b) Membership of the management and review body could be restricted to a 
representative subset of States Members of the United Nations, with the membership 
rotating among member States over successive terms. Depending on its size, this 
body may need a smaller executive committee; 

 (i) Pro. This can be tailored to produce a management and review body 
which is large enough to contain the necessary range of experience and 
regional balance to ensure policy relevance and legitimacy, and fully engage 
States, but still small enough to be effective for executive decisions and to 
reduce overall expenses;  

 (ii) Contra. Some States may feel that their concerns are not adequately 
taken into account in developing an assessment under the regular process or in 
reviewing its findings, or they may not be well informed of developments in 
the regular process, with the result that they do not pay much attention to 
assessment findings and their implications.  

__________________ 

 12  The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change is an example of this approach. It is open to all 
member countries of WMO and UNEP. Its Bureau has 30 Government members. Major 
decisions (for example, the election of the Panel’s Chairman and Bureau, the structure and 
mandates of the working groups and task forces, and the adoption of the Panel’s workplan and 
budget) are taken in plenary sessions. Plenary sessions of the Panel may be attended by 
hundreds of officials and experts from member countries. 
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80.  The means to appoint State members of the management and review body 
could be modelled on the method used to establish the Ad Hoc Steering Group of 
the assessment of assessments: the Government members were appointed by the 
President of the United Nations General Assembly in consultation with Member 
States and regional groups, ensuring an adequate range of expertise and on an 
equitable geographical basis.  

81.  On balance, the Group of Experts recommends that the management and 
review body should have a limited number of Government members appointed as 
specified in the paragraph above. The number could be set at from 18 (as in the Ad 
Hoc Steering Group13) to 36 (to ensure a wider range of involvement and expertise). 
It should be noted that if the option of ad hoc meetings for relationship with the 
United Nations is selected, this would allow for more in-depth discussion of 
proposed assessments and their findings among all States Members of the United 
Nations. Consequently, the number of States members of the management and 
review body could be on the lower end and it could concentrate on “management” 
rather than “review” functions.  
 

  Membership of the management and review body: intergovernmental organizations 
 

82.  The work of the regular process will inevitably touch upon the work of a 
substantial number of United Nations specialized agencies and other global bodies. 
To ensure proper linkages with these bodies, it is highly desirable that they be 
associated formally with the work of the regular process. The question then is which 
should be represented.  

83.  The Ad Hoc Steering Group of the assessment of assessments included six 
entities. Their work is so closely concerned with the issues that the regular process 
will address that the Group of Experts recommends that they should all be involved. 
The six are: 

 (a) FAO; 

 (b) The Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO;  

 (c) The International Maritime Organization (IMO); 

 (d) The International Seabed Authority (ISA); 

 (e) UNEP;  

 (f) WMO. 

84.  Another seven bodies could also be considered since their activities are 
relevant to important aspects of the regular process, including capacity-building. 
Three of these organizations (marked *) are sponsors of the Joint Group of Experts 
on the Scientific Aspects of Marine Environmental Protection (GESAMP)14 and are 

__________________ 

 13  That is, five member States from the African Group, five member States from the Asian Group, 
two member States from the Eastern European Group, three member States from the Latin 
American and Caribbean Group, and three member States from the Western European and Other 
States Group. 

 14  The current members of GESAMP are IMO, FAO, the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission/UNESCO, WMO, the United Nations Industrial Development Organization, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, the United Nations and UNEP. The World Health 
Organization is a former member. 
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therefore already concerned with marine scientific work. Another group (marked †) 
comprises members of UN-Oceans. The seven bodies are: 

 (a) The secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity†. The 
secretariat, in particular under the Jakarta Mandate, plays an important role in 
synthesizing and contributing to scientific and technical knowledge of the marine 
environment. Its inclusion could help to reduce overlaps and avoid gaps between its 
work and that of the regular process; 

 (b) The Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea of the Office of 
Legal Affairs of the United Nations Secretariat*†. The Division serves as the 
Secretariat of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and the related 
United Nations fish stocks agreement. It substantively assists the United Nations 
General Assembly in its annual review and evaluation of developments relating to 
ocean affairs and the law of the sea, which includes preparation of the annual report 
of the United Nations Secretary-General as the basis for these discussions. The 
Division also substantively services any relevant processes that are established by 
the Assembly, for example, ICP and the ad hoc meetings noted above; 

 (c) The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)*†. The impact on the 
marine environment of human uses of nuclear energy is an issue of considerable 
concern in many parts of the world. IAEA has a laboratory specializing in collecting 
information on radioactivity in the marine environment and its impacts; 

 (d) The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD, 
World Bank)†. The World Bank is very important for all aspects of financing and 
capacity-building, and supports substantial projects relating to sustainable ocean 
use; 

 (e) The United Nations Development Programme (UNDP)†. The capacity-
building functions of UNDP are significant for many of the issues with which the 
regular process will need to deal and the Programme has a large portfolio of Global 
Environment Facility International Waters projects in large marine ecosystems; 

 (f) The United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO)*†. 
The capacity-building functions of UNIDO may be significant for many of the 
issues with which the regular process will need to deal; 

 (g) The World Health Organization (WHO)†. WHO deals with human health, 
which can be significantly affected by many aspects of the marine environment, 
such as microbiological contamination of seafood. It supports both problem 
diagnosis and response initiatives. There are therefore important links between its 
work and the regular process; 

 (i) Pro. Greater cooperation and collaboration among the international 
institutions with a role in ocean assessment and management is essential. If the 
relevant bodies are not engaged with the regular process, they are unlikely to 
devote sufficient energy and commitment to making it work;  

 (ii) Contra. The more international bodies involved, the more unwieldy the 
management and review body becomes and the more expensive is the cost of 
its meetings. 

85.  On balance, the Group of Experts recommends that all 13 organizations should 
be entitled to appoint representatives to the management and review body. 
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  Other management and review body membership 
 

86.  The expert input of scientists (including social scientists) and other 
stakeholders will come through the mechanisms for expert assessment discussed 
below. As considered in chapter 4 of the assessment of assessments report, there are 
arguments for including additional stakeholders in the management and review body 
to contribute to its functions. Five fields seem particularly relevant in this context: 

 (a) Expertise in conservation of nature. The International Union for 
Conservation of Nature brings together over 80 Government members and some 
100 additional Government agency members, together with over 900 
non-governmental organization members, all active in conservation on land and in 
fresh and salt water. Another option in this category would be to include individual 
non-governmental organizations on a rotational basis;  

 (b) Expertise in the natural sciences. The Scientific Committee on Oceanic 
Research of the International Council for Science (ICSU) is the non-governmental 
forum linked to UNESCO for discussion of international ocean science policy issues 
and coordination of marine scientific research. ICSU comprises 114 national science 
bodies and 29 international scientific unions, and is increasingly called upon to 
speak on behalf of the international science community and provide advice on 
science issues; 

 (c) Expertise in the economic and social sciences. The International Social 
Science Council is a body parallel to ICSU and the primary international body 
representing the social and behavioural sciences at the global level. Its members and 
associate members comprise international non-governmental bodies (associations or 
unions) on specific social science subjects, national social science bodies, national, 
regional and international governmental and non-governmental agencies, and 
foundations and organizations with major interests in the social sciences; 

 (d) Expertise in business and industry. Much business activity is focused on 
or affects the sea. As stakeholders in the regular process, industry representatives 
can contribute to the design, conduct and review of individual assessments and 
provide advice on social and economic aspects of specific industries. They can also 
assist in the analysis of response options. The emerging World Ocean Council (see 
footnote 4) or the many sectoral bodies (such as the International Association of Oil 
and Gas Producers or the International Fertilizer Industry Association) could 
identify potential management and review body members; 

 (e) Expertise from indigenous peoples. Indigenous peoples from all regions 
of the world depend upon the marine environment. Their rich and detailed 
traditional knowledge reflects and embodies a cultural and spiritual relationship 
with the land, ocean and wildlife. They meet together through various networks 
(e.g., IPACC (Indigenous Peoples of Africa Coordinating Committee); RAIPON 
(Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North); and ICC (Inuit 
Circumpolar Council)) and have varying roles within the international community 
(see box 4.3 and annex II (Arctic Climate Impact Assessment) to the full assessment 
of assessments report); 

 (i) Pro. As representative of relevant professions, disciplines, sectors and 
civil society, these members can speak directly on the views and concerns of 
their constituencies with respect to assessment design and findings. They can 
also ensure that linkages are properly considered between the marine and other 
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environments, among scientific disciplines and across sectors affecting the 
marine environment. They will be important in ensuring dialogue and 
interaction between their constituencies and the regular process, including 
follow-up to assessment findings; 

 (ii) Contra. The counter-argument to further expanding the membership of 
the management and review body is, again, that a larger membership makes for 
unwieldy meetings and increases the costs.  

87.  Should it be decided that members such as those mentioned in paragraph 86 
above are to be appointed to the management and review body, an appropriate 
process for selecting candidates would need to be developed. Perhaps the most 
practicable process would be for Government members of the management and 
review body to select members from short lists of candidates put forward by the 
bodies concerned, in consultation with States Members of the United Nations and 
regional groups. 

88.  On balance, the Group of Experts recommends that the management and 
review body should include five additional members, representing the interests 
described in paragraph 86 above and appointed as set out in paragraph 87 above.  
 

  Recommendations for membership of the management and review body 
 

89.  In summary, the recommendation of the Group of Experts is that there should 
be a management and review body for the regular process, consisting of: 

 (a) Eighteen to 36 members appointed by the President of the United Nations 
General Assembly to represent Member States, in consultation with Member States 
and regional groups, ensuring an adequate range of expertise and on an equitable 
geographical basis, and providing for rotation of membership over time; 

 (b) Thirteen members, one each from FAO, the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission/UNESCO, IMO, ISA, UNEP, WMO, the Convention on 
Biological Diversity secretariat, the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the 
Sea, IAEA, IBRD, UNDP, UNIDO and WHO; 

 (c) Five additional members selected on the basis of shortlists of candidates 
submitted by the International Union for Conservation of Nature, the International 
Council for Science/Scientific Committee on Oceanographic Research, the 
International Social Science Council, a body or bodies representing commercial 
interests in the oceans and a body or bodies representing indigenous peoples. 

90.  This body will require a smaller executive committee to perform routine 
management functions. 
 

  Options for a panel of experts for the regular process 
 

91. The regular process will need a high level of expert input from a wide range of 
specialized fields. The Group of Experts considers a crucial part of the institutional 
arrangements for the process to be a panel of experts that can arrange for expert 
input. Such a panel must be composed of experts who are leaders in their own 
fields, have the ability to work in an interdisciplinary way and are able to present 
complex material clearly for diverse audiences. It must be clear, however, that panel 
members serve in an individual, expert capacity and do not represent any interests in 
a partisan or advocacy manner. Members may be drawn from any type of affiliation 
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(e.g., Government, non-governmental organization, intergovernmental organization, 
the private sector, academic and research institutions, holders of traditional 
knowledge). 

92. The functions of the panel of experts can be formulated as follows: 

 (a) To undertake assessments;  

 (b) To draft detailed terms of reference, as necessary, and related 
implementation plans, budgets and communications strategies for each individual 
assessment under the regular process for approval by the management and review 
body; 

 (c) To approve the reports and conclusions for each individual assessment 
under the regular process; 

 (d) To advise the management and review body on proposals for individual 
assessments under the regular process and on other matters, as requested;  

 (e) To identify, develop and recommend methods, approaches and standards 
for data collection and analysis and for assessment of the marine environment;  

 (f) To select experts for membership in the panel, subject to confirmation by 
the management and review body, and for individual assessment teams under the 
regular process;  

 (g) To promote networking among marine assessment processes and 
individual experts. 

93. The composition of the panel should reflect geographic and gender balance, 
ensure a mix of disciplinary expertise and involve participants from all regions in 
order to take into account different regional circumstances and experience. All the 
main disciplines in the natural and social sciences, including policy, and law and 
traditional knowledge should be considered for inclusion.  

94.  There are two main options to discharge the functions of the panel of experts: 

 (a) To create a new panel of experts of, say, 20 members; 

 (b) To employ the existing GESAMP, comprised of 25 to 30 members, 
subject to any modifications needed in the mandate, composition and institutional 
arrangements of the Joint Group. 

95.  The arguments for and against these alternatives can be summarized as 
follows: 

 (a) New expert panel. A new panel would take some time to establish and 
organize, and to develop a reputation. As another expert body specialized in the 
marine environment, it could lead to competition with GESAMP over scarce 
financial resources. However, a new panel would be tailored to meet the needs of 
the regular process, including its objective and scope;  

 (b) GESAMP. GESAMP is an existing body with an established reputation 
for the credibility and quality of its outputs, which to date have focused on the 
natural sciences. Its mandate would have to be extended to include the functions 
proposed for the panel of experts. However, the more critical difficulties that need 
to be considered are the management and reporting structure of GESAMP: 
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 (i) The management structure of GESAMP15 does not fit easily with the 
proposed management and review body structure, which envisages 
membership by States and other stakeholder organizations in addition to 
intergovernmental agencies. However, if the panel of experts reported directly 
to the United Nations General Assembly through an ad hoc meeting able to 
devote sufficient time to defining the objectives and scope of proposed 
assessments and to considering assessment reports and findings, as considered 
in paragraph 70 (b) above, there is the alternative of leaving the more routine 
“management” functions included in paragraph 75 above to the Joint Group’s 
existing inter-agency Executive Board and Executive Committee, possibly 
with an expanded membership of intergovernmental bodies;  

 (ii) GESAMP presently reports to all its sponsoring organizations. It would 
be necessary to specify additional reporting arrangements for the Joint Group 
in respect of the functions of the regular process, in accordance with the 
reporting procedures agreed upon for the process.  

 

  Recommendations on the panel of experts 
 

96. On balance, the Group of Experts considers that the needs of the regular 
process will be better served by establishing a new panel of experts. 

97. For a new panel of experts, it will be necessary to develop the procedures, 
profiles and criteria for selection of the experts, such as those used to select the 
assessment of assessments Group of Experts (see annex III to the assessment of 
assessments report). The appointments could be made by the management and 
review body for a period of five years in the first instance (on the assumption that 
the proposal for a five-year initial cycle is adopted). Thereafter, members would be 
selected by the panel of experts, subject to confirmation by the management and 
review body. Following the first cycle, a periodic partial renewal should take place, 
so that terms are staggered to ensure a mix of continuity and fresh ideas. As part of 
the arrangements, to ensure turnover, panel members should serve terms of no more 
than three to five years and membership should be limited to two consecutive terms. 

98. Whichever option is chosen, the Group of Experts stresses that all members of 
the Expert Panel — whether experts from the private sector, Government, academic 
and research institutions or another affiliation — will require substantial amounts of 
dedicated time to devote to the work of the regular process.  
 

__________________ 

 15 GESAMP is sponsored jointly by IMO, FAO, the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission/UNESCO, WMO, UNIDO, IAEA, the United Nations and UNEP. It is open to 
sponsorship by any United Nations organization, agency, fund or programme, each of which 
appoints a Technical Secretary. The Technical Secretaries, together with the Administrative 
Secretary nominated by IMO, form the Executive Board, which develops the budget and 
workplan and selects the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of GESAMP. The Executive Board, 
together with the Chairman and Vice-Chairman, form the Executive Committee, which selects 
and appoints the members of GESAMP and monitors and reports on its activities. The 
Administrative Secretary, based at the office in IMO, supervises general coordination and 
support to the Executive Committee, the Group itself and its working groups. GESAMP 
members collectively provide overall scientific guidance, perspective and oversight, including 
the review and approval of reports before publication. Reports are prepared by ad hoc working 
groups, which are constituted from members of GESAMP and its pool of experts. 
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  Options for a pool of experts for the regular process 
 

99. In addition to the panel of experts, there is likely to be a need to establish a 
pool of experts from which to draw additional experts, as necessary: 

 (a) For individual assessments under the regular process, when panel experts 
do not have sufficient time or when additional fields of expertise are needed;  

 (b) As external peer reviewers for the products of the regular process (that is, 
external reviewers who have not participated in the development of the products 
they review); 

 (c) As a resource for the development and execution of capacity-building 
initiatives. 

100. Three main options can be identified for establishing such a Pool:  

 (a) The management and review body could establish a specific pool of 
experts for the regular process. To cover the necessary expertise in relation to 
regions, disciplines and other criteria, the pool would need to contain a substantial 
number of experts. In response to a periodic open call for experts, nominations 
would be accepted from all stakeholder groups, including Governments, 
intergovernmental organizations, international scientific organizations, 
non-governmental organizations, industry and professional associations, holders of 
traditional knowledge and members of the panel of experts. Selections would have 
to be based on an agreed profile and selection criteria, as with the panel. The 
secretariat would review the nominations, based on the profile and criteria, and 
submit a list of candidates to the panel for its consideration. The panel would 
forward its selection to the management and review body for final approval. To 
ensure turnover, appointments to the pool would remain valid for a specified 
number of years; 

 (i) Pro. This would help to ensure a source of additional expertise for the 
panel, as needed. Those appointed to the pool would also be drawn into the 
work of the regular process and would thus, to some extent, become its 
ambassadors; 

 (ii) Contra. An ongoing commitment of resources would be required in order 
to maintain the pool and might well result in the appointment of some experts 
whose services would never be needed. There would also be a continuing risk 
that the established pool would not contain the type of expert required for 
some specific purpose; 

 (b) Experts could be appointed on a case-by-case basis. When a specific 
need was established, the secretariat would invite Governments and relevant 
stakeholder organizations to propose experts who would then be reviewed in the 
same manner as under (a), for decision by the management and review body (or 
perhaps by the Co-Chairmen of the panel of experts, acting under delegated 
powers);  

 (i) Pro. This would reduce substantially the initial work — all that would be 
needed would be the list of organizations that would be invited to propose 
experts (in addition to members of the panel of experts). It would also make it 
more likely that the individuals proposed would match the expertise needed for 
any particular assessment. In addition, groups with specialized interests could 
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be confident that they would have the opportunity to propose experts for issues 
of interest to them;  

 (ii) Contra. It is possible that this nomination and selection process could 
delay a particular activity where additional experts are needed, but for most 
assessments, the time between agreement on a topic and developing more 
detailed terms of reference, securing funding and commencing work would be 
sufficient to solicit and review proposals for relevant experts and agree on a 
list; 

 (c) Experts could be drawn from suitable existing lists. For example, 
GESAMP already maintains a pool of experts to provide inputs to its working 
groups. Similar lists of experts exist for such marine-related projects as Land-Ocean 
Interactions in the Coastal Zone, sponsored jointly by the International Geosphere-
Biosphere Programme and the International Human Dimensions Programme on 
Global Environmental Change. The secretariat could identify a list of candidates 
from these existing lists for review by the panel and approval by the management 
and review body (or perhaps by the Co-Chairmen of the panel);  

 (i) Pro. This would enable the regular process to avoid duplicating the work 
of other expert bodies in drawing up lists of experts and would ensure a 
reasonably rapid response to meet identified needs; 

 (ii) Contra. There would still be a risk that some needs could not be covered 
from the lists drawn up by others, as these lists are based on the mandates and 
needs of the organizations involved. 

101. A supplemental nomination process that could be contemplated under all three 
options would involve self-nomination by experts who wished to contribute to 
assessments undertaken by the regular process. They would be subject to the same 
criteria and selection process as other experts. For example, the International 
Council for the Exploration of the Sea and GESAMP already provide for self-
nomination of experts.  
 

  Recommendations on the pool of experts 
 

102. On balance, the Group of Experts considers that the first option is the most 
promising, but would need to be supplemented, whenever necessary, by case-by-
case appointments, as in the second option. Self-nomination by experts should be 
provided for. 
 

  Options for secretariat support of the regular process 
 

103. The management and review body and the panel of experts will need strong 
secretariat support. The Group of Experts identified nine main functions of a 
secretariat: 

 (a) To support the work of the management and review body and the panel 
of experts by organizing meetings and providing administrative and substantive 
support for their meetings and other work;16  

 (b) To identify, acquire, coordinate and manage information (primarily 
information shared with other processes) for consideration by the panel of experts, 

__________________ 

 16  For example, telecommunications conferences and Internet-based virtual offices. 
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and to run a system to manage data, tools, resources and documents to support the 
experts’ work; 

 (c) To organize and coordinate the peer review process for products of the 
regular process; 

 (d) To prepare an annual report to be submitted to the United Nations 
General Assembly, in accordance with the mandate of the regular process, and to the 
different United Nations bodies and other organizations that sponsor members of the 
management and review body;  

 (e) To develop and maintain interactions with existing regional and global 
assessment processes, expert networks and other partners; 

 (f) To organize and coordinate public information and outreach activities of 
the regular process, including editorial work and the release of reports and other 
products;  

 (g) To serve as a focal point to promote and facilitate capacity-building that 
supports the objectives of the regular process;  

 (h) To develop the programme and budget of the regular process and manage 
and report on related funds/trust funds;  

 (i) To help mobilize financial resources to support the regular process in 
addition to those provided by Governments, as envisaged in paragraph 114 below. 

104. While there is a theoretical option of establishing an independent secretariat, 
the Group of Experts considers that the regular process will benefit substantially if it 
is hosted within the United Nations structure in a body or bodies with experience in 
managing a scientific process, appropriate links to relevant expert communities and 
stakeholders, and competence to enter into agreements with potential partners and 
collaborating institutions. Moreover, it will be more cost-effective if the secretariat 
can draw on existing facilities and services, and benefit from the standing and 
continuity of an established body or bodies.  

105. Against this background, the following three options are presented, although a 
variety of combinations could be envisaged: 

 (a) Hosting the secretariat within a single intergovernmental organization;  

 (b) Establishing an inter-agency secretariat co-located in one 
intergovernmental organization;  

 (c) Distributing the secretariat among several intergovernmental 
organizations. 17 

106. The arguments for and against these alternatives can be summarized as 
follows. The first option has the advantage of a single focus of responsibility and 
accountability, but does not involve other international organizations directly and 
may undermine a feeling of “ownership” on the part of the other intergovernmental 
bodies associated with the regular process. The second and third options have the 
advantage of drawing on the skills and comparative advantages of different 
organizations and gaining wider institutional support and “ownership”. Option (b) 

__________________ 

 17  For example, WMO hosts the secretariat of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and 
WMO and UNEP provide, respectively, its Secretary and Deputy Secretary. 
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concentrates expertise and support in one location and is likely to encourage 
coordination and synergy among the agencies. Such coordination and synergy might 
be more difficult to achieve under option (c). At the same time, option (b) may 
diminish interaction of secretariat staff with their parent agency, depending on the 
location selected.  
 

  Recommendations on the secretariat for the regular process 
 

107. On balance, the Group of Experts considers that there is advantage in a 
co-located, inter-agency secretariat. It will be important to identify distinct functions 
for each agency, reducing the likelihood of duplication or confusion over their 
respective roles; for example, the distinct functions of the Division for Ocean 
Affairs and the Law of the Sea, which is responsible for providing substantive 
services for processes like the Informal Consultative Process or ad hoc meetings 
established by the United Nations General Assembly. 
 

  Focal points to promote interaction and collaboration with the regular process 
 

108. Paragraphs 52 to 56 above stress the importance of networking among those 
involved in assessment processes. But before members of a network can 
communicate, they need to know who the other nodes of the network are and how to 
contact them. It will be particularly important that there is effective networking 
among:  

 (a) The members of the management and review body of the regular process, 
the panel of experts and the secretariat; 

 (b) Global intergovernmental organizations and other relevant global 
organizations; 

 (c) Regional seas organizations, regional fisheries bodies, regional marine-
science bodies and other relevant regional organizations; 

 (d) National bodies engaged in marine monitoring, assessment and research;  

 (e) Components of civil society and the private sector interested in the state 
of the oceans. 

109. When implementing the regular process, Governments and agencies will need 
to identify focal points within their organizations who can act as interlocutors with 
the other members of this proposed network. In the same way, global and regional 
international organizations, at the governing body level and/or the secretariat level, 
as appropriate, will need to accept an obligation to establish focal points. Those 
components of civil society and the private sector who wish to be involved will 
equally need to identify focal points. 

110. The focal points need to be more than recipients of information. They also 
need to interact in three complementary directions. First, they must have sufficient 
status and resources within their own organization (and for national bodies, among 
all the relevant national bodies) to be able to coordinate, liaise or interact with other 
relevant parts of their own organization or national Government so that they can 
respond fully to enquiries and requests from, and interact effectively with, other 
parts of the network. Secondly, they need to communicate with the central units of 
the regular process. Thirdly, they need to communicate within their region with both 
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regional bodies and national organizations. This multidirectional communication is 
essential to support fully integrated assessments. 
 

  Recommendations on focal points 
 

111. The Group of Experts recommends that Governments and relevant 
organizations identify focal points for the regular process and provide them with 
sufficient status and resources to interact effectively with the process, with relevant 
elements of their own organization and with other organizations within their region 
in order to improve marine assessment.  
 
 

 D. Options for financing the regular process 
 
 

112. The first issue in addressing financing options is to consider what main 
expenditures it would be necessary to cover. Appendix III below, entitled 
“Implementing the first cycle of the regular process: actions and exemplifications of 
costs”, gives an initial overview of the possible cost implications of the expert, 
management and support services discussed in the present report. 

113. The way in which resources for the regular process would be provided will 
depend very largely on the decisions taken on institutional arrangements. For 
example, if a single agency is the host for the secretariat, what is needed will be 
very different from what would be needed if the secretariat function is shared among 
several agencies.  

114. Rather than anticipating these decisions and attempting to work out a single 
financial mechanism, therefore, the Group of Experts has identified the factors 
which should shape the mechanism. The mechanism should:  

 (a) Recognize that the creation of the regular process will require the 
provision of resources by Member States through the United Nations, its specialized 
agencies and/or other global intergovernmental organizations; 

 (b) Ensure that, irrespective of the way in which resources are provided, the 
United Nations and each of the participating global intergovernmental organizations 
have a sense of “ownership” of the regular process as a whole; 

 (c) Settle financing for the whole of each cycle of the regular process as 
early as possible in that cycle, so that there is a stable base for operations; 

 (d) Ensure that there is a clear budget for the regular process (either as an 
independent budget or as an identified part of a larger budget) which demonstrates 
that the agreed needs and the resources provided to meet them are in balance; 

 (e) Have a clear central focus for management and accountability so that 
Governments and other stakeholders can easily monitor the financial aspects of the 
regular process. 

115. The overall direct resource needs for the first five-year cycle of the regular 
process, based on the overall indications of costs in the appendix, would average 
from $4 million to $5.6 million a year, or from $20 million to $28 million for the 
full cycle. Any additional costs of capacity-building would have to be calculated in 
light of an evaluation of needs and of what can be delivered by organizations 
already active in this area. In addition, there would be costs for States which provide 
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support directly to participants in the United Nations forum, the management and 
review body, and/or the panel of experts.  
 
 

 VII. Summary of recommendations 
 
 

116. The Group of Experts recommends as the framework of the regular process: 

 (a) The objective set out in paragraph 43 above; 

 (b) The scope set out in paragraph 44 above; 

 (c) The eight principles set out in paragraph 39 above (and elaborated in 
paras. 4.4-4.12 of the assessment of assessments report) as a basis to guide the 
establishment and operation of the regular process, to be reflected in the practices 
established for and by the regular process, and in its institutional arrangements;  

 (d) The best practices for each of the first 11 key design features identified 
in paragraph 40 above (and elaborated in paras. 4.13-4.82 of the assessment of 
assessments report) to guide the development and implementation of the regular 
process.  

117. The Group of Experts recommends that the first cycle of the regular process 
run from 2010 to 2014. The first cycle should deliver:  

 (a) Preparatory, supporting products to improve marine assessment and 
support the objective of the regular process during the first part of the cycle, from 
2010 to 2012, which will strengthen capacity, improve knowledge and methods of 
analysis, build on and guide existing assessment processes, and initiate effective 
networking and communication with and among them; 

 (b) The first version of an integrated assessment of the oceans, establishing a 
baseline for future global assessments, during the latter part of the cycle, from 
2013 to 2014, which could include a thematic assessment of a major cross-cutting 
aspect of the world’s oceans, such as food security.  

118.  The Group of Experts recommends the following institutional arrangements 
for the regular process:  

 (a) The United Nations General Assembly should identify a global forum 
under its auspices, either the United Nations Open-ended Informal Consultative 
Process on Oceans and the Law of the Sea or an ad hoc meeting, such as a working 
group of the whole or an international workshop, to: 

 (i) Specify the objective and scope of each individual assessment to be 
undertaken by the regular process, key questions to be answered and primary 
target audiences, in order to ensure that assessments are relevant for decision 
makers; 

 (ii) Examine the findings of assessments in order to draw out their 
implications for consideration by the appropriate decision-making body (or 
bodies);  

 (iii) Evaluate the regular process and its products periodically;  

 (b) The establishment of a management and review body for the regular 
process, comprised of: 
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 (i) From 18 to 36 States Members of the United Nations; 

 (ii) Thirteen members from intergovernmental bodies, one each from FAO, 
the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission/UNESCO, IMO, ISA, 
UNEP, WMO, the secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, the 
Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, IAEA, the World Bank, 
UNDP, UNIDO and WHO;  

 (iii) Five additional members from stakeholders with expertise in the work of 
the regular process, appointed by States members of the management and 
review body on the basis of recommendations from the International Union for 
Conservation of Nature, the Scientific Committee on Oceanographic Research 
of the International Council for Science, the International Social Science 
Council, the World Ocean Council or the many sectoral business and industry 
associations, and a body or bodies representing indigenous peoples; 

 (c) The establishment of a new panel of experts of, say, 20 members, based 
on agreed criteria and procedures, to organize and carry out the assessments of the 
regular process. 

 (d) The establishment of a pool of experts for the regular process, based on 
agreed criteria and procedures, which would be supplemented, whenever necessary, 
by case-by-case appointments drawn from nominations by Governments and other 
relevant stakeholder organizations, and which would provide also for the self-
nomination of experts; 

 (e) The establishment of an inter-agency secretariat of the regular process, 
co-located at an intergovernmental organization; 

 (f) Governments and relevant organizations should identify focal points for 
the regular process and provide them with sufficient status and resources to interact 
effectively with the regular process, with relevant elements of their own 
organization and with other global and regional organizations, especially within 
their region. 
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Appendix III  
 

  Implementing the first cycle of the regular process: actions 
and exemplifications of costs 
 
 

1. The present appendix has been prepared to provide a focus on the levels of 
cost implied if the regular process were developed along the general lines set out in 
the present report. It cannot be precise, since many options are discussed in the 
report and it would be impossible to describe the financial implications of them all. 

2. The appendix therefore sets out, at a general level, one possible pattern of 
actions to implement the first cycle of the regular process in the years 2010 to 2014, 
as described in paragraphs 57 to 61 above. Many other patterns are possible. This is 
not a developed proposal and the cost figures mentioned are not estimates; rather, 
they are overall indications of the orders of magnitude that might be needed. This 
material should therefore be considered as a set of points for further consideration. 

3. However, one point that should be stressed is the way in which the regular 
process can add substantial value to the expenditures which are already being 
undertaken in monitoring and assessing the oceans and seas. 

4. Estimates of current annual expenditures by Governments on existing 
arrangements (at the national, regional and global levels) for monitoring and 
assessing the state of the marine environmenta approximate several tens of billions 
of dollars.b In addition, there is probably at least as much expenditure by 
commercial organizations (both for their own purposes and as a result of 
Government requirements) and voluntary organizations. 

5. The regular process offers an opportunity — for a very modest further 
investment — to get a much better return on these substantial expenditures in three 
respects. It would: 

 (a) Give decision makers a more complete global picture of environmental, 
economic and social aspects of the oceans to support future policymaking; 

 (b) By placing all the other marine assessment work within the context of 
fully integrated global and regional marine assessments, help other organizations to 
relate their specialized regional, sectoral or thematic work to a more integrated 
assessment and to the work carried out on larger or smaller geographic scales;  

 (c) By producing a much clearer picture of marine assessment activities 
worldwide, including social and economic aspects, help organizations active in the 
field to concentrate their activities, including capacity-building, more precisely. 

 
 

 a Including fisheries, shipping, mariculture, offshore oil and gas installations, other seabed 
activities (such as aggregate dredging), land-based sources of pollution, tourism, dumping, 
invasive species, marine debris, habitat assessment (such as coral reefs), biodiversity and effects 
of climate change. 

 b The United States of America is reported to be spending $600 million a year on ocean science 
(U.S. Commission (2004)). In the fisheries field alone, the Australian Fisheries Management 
Authority spent over $A 5 million on research and data in 2007/08 (AFMA (2007)). Ireland is 
reported to have spent $13.3 million in 1998 on research and development, promotion of 
international activities and cooperation, policy advice, data collection and analysis; New Zealand 
spent $14 million in 1997/98 on fisheries policy advice, stock assessment, research and 
development; and Norway spent $28.1 million in 1998 on fisheries research (Pascoe and others, 
2002). 
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  Setting up the institutional arrangements for the regular process 
 

6. Six institutional elements for the regular process are proposed in the present 
report: 

 (a) The United Nations forum (see paras. 65-71). This forum (through which 
States Members of the United Nations provide input on the development of an 
assessment, examine its findings and ultimately evaluate the process and its 
products (see paras. 47 (d) and 67 (c)) would be needed at the end of the first cycle. 
If the option of the Informal Consultative Process were selected, any additional 
costs are likely to be minimal. If the second option were selected, the costs would be 
on the same order as those for the one-week meeting of the ad hoc working group of 
the whole of the United Nations General Assembly, which is to consider the present 
report. The forum could meet at the end of each cycle to prepare advice on the 
results of that cycle for the Assembly, together with suggestions for adjustments in 
the products from, and in the process for, the next cycle. The “package” cost of a 
one-week meeting at the United Nations, including documentation, translation, 
interpretation and security, amounts to approximately $300,000. 

 (b) The management and review body (see paras. 72-89). This body would 
need to meet soon after the General Assembly establishes the form of operations of 
the regular process in order to elaborate on the decisions of the Assembly and to 
establish procedures and other working arrangements, including budgets. The 
management and review body would then need to meet yearly, with probably two 
meetings in the last year of the first cycle to enable it to comment on the products of 
the panel of experts. Its costs are likely to be on the same order as those of the Ad 
Hoc Steering Group for the assessment of assessments, but possibly increased to 
allow for a larger membership. The costs of the Steering Group have amounted to 
around $75,000 for each meeting, so using an estimate of $100,000 per meeting for 
a larger membership, the total cost for six meetings in the first cycle would amount 
to around $600,000. 

 (c) The panel of experts (see paras. 91-98). The panel of experts will need to 
be set up as soon as the management and review body has agreed to the details of 
the procedure. The panel will need to hold its first meeting within six months or so 
of the decisions of the General Assembly on the regular process. Although much 
work can be done electronically — as the assessment of assessments Group of 
Experts has demonstrated — face-to-face meetings are essential. The panel would 
need to meet at least twice a year. Its costs would be substantially higher than those 
of the Group of Experts, since more support to members would be needed. Panel 
members will need to devote a substantial part of their working time to the regular 
process — possibly 25 per cent to 30 per cent. In some cases, their employers may 
be prepared to support them for this work. In many cases, however, the regular 
process will have to provide direct support. Each meeting of the Group of Experts 
cost around $100,000, without substantial provision for support to the experts. The 
panel would therefore be likely to cost at least $750,000 a year. Over a five-year 
cycle, an indication of the order of cost is therefore from $3.75 million to 
$4 million. 

 (d) The secretariat (see paras. 103-107). An initial core of the secretariat will 
be needed immediately after the General Assembly adopts decisions on the regular 
process, in order to arrange the first meeting of the management and review body 
and to put in hand arrangements for the appointment of the panel of experts. This 
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initial core might be provided by secondments from the international organizations 
that will participate in the process, pending permanent recruitment and 
appointments. It seems likely that over the course of the first cycle of the process, 
the secretariat would need to build up to a strength of around 8 to 10 Professional 
staff and an equal number of support staff. Costs will depend substantially on the 
exact organizational structure adopted. However, as an example, the secretariat of 
the Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East 
Atlantic (which has 5 Professional and 7 support staff) costs around $1.5 million a 
year, including salaries, accommodation, information technology, travel, translation 
and overhead. The costs of a secretariat twice this size for the regular process could 
therefore rise to the order of $3 million a year. As a further comparison, the standard 
staff costs at United Nations Headquarters for 10 Professional (at the P-3 level) and 
10 support staff (at the General Service-4 level) would amount to $1.88 million, to 
which operational costs would need to be added. An indication of the order of costs 
over a five-year cycle is therefore from $10 million to $15 million. The publication 
of a major report and related outreach activities in each cycle would need to be 
considered separately and could cost (including translation into the working 
languages of the United Nations) as much as $400,000; 

 (e) Additional expert advice (see paras. 99-102). Substantial work will be 
needed to support the workshops used to develop the preliminary assessment 
products noted below and to provide for assembling the necessary knowledge. Some 
work would be carried out by the secretariat, but some will require specialist skills 
that the Secretariat cannot offer, including the ability to work with information only 
available in languages not shared by the secretariat. The costs are likely to be on the 
order of $ 1,500 a day (including remuneration, travel and other expenses and 
overhead). In light of what is said below on the workshops, as many as 400 person-
days a year could be needed, giving an indication of costs of at least $600,000 a 
year. Over five years, an indication of the order of cost is therefore from $3 million 
to $3.5 million; 

 (f) Focal points (see paras. 108-111) . Focal points do not seem to have any 
cost implications for the regular process itself, although they will require resources 
in the organizations which set them up. The work of the secretariat will need to 
include arrangements to keep focal points aware of what is going on. 
 

  Fundamental building blocks for the regular process 
 

7. There need to be four continuing fundamental building blocks for the regular 
process (see paras. 50-56). The work on three of the building blocks will be carried 
out substantially by the secretariat (capacity-building — analysis of needs and 
facilitating arrangements with partners; networking; communications). The costs of 
this work would therefore be covered under paragraph 6 (d) above. The work on the 
fourth building block (improve methods of analysis) will be carried out substantially 
by the panel of experts, with supplemental expertise, as needed. This work would 
therefore be covered under paragraph 6 (c) above, with possible additional costs for 
other experts covered under paragraph 6 (e). Other needs may emerge in the course 
of the production of assessment products. For example, it is clear that additional 
expenditures will be needed on capacity-building, but this cannot be judged until an 
evaluation has been made of what can be delivered by the organizations already 
active in this field. It is therefore generally not possible to indicate what further 
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costs might be involved for the four activities, although it is likely that 
supplementary expenditures will be needed. 

8. One element will clearly require some additional expenditure, which can now 
be estimated. This is the need for a portal to give all concerned ready access to the 
assessment products already produced, or to be produced in the future, by existing 
assessment processes. The UNEP World Conservation Monitoring Centre has 
already produced a database of such assessments, in which much of the detailed 
work of the assessment of assessments Group of Experts has been stored (as 
elaborated in box 3.1 of the assessment of assessments report). It is an essential 
guide to what is available. It could be developed into a portal leading to the material 
wherever it is currently stored. The cost of merely maintaining this database would 
be around $50,000 a year. Improving it into a portal and then maintaining it might 
increase the cost to around $100,000 a year. Therefore, the range of costs over five 
years is from $250,000 to $500,000. 
 

  Preliminary assessment products needed in the first cycle of the regular process 
 

9. In the early years of the first cycle of the regular process, the strategy and 
timetable for the production of the integrated assessment in the later part of the 
cycle will need to be developed (see para. 59). Likewise, before the end of the first 
cycle, arrangements will need to be agreed upon for the eventual evaluation of the 
assessment and the process that produced it.  

10. In addition, the proposed preliminary assessment products needed in the early 
years of the first cycle (see para. 60) cover:  

 (a) A set of common questions and issues to be addressed (in differing 
degrees of elaboration) across all the regions; 

 (b) Agreed assessment methods for the datasets in different scientific fields; 

 (c) An agreed approach to evaluating the risks that are identified; 

 (d) A common framework and guidelines for data assembly; 

 (e) An agreed approach for integrating the data and information and 
analytical results across sectors, ecosystem components and economic, 
environmental and social aspects; 

 (f) Methods to process digitally the available data, including the 
methodologies for quality assurance, modelling and the metadata that should 
eventually be assembled.  

11. These six preliminary products involve collaboration with a number of 
existing assessment processes, at both the global and regional levels. An effective 
way of achieving this involvement would be to arrange three to four workshops on 
one or more of these themes around the world, in order to bring together experts 
involved in the assessment processes of several regions. For example, it could be 
envisaged that a workshop could be held to examine and prepare initial surveys and 
thinking on the elements referred to in paragraph 10 above for the regions of the 
Atlantic and the Caribbean, or for the regions of the Indian Ocean. There would also 
be a need for workshops at the global level to integrate the output of the regional 
workshops. 
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12. Each of these workshops would require an initial meeting, to be followed by a 
period of further contact between the members and a final meeting to agree on the 
final input to a global workshop or to be sent directly to the panel of experts. This 
would imply a total of 10 to 15 workshops (allowing for the fact that more than one 
assessment product could be considered in a single workshop). Each such workshop 
(including costs of support for those attending from developing countries) could 
cost around $150,000 to $200,000.  

13. Over the first cycle of the regular process, it might therefore be necessary to 
make provision for expenditures on the order of $1.5 million to $3 million to 
produce the products identified in paragraph 10.  
 

  Evaluation 
 

14. Finally, provision must be made for the evaluation of the first cycle of the 
regular process, both products and process (see paras. 47 (d) and 67 (c)). This would 
entail a midterm review as well as a full evaluation team at the end of the five-year 
cycle. Both would involve internal members from among the experts and users 
involved in the assessment and external members who have not been involved in the 
regular process in any way. The midterm review could involve two to three 
individuals, while the full post-cycle evaluation could involve a team of six 
members, three internal (2 experts and 1 user) and three external (1 user). While the 
costs of the internal experts are included in the expert costs under paragraphs 6 (c) 
and 6 (e) above, the costs of the other four (users and external team members) 
would have to be funded. An order of magnitude of the cost (on the same basis as 
for the pool of experts) for the midterm review and final evaluation amounts to 
$300,000. This includes the cost of one of the external reviewers who, in addition to 
working with the team, would be expected to monitor developments throughout the 
course of the assessment.  
 

  Overall resource needs 
 

15. The overall direct resource needs for the first five-year cycle of the regular 
process, based on these overall indications of cost, would average from $4 million 
to $5.6 million a year, or from $20 million to $28 million for the full cycle. Any 
additional costs for capacity-building would have to be calculated in light of an 
evaluation of needs and of what can be delivered by organizations already active in 
this area. In addition, there would be costs for States which directly support 
participants in the United Nations forum, the management and review body and/or 
the panel of experts.  
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  Terms used in the assessment of assessments report 
 
 

 • Availability of data vs accessibility of data. Availability refers to the ability to 
acquire existing data, whereas accessibility refers to the technical ability to 
extract data from datasets in an intelligible form so they can be used by others. 
Both terms differ from the “adequacy” of data, that is, whether or not there is 
sufficient information available to make an informed judgement on a particular 
matter  

 • Adaptive management. The use of feedback about the effectiveness of past 
management actions in achieving goals, to guide changes in the management 
actions and/or in the goals or objectives themselves (learning). The changes 
are intended to increase the effectiveness of management interventions, 
accommodate unforeseen factors relevant to the achievement of the objectives 
or adjust the objectives being pursued to be more realistic, feasible or cost-
effective. The feedback may come from planned and structured monitoring and 
evaluation, but can also be opportunistic and reactive  

 • Assessment. Assessments are formal efforts to assemble selected knowledge 
with a view to making it publicly available in a form intended to be useful for 
decision-making (Mitchell and others, 2006) 

 • Best practice. In the assessment of assessments report, best practice refers to 
influential practices in general, not to one single “best” practice 

 • DPSIR. Drivers – pressures – state – impacts – responses is a framework for 
organizing information about the state of the environment. It reflects the 
complex chain of cause and effect in the interactions between society and the 
environment  

 • Ecosystem approach/approaches. This is an approach to management that 
considers the entire ecosystem, including human beings, in an integrated 
manner. The goal of ecosystem-based management is to maintain an ecosystem 
in a healthy, productive and resilient condition so that it can provide the 
services human beings want and need. Ecosystem-based management differs 
from conventional approaches that usually focus on a single species, sector, 
activity or concern; it considers the cumulative impacts of different sectors 
(McLeod and others, 2005)  

 • Integrated assessment. There are various usages of the term “integrated 
assessments” in different disciplines. The assessment of assessments report 
acknowledges the broad usage but attaches particular importance to fully 
integrated assessments, that is, assessments that integrate across 
environmental, economic and social aspects, across industry sectors and across 
ecosystem components (which may include land-based sources of inputs as 
well as land-based industries that depend on marine resources)  

 • Interdisciplinary (vs multidisciplinary). Multidisciplinary assessments are 
assessments where specialists in several different fields contribute information 
collected, analysed and interpreted according to standards of the respective 
disciplines, and the results are aggregated and further interpreted together. An 
interdisciplinary assessment may have the same basic information as a 
multidisciplinary assessment, but the central analyses and interpretations are 
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done in a way most appropriate for the goals of the full assessment, not 
necessarily according to the practices of any of the constituent assessments  

 • Interoperable. interoperable datasets and systems are structured so that, as 
components of multiple databases or systems, they can be related to one 
another  

 • Metadata. This term refers to information about a dataset that describes its 
content, format and characteristics to ensure that the data are correctly 
understood and interpreted. Metadata includes such information as temporal 
and spatial coverage of the dataset, the sampling design, ancillary data that 
might be included and the organization of the data in the database 

 • Multidisciplinary. See the discussion of “interdisciplinary” above 

 • Ocean governance. This term is used in the assessment of assessments report 
as a shorthand term for all the institutions (rules, laws, policies and measures, 
decision-making authorities) that specify how States and other stakeholders are 
to undertake human activities in the oceans  

 • Regions. Solely for the purposes of the assessment of assessments report, the 
Group of Experts has used 21 regions as a basis for organizing the reporting of 
assessment coverage and practices. These are referred to as the assessment of 
assessments regions  

 • Response assessments. Response assessments identify and evaluate measures 
that might reduce human contributions or vulnerabilities to environmental 
changes. They can focus on potential future response options and evaluate 
their risks and likely outcomes, or they may evaluate the effectiveness of 
policies and measures already adopted  

 • Sectoral assessments. Sectoral assessments address a particular sector of 
human activity, such as fishing, tourism or oil and gas development 

 • Stakeholders. For the purposes of the assessment of assessments report, 
stakeholders comprise Government officials at all levels, including at the 
community level, and parliamentarians; users of assessment results in the 
private sector; representatives of scientific, professional, industrial, 
environmental and other private organizations; representatives of 
intergovernmental organizations; civil society and the public; indigenous 
groups and other holders of traditional and/or local knowledge, and the media  

 • Supra-regional. Any geographical unit extending beyond a region but not 
global  

 • Thematic assessments. Thematic assessments focus on a theme or issue other 
than a single sector of human activity. They may cover one or more ecosystem 
component, such as sea turtles or coral reefs, or they may focus on a particular 
issue such as land-based sources of marine pollution or marine debris 

 • Vulnerability. Vulnerability refers to the potential of a system to be harmed by 
stresses (threats). It depends on the exposure to change (extent of change and 
impacts) and the sensitivity and capacity to adapt (resilience)  
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President of the General Assembly 
 
 

 Pursuant to your letter dated 21 August 2009, we were appointed as the 
Co-Chairs of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, established in accordance 
with paragraph 157 of General Assembly resolution 63/111, to recommend a course 
of action to the Assembly on the regular process for global reporting and assessment 
of the state of the marine environment, including socio-economic aspects.  

 We have the honour to submit to you the attached report on the work of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, which met at United Nations Headquarters 
from 31 August to 4 September 2009. The outcome of the meeting consists of a brief 
procedural report and a set of agreed recommendations to the sixty-fourth session of 
the General Assembly on a course of action for the regular process. 

 We kindly request that the present letter and the report of the Ad Hoc Working 
Group of the Whole be circulated as a document of the General Assembly under the 
agenda item entitled “Oceans and the law of the sea”. 
 
 

(Signed) Hilario G. Davide Jr. 

(Signed) Gunnar Pálsson  

 
 

 * A/64/150. 
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  Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to 
recommend a course of action to the General Assembly on 
the regular process for global reporting and assessment of 
the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects 
 
 

1. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole was convened pursuant to paragraph 
157 of General Assembly resolution 63/111 to recommend to the sixty-fourth 
session of the Assembly a course of action on the regular process for global 
reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects. The meeting was held at United Nations Headquarters in 
New York from 31 August to 4 September 2009. 

2. The meeting was presided over by two Co-Chairs, Mr. Hilario G. Davide, Jr. 
(Philippines) and Mr. Gunnar Pálsson (Iceland), appointed by the President of the 
General Assembly in consultation with Member States. The following Friends of the 
Co-Chairs were nominated by the regional groups: Mr. Ismail Chekkori (Morocco) 
for the Group of African States; Mr. Esmaeil Baghaei Hamaneh (Iran (Islamic 
Republic of)) for the Group of Asian States; Mr. Carlos Michelen (Dominican 
Republic) for the Group of Latin American and Caribbean States; Mr. Samir 
Sharifov (Azerbaijan) for the Group of Eastern European States; and Mrs. Elizabeth 
J. Tirpak (United States of America) for the Group of Western European and Other 
States. 

3. The meeting was attended by 80 representatives of States, in addition to 
representatives of 10 intergovernmental organizations and other bodies. 

4. The following supporting documentation was available to the meeting: (a) the 
report on the results of the assessment of assessments (A/64/88, annex) and (b) the 
format, provisional agenda and annotated provisional agenda, including the 
proposed organization of work. Following its official launch, the report on the 
assessment of assessments, prepared by the Group of Experts, was also made 
available to the meeting. 

5. The Deputy Secretary-General, Asha-Rose Migiro, opened the meeting on 
behalf of the Secretary-General. 

6. Following a general exchange of views, the meeting heard presentations on a 
general introduction to and the outcome of the meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering 
Group from: Mr. Patricio Bernal, Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of 
the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO); 
Mr. Peter Gilruth, United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP); and, on behalf 
of the Co-Chairs of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, Mr. Salif Diop (UNEP) and 
Mr. Julian Barbiere (Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO).  

7. The meeting also heard presentations on the report of the Group of Experts by 
the following experts: Mrs. Jacqueline McGlade (United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland) and Mr. Kwame Korenteng (Ghana), Co-Chairs of the Group 
of Experts; Mr. Jake Rice (Canada); Mr. Andrew Rosenberg (United States); 
Mr. Wajih Naqvi (India); Mrs. Beatrice Ferreira (Brazil); Mr. Gunnar Sanders 
(Norway); Mrs. Jill Jaeger (United Kingdom); Mrs. Lee Kimball (United States); 
and Mr. Alan Simcock (United Kingdom). The presentations were followed by 
question-and-answer sessions. 
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8. Following the presentations, the meeting discussed a course of action on the 
regular process that could be recommended to the sixty-fourth session of the 
General Assembly. On the basis of those discussions, the Co-Chairs, in consultation 
with the Friends of the Co-Chairs, prepared draft recommendations for 
consideration by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole. The recommendations 
were then agreed upon, with modifications by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole.  

9. The recommendations on a course of action for the regular process, transmitted 
by the Co-Chairs to the President of the sixty-fourth session of the General 
Assembly, are attached as an annex to the present report.  
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Annex  
 

  Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole to the sixty-fourth session of the General Assembly 
 
 

1. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole established by General Assembly 
resolution 63/111 to recommend a course of action to the Assembly at its sixty-
fourth session, based on the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering 
Group, recalled the recommendation of the 2002 Plan of Implementation of the 
World Summit on Sustainable Development1 and the decision of the Assembly in its 
resolution 57/141 to establish a regular process under the United Nations for global 
reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects, both current and foreseeable, building on existing regional 
assessments. 

2. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole also recalled the decision of the 
General Assembly, in its resolution 60/30, to launch the start-up phase, the 
“assessment of assessments”, as a preparatory stage towards the establishment of the 
regular process.  

3. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole acknowledged with appreciation the 
work carried out by the Group of Experts under the guidance of the Ad Hoc Steering 
Group and with the assistance of the lead agencies, the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), and 
the support provided by other organizations and experts. 

4. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole noted the decision of the Ad Hoc 
Steering Group and took note of the report on the results of the assessment of 
assessments prepared by the Group of Experts. At the same time, the Ad Hoc 
Working Group also noted the regional variability and gaps in assessments, in 
particular with regard to socio-economic aspects. It further noted that the 
description of the regions by the Group of Experts was intended solely for the 
purpose of organizing the review of existing assessments and was not intended to be 
prescriptive with regard to regional analyses for future work of the regular process.  

5. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, having considered the report on the 
results of the assessment of assessments transmitted by UNEP and the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission in accordance with paragraph 94 (d) 
of General Assembly resolution 60/30, as well as the outcome of the fourth meeting 
of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, recommends to the Assembly the following course of 
action on the regular process: 
 
 

 I. Framework for the regular process  
 
 

6. The framework for the regular process would, subject to further consideration 
by Member States, consist of: (a) the overall objective for the regular process, (b) a 
description of the scope of the regular process, (c) a set of principles to guide its 

__________________ 

 1  Report of the World Summit on Sustainable Development, Johannesburg, South Africa, 
26 August-4 September 2002 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.03.II.A.1 and 
corrigendum), chap. I, resolution 2, annex, para. 36 (b). 
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establishment and operation and (d) the best practices on key design features for the 
regular process as identified by the Group of Experts. Capacity-building, sharing of 
data, information and transfer of technology would be crucial elements of the 
framework.  
 

  Overall objective 
 

7. The regular process under the United Nations would be recognized as the 
global mechanism for reviewing the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects, on a continual and systematic basis by providing regular 
assessments at the global and supraregional levels and an integrated view of 
environmental, economic and social aspects. Such assessments would support 
informed decision-making and thus contribute to managing in a sustainable manner 
human activities that affect the oceans and seas, in accordance with international 
law, including the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and other 
applicable international instruments and initiatives.  

8. The regular process would facilitate the identification of trends and enable 
appropriate responses by States and competent regional and international 
organizations.  

9. The regular process would promote and facilitate the full participation of 
developing countries in all of its activities. 

10. Ecosystem approaches would be recognized as a useful framework for 
conducting fully integrated assessments. 
 

  Capacity-building and technology transfer  
 

11. The regular process would promote, facilitate and ensure capacity-building and 
transfer of technology, including marine technology, in accordance with 
international law, including the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 
and other applicable international instruments and initiatives, for developing and 
other States, taking into account the criteria and guidelines on the transfer of marine 
technology of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission.  

12. The regular process would promote technical cooperation, including South-
South cooperation. 

13. States and global and regional organizations would be invited to cooperate 
with each other to identify gaps and shared priorities as a basis for developing a 
coherent programme to support capacity-building in marine monitoring and 
assessment.  

14. The value of large-scale and comprehensive assessments, notably in the Global 
Environment Facility’s international waters large-marine ecosystems initiatives, in 
identifying and concentrating on capacity-building priorities would be recognized. 

15. Opportunities for capacity-building would be identified, in particular on the 
basis of existing capacity-building arrangements and the identified capacity-building 
priorities, needs and requests of developing countries. 

16. States and relevant international organizations, bodies and institutions would 
be invited to cooperate in building the capacity of developing countries in marine 
science, monitoring and assessment, including through workshops, training 
programmes and materials and fellowships.  
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17. Quality assurance procedures and guidance would be developed to assist 
Governments and international organizations to improve the quality and 
comparability of data. 
 

  Scope  
 

18. The scope of the regular process is global and supraregional, encompassing the 
state of the marine environment, including socio-economic aspects, both current and 
foreseeable. 

19. In the first cycle, the scope of the regular process would focus on establishing 
a baseline. In subsequent cycles, the scope of the regular process would extend to 
evaluating trends. 

20. The scope of individual assessments under the regular process would be 
identified by Member States in terms of, inter alia, geographic coverage, an 
appropriate analytical framework, considerations of sustainability, issues of 
vulnerability and future scenarios that may have implications for policymakers. 
 

  Principles 
 

21. The regular process would be guided by international law, including the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and other applicable international 
instruments and initiatives, and would include reference to the following principles:  

 (a) Viewing the oceans as part of the whole Earth system; 

 (b) Regular evaluation by Member States of assessment products and the 
regular process itself to support adaptive management; 

 (c) Use of sound science and the promotion of scientific excellence; 

 (d) Regular analysis to ensure that emerging issues, significant changes and 
gaps in knowledge are detected at an early stage; 

 (e) Continual improvement in scientific and assessment capacity, including 
the promotion and development of capacity-building activities and transfer of 
technology; 

 (f) Effective links with policymakers and other users; 

 (g) Inclusiveness with respect to communication and engagement with all 
stakeholders through appropriate means for their participation, including appropriate 
representation and regional balance at all levels; 

 (h) Recognition and utilization of traditional and indigenous knowledge and 
principles; 

 (i) Transparency and accountability for the regular process and its products; 

 (j) Exchange of information at all levels; 

 (k) Effective links with, and building on, existing assessment processes, in 
particular at the regional and national levels; 

 (l) Adherence to equitable geographical representation in all activities of the 
regular process. 
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 II. First cycle of the regular process  
 
 

22. In order to support adaptive management, the regular process would be 
implemented through a succession of cycles. A first cycle of the regular process 
would cover five years, from 2010 to 2014, coinciding with the next review by the 
Commission on Sustainable Development of the theme “Oceans and seas”, bearing 
in mind that the thematic cluster for 2014/2015 will remain as part of the multi-year 
programme of work (E/2003/29-E/CN.17/2003/6) as scheduled, unless otherwise 
agreed by the Commission.  

23. The first phase of the first cycle, covering the years from 2010 to 2012, would 
be devoted to the development of the strategy and timetable for the production of an 
integrated assessment of the world’s oceans and seas, taking into consideration the 
scope, guiding principles and best practice guidance on key design features for the 
regular process proposed by the Group of Experts, as well as the promotion and 
development of capacity-building activities and transfer of technology.  

24. The second phase of the first cycle, covering the years 2013 and 2014, would 
produce an integrated assessment of the oceans, including agreed priority 
cross-cutting thematic issues such as food security, and establish a baseline for 
future global assessments. This would provide the scientific basis for the 
identification of appropriate baselines and internationally agreed environmental 
standards for use in assessments of the state of the marine environment (including 
guidelines for their development, where required) and suitable programmes to 
monitor and report on the effects of human activities on the marine environment. 

25. The assessment procedures adopted by Member States to govern the integrated 
assessment would include quality assurance, nomination and selection of experts 
based on equitable geographical representation, peer review, ways to address 
uncertainty and lack of consensus among experts, data availability and accessibility 
and stakeholder engagement.  

26. Following the completion of each phase of the five-year cycle, the General 
Assembly would be provided with a report on the results of the work undertaken.  

27. The length, scope, objectives and guiding principles of future cycles of the 
regular process would be determined by the General Assembly following the 
completion of the first five-year cycle. At that time, the modalities for the evaluation 
of the process and its products would also be reviewed by the Assembly. 
 
 

 III. A way forward 
 
 

28. More time is needed to further consider the report in detail. It is recommended 
that the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole be reconvened to: 

 (a) Further consider and make recommendations to the sixty-fifth session of 
the General Assembly on the modalities for the implementation of the regular 
process, including the key features and institutional arrangements and financing, 
taking into consideration the report on the results of the assessment of assessments, 
the reports of the Group of Experts and discussions at the meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole;  
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 (b) Specify the objective and scope of the first cycle of the regular process, 
key questions to be answered and primary target audiences, in order to ensure that 
assessments are relevant for decision makers. 

29. In order to further prepare the way for decisions on the implementation of the 
first cycle, more detail should be developed on the fundamental building blocks 
identified by the Group of Experts.  

30. States should be invited to present views on the fundamental building blocks 
of the regular process, to be reflected in the report of the Secretary-General on 
oceans and the law of the sea to be presented as an addendum to the report to the 
sixty-fourth session. 

31. It is recommended that the Group of Experts, as constituted by the General 
Assembly by invitations to States, attend a meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group 
of the Whole, to be reconvened no later than September 2010 for one week, to 
respond and make suggestions on the issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report on 
the results of the assessment of assessments, taking into account the comments and 
observations submitted by States.  

32. The Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea of the Office of Legal 
Affairs would be requested to provide support for the regular process, in 
cooperation, as appropriate, with relevant United Nations specialized agencies and 
programmes.  
 

  Financial resources for the regular process 
 

33. The operation of the first five-year cycle of the regular process would be 
supported through financial and other resources from Member States, international 
financial institutions, donor agencies, intergovernmental organizations, 
non-governmental organizations and natural and juridical persons. To that end, a 
voluntary trust fund should be established. 

34. A special scholarship fund would be established to support training 
programmes for developing countries. 

35. Member States, international financial institutions, donor agencies, 
intergovernmental organizations, non-governmental organizations and natural and 
juridical persons would be urged to make contributions to the funds. 
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Sixty-fourth session 
Agenda item 76 (a) 
Oceans and the law of the sea  

 
 
 

  Australia, Brazil, Canada, Finland, Guatemala, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Mexico, 
Monaco, New Zealand, Portugal, South Africa, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Trinidad  
and Tobago, Turkey and Ukraine: draft resolution 
 
 

  Oceans and the law of the sea  
 
 

 The General Assembly, 

 Recalling its annual resolutions on the law of the sea and on oceans and the 
law of the sea, including resolution 63/111 of 5 December 2008, and other relevant 
resolutions concerning the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (“the 
Convention”),1  

 Having considered the report of the Secretary-General,2 and also the reports 
on the work of the United Nations Open-ended Informal Consultative Process on 
Oceans and the Law of the Sea (“the Consultative Process”) at its tenth meeting,3 on 
the nineteenth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention,4 and on the regular 
process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, 
including socio-economic aspects: the “assessment of assessments”,5 

 Emphasizing the pre-eminent contribution provided by the Convention to the 
strengthening of peace, security, cooperation and friendly relations among all 
nations in conformity with the principles of justice and equal rights and to the 
promotion of the economic and social advancement of all peoples of the world, in 
accordance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations as set forth in the 
Charter of the United Nations, as well as to the sustainable development of the 
oceans and seas, 

 Emphasizing also the universal and unified character of the Convention, and 
reaffirming that the Convention sets out the legal framework within which all 
activities in the oceans and seas must be carried out and is of strategic importance as 

__________________ 

 1  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1833, No. 31363. 
 2  A/64/66 and Add.1 and 2. 
 3  A/64/131. 
 4  SPLOS/203. 
 5  A/64/88. 



A/64/L.18  
 

09-61713 2 
 

the basis for national, regional and global action and cooperation in the marine 
sector, and that its integrity needs to be maintained, as recognized also by the United 
Nations Conference on Environment and Development in chapter 17 of Agenda 21,6  

 Recognizing the important contribution of sustainable development and 
management of the resources and uses of the oceans and seas to the achievement of 
international development goals, including those contained in the United Nations 
Millennium Declaration,7  

 Conscious that the problems of ocean space are closely interrelated and need 
to be considered as a whole through an integrated, interdisciplinary and intersectoral 
approach, and reaffirming the need to improve cooperation and coordination at the 
national, regional and global levels, in accordance with the Convention, to support 
and supplement the efforts of each State in promoting the implementation and 
observance of the Convention and the integrated management and sustainable 
development of the oceans and seas, 

 Reiterating the essential need for cooperation, including through capacity-
building and transfer of marine technology, to ensure that all States, especially 
developing countries, in particular the least developed countries and small island 
developing States, as well as coastal African States, are able both to implement the 
Convention and to benefit from the sustainable development of the oceans and seas, 
as well as to participate fully in global and regional forums and processes dealing 
with oceans and law of the sea issues, 

 Emphasizing the need to strengthen the ability of competent international 
organizations to contribute, at the global, regional, subregional and bilateral levels, 
through cooperation programmes with Governments, to the development of national 
capacity in marine science and the sustainable management of the oceans and their 
resources,  

 Recalling that marine science is important for eradicating poverty, contributing 
to food security, conserving the world’s marine environment and resources, helping 
to understand, predict and respond to natural events and promoting the sustainable 
development of the oceans and seas, by improving knowledge, through sustained 
research efforts and the evaluation of monitoring results, and applying such 
knowledge to management and decision-making, 

 Reiterating its deep concern at the serious adverse impacts on the marine 
environment and biodiversity, in particular on vulnerable marine ecosystems, 
including corals, hydrothermal vents and seamounts, of certain human activities, 

 Emphasizing the need for the safe and environmentally sound recycling of 
ships, 

 Expressing deep concern over the adverse economic, social and environmental 
impacts of the physical alteration and destruction of marine habitats that may result 
from land-based and coastal development activities, in particular those land 
reclamation activities that are carried out in a manner that has a detrimental impact 
on the marine environment,  

__________________ 

 6  Report of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, Rio de Janeiro, 
3-14 June 1992, vol. I, Resolutions Adopted by the Conference (United Nations publication, 
Sales No. E.93.I.8 and corrigendum), resolution 1, annex II. 

 7  See resolution 55/2. 
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 Reiterating its serious concern over the current and projected adverse effects 
of climate change on the marine environment and marine biodiversity, and 
emphasizing the urgency of addressing this issue, 

 Expressing concern that climate change continues to increase the severity and 
incidence of coral bleaching throughout tropical seas and weakens the ability of 
reefs to withstand ocean acidification, which could have serious and irreversible 
negative effects on marine organisms, particularly corals, as well as to withstand 
other pressures, including overfishing and pollution, 

 Reiterating its deep concern over the vulnerability of the environment and the 
fragile ecosystems of the polar regions, including the Arctic Ocean and the Arctic 
ice cap, particularly affected by the projected adverse effects of climate change, 

 Recognizing that there is a need for a more integrated approach and to further 
study and promote measures for enhanced cooperation, coordination and 
collaboration relating to the conservation and sustainable use of marine biodiversity 
beyond areas of national jurisdiction, 

 Recognizing also that the realization of the benefits of the Convention could be 
enhanced by international cooperation, technical assistance and advanced scientific 
knowledge, as well as by funding and capacity-building, 

 Recognizing further that hydrographic surveys and nautical charting are 
critical to the safety of navigation and life at sea, environmental protection, 
including the protection of vulnerable marine ecosystems, and the economics of the 
global shipping industry, and encouraging further efforts towards electronic 
charting, which not only provides significantly increased benefits for safe 
navigation and management of ship movement, but also provides data and 
information that can be used for sustainable fisheries activities and other sectoral 
uses of the marine environment, the delimitation of maritime boundaries and 
environmental protection, 

 Emphasizing that underwater archaeological, cultural and historical heritage, 
including shipwrecks and watercrafts, holds essential information on the history of 
humankind and that such heritage is a resource that needs to be protected and 
preserved,  

 Noting with concern the continuing problem of transnational organized crime 
committed at sea, including illicit traffic in narcotic drugs and psychotropic 
substances, the smuggling of migrants and trafficking in persons, and threats to 
maritime safety and security, including piracy, armed robbery at sea, smuggling and 
terrorist acts against shipping, offshore installations and other maritime interests, 
and noting the deplorable loss of life and adverse impact on international trade, 
energy security and the global economy resulting from such activities, 

 Noting the importance of the delineation of the outer limits of the continental 
shelf beyond 200 nautical miles and that it is in the broader interest of the 
international community that coastal States with a continental shelf beyond 200 
nautical miles submit information on the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 
200 nautical miles to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (“the 
Commission”), and welcoming the submissions by a considerable number of States 
Parties on the outer limits of their continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles to the 
Commission, that the Commission has continued to fulfil its role, including of 
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making recommendations to coastal States, and that the summaries of 
recommendations have been made publicly available,8  

 Noting also that many coastal States Parties have submitted preliminary 
information indicative of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 
nautical miles, as provided for in the decision of the eighteenth Meeting of States 
Parties to the Convention regarding the workload of the Commission on the Limits 
of the Continental Shelf and the ability of States, particularly developing States, to 
fulfil the requirements of article 4 of annex II to the Convention, as well as the 
decision contained in SPLOS/72, paragraph (a),9  

 Noting further that some coastal States may continue to face particular 
challenges in relation to preparing and presenting submissions to the Commission, 

 Noting that financial and technical assistance may be sought by developing 
countries for activities in relation to preparing and presenting submissions to the 
Commission, including through the voluntary trust fund established by resolution 
55/7 of 30 October 2000 for the purpose of facilitating the preparation of 
submissions to the Commission for developing States, in particular the least 
developed countries and small island developing States, and compliance with article 
76 of the Convention, as well as other accessible international assistance, 

 Recognizing the importance of the trust funds established by resolution 55/7 in 
facilitating the participation of members of the Commission from developing States 
in the meetings of the Commission and in fulfilling the requirements of article 4 of 
annex II to the Convention, while noting with appreciation the recent contributions 
made to them,  

 Reaffirming the importance of the work of the Commission for coastal States 
and for the international community, 

 Recognizing the significant workload of the Commission in view of the large 
number of submissions already received and a number of submissions yet to be 
received, placing additional demands and challenges on its members and the 
secretariat as provided by the Secretary-General of the United Nations through the 
Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea of the Office of Legal Affairs 
(“the Division”),  

 Noting with concern the projected timetable of the work of the Commission10 
on the submissions already received by it and those yet to be received and, in this 
regard, the consequences of the duration of the sessions of the Commission and the 
meetings of its subcommissions, 

 Recognizing significant inequities and difficulties for States arising out of the 
projected timetable, including with respect to retaining expertise, when there is a 
considerable delay between preparation of submissions and their consideration by 
the Commission, 

 Recognizing also the need to take action to ensure that the Commission can 
perform its functions under the Convention expeditiously, efficiently and effectively, 
and maintain its high level of quality and expertise, 

__________________ 

 8  Available from www.un.org/Depts/los/index.htm. 
 9  SPLOS/183. 
 10  See SPLOS/203, paras. 81-83. 
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 Welcoming the agreed outcome reflected in the report of the nineteenth 
Meeting of States Parties to the Convention regarding the workload of the 
Commission, and noting in particular its decision to continue to address the issues 
related to the workload of the Commission as a matter of priority, as well as the 
decision of the Meeting of States Parties that its bureau would facilitate an informal 
working group to continue consideration of the issues related to the workload of the 
Commission,11 

 Recalling its decision, in resolutions 57/141 of 12 December 2002 and 58/240 
of 23 December 2003, to establish a regular process under the United Nations for 
global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects, both current and foreseeable, building on existing regional 
assessments, as recommended by the World Summit on Sustainable Development,12 
and noting the need for cooperation among all States to this end, 

 Recalling also the launching of the start-up phase, the “assessment of 
assessments”, and noting the work carried out by the Group of Experts under the 
guidance of the Ad Hoc Steering Group and with the assistance of the lead agencies, 
the United Nations Environment Programme and the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization, and the support provided by other organizations and experts,  

 Recognizing the importance and the contribution of the work of the 
Consultative Process established by resolution 54/33 of 24 November 1999 to 
facilitate the annual review of developments in ocean affairs by the General 
Assembly, 

 Noting the responsibilities of the Secretary-General under the Convention and 
related resolutions of the General Assembly, in particular resolutions 49/28 of  
6 December 1994, 52/26 of 26 November 1997 and 54/33, and in this context the 
substantial increase in activities of the Division, in particular in view of the growing 
number of requests to the Division for additional outputs and servicing of meetings, 
its increasing capacity-building activities, the need for enhanced support and 
assistance to the Commission and the role of the Division in inter-agency 
coordination and cooperation, 

 Reaffirming the importance of the work of the International Seabed Authority 
(“the Authority”) in accordance with the Convention and the Agreement relating to 
the Implementation of Part XI of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the 
Sea of 10 December 1982 (“the Part XI Agreement”),13 

 Reaffirming also the importance of the work of the International Tribunal for 
the Law of the Sea (“the Tribunal”) in accordance with the Convention, 
 

__________________ 

 11  Ibid., para. 95. 
 12  See Report of the World Summit on Sustainable Development, Johannesburg, South Africa, 

26 August-4 September 2002 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.03.II.A.1 and 
corrigendum), chap. I, resolution 2, annex. 

 13  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1836, No. 31364. 
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  I 
Implementation of the Convention and related agreements and instruments 
 

 1. Reaffirms its annual resolutions on the law of the sea and on oceans and 
the law of the sea, including resolution 63/111, and other relevant resolutions 
concerning the Convention;1 

 2. Also reaffirms the unified character of the Convention and the vital 
importance of preserving its integrity;  

 3. Calls upon all States that have not done so, in order to achieve the goal 
of universal participation, to become Parties to the Convention and the Part XI 
Agreement;13 

 4. Calls upon States that have not done so, in order to achieve the goal of 
universal participation, to become Parties to the Agreement for the Implementation 
of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 
10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish 
Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (“the Fish Stocks Agreement”);14  

 5. Calls upon States to harmonize their national legislation with the 
provisions of the Convention and, where applicable, relevant agreements and 
instruments, to ensure the consistent application of those provisions and to ensure 
also that any declarations or statements that they have made or make when signing, 
ratifying or acceding to the Convention do not purport to exclude or to modify the 
legal effect of the provisions of the Convention in their application to the State 
concerned and to withdraw any such declarations or statements; 

 6. Calls upon States Parties to the Convention that have not yet done so to 
deposit with the Secretary-General charts or lists of geographical coordinates, as 
provided for in the Convention; 

 7. Urges all States to cooperate, directly or through competent international 
bodies, in taking measures to protect and preserve objects of an archaeological and 
historical nature found at sea, in conformity with the Convention, and calls upon 
States to work together on such diverse challenges and opportunities as the 
appropriate relationship between salvage law and scientific management and 
conservation of underwater cultural heritage, increasing technological abilities to 
discover and reach underwater sites, looting and growing underwater tourism;  

 8. Notes the entry into force of the 2001 Convention on the Protection of 
the Underwater Cultural Heritage15 on 2 January 2009, and notes in particular the 
rules annexed thereto, which address the relationship between salvage law and 
scientific principles of management, conservation and protection of underwater 
cultural heritage among Parties, their nationals and vessels flying their flag; 
 

__________________ 

 14  Ibid., vol. 2167, No. 37924. 
 15  See United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, Records of the General 

Conference, Thirty-first Session, Paris, 15 October-3 November 2001, vol. 1 and corrigendum: 
Resolutions, resolution 24. 
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  II 
Capacity-building 
 

 9. Calls upon donor agencies and international financial institutions to keep 
their programmes systematically under review to ensure the availability in all States, 
particularly in developing States, of the economic, legal, navigational, scientific and 
technical skills necessary for the full implementation of the Convention and the 
objectives of the present resolution, as well as the sustainable development of the 
oceans and seas nationally, regionally and globally, and in so doing to bear in mind 
the interests and needs of landlocked developing States; 

 10. Encourages intensified efforts to build capacity for developing countries, 
in particular for the least developed countries and small island developing States, as 
well as coastal African States, to improve hydrographic services and the production 
of nautical charts, including electronic charts, as well as the mobilization of 
resources and building of capacity with support from international financial 
institutions and the donor community; 

 11. Calls upon States and international financial institutions, including 
through bilateral, regional and global cooperation programmes and technical 
partnerships, to continue to strengthen capacity-building activities, in particular in 
developing countries, in the field of marine scientific research by, inter alia, training 
personnel to develop and enhance relevant expertise, providing the necessary 
equipment, facilities and vessels and transferring environmentally sound 
technologies; 

 12. Also calls upon States and international financial institutions, including 
through bilateral, regional and global cooperation programmes and technical 
partnerships, to strengthen capacity-building activities in developing countries, in 
particular least developed countries and small island developing States, to develop 
their maritime administration and appropriate legal frameworks to establish or 
enhance the necessary infrastructure, legislative and enforcement capabilities to 
promote effective compliance with, and implementation and enforcement of, their 
responsibilities under international law;  

 13. Recognizes the importance of the work of the International Maritime Law 
Institute of the International Maritime Organization as a centre of education and 
training of Government legal advisers, mainly from developing States, notes that the 
number of its graduates in 115 States confirms its effective capacity-building role in 
the field of international law, congratulates the Institute on the celebration of its 
twentieth anniversary, and urges States, intergovernmental organizations and 
financial institutions to make voluntary financial contributions to the budget of the 
Institute;  

 14. Also recognizes the importance of the World Maritime University of the 
International Maritime Organization as a centre for maritime education and 
research, confirms its effective capacity-building role in the field of maritime 
transportation, policy, administration, management, safety, security and 
environmental protection as well as its role in the international exchange and 
transfer of knowledge, notes that almost 2,900 persons from 157 countries have 
graduated from the University since it was founded in 1983, welcomes the 
increasing number of students, and urges States, intergovernmental organizations 
and other bodies to make voluntary financial contributions to the University; 
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 15. Welcomes ongoing activities for capacity-building so as to address 
maritime security and safety needs and the protection of the marine environment of 
developing States, and encourages States and international financial institutions to 
provide additional funding for capacity-building programmes, including for transfer 
of technology, including through the International Maritime Organization and other 
competent international organizations;  

 16. Recognizes the considerable need to provide sustained capacity-building 
assistance, including on financial and technical aspects, by relevant international 
organizations and donors to developing States, with a view to further strengthening 
their capacity to take effective measures against the multiple facets of international 
criminal activities at sea, in line with the relevant international instruments, 
including the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime 
and the Protocols thereto;16 

 17. Also recognizes the need to build the capacity of developing States to 
raise awareness of, and support the implementation of, improved waste management 
practices, noting the particular vulnerability of small island developing States to the 
impact of marine pollution from land-based sources and marine debris;  

 18. Further recognizes the importance of assisting developing States, in 
particular the least developed countries and small island developing States, as well 
as coastal African States, in implementing the Convention, and urges States, 
intergovernmental organizations and agencies, national institutions, 
non-governmental organizations and international financial institutions, as well as 
natural and juridical persons, to make voluntary financial or other contributions to 
the trust funds, as referred to in resolution 57/141, established for this purpose;  

 19. Encourages States to use the Criteria and Guidelines on the Transfer of 
Marine Technology adopted by the Assembly of the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization,17 and recalls the important role of the secretariat of that 
Commission in the implementation and promotion of the Criteria and Guidelines; 

 20. Calls upon States to continue to assist developing States, and especially 
the least developed countries and small island developing States, as well as coastal 
African States, at the bilateral and, where appropriate, multilateral levels, in the 
preparation of submissions to the Commission regarding the establishment of the 
outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles, including the 
assessment of the nature and extent of the continental shelf of a coastal State, and 
recalls that coastal States can make requests to the Commission for scientific and 
technical advice in the preparation of data for their submissions, in accordance with 
article 3 of annex II to the Convention;  

 21. Calls upon the Division to continue to disseminate information on 
relevant procedures related to the trust fund established for the purpose of 
facilitating the preparation of submissions to the Commission and to continue its 
dialogue with potential beneficiaries with a view to providing financial support to 
developing countries for activities to facilitate their making a submission in 

__________________ 

 16  United Nations, Treaty Series, vols. 2225, 2237, 2241 and 2326, No. 39574. 
 17  See Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, document IOC/INF-1203. 
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accordance with the requirements of article 76 of the Convention and with the rules 
of procedure18 and the Scientific and Technical Guidelines of the Commission;19  

 22. Requests the Secretary-General, in cooperation with States and relevant 
international organizations and institutions, to continue to support training and other 
activities to assist developing States in the preparation and presentation of their 
submissions to the Commission; 

 23. Notes with appreciation the regional workshop of the Tribunal, held in 
Cape Town, South Africa, from 7 to 10 October 2009, on the role of the Tribunal in 
the settlement of disputes relating to the law of the sea;  

 24. Invites Member States and others in a position to do so to support the 
capacity-building activities of the Division, including, in particular, the training and 
other activities to assist developing States in the preparation of their submissions to 
the Commission, and invites Member States and others in a position to do so to 
contribute to the trust fund established by the Secretary-General for the Office of 
Legal Affairs to support the promotion of international law;  

 25. Recognizes the important contribution of the Hamilton Shirley 
Amerasinghe Memorial Fellowship on the Law of the Sea to the capacity-building 
of developing countries and the promotion of the law of the sea, reiterates its serious 
concern regarding the continued lack of resources, which has prevented the 
implementation of the twenty-second and subsequent awards, advises the Secretary-
General to continue to finance the Fellowship from resources made available 
through an appropriate Office of Legal Affairs trust fund, reiterates its urgent appeal 
to Member States and others in a position to do so to contribute generously to the 
further development of the Fellowship to ensure that it is awarded every year, and 
requests the Secretary-General to include the Fellowship on the list of trust funds 
for the United Nations Pledging Conference for Development Activities; 

 26. Recognizes the contribution that the United Nations-Nippon Foundation 
of Japan Fellowship Programme, which has awarded 50 fellowships to individuals 
from 44 Member States since 2005 and in April 2009 launched a fellowship alumni 
programme with an inaugural meeting of the Asia-Pacific alumni at the 
Foundation’s headquarters in Tokyo, has made to human resources development for 
developing coastal States Parties and non-Parties to the Convention in the field of 
ocean affairs and the law of the sea or related disciplines;  
 

  III 
Meeting of States Parties 
 

 27. Welcomes the report of the nineteenth Meeting of States Parties to the 
Convention;4  

 28. Requests the Secretary-General to convene the twentieth Meeting of 
States Parties in New York, from 14 to 18 June 2010, and to provide the services 
required; 
 

__________________ 

 18  CLCS/40/Rev.1. 
 19  CLCS/11 and Corr.1 and Add.1 and Add.1/Corr.1. 
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  IV 
Peaceful settlement of disputes 
 

 29. Notes with satisfaction the continued and significant contribution of the 
Tribunal to the settlement of disputes by peaceful means in accordance with Part XV 
of the Convention, and underlines the important role and authority of the Tribunal 
concerning the interpretation or application of the Convention and the Part XI 
Agreement; 

 30. Equally pays tribute to the important and long-standing role of the 
International Court of Justice with regard to the peaceful settlement of disputes 
concerning the law of the sea; 

 31. Notes that States Parties to an international agreement related to the 
purposes of the Convention may submit to, inter alia, the Tribunal or the 
International Court of Justice any dispute concerning the interpretation or 
application of that agreement submitted in accordance with that agreement, and 
notes also the possibility, provided for in the statutes of the Tribunal and the Court, 
to submit disputes to a chamber; 

 32. Encourages States Parties to the Convention that have not yet done so to 
consider making a written declaration choosing from the means set out in article 287 
of the Convention for the settlement of disputes concerning the interpretation or 
application of the Convention and the Part XI Agreement, bearing in mind the 
comprehensive character of the dispute settlement mechanism provided for in Part 
XV of the Convention;  
 

  V 
The Area 
 

 33. Notes the progress made by the Authority in its deliberations, urges the 
finalization of the regulations for prospecting and exploration for polymetallic 
sulphides at its sixteenth session, and encourages progress on the regulations for 
prospecting and exploration for cobalt-rich ferromanganese crusts in the Area, and 
reiterates the importance of the ongoing elaboration by the Authority, pursuant to 
article 145 of the Convention, of rules, regulations and procedures to ensure the 
effective protection of the marine environment, for, inter alia, the protection and 
conservation of the natural resources of the Area, and for the prevention of damage 
to the flora and fauna of the marine environment from harmful effects that may arise 
from activities in the Area; 

 34. Also notes the importance of the responsibilities entrusted to the 
Authority by articles 143 and 145 of the Convention, which refer to marine 
scientific research and protection of the marine environment, respectively; 
 

  VI 
Effective functioning of the Authority and the Tribunal 
 

 35. Appeals to all States Parties to the Convention to pay their assessed 
contributions to the Authority and to the Tribunal in full and on time, and also 
appeals to States Parties in arrears with their contributions to fulfil their obligations 
without delay; 
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 36. Urges all States Parties to the Convention to attend the sessions of the 
Authority, and calls upon the Authority to continue to pursue all options, including 
making concrete recommendations on the issue of dates, in order to improve 
attendance in Kingston and to ensure global participation; 

 37. Calls upon States that have not done so to consider ratifying or acceding 
to the Agreement on the Privileges and Immunities of the Tribunal20 and to the 
Protocol on the Privileges and Immunities of the Authority;21  

 38. Emphasizes the importance of the Tribunal’s rules and staff regulations in 
promoting the recruitment of a geographically representative staff in the 
Professional and higher categories, and welcomes the actions taken by the Tribunal 
in observance of those rules and regulations; 
 

  VII 
The continental shelf and the work of the Commission 
 

 39. Recalls that, in accordance with article 76, paragraph 8, of the 
Convention, information on the limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical 
miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured 
shall be submitted by the coastal State to the Commission on the Limits of the 
Continental Shelf, set up under annex II on the basis of equitable geographical 
representation, that the Commission shall make recommendations to coastal States 
on matters related to the establishment of the outer limits of their continental shelf, 
and that the limits of the shelf established by a coastal State on the basis of these 
recommendations shall be final and binding; 

 40. Recalls further that, in accordance with article 77, paragraph 3, of the 
Convention, the rights of the coastal State over the continental shelf do not depend 
on occupation, effective or notional, or on any express proclamation; 

 41. Notes with satisfaction that a considerable number of States Parties to the 
Convention have submitted information to the Commission regarding the 
establishment of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles, 
in conformity with article 76 of the Convention and article 4 of annex II to the 
Convention, taking into account the decision of the eleventh Meeting of States 
Parties to the Convention contained in SPLOS/72, paragraph (a);  

 42. Notes also with satisfaction that a considerable number of States Parties 
to the Convention have submitted to the Secretary-General, pursuant to the decision 
of the eighteenth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention,22 preliminary 
information indicative of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 
nautical miles and a description of the status of preparation and intended date of 
submission in accordance with the requirements of article 76 of the Convention and 
with the rules of procedure and the Scientific and Technical Guidelines of the 
Commission; 

 43. Notes with further satisfaction the progress in the work of the 
Commission23 and that it is giving current consideration to a number of submissions 

__________________ 

 20  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 2167, No. 37925. 
 21  Ibid., vol. 2214, No. 39357. 
 22  SPLOS/183, para. 1 (a). 
 23  CLCS/62 and CLCS/64. 
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that have been made regarding the establishment of the outer limits of the 
continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles; 

 44. Notes with satisfaction that the Commission, taking into account the 
decision of the eighteenth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention contained in 
SPLOS/183, paragraph 3, has compiled lists of websites of organizations, 
data/information portals and data holders where general information and publicly 
available scientific and technical data can be accessed that may be relevant to the 
preparation of submissions, and has made this information available on its website; 

 45. Takes note of the recommendations made by the Commission on the 
submissions of a number of States, and welcomes the fact that summaries of 
recommendations are being made publicly available;8  

 46. Notes that consideration by the Commission of submissions by coastal 
States in accordance with article 76 and annex II of the Convention is without 
prejudice to the application of other parts of the Convention by States Parties; 

 47. Notes with concern that the heavy workload of the Commission, owing to 
the considerable number of submissions, places additional demands and challenges 
on its members and the secretariat as provided by the Division, and in that regard 
emphasizes the need to ensure that the Commission can perform its functions 
expeditiously, efficiently and effectively and maintain its high level of quality and 
expertise;  

 48. Takes note of the decision of the nineteenth Meeting of States Parties to 
the Convention, as reflected in the report of the Meeting,24 to continue to address, 
as a matter of priority, issues related to the workload of the Commission, including 
funding for its members attending the sessions of the Commission and the meetings 
of the subcommissions, and, in particular, the decision that its bureau will facilitate 
an informal working group to continue consideration of the issues;  

 49. Reiterates the duty of States under the Convention, whose experts are 
serving on the Commission, to defray the expenses of the experts they have 
nominated while in performance of Commission duties, and calls upon these States 
to do their utmost to ensure the full participation of those experts in the work of the 
Commission, including the meetings of subcommissions, in accordance with the 
Convention; 

 50. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to take appropriate measures, 
within overall existing resource levels, to further strengthen the capacity of the 
Division, serving as the secretariat of the Commission, including in the context of 
the proposed programme budget for the biennium 2010-2011, in order to ensure 
enhanced support and assistance to the Commission and its subcommissions in their 
consideration of submissions, as required by paragraph 9 of annex III to the rules of 
procedure of the Commission, in particular its human resources taking into account 
the need for simultaneous work on several submissions; 

 51. Urges the Secretary-General to continue to provide all necessary 
secretariat services to the Commission in accordance with article 2, paragraph 5, of 
annex II to the Convention; 

__________________ 

 24  See SPLOS/203, para. 95. 
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 52. Encourages States to participate actively and contribute constructively to 
the ongoing work of the informal working group considering the issues related to 
the workload of the Commission, so that the Meeting of States Parties may consider 
ways and means, including short-, medium- and long-term measures, to ensure that 
the Commission can perform its functions under the Convention expeditiously, 
efficiently and effectively and maintain its high level of quality and expertise; 

 53. Requests the Secretary-General to consider comments of the informal 
working group, which are invited as soon as possible before mid-February, in the 
context of the update of the report of the Secretary-General, document SPLOS/157; 

 54. Encourages States to make additional contributions to the voluntary trust 
fund established by resolution 55/7 for the purpose of facilitating the preparation of 
submissions to the Commission and to the voluntary trust fund also established by 
that resolution for the purpose of defraying the cost of participation of the members 
of the Commission from developing States in the meetings of the Commission;  

 55. Approves the convening by the Secretary-General of the twenty-fifth and 
twenty-sixth sessions of the Commission in New York, from 15 March to 23 April 
2010 and from 2 to 27 August 2010, respectively, with full conference services for 
the plenary parts of these sessions,25 and requests the Secretary-General to make 
every effort to meet these requirements within overall existing resources, on the 
understanding that the following periods will be used for the technical examinations 
of submissions at the Geographic Information System laboratories and other 
technical facilities of the Division: 15 March to 1 April 2010; 19 to 23 April 2010; 
and 2 to 13 August 2010;  

 56. Expresses its firm conviction about the importance of the work of the 
Commission, carried out in accordance with the Convention, including with respect 
to the participation of coastal States in relevant proceedings concerning their 
submissions, and recognizes the continued need for active interaction between 
coastal States and the Commission; 

 57. Encourages States to continue exchanging views in order to increase 
understanding of issues, including expenditures involved, arising from the 
application of article 76 of the Convention, thus facilitating the preparation of 
submissions by States, in particular developing States, to the Commission;  

 58. Notes the number of submissions yet to be considered by the 
Commission and, in this regard, stresses the urgent need for States Parties to the 
Convention to take appropriate and prompt steps that will allow the Commission to 
consider the increased number of submissions in a timely, efficient and effective 
manner; 

 59. Requests the Secretary-General, in cooperation with Member States, to 
continue supporting workshops or symposiums on scientific and technical aspects of 
the establishment of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical 
miles, taking into account the need to strengthen capacity-building for developing 
countries in preparing their submissions; 
 

__________________ 

 25  From 5 to 16 April 2010 and from 16 to 27 August 2010. 
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  VIII 
Maritime safety and security and flag State implementation 
 

 60. Encourages States to ratify or accede to international agreements 
addressing the safety and security of navigation, as well as maritime labour, and to 
adopt the necessary measures consistent with the Convention and other relevant 
international instruments aimed at implementing and enforcing the rules contained 
in those agreements, and emphasizes the need for capacity-building for and 
assistance to developing States;  

 61. Recognizes that the legal regimes governing maritime safety and 
maritime security may have common and mutually reinforcing objectives that may 
be interrelated and could benefit from synergies, and encourages States to take this 
into account in their implementation;  

 62. Emphasizes that safety and security measures should be implemented 
with minimal negative effects on seafarers and fishers, especially in relation to their 
working conditions; 

 63. Invites States that have not yet done so to ratify or accede to the 
Maritime Labour Convention, 2006, the Work in Fishing Convention, 2007 
(No. 188) and the Seafarers’ Identity Documents Convention (Revised), 2003 
(No. 185) of the International Labour Organization and to effectively implement 
those Conventions, and emphasizes the need to provide to States, at their request, 
technical cooperation and assistance in that regard; 

 64. Emphasizes the need for further efforts to promote a culture of safety and 
security in the shipping industry and to address the shortage of adequately trained 
personnel, notes the importance of the process in the International Maritime 
Organization to review the International Convention on Standards of Training, 
Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers, 1978,26 and urges the establishment 
of more centres to provide the required education and training; 

 65. Welcomes ongoing cooperation among the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, the International Maritime Organization and the 
International Labour Organization relating to the safety of fishers and fishing 
vessels, underlines the urgent need for continued work in that area, and takes note of 
discussions in the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations on the 
merit of an international plan of action in this area; 

 66. Encourages continued cooperation of the Parties to the Basel Convention 
on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and their 
Disposal with the International Maritime Organization on regulations on the 
prevention of pollution from ships;27  

 67. Calls upon States to participate in the diplomatic conference to be 
convened by the International Maritime Organization in 2010 on a protocol to the 
International Convention on Liability and Compensation for Damage in Connection 
with the Carriage of Hazardous and Noxious Substances by Sea, 1996; 

__________________ 

 26  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1361, No. 23001. 
 27  See UNEP/CHW.9/39, annex I, decision IX/12. 
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 68. Recalls that all actions taken to combat threats to maritime security must 
be in accordance with international law, including the principles embodied in the 
Charter and the Convention; 

 69. Recognizes the crucial role of international cooperation at the global, 
regional, subregional and bilateral levels in combating, in accordance with 
international law, threats to maritime security, including piracy, armed robbery at 
sea, terrorist acts against shipping, offshore installations and other maritime 
interests, through bilateral and multilateral instruments and mechanisms aimed at 
monitoring, preventing and responding to such threats, the enhanced sharing of 
information among States relevant to the detection, prevention and suppression of 
such threats, and the prosecution of offenders with due regard to national 
legislation, and the need for sustained capacity-building to support such objectives;  

 70. Notes that piracy affects the entire range of vessels engaged in maritime 
activities; 

 71. Emphasizes the importance of prompt reporting of incidents to enable 
accurate information on the scope of the problem of piracy and armed robbery 
against ships and, in the case of armed robbery against ships, by affected vessels to 
the coastal State, underlines the importance of effective information-sharing with 
States potentially affected by incidents of piracy and armed robbery against ships, 
and takes note of the important role of the International Maritime Organization;  

 72. Calls upon States to take appropriate steps under their national law to 
facilitate the apprehension and prosecution of those who are alleged to have 
committed acts of piracy;  

 73. Urges all States, in cooperation with the International Maritime 
Organization, to actively combat piracy and armed robbery at sea by adopting 
measures, including those relating to assistance with capacity-building through 
training of seafarers, port staff and enforcement personnel in the prevention, 
reporting and investigation of incidents, bringing the alleged perpetrators to justice, 
in accordance with international law, and by adopting national legislation, as well as 
providing enforcement vessels and equipment and guarding against fraudulent ship 
registration;  

 74. Invites all States, the International Maritime Organization and the 
International Labour Organization to consider possible solutions for the seafarers 
and fishers who are victims of pirates;  

 75. Takes note of the ongoing cooperation between the International 
Maritime Organization, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime and the 
Division with respect to the compilation of national legislation on piracy; 

 76. Welcomes the significant decrease in the number of attacks by pirates and 
armed robbers in the Asian region through increased national, bilateral and trilateral 
initiatives as well as regional cooperative mechanisms, and calls upon other States 
to give immediate attention to adopting, concluding and implementing cooperation 
agreements at the regional level on combating piracy and armed robbery against 
ships;  

 77. Expresses serious concern regarding continued increases in incidents of 
piracy and armed robbery at sea off the coast of Somalia, expresses alarm in 
particular at the hijacking of vessels, supports the recent efforts to address this 
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problem at the global and regional levels, notes the adoption by the Security Council 
of resolutions 1816 (2008) of 2 June 2008, 1838 (2008) of 7 October 2008, 1846 
(2008) of 2 December 2008 and 1851 (2008) of 16 December 2008, and also notes 
that the authorization in resolution 1816 (2008) and the provisions in resolutions 
1838 (2008), 1846 (2008) and 1851 (2008) apply only to the situation in Somalia 
and do not affect the rights, obligations or responsibilities of Member States under 
international law, including any rights or obligations under the Convention, with 
respect to any other situation, and underscores in particular the fact that they are not 
to be considered as establishing customary international law;  

 78. Notes the establishment of the Contact Group on Piracy off the Coast of 
Somalia on 14 January 2009, following the adoption of Security Council resolution 
1851 (2008), and the ongoing efforts within the Contact Group, and commends 
contributions of all States in the efforts to fight piracy off the coast of Somalia; 

 79. Recognizes the importance of a comprehensive and sustainable 
settlement of the situation in Somalia and the primary role of the Transitional 
Federal Government in rooting out piracy and armed robbery against ships, and 
further re-emphasizes the need, in particular, to assist Somalia and States in the 
region in strengthening capacity to fight piracy and armed robbery against ships off 
the coast of Somalia and bring to justice those involved in piracy and armed robbery 
at sea; 

 80. Notes the approval by the International Maritime Organization of revised 
recommendations to Governments for preventing and suppressing piracy and armed 
robbery against ships (MSC.1/Circ.1333), revised guidance to shipowners and ship 
operators, shipmasters and crews on preventing and suppressing acts of piracy and 
armed robbery against ships (MSC.1/Circ.1334) and the Code of Practice for the 
Investigation of the Crimes of Piracy and Armed Robbery Against Ships (resolution 
A.922(22)), as well as the endorsement of Best Management Practices to Deter 
Piracy in the Gulf of Aden and off the coast of Somalia (MSC.1/Circ.1335);  

 81. Invites the Assembly of the International Maritime Organization to 
consider adopting a resolution on commitments to best management practices to 
avoid, deter or delay acts of piracy; 

 82. Welcomes the adoption on 29 January 2009 of the Code of Conduct 
concerning the Repression of Piracy and Armed Robbery against Ships in the 
Western Indian Ocean and the Gulf of Aden (Djibouti Code of Conduct) under the 
auspices of the International Maritime Organization, the establishment of the 
International Maritime Organization Djibouti Code Trust Fund, a multi-donor trust 
fund initiated by Japan, and the ongoing activities for the implementation of the 
Code;  

 83. Urges States to ensure the full implementation of resolution A.1002(25) 
of the International Maritime Organization on acts of piracy and armed robbery 
against ships in waters off the coast of Somalia; 

 84. Calls upon States that have not yet done so to become Parties to the 
Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Maritime 
Navigation and the Protocol for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety 
of Fixed Platforms Located on the Continental Shelf,28 invites States to consider 

__________________ 

 28  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1678, No. 29004. 
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becoming Parties to the 2005 Protocols amending those instruments,29 and urges 
States Parties to take appropriate measures to ensure the effective implementation of 
those instruments through the adoption of legislation, where appropriate; 

 85. Also calls upon States to effectively implement the International Ship and 
Port Facility Security Code and the amendments to the International Convention for 
the Safety of Life at Sea,30 and to work with the International Maritime 
Organization to promote safe and secure shipping while ensuring freedom of 
navigation; 

 86. Urges all States, in cooperation with the International Maritime 
Organization, to improve the protection of offshore installations by adopting 
measures related to the prevention, reporting and investigation of acts of violence 
against installations, in accordance with international law, and by implementing 
such measures through national legislation to ensure proper and adequate 
enforcement;  

 87. Emphasizes the progress in regional cooperation, including the efforts of 
littoral States, on the enhancement of safety, security and environmental protection 
in the Straits of Malacca and Singapore, and the effective functioning of the 
Cooperative Mechanism on safety of navigation and environmental protection to 
promote dialogue and facilitate close cooperation between the littoral States, user 
States, shipping industry and other stakeholders in line with article 43 of the 
Convention, and notes with appreciation the convening of the second Cooperation 
Forum and second Project Coordination Committee meeting in Singapore, from 
14 to 16 October 2009, and the fourth Aids to Navigation Fund Committee Meeting 
in Malaysia, from 19 to 20 October 2009, the three events being key pillars of the 
Cooperative Mechanism, and the important role of the Information Sharing Centre 
of the Regional Cooperation Agreement on Combating Piracy and Armed Robbery 
against Ships in Asia, based in Singapore, and calls upon States to give immediate 
attention to adopting, concluding and implementing cooperation agreements at the 
regional level; 

 88. Recognizes that some transnational organized criminal activities threaten 
legitimate uses of the oceans and endanger the lives of people at sea;  

 89. Notes that transnational organized criminal activities are diverse and may 
be interrelated in some cases and that criminal organizations are adaptive and take 
advantage of the vulnerabilities of States, in particular coastal and small island 
developing States in transit areas, and calls upon States and relevant 
intergovernmental organizations to increase cooperation and coordination at all 
levels to detect and suppress the smuggling of migrants and trafficking in persons, 
in accordance with international law;  

 90. Recognizes the importance of enhancing international cooperation at all 
levels to fight transnational organized criminal activities, including illicit traffic in 
narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances, within the scope of the United Nations 
instruments against illicit drug trafficking, as well as the smuggling of migrants and 

__________________ 

 29  International Maritime Organization, documents LEG/CONF.15/21 and 22. 
 30  International Maritime Organization, documents SOLAS/CONF.5/32 and 34, as well as 

resolution MSC.202(81) introducing the long-range identification and tracking of ships system. 
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trafficking in persons and criminal activities at sea falling within the scope of the 
United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime;31  

 91. Calls upon States that have not yet done so to become Parties to the 
Protocol against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air, supplementing 
the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime,32 and the 
Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women 
and Children, supplementing the United Nations Convention against Transnational 
Organized Crime,33 and to take appropriate measures to ensure their effective 
implementation; 

 92. Calls upon States to ensure freedom of navigation, the safety of 
navigation and the rights of transit passage, archipelagic sea lanes passage and 
innocent passage in accordance with international law, in particular the Convention; 

 93. Welcomes the work of the International Maritime Organization relating to 
the protection of shipping lanes of strategic importance and significance, and in 
particular in enhancing safety, security and environmental protection in straits used 
for international navigation, and calls upon the International Maritime Organization, 
States bordering straits and user States to continue their cooperation to keep such 
straits safe, secure and environmentally protected and open to international 
navigation at all times, consistent with international law, in particular the 
Convention; 

 94. Calls upon user States and States bordering straits used for international 
navigation to continue to cooperate by agreement on matters relating to navigational 
safety, including safety aids for navigation, and the prevention, reduction and 
control of pollution from ships, and welcomes developments in this regard;  

 95. Calls upon States that have accepted the amendments to regulation XI-
1/6 of the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, 1974, to implement 
the Code of International Standards and Recommended Practices for a Safety 
Investigation into a Marine Casualty or Marine Incident,34 which will take effect on 
1 January 2010;35  

 96. Calls upon States to consider becoming members of the International 
Hydrographic Organization, and urges all States to work with that Organization to 
increase the coverage of hydrographic information on a global basis to enhance 
capacity-building and technical assistance and to promote safe navigation, 
especially in areas used for international navigation, in ports and where there are 
vulnerable or protected marine areas; 

 97. Encourages States to continue their efforts in the implementation of all 
areas of the Action Plan for the Safety of Transport of Radioactive Material, 

__________________ 

 31  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 2225, No. 39574. 
 32  Ibid., vol. 2241, No. 39574. 
 33  Ibid., vol. 2237, No. 39574. 
 34  International Maritime Organization, document MSC 84/24/Add.1, annex 1, resolution 

MSC.255(84). 
 35  International Maritime Organization, document MSC 84/24/Add.1, annex 3, resolution 

MSC.257(84). 
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approved by the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency in 
March 2004;36  

 98. Also notes that cessation of the transport of radioactive materials through 
the regions of small island developing States is an ultimate desired goal of small 
island developing States and some other countries, and recognizes the right of 
freedom of navigation in accordance with international law; that States should 
maintain dialogue and consultation, in particular under the auspices of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency and the International Maritime Organization, 
with the aim of improved mutual understanding, confidence-building and enhanced 
communication in relation to the safe maritime transport of radioactive materials; 
that States involved in the transport of such materials are urged to continue to 
engage in dialogue with small island developing States and other States to address 
their concerns; and that these concerns include the further development and 
strengthening, within the appropriate forums, of international regulatory regimes to 
enhance safety, disclosure, liability, security and compensation in relation to such 
transport; 

 99. Acknowledges, in the context of paragraph 98 above, the potential 
environmental and economic impacts of maritime incidents and accidents on coastal 
States, in particular those related to the transport of radioactive materials, and 
emphasizes the importance of effective liability regimes in that regard;  

 100. Encourages States to draw up plans and to establish procedures to 
implement the Guidelines on Places of Refuge for Ships in Need of Assistance;37  

 101. Invites States that have not yet done so to consider becoming Parties to 
the Nairobi International Convention on the Removal of Wrecks, 2007;38  

 102. Requests States to take appropriate measures with regard to ships flying 
their flag or of their registry to address hazards that may be caused by wrecks and 
drifting or sunken cargo to navigation or the marine environment;  

 103. Calls upon States to ensure that masters on ships flying their flag take the 
steps required by relevant instruments39 to provide assistance to persons in distress 
at sea, and urges States to cooperate and to take all necessary measures to ensure the 
effective implementation of the amendments to the International Convention on 
Maritime Search and Rescue40 and to the International Convention for the Safety of 
Life at Sea41 relating to the delivery of persons rescued at sea to a place of safety, as 
well as of the associated Guidelines on the Treatment of Persons Rescued at Sea;42  

__________________ 

 36  Available from www-ns.iaea.org. 
 37  International Maritime Organization, Assembly resolution A.949(23). 
 38  International Maritime Organization, document LEG/CONF.16/19. 
 39  The International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, 1974, the International Convention 

on Maritime Search and Rescue, 1979, as amended, the United Nations Convention on the Law 
of the Sea, 1982, and the International Convention on Salvage, 1989. 

 40  International Maritime Organization, document MSC 78/26/Add.1, annex 5, resolution 
MSC.155(78). 

 41  International Maritime Organization, document MSC 78/26/Add.1, annex 3, resolution 
MSC.153(78). 

 42  International Maritime Organization, document MSC 78/26/Add.2, annex 34, resolution 
MSC.167(78). 
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 104. Recognizes that all States must fulfil their search and rescue 
responsibilities and the ongoing need for the International Maritime Organization 
and other relevant organizations to assist, in particular, developing States both to 
increase their search and rescue capabilities, including through the establishment of 
additional rescue coordination centres and regional subcentres, and to take effective 
action to address, to the extent feasible, the issue of unseaworthy ships and small 
craft within their national jurisdiction;  

 105. Welcomes the ongoing work of the International Maritime Organization 
in relation to disembarkation of persons rescued at sea, and notes in this regard the 
need to implement all relevant international instruments;  

 106. Calls upon States to continue to cooperate in developing comprehensive 
approaches to international migration and development, including through dialogue 
on all their aspects;  

 107. Reaffirms that flag, port and coastal States all bear responsibility for 
ensuring the effective implementation and enforcement of international instruments 
relating to maritime security and safety, in accordance with international law, in 
particular the Convention, and that flag States have primary responsibility that 
requires further strengthening, including through increased transparency of 
ownership of vessels;  

 108. Urges flag States without an effective maritime administration and 
appropriate legal frameworks to establish or enhance the necessary infrastructure, 
legislative and enforcement capabilities to ensure effective compliance with, and 
implementation and enforcement of, their responsibilities under international law, in 
particular the Convention, and, until such action is taken, to consider declining the 
granting of the right to fly their flag to new vessels, suspending their registry or not 
opening a registry, and calls upon flag and port States to take all measures consistent 
with international law necessary to prevent the operation of substandard vessels;  

 109. Recognizes that international shipping rules and standards adopted by the 
International Maritime Organization in respect of maritime safety, efficiency of 
navigation and the prevention and control of marine pollution, complemented by 
best practices of the shipping industry, have led to a significant reduction in 
maritime accidents and pollution incidents, and encourages all States to participate 
in the Voluntary International Maritime Organization Member State Audit 
Scheme;43  

 110. Also recognizes that maritime safety can also be improved through 
effective port State control, the strengthening of regional arrangements and 
increased coordination and cooperation among them, and increased information-
sharing, including among safety and security sectors;  

 111. Encourages flag States to take appropriate measures sufficient to achieve 
or maintain recognition by intergovernmental arrangements that recognize 
satisfactory flag State performance, including, as appropriate, satisfactory port State 
control examination results on a sustained basis, with a view to improving quality 
shipping and furthering flag State implementation of relevant instruments under the 
International Maritime Organization as well as relevant goals and objectives of the 
present resolution;  

__________________ 

 43  International Maritime Organization, Assembly resolution A.946(23). 
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  IX 
Marine environment and marine resources 
 

 112. Emphasizes once again the importance of the implementation of Part XII 
of the Convention in order to protect and preserve the marine environment and its 
living marine resources against pollution and physical degradation, and calls upon 
all States to cooperate and take measures consistent with the Convention, directly or 
through competent international organizations, for the protection and preservation of 
the marine environment;  

 113. Notes the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
including its findings on the acidification of oceans, and in this regard encourages 
States and competent international organizations and other relevant institutions, 
individually and in cooperation, to urgently pursue further research on ocean 
acidification, especially programmes of observation and measurement, noting in 
particular paragraph 4 of decision IX/20 adopted at the ninth meeting of the 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, held in Bonn, 
Germany, from 19 to 30 May 2008,44 and to increase national, regional and 
international efforts to address levels of ocean acidity and the negative impact of 
such acidity on vulnerable marine ecosystems, particularly coral reefs;  

 114. Encourages States, individually or in collaboration with relevant 
international organizations and bodies, to enhance their scientific activity to better 
understand the effects of climate change on the marine environment and marine 
biodiversity and develop ways and means of adaptation;  

 115. Also encourages States that have not yet done so to ratify or accede to 
international agreements addressing the protection and preservation of the marine 
environment and its living marine resources against the introduction of harmful 
aquatic organisms and pathogens and marine pollution from all sources, including 
the dumping of wastes and other matter, and other forms of physical degradation, as 
well as agreements that provide for preparedness for, response to and cooperation on 
pollution incidents and that include provisions on liability and compensation for 
damage resulting from marine pollution, and to adopt the necessary measures 
consistent with international law, including the Convention, aimed at implementing 
and enforcing the rules contained in those agreements; 

 116. Further encourages States, directly or through competent international 
organizations, to consider the further development, as appropriate and consistent 
with international law, including the Convention, of environmental impact 
assessment processes covering planned activities under their jurisdiction or control 
that may cause substantial pollution of, or significant and harmful changes to, the 
marine environment; 

 117. Encourages States to become Parties to regional seas conventions 
addressing the protection and preservation of the marine environment;  

 118. Also encourages States, in accordance with international law, including 
the Convention and other relevant instruments, either bilaterally or regionally, to 
jointly develop and promote contingency plans for responding to pollution 
incidents, as well as other incidents that are likely to have significant adverse effects 
on the marine environment and biodiversity;  

__________________ 

 44  See UNEP/CBD/COP/9/29, annex I. 
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 119. Recognizes the importance of improving understanding of the impact of 
climate change on the ocean, and expresses appreciation to the Government of 
Indonesia for holding the World Ocean Conference in Manado, Indonesia, from 
11 to 15 May 2009, at which the Manado Ocean Declaration was adopted; 

 120. Welcomes the activities of the United Nations Environment Programme 
relating to marine debris carried out in cooperation with relevant United Nations 
bodies and organizations, and encourages States to further develop partnerships with 
industry and civil society to raise awareness of the extent of the impact of marine 
debris on the health and productivity of the marine environment and consequent 
economic loss;  

 121. Urges States to integrate the issue of marine debris into national 
strategies dealing with waste management in the coastal zone, ports and maritime 
industries, including recycling, reuse, reduction and disposal, and to encourage the 
development of appropriate economic incentives to address this issue, including the 
development of cost recovery systems that provide an incentive to use port reception 
facilities and discourage ships from discharging marine debris at sea, and 
encourages States to cooperate regionally and subregionally to develop and 
implement joint prevention and recovery programmes for marine debris; 

 122. Notes the work of the International Maritime Organization to prevent 
pollution by garbage from ships, including the current review by the Marine 
Environment Protection Committee of the provisions of annex V to the International 
Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as modified by the 
Protocol of 1978 relating thereto, on the prevention of pollution by garbage from 
ships, and encourages States and relevant international organizations to contribute to 
this work through participation in the relevant processes of the Marine Environment 
Protection Committee; 

 123. Encourages States that have not done so to become Parties to the 
Protocol of 1997 (Annex VI-Regulations for the Prevention of Air Pollution from 
Ships) to the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 
1973, as modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto, and the 1996 Protocol to 
the Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and 
Other Matter, 1972 (“the London Protocol”), and furthermore to ratify or accede to 
the International Convention for the Control and Management of Ships’ Ballast 
Water and Sediments, 2004,45 thereby facilitating its early entry into force; 

 124. Takes note of the adoption of amendments to the Protocol of 1997 to the 
International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as 
modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto, to reduce harmful emissions from 
ships;  

 125. Notes the ongoing work of the International Maritime Organization in 
accordance with its resolution on International Maritime Organization policies and 
practices related to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from ships;46 

 126. Urges States to cooperate in correcting the shortfall in port waste 
reception facilities in accordance with the action plan to address the inadequacy of 

__________________ 

 45  International Maritime Organization, document BWM/CONF/36, annex. 
 46  International Maritime Organization, Assembly resolution A.963(23). 
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port waste reception facilities developed by the International Maritime 
Organization; 

 127. Recognizes that most of the pollution load of the oceans emanates from 
land-based activities and affects the most productive areas of the marine 
environment, and calls upon States as a matter of priority to implement the Global 
Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-
based Activities47 and to take all appropriate measures to fulfil the commitments of 
the international community embodied in the Beijing Declaration on furthering the 
implementation of the Global Programme of Action;48  

 128. Expresses its concern regarding the spreading of hypoxic dead zones in 
oceans as a result of eutrophication fuelled by riverine run-off of fertilizers, sewage 
outfall and reactive nitrogen resulting from the burning of fossil fuels and resulting 
in serious consequences for ecosystem functioning, and calls upon States to enhance 
their efforts to reduce eutrophication and, to this effect, to continue to cooperate 
within the framework of relevant international organizations, in particular the 
Global Programme of Action; 

 129. Calls upon all States to ensure that urban and coastal development 
projects and related land-reclamation activities are carried out in a responsible 
manner that protects the marine habitat and environment and mitigates the negative 
consequences of such activities;  

 130. Notes the agreement of the twenty-fifth session of the United Nations 
Environment Programme Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment 
Forum, held in Nairobi from 16 to 20 February 2009, on a process and timetable for 
the negotiation of a global legally binding instrument on mercury to reduce the risks 
to human health and the environment arising from worldwide emission and 
discharges of mercury; 

 131. Welcomes the continued work of States, the United Nations Environment 
Programme and regional organizations in the implementation of the Global 
Programme of Action, and encourages increased emphasis on the link between 
freshwater, the coastal zone and marine resources in the implementation of 
international development goals, including those contained in the United Nations 
Millennium Declaration,7 and of the time-bound targets in the Plan of 
Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable Development (“Johannesburg 
Plan of Implementation”),12 in particular the target on sanitation, and the Monterrey 
Consensus of the International Conference on Financing for Development;49  

 132. Recalls the resolution of the thirtieth Consultative Meeting of 
Contracting Parties to the Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by 
Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter, 1972 (“the London Convention”) and the 
third Meeting of Contracting Parties to the London Protocol, held from 27 to 
31 October 2008, on the regulation of ocean fertilization,50 in which the Contracting 
Parties agreed, inter alia, that the scope of the London Convention and Protocol 

__________________ 

 47  See A/51/116, annex II. 
 48  UNEP/GPA/IGR.2/7, annex V. 
 49  Report of the International Conference on Financing for Development, Monterrey, Mexico, 

18-22 March 2002 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.02.II.A.7), chap. I, resolution 1, 
annex. 

 50  International Maritime Organization, document LC 30/16, annex 6, resolution LC-LP.1 (2008). 



A/64/L.18  
 

09-61713 24 
 

includes ocean fertilization activities and that, given the present state of knowledge, 
ocean fertilization activities other than for legitimate scientific research should not 
be allowed, and that scientific research proposals should be assessed on a case-by-
case basis using an assessment framework to be developed by the scientific groups 
under the London Convention and Protocol, and also agreed that, to this end, such 
other activities should be considered as contrary to the aims of the London 
Convention and Protocol and should not currently qualify for any exemption from 
the definition of dumping in article III, paragraph 1(b), of the London Convention 
and article 1, paragraph 4.2, of the London Protocol; 

 133. Further recalls decision IX/16 C adopted at the ninth meeting of the 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity,44 in which the 
Conference of the Parties, inter alia, bearing in mind the ongoing scientific and legal 
analysis occurring under the auspices of the London Convention and Protocol, 
requested parties and urged other Governments, in accordance with the 
precautionary approach, to ensure that ocean fertilization activities were not carried 
out until there was an adequate scientific basis on which to justify such activities, 
including an assessment of associated risks, and that a global, transparent and 
effective control and regulatory mechanism was in place for those activities, with 
the exception of small-scale scientific research studies within coastal waters, and 
stated that such studies should be authorized only if justified by the need to gather 
specific scientific data, should be subject to a thorough prior assessment of the 
potential impacts of the research studies on the marine environment, should be 
strictly controlled and should not be used for generating and selling carbon offsets 
or for any other commercial purposes; 

 134. Reaffirms paragraph 119 of its resolution 61/222 of 20 December 2006 
regarding ecosystem approaches and oceans, including the proposed elements of an 
ecosystem approach, means to achieve implementation of an ecosystem approach 
and requirements for improved application of an ecosystem approach, and in this 
regard:  

 (a) Notes that continued environmental degradation in many parts of the 
world and increasing competing demands require an urgent response and the setting 
of priorities for management actions aimed at conserving ecosystem integrity; 

 (b) Notes that ecosystem approaches to ocean management should be 
focused on managing human activities in order to maintain and, where needed, 
restore ecosystem health to sustain goods and environmental services, provide social 
and economic benefits for food security, sustain livelihoods in support of 
international development goals, including those contained in the Millennium 
Declaration, and conserve marine biodiversity;  

 (c) Recalls that States should be guided in the application of ecosystem 
approaches by a number of existing instruments, in particular the Convention, which 
sets out the legal framework for all activities in the oceans and seas, and its 
implementing Agreements, as well as other commitments, such as those contained in 
the Convention on Biological Diversity51 and the World Summit on Sustainable 
Development call for the application of an ecosystem approach by 2010; 

__________________ 

 51  United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1760, No. 30619. 
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 (d) Encourages States to cooperate and coordinate their efforts and take, 
individually or jointly, as appropriate, all measures, in conformity with international 
law, including the Convention and other applicable instruments, to address impacts 
on marine ecosystems within and beyond areas of national jurisdiction, taking into 
account the integrity of the ecosystems concerned; 

 135. Invites competent organizations and bodies that have not yet done so to 
examine the possibility of incorporating ecosystem approaches into their mandates 
in order to address impacts on marine ecosystems;  

 136. Invites States, in particular those States with advanced technology and 
marine capabilities, to explore prospects for improving cooperation with, and 
assistance to, developing States, in particular least developed countries and small 
island developing States, as well as coastal African States, with a view to better 
integrating into national policies and programmes sustainable and effective 
development in the marine sector;  

 137. Encourages the competent international organizations, the United 
Nations Development Programme, the World Bank and other funding agencies to 
consider expanding their programmes within their respective fields of competence 
for assistance to developing countries and to coordinate their efforts, including in 
the allocation and application of Global Environment Facility funding; 

 138. Notes the information provided in the study prepared by the Secretariat52 
in relation to the assistance available to and measures that may be taken by 
developing States, in particular the least developed countries and small island 
developing States, as well as coastal African States, to realize the benefits of 
sustainable and effective development of marine resources and uses of the oceans, 
as provided by States and competent international organizations and global and 
regional funding agencies, and urges them to provide further information for the 
annual report of the Secretary-General and for incorporation on the website of the 
Division; 

 139. Takes note of the adoption by the International Conference on the 
Safe and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships, held in Hong Kong, China, 
from 11 to 15 May 2009, of the International Convention for the Safe and 
Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships and six resolutions related to the 
Convention,53 and encourages States to ratify or accede to this Convention to 
facilitate its early entry into force; 

 140. Also takes note of the role of the Basel Convention on the Control of 
Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and their Disposal in protecting the 
marine environment against the adverse effects which may result from such wastes; 
 

  X 
Marine biodiversity 
 

 141. Reaffirms its role relating to the conservation and sustainable use of 
marine biological diversity beyond areas of national jurisdiction, notes the work of 
States and relevant intergovernmental organizations and bodies on those issues, and 

__________________ 

 52  A/63/342. 
 53  International Maritime Organization, documents SR/CONF/45 and SR/CONF/46. 
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invites them to contribute to its consideration of these issues within the areas of 
their respective competence; 

 142. Notes the discussion on the relevant legal regime on marine genetic 
resources in areas beyond national jurisdiction in accordance with the Convention, 
and calls upon States to further consider this issue in the context of the mandate of 
the Ad Hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group to study issues relating to the 
conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity beyond areas of 
national jurisdiction (“the Ad Hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group”), with a 
view to making further progress on this issue; 

 143. Recognizes the abundance and diversity of marine genetic resources and 
their value in terms of the benefits, goods and services they can provide;  

 144. Also recognizes the importance of research on marine genetic resources 
for the purpose of enhancing the scientific understanding, potential use and 
application, and enhanced management of marine ecosystems;  

 145. Encourages States and international organizations, including through 
bilateral, regional and global cooperation programmes and partnerships, to continue 
in a sustainable and comprehensive way to support, promote and strengthen 
capacity-building activities, in particular in developing countries, in the field of 
marine scientific research, taking into account, in particular, the need to create 
greater taxonomic capabilities;  

 146. Reaffirms its request to the Secretary-General to convene a meeting of 
the Ad Hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group in accordance with paragraphs 
127 to 130 of resolution 63/111, to take place from 1 to 5 February 2010, to provide 
recommendations to the General Assembly; 

 147. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General relating to the 
conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity beyond areas of 
national jurisdiction, prepared in response to the request in paragraph 128 of 
resolution 63/111;54  

 148. Invites States to further consider, at the upcoming meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Open-ended Informal Working Group, in the context of its mandate, issues of 
marine protected areas and environmental impact assessment processes; 

 149. Notes the work under the Jakarta Mandate on Marine and Coastal 
Biological Diversity55 and the Convention on Biological Diversity elaborated 
programme of work on marine and coastal biological diversity,56 as well as the 
relevant decisions adopted at the ninth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to 
the Convention on Biological Diversity;44 

 150. Reaffirms the need for States, individually or through competent 
international organizations, to urgently consider ways to integrate and improve, 
based on the best available scientific information and the precautionary approach 
and in accordance with the Convention and related agreements and instruments, the 
management of risks to the marine biodiversity of seamounts, cold water corals, 
hydrothermal vents and certain other underwater features;  

__________________ 

 54  A/64/66/Add.2. 
 55  See A/51/312, annex II, decision II/10. 
 56  UNEP/CBD/COP/7/21, annex, decision VII/5, annex I. 
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 151. Calls upon States and international organizations to urgently take further 
action to address, in accordance with international law, destructive practices that 
have adverse impacts on marine biodiversity and ecosystems, including seamounts, 
hydrothermal vents and cold water corals; 

 152. Calls upon States to strengthen, in a manner consistent with international 
law, in particular the Convention, the conservation and management of marine 
biodiversity and ecosystems and national policies in relation to marine protected 
areas; 

 153. Reaffirms the need for States to continue and intensify their efforts, 
directly and through competent international organizations, to develop and facilitate 
the use of diverse approaches and tools for conserving and managing vulnerable 
marine ecosystems, including the possible establishment of marine protected areas, 
consistent with international law, as reflected in the Convention, and based on the 
best scientific information available, and the development of representative 
networks of any such marine protected areas by 2012; 

 154. Notes the work of States, relevant intergovernmental organizations and 
bodies, including the Convention on Biological Diversity, in the assessment of 
scientific information on, and compilation of ecological criteria for the 
identification of, marine areas that require protection, in light of the objective of the 
World Summit on Sustainable Development to develop and facilitate the use of 
diverse approaches and tools, such as the establishment of marine protected areas 
consistent with international law, as reflected in the Convention, and based on 
scientific information, including representative networks by 2012, and notes with 
satisfaction that the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity at its ninth meeting adopted scientific criteria for identifying ecologically 
or biologically significant marine areas in need of protection in open-ocean waters 
and deep-sea habitats and the scientific guidance for selecting areas to establish 
representative networks of marine protected areas, including in open-ocean waters 
and deep-sea habitats, and took note of the four initial steps to be considered in the 
development of representative networks of marine protected areas;57  

 155. Also notes the work of the expert workshop on scientific and technical 
guidance on the use of biogeographic classification systems and identification of 
marine areas beyond national jurisdiction in need of protection of the Convention on 
Biological Diversity, held in Ottawa from 29 September to 2 October 2009; 

 156. Encourages States to foster progress in the implementation of the 2012 
target for the establishment of marine protected areas, including representative 
networks, and calls upon States to further consider options to identify and protect 
ecologically or biologically significant areas, consistent with international law and 
on the basis of the best available scientific information; 

 157. Acknowledges the Micronesia Challenge, the Eastern Tropical Pacific 
Seascape project, the Caribbean Challenge and the Coral Triangle Initiative, which 
in particular seek to create and link domestic marine protected areas to better 
facilitate ecosystem approaches, and reaffirms the need for further international 
cooperation, coordination and collaboration in support of such initiatives; 

__________________ 

 57  UNEP/CBD/COP/9/29, annex I, decision IX/20, annexes I and II. 
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 158. Reiterates its support for the International Coral Reef Initiative, takes 
note of the International Coral Reef Initiative General Meeting, held in Phuket, 
Thailand, from 20 to 23 April 2009, and supports the work under the Jakarta 
Mandate on Marine and Coastal Biological Diversity and the elaborated programme 
of work on marine and coastal biological diversity related to coral reefs;  

 159. Encourages States and relevant international institutions to improve 
efforts to address coral bleaching by, inter alia, improving monitoring to predict and 
identify bleaching events, supporting and strengthening action taken during such 
events and improving strategies to manage reefs to support their natural resilience 
and enhance their ability to withstand other pressures, including ocean acidification; 

 160. Encourages States to cooperate, directly or through competent 
international bodies, in exchanging information in the event of accidents involving 
vessels on coral reefs and in promoting the development of economic assessment 
techniques for both restoration and non-use values of coral reef systems; 

 161. Emphasizes the need to mainstream sustainable coral reef management 
and integrated watershed management into national development strategies, as well 
as into the activities of relevant United Nations agencies and programmes, 
international financial institutions and the donor community; 

 162. Encourages further research, studies and consideration of the impacts of 
ocean noise on marine living resources, and requests the Division to continue to 
compile the peer-reviewed scientific studies it receives from Member States and 
intergovernmental organizations pursuant to paragraph 107 of resolution 61/222 
and, as appropriate, to make them, or references and links to them, available on its 
website; 

 163. Welcomes 2010 as the International Year of Biodiversity;58  
 

  XI 
Marine science 
 

 164. Calls upon States, individually or in collaboration with each other or 
with relevant international organizations and bodies, to continue to strive to improve 
understanding and knowledge of the oceans and the deep sea, including, in 
particular, the extent and vulnerability of deep sea biodiversity and ecosystems, by 
increasing their marine scientific research activities in accordance with the 
Convention;  

 165. Notes the contribution of the Census of Marine Life to marine 
biodiversity research, and encourages participation in the initiative; 

 166. Takes note with appreciation of the work of the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization, with the advice of the Advisory Body of Experts on the Law 
of the Sea, on the development of procedures for the implementation of Parts XIII 
and XIV of the Convention, and notes further the resolutions adopted by the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission in this regard; 

__________________ 

 58  See resolution 61/203. 
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 167. Encourages the Advisory Body to continue its work, in cooperation with 
the Division, on the practice of Member States related to marine scientific research 
and transfer of marine technology within the framework of the Convention;  

 168. Notes with appreciation the work carried out by the Group of Experts at 
its meeting held in New York from 20 to 24 April 2009, to assist the Division in the 
revision of the publication entitled Marine Scientific Research: A guide to the 
implementation of the relevant provisions of the United Nations Convention on the 
Law of the Sea59 and further notes that consistent with such work the revised 
version is scheduled to be issued as a publication of the United Nations in 2010;  

 169. Stresses the importance of increasing the scientific understanding of the 
oceans-atmosphere interface, including through participation in ocean observing 
programmes and geographic information systems, such as the Global Ocean 
Observing System, sponsored by the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission, the United Nations Environment Programme, the World 
Meteorological Organization and the International Council for Science, particularly 
considering their role in monitoring and forecasting climate change and variability 
and in the establishment and operation of tsunami warning systems; 

 170. Takes note with appreciation of the progress made by the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and Member States towards the 
establishment of regional and national tsunami warning and mitigation systems, 
welcomes the continued collaboration of the United Nations and other 
intergovernmental organizations in this effort, and encourages Member States to 
establish and sustain their national warning and mitigation systems, within a global, 
ocean-related multi-hazard approach, as necessary, to reduce loss of life and damage 
to national economies and strengthen the resilience of coastal communities to 
natural disasters; 

 171. Takes note of resolution XXV-13, on the global coordination of early 
warning and mitigation systems for tsunamis and other sea-level-related hazards, 
adopted by the Assembly of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission at 
its twenty-fifth session, held in Paris from 16 to 25 June 2009; 

 172. Expresses its concern at the intentional or unintentional damage to 
platforms used for ocean observation and marine scientific research, such as moored 
buoys and tsunameters, and urges States to take necessary action and to cooperate in 
relevant organizations, including the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations, the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and the World 
Meteorological Organization, to address such damage;  
 

  XII 
Regular process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic aspects 
 

 173. Reiterates the need to strengthen the regular scientific assessment of the 
state of the marine environment in order to enhance the scientific basis for 
policymaking; 

__________________ 

 59  United Nations publication, Sales No. E.91.V.3. 
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 174. Notes with appreciation the report on the “assessment of assessments” of 
the Group of Experts,60 and acknowledges the support of the United Nations 
Environment Programme and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, 
the lead agencies of the “assessment of assessments”; 

 175. Takes note of the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” 
submitted by the lead agencies pursuant to resolution 60/30, which also includes, in 
accordance with resolution 63/111, the report of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Steering Group for the “assessment of assessments”, held in Paris from 15 to 
17 April 2009;5 

 176. Welcomes the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to 
recommend a course of action to the General Assembly at its sixty-fourth session 
based on the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, 
convened in New York from 31 August to 4 September 2009 in accordance with 
paragraph 157 of resolution 63/111; 

 177. Endorses the recommendations adopted by the Ad Hoc Working Group 
of the Whole that propose a framework for the Regular Process, describe its first 
cycle and a way forward, and stress the need for further progress to be made on the 
modalities for the implementation of the Regular Process prior to the sixty-fifth 
session of the General Assembly;  

 178. Requests that the Secretary-General convene an informal meeting of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole from 30 August to 3 September 2010 to 
further consider and make recommendations to the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth 
session on the modalities for the implementation of the regular process, including 
the key features, institutional arrangements and financing, and to specify the 
objective and scope of its first cycle, key questions to be answered and primary 
target audiences, in order to ensure that assessments are relevant for decision-
makers, as well as on the terms of reference for the voluntary trust fund and the 
scholarship fund referred to in paragraph 183; 

 179. Invites States, as a means to facilitate decisions on the first cycle of the 
Regular Process, to submit their views to the Secretary-General on the fundamental 
building blocks of the regular process, and requests the Secretary-General to present 
these views in the context of his annual report on oceans and the law of the sea to 
the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth session; 

 180. Requests the Secretary-General to invite the Chairs of the regional 
groups to constitute a group of experts, ensuring adequate expertise and 
geographical distribution, comprised of a maximum of 25 experts and no more than 
five experts per regional group, for a period up to and including the meeting of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole referred to in paragraph 178; 

 181. Requests the group of experts to respond and make suggestions on the 
issues listed in paragraph 60 of document A/64/88 at the next meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole, including the possibility of conducting preparatory 
work, as appropriate, and subject to the availability of funds, taking into account the 
views and observations submitted by States; 

__________________ 

 60  A/64/88. 
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 182. Requests the Division to provide support for the regular process as noted 
in paragraphs 178, 179, 180, 181 and 183 using existing resources or resources from 
the voluntary trust fund, in cooperation, as appropriate, with relevant United 
Nations specialized agencies and programmes;  

 183. Requests the Secretary-General to establish a voluntary trust fund for the 
purpose of supporting the operations of the first five-year cycle of the regular 
process, including for the provision of assistance to the experts referred to in 
paragraph 180 from developing countries, in particular least developed countries, 
small island developing States and landlocked developing States, attending the 
meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole in 2010, as well as a special 
scholarship fund to support training programmes for developing countries, and 
encourages Member States, international financial institutions, donor agencies, 
intergovernmental organizations, non-governmental organizations and natural and 
juridical persons to contribute to the funds; 
 

  XIII 
Regional cooperation 
 

 184. Notes that there have been a number of initiatives at the regional level, in 
various regions, to further the implementation of the Convention, takes note in that 
context of the Caribbean-focused Assistance Fund, which is intended to facilitate, 
mainly through technical assistance, the voluntary undertaking of maritime 
delimitation negotiations between Caribbean States, takes note once again of the 
Fund for Peace: Peaceful Settlement of Territorial Disputes, established by the 
General Assembly of the Organization of American States in 2000 as a primary 
mechanism, given its broader regional scope, for the prevention and resolution of 
pending territorial, land border and maritime boundary disputes, and calls upon 
States and others in a position to do so to contribute to these funds; 
 

  XIV 
Open-ended informal consultative process on oceans and the law of the sea 
 

 185. Welcomes the report on the work of the Consultative Process at its tenth 
meeting,3 focused on the implementation of the outcomes of the Consultative 
Process, including a review of its achievements and shortcomings in its first nine 
meetings;  

 186. Recognizes the role of the Consultative Process as a unique forum for 
comprehensive discussions on issues related to oceans and the law of the sea, 
consistent with the framework provided by the Convention and chapter 17 of 
Agenda 21,6 and that the perspective of the three pillars of sustainable development 
should be further enhanced in the examination of the selected topics;  

 187. Welcomes the work of the Consultative Process and its contribution to 
improving coordination and cooperation between States and strengthening the 
annual debate of the General Assembly on oceans and the law of the sea by 
effectively drawing attention to key issues and current trends;  

 188. Also welcomes efforts to improve and focus the work of the Consultative 
Process and, in that respect, recognizes the primary role of the Consultative Process 
in integrating knowledge, the exchange of opinions among multiple stakeholders, 
coordination among competent agencies, and enhancing awareness of topics, 
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including emerging issues, while promoting the three pillars of sustainable 
development, and recommends that the Consultative Process devise a transparent, 
objective and inclusive process for the selection of topics and panellists, so as to 
facilitate the work of the General Assembly during the informal consultations 
concerning the annual resolution on oceans and the law of the sea; 

 189. Recalls the need to strengthen and improve the efficiency of the 
Consultative Process, and encourages States, intergovernmental organizations and 
programmes to provide guidance to the co-chairpersons to this effect, particularly 
before and during the preparatory meeting for the Consultative Process, and recalls 
its decision in this regard, in resolution 63/111, that the eleventh meeting of the 
Consultative Process shall be based on the decisions taken by the General Assembly 
at its sixty-fourth session;  

 190. Requests the Secretary-General to convene, in accordance with 
paragraphs 2 and 3 of resolution 54/33, the eleventh meeting of the Consultative 
Process in New York from 21 to 25 June 2010, to provide it with the necessary 
facilities for the performance of its work and to arrange for support to be provided 
by the Division, in cooperation with other relevant parts of the Secretariat, as 
appropriate; 

 191. Expresses its serious concern regarding the lack of resources available in 
the voluntary trust fund established by resolution 55/7 for the purpose of assisting 
developing countries, in particular least developed countries, small island 
developing States and landlocked developing States, in attending the meetings of the 
Consultative Process, and urges States to make additional contributions to the trust 
fund; 

 192. Decides that those representatives from developing countries who are 
invited by the co-chairpersons, in consultation with Governments, to make 
presentations during the meetings of the Consultative Process shall receive priority 
consideration in the disbursement of funds from the voluntary trust fund established by 
resolution 55/7 in order to cover the costs of their travel, and shall also be eligible to 
receive daily subsistence allowance subject to the availability of funds after the 
travel costs of all other eligible representatives from those countries mentioned in 
paragraph 191 above have been covered; 

 193. Also decides that, in its deliberations on the report of the Secretary-
General on oceans and the law of the sea, the Consultative Process at its eleventh 
meeting will focus its discussions on capacity-building in ocean affairs and the law 
of the sea, including marine science;  
 

  XV 
Coordination and cooperation 
 

 194. Encourages States to work closely with and through international 
organizations, funds and programmes, as well as the specialized agencies of the 
United Nations system and relevant international conventions, to identify emerging 
areas of focus for improved coordination and cooperation and how best to address 
these issues; 

 195. Encourages bodies established by the Convention to strengthen 
coordination and cooperation, as appropriate, in fulfilling their respective mandates; 
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 196. Requests the Secretary-General to bring the present resolution to the 
attention of heads of intergovernmental organizations, the specialized agencies, 
funds and programmes of the United Nations engaged in activities relating to ocean 
affairs and the law of the sea, as well as funding institutions, and underlines the 
importance of their constructive and timely input for the report of the Secretary-
General on oceans and the law of the sea and of their participation in relevant 
meetings and processes; 

 197. Welcomes the work done by the secretariats of relevant United Nations 
specialized agencies, programmes, funds and bodies and the secretariats of related 
organizations and conventions to enhance inter-agency coordination and cooperation 
on ocean issues, including through UN-Oceans, the inter-agency coordination 
mechanism on ocean and coastal issues within the United Nations system; 

 198. Encourages continued updates to Member States by UN-Oceans 
regarding its priorities and initiatives, in particular with respect to the proposed 
participation in UN-Oceans; 
 

  XVI 
Activities of the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea 
 

 199. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for the annual 
comprehensive report on oceans and the law of the sea, prepared by the Division, as 
well as for the other activities of the Division, which reflect the high standard of 
assistance provided to Member States by the Division; 

 200. Notes with satisfaction the first observance of World Oceans Day by the 
United Nations on 8 June 2009 and invites the Division to continue to promote and 
facilitate international cooperation on the law of the sea and ocean affairs in the 
context of future observances of World Oceans Day as well as through its 
participation in other events such as the World Expo to be held in Shanghai, China, 
in 2010, and the World Expo to be held in Yeosu, Republic of Korea, in 2012, and 
the European Union Maritime Day to be celebrated in Gijón, Spain, from 19 to 
21 May 2010; 

 201. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to carry out the 
responsibilities and functions entrusted to him in the Convention and by the related 
resolutions of the General Assembly, including resolutions 49/28 and 52/26, and to 
ensure the allocation of appropriate resources to the Division for the performance of 
its activities under the approved budget for the Organization; 
 

  XVII 
Sixty-fifth session of the General Assembly 
 

 202. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a comprehensive report, in its 
current extensive format and in accordance with established practice, for the 
consideration of the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth session, on developments 
and issues relating to ocean affairs and the law of the sea, including the 
implementation of the present resolution, in accordance with resolutions 49/28, 
52/26 and 54/33, and to make the section of the report related to the topic that is the 
focus of the eleventh meeting of the Consultative Process available at least six 
weeks in advance of the meeting of the Consultative Process; 
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 203. Emphasizes the critical role of the annual comprehensive report of the 
Secretary-General, which integrates information on developments relating to the 
implementation of the Convention and the work of the Organization, its specialized 
agencies and other institutions in the field of ocean affairs and the law of the sea at 
the global and regional levels, and as a result constitutes the basis for the annual 
consideration and review of developments relating to ocean affairs and the law of 
the sea by the General Assembly as the global institution having the competence to 
undertake such a review; 

 204. Notes that the report referred to in paragraph 202 above will also be 
submitted to States Parties pursuant to article 319 of the Convention regarding 
issues of a general nature that have arisen with respect to the Convention; 

 205. Also notes the desire to further improve the efficiency of, and effective 
participation of delegations in, the informal consultations concerning the annual 
General Assembly resolution on oceans and the law of the sea and the resolution on 
sustainable fisheries, and decides that the period of the informal consultations on 
both resolutions should not exceed a maximum of four weeks in total and that the 
consultations be scheduled in such a way that the Division has sufficient time to 
produce the report referred to in paragraph 202 above, and invites States to submit 
text proposals for inclusion in the resolutions to the coordinators of the informal 
consultations at the earliest possible date;  

 206. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its sixty-fifth session the 
item entitled “Oceans and the law of the sea”.  
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64/71.  Oceans and the law of the sea

The General Assembly,

Recalling its annual resolutions on the law of the sea and on oceans and the 
law of the sea, including resolution 63/111 of 5 December 2008, and other relevant 
resolutions concerning the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (“the 
Convention”),1

Having considered the report of the Secretary-General,2 and also the reports on 
the work of the United Nations Open-ended Informal Consultative Process on 
Oceans and the Law of the Sea (“the Consultative Process”) at its tenth meeting,3 on 
the nineteenth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention,4 and the report entitled 
“Regular process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic aspects: the ‘assessment of assessments’”,5

Emphasizing the pre-eminent contribution provided by the Convention to the 
strengthening of peace, security, cooperation and friendly relations among all 
nations in conformity with the principles of justice and equal rights and to the 
promotion of the economic and social advancement of all peoples of the world, in 
accordance with the purposes and principles of the United Nations as set forth in the 
Charter of the United Nations, as well as to the sustainable development of the 
oceans and seas,

Emphasizing also the universal and unified character of the Convention, and 
reaffirming that the Convention sets out the legal framework within which all 
activities in the oceans and seas must be carried out and is of strategic importance as 
the basis for national, regional and global action and cooperation in the marine 
sector, and that its integrity needs to be maintained, as recognized also by the 

_______________
1 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1833, No. 31363.
2 A/64/66 and Add.1 and 2.
3 See A/64/131.
4 SPLOS/203.
5 A/64/88.
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United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in chapter 17 of 
Agenda 21,6

Recognizing the important contribution of sustainable development and 
management of the resources and uses of the oceans and seas to the achievement of 
international development goals, including those contained in the United Nations 
Millennium Declaration,7

Conscious that the problems of ocean space are closely interrelated and need 
to be considered as a whole through an integrated, interdisciplinary and intersectoral 
approach, and reaffirming the need to improve cooperation and coordination at the 
national, regional and global levels, in accordance with the Convention, to support 
and supplement the efforts of each State in promoting the implementation and 
observance of the Convention, and the integrated management and sustainable 
development of the oceans and seas,

Reiterating the essential need for cooperation, including through capacity-
building and transfer of marine technology, to ensure that all States, especially 
developing countries, in particular the least developed countries and small island 
developing States, as well as coastal African States, are able both to implement the 
Convention and to benefit from the sustainable development of the oceans and seas, 
as well as to participate fully in global and regional forums and processes dealing 
with oceans and law of the sea issues,

Emphasizing the need to strengthen the ability of competent international 
organizations to contribute, at the global, regional, subregional and bilateral levels, 
through cooperation programmes with Governments, to the development of national 
capacity in marine science and the sustainable management of the oceans and their 
resources, 

Recalling that marine science is important for eradicating poverty, contributing 
to food security, conserving the world’s marine environment and resources, helping 
to understand, predict and respond to natural events and promoting the sustainable 
development of the oceans and seas, by improving knowledge, through sustained 
research efforts and the evaluation of monitoring results, and applying such 
knowledge to management and decision-making,

Reiterating its deep concern at the serious adverse impacts on the marine 
environment and biodiversity, in particular on vulnerable marine ecosystems, 
including corals, hydrothermal vents and seamounts, of certain human activities,

Emphasizing the need for the safe and environmentally sound recycling of 
ships,

Expressing deep concern at the adverse economic, social and environmental 
impacts of the physical alteration and destruction of marine habitats that may result 
from land-based and coastal development activities, in particular those land 
reclamation activities that are carried out in a manner that has a detrimental impact 
on the marine environment, 

_______________
6 Report of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, Rio de Janeiro,
3–14 June 1992, vol. I, Resolutions Adopted by the Conference (United Nations publication, Sales 
No. E.93.I.8 and corrigendum), resolution 1, annex II.
7 See resolution 55/2.
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Reiterating its serious concern at the current and projected adverse effects of 
climate change on the marine environment and marine biodiversity, and 
emphasizing the urgency of addressing this issue,

Expressing concern that climate change continues to increase the severity and 
incidence of coral bleaching throughout tropical seas and weakens the ability of 
reefs to withstand ocean acidification, which could have serious and irreversible 
negative effects on marine organisms, particularly corals, as well as to withstand 
other pressures, including overfishing and pollution,

Reiterating its deep concern at the vulnerability of the environment and the 
fragile ecosystems of the polar regions, including the Arctic Ocean and the Arctic 
ice cap, particularly affected by the projected adverse effects of climate change,

Recognizing that there is a need for a more integrated approach and to further 
study and promote measures for enhanced cooperation, coordination and 
collaboration relating to the conservation and sustainable use of marine biodiversit y 
beyond areas of national jurisdiction,

Recognizing also that the realization of the benefits of the Convention could 
be enhanced by international cooperation, technical assistance and advanced 
scientific knowledge, as well as by funding and capacity-building,

Recognizing further that hydrographic surveys and nautical charting are 
critical to the safety of navigation and life at sea, environmental protection,
including the protection of vulnerable marine ecosystems, and the economics of the 
global shipping industry, and encouraging further efforts towards electronic 
charting, which not only provides significantly increased benefits for safe 
navigation and management of ship movement, but also provides data and 
information that can be used for sustainable fisheries activities and other sectoral 
uses of the marine environment, the delimitation of maritime boundaries and 
environmental protection,

Emphasizing that underwater archaeological, cultural and historical heritage, 
including shipwrecks and watercrafts, holds essential information on the history of 
humankind and that such heritage is a resource that needs to be protected and 
preserved, 

Noting with concern the continuing problem of transnational organized crime 
committed at sea, including illicit traffic in narcotic drugs and psychotropic 
substances, the smuggling of migrants and trafficking in persons, and threats to 
maritime safety and security, including piracy, armed robbery at sea, smuggling and 
terrorist acts against shipping, offshore installations and other maritime interests, 
and noting the deplorable loss of life and adverse impact on international trade, 
energy security and the global economy resulting from such activities,

Noting the importance of the delineation of the outer limits of the continental 
shelf beyond 200 nautical miles and that it is in the broader interest of the 
international community that coastal States with a continental shelf beyond 200 
nautical miles submit information on the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 
200 nautical miles to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (“the 
Commission”), and welcoming the submissions to the Commission by a 
considerable number of States Parties on the outer limits of their continental shelf 
beyond 200 nautical miles, that the Commission has continued to fulfil its role, 
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including of making recommendations to coastal States, and that the summaries of 
recommendations have been made publicly available,8

Noting also that many coastal States Parties have submitted preliminary 
information indicative of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 
nautical miles, as provided for in the decision of the eighteenth Meeting of States 
Parties to the Convention regarding the workload of the Commission and the ability 
of States, particularly developing States, to fulfil the requirements of article 4 of 
annex II to the Convention, as well as the decision contained in SPLOS/72, 
paragraph (a),9

Noting further that some coastal States may continue to face particular 
challenges in relation to preparing and presenting submissions to the Commission,

Noting that financial and technical assistance may be sought by developing 
countries for activities in relation to preparing and presenting submissions to the 
Commission, including through the voluntary trust fund established by resolution 
55/7 of 30 October 2000 for the purpose of facilitating the preparation of 
submissions to the Commission for developing States, in particular the least 
developed countries and small island developing States, and compliance with 
article 76 of the Convention, as well as other accessible international assistance,

Recognizing the importance of the trust funds established by resolution 55/7 in 
facilitating the participation of members of the Commission from developing States 
in the meetings of the Commission and in fulfilling the requirements of article 4 of 
annex II to the Convention, while noting with appreciation the recent contributions 
made to them, 

Reaffirming the importance of the work of the Commission for coastal States 
and for the international community,

Recognizing the significant workload of the Commission in view of the large 
number of submissions already received and a number of submissions yet to be 
received, which places additional demands and challenges on its members and the 
secretariat as provided by the Secretary-General of the United Nations through the 
Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea of the Office of Legal Affairs of 
the Secretariat (“the Division”), 

Noting with concern the projected timetable of the work of the Commission on 
the submissions already received by it and those yet to be received10 and, in this 
regard, the consequences of the duration of the sessions of the Commission and the 
meetings of its subcommissions,

Recognizing significant inequities and difficulties for States arising out of the 
projected timetable, including with respect to retaining expertise, when there is a 
considerable delay between preparation of submissions and their consideration by 
the Commission,

Recognizing also the need to take action to ensure that the Commission can 
perform its functions under the Convention expeditiously, efficiently and 
effectively, and maintain its high level of quality and expertise,

_______________
8 Available from www.un.org/Depts/los/index.htm.
9 SPLOS/183.
10 See SPLOS/203, paras. 81–83.

www.un.org/Depts/los/index.htm.
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Welcoming the agreed outcome reflected in the report of the nineteenth 
Meeting of States Parties to the Convention regarding the workload of the 
Commission, and noting in particular the decision of the Meeting to continue to 
address the issues related to the workload of the Commission as a matter of priority, 
as well as the decision that its bureau would facilitate an informal working group to 
continue consideration of the issues related to the workload of the Commission,11

Recalling its decision, in resolutions 57/141 of 12 December 2002 and 58/240 
of 23 December 2003, to establish a regular process under the United Nations for 
global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects, both current and foreseeable, building on existing regional 
assessments, as recommended by the World Summit on Sustainable Development,12

and noting the need for cooperation among all States to this end,

Recalling also the launching of the start-up phase, the “assessment of 
assessments”, and noting the work carried out by the Group of Experts established 
pursuant to resolution 60/30 of 29 November 2005 under the guidance of the Ad 
Hoc Steering Group for the “assessment of assessments” and with the assistance of 
the lead agencies, the United Nations Environment Programme and the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization, and the support provided by other 
organizations and experts, 

Recognizing the importance and the contribution of the work of the 
Consultative Process established by resolution 54/33 of 24 November 1999 to 
facilitate the annual review of developments in ocean affairs by the General 
Assembly,

Noting the responsibilities of the Secretary-General under the Convention and 
related resolutions of the General Assembly, in particular resolutions 49/28 of 
6 December 1994, 52/26 of 26 November 1997 and 54/33, and in this context the 
substantial increase in activities of the Division, in particular in view of the growing 
number of requests to the Division for additional outputs and servicing of meetings, 
its increasing capacity-building activities, the need for enhanced support and 
assistance to the Commission and the role of the Division in inter-agency 
coordination and cooperation,

Reaffirming the importance of the work of the International Seabed Authority 
(“the Authority”) in accordance with the Convention and the Agreement relating to 
the Implementation of Part XI of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the 
Sea of 10 December 1982 (“the Part XI Agreement”),13

Reaffirming also the importance of the work of the International Tribunal for 
the Law of the Sea (“the Tribunal”) in accordance with the Convention,

_______________
11 Ibid., para. 95.
12 See Report of the World Summit on Sustainable Development, Johannesburg, South Africa, 
26 August–4 September 2002 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.03.II.A.1 and corrigendum), 

chap. I, resolution 2, annex.
13 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1836, No. 31364.
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I
Implementation of the Convention and related agreements and instruments

1. Reaffirms its annual resolutions on the law of the sea and on oceans and 
the law of the sea, including resolution 63/111, and other relevant resolutions 
concerning the Convention;1

2. Also reaffirms the unified character of the Convention and the vital 
importance of preserving its integrity; 

3. Calls upon all States that have not done so, in order to achieve the goal 
of universal participation, to become parties to the Convention and the Part XI 
Agreement;13

4. Calls upon States that have not done so, in order to achieve the goal of 
universal participation, to become parties to the Agreement for the Implementation 
of the Provisions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea of 
10 December 1982 relating to the Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish 
Stocks and Highly Migratory Fish Stocks (“the Fish Stocks Agreement”);14

5. Calls upon States to harmonize their national legislation with the 
provisions of the Convention and, where applicable, relevant agreements and 
instruments, to ensure the consistent application of those provisions and to ensure 
also that any declarations or statements that they have made or make when signing, 
ratifying or acceding to the Convention do not purport to exclude or to modify the 
legal effect of the provisions of the Convention in their application to the State 
concerned and to withdraw any such declarations or statements;

6. Calls upon States Parties to the Convention that have not yet done so to 
deposit with the Secretary-General charts or lists of geographical coordinates, as 
provided for in the Convention;

7. Urges all States to cooperate, directly or through competent international 
bodies, in taking measures to protect and preserve objects of an archaeological and 
historical nature found at sea, in conformity with the Convention, and calls upon 
States to work together on such diverse challenges and opportunities as the 
appropriate relationship between salvage law and scientific management and 
conservation of underwater cultural heritage, increasing technological abilities to 
discover and reach underwater sites, looting and growing underwater tourism; 

8. Notes the entry into force of the 2001 Convention on the Protection of 
the Underwater Cultural Heritage on 2 January 2009,15 and notes in particular the 
rules annexed thereto, which address the relationship between salvage law and 
scientific principles of management, conservation and protection of underwater 
cultural heritage among Parties, their nationals and vessels flying their flag;

II
Capacity-building

9. Calls upon donor agencies and international financial institutions to keep 
their programmes systematically under review to ensure the availability in all States, 

_______________
14 Ibid., vol. 2167, No. 37924.
15 See United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, Records of the General 
Conference, Thirty-first Session, Paris, 15 October–3 November 2001, vol. 1 and corrigendum: 
Resolutions, resolution 24.
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particularly in developing States, of the economic, legal, navigational, scientific and 
technical skills necessary for the full implementation of the Convention and the 
objectives of the present resolution, as well as the sustainable development of the 
oceans and seas nationally, regionally and globally, and in so doing to bear in mind 
the interests and needs of landlocked developing States;

10. Encourages intensified efforts to build capacity for developing countries, 
in particular for the least developed countries and small island developing States, as 
well as coastal African States, to improve hydrographic services and the production 
of nautical charts, including electronic charts, as well as the mobilization of 
resources and building of capacity with support from international financial 
institutions and the donor community;

11. Calls upon States and international financial institutions, including 
through bilateral, regional and global cooperation programmes and technical 
partnerships, to continue to strengthen capacity-building activities, in particular in 
developing countries, in the field of marine scientific research by, inter alia, training 
personnel to develop and enhance relevant expertise, providing the necessary 
equipment, facilities and vessels and transferring environmentally sound 
technologies;

12. Also calls upon States and international financial institutions, including 
through bilateral, regional and global cooperation programmes and technical 
partnerships, to strengthen capacity-building activities in developing countries, in 
particular least developed countries and small island developing States, to develop 
their maritime administration and appropriate legal frameworks to establish or 
enhance the necessary infrastructure, legislative and enforcement capabilities to 
promote effective compliance with, and implementation and enforcement of, their 
responsibilities under international law; 

13. Recognizes the importance of the work of the International Maritime La w 
Institute of the International Maritime Organization as a centre of education and 
training of Government legal advisers, mainly from developing States, notes that the 
number of its graduates in 115 States confirms its effective capacity-building role in 
the field of international law, congratulates the Institute on the celebration of its 
twentieth anniversary, and urges States, intergovernmental organizations and
financial institutions to make voluntary financial contributions to the budget of the 
Institute; 

14. Also recognizes the importance of the World Maritime University of the 
International Maritime Organization as a centre for maritime education and 
research, confirms its effective capacity-building role in the field of maritime 
transportation, policy, administration, management, safety, security and 
environmental protection, as well as its role in the international exchange and 
transfer of knowledge, notes that almost 2,900 persons from 157 countries have 
graduated from the University since it was founded in 1983, welcomes the 
increasing number of students, and urges States, intergovernmental organizations 
and other bodies to make voluntary financial contributions to the University;

15. Welcomes ongoing activities for capacity-building so as to address 
maritime security and safety needs and the protection of the marine environment of 
developing States, and encourages States and international financial institutions to 
provide additional funding for capacity-building programmes, including for transfer 
of technology, including through the International Maritime Organization and other 
competent international organizations; 
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16. Recognizes the considerable need to provide sustained capacity-building 
assistance, including on financial and technical aspects, by relevant international 
organizations and donors to developing States, with a view to further strengthening 
their capacity to take effective measures against the multiple facets of international 
criminal activities at sea, in line with the relevant international instruments, 
including the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime 
and the Protocols thereto;16

17. Also recognizes the need to build the capacity of developing States to 
raise awareness of, and support the implementation of, improved waste management 
practices, noting the particular vulnerability of small island developing States to the 
impact of marine pollution from land-based sources and marine debris; 

18. Further recognizes the importance of assisting developing States, in 
particular the least developed countries and small island developing States, as well 
as coastal African States, in implementing the Convention, and urges States, 
intergovernmental organizations and agencies, national institutions, 
non-governmental organizations and international financial institutions, as well as 
natural and juridical persons, to make voluntary financial or other contributions to 
the trust funds, as referred to in resolution 57/141, established for this purpose; 

19. Encourages States to use the Criteria and Guidelines on the Transfer of 
Marine Technology adopted by the Assembly of the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization, 17 and recalls the important role of the secretariat of that 
Commission in the implementation and promotion of the Criteria and Guidelines;

20. Calls upon States to continue to assist developing States, and especially 
the least developed countries and small island developing States, as well as coastal 
African States, at the bilateral and, where appropriate, multilateral levels, in the 
preparation of submissions to the Commission regarding the establishment of the 
outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles, including the 
assessment of the nature and extent of the continental shelf of a coastal State, and 
recalls that coastal States can make requests to the Commission for scientific and 
technical advice in the preparation of data for their submissions, in accordance with 
article 3 of annex II to the Convention; 

21. Calls upon the Division to continue to disseminate information on 
relevant procedures related to the trust fund established for the purpose of 
facilitating the preparation of submissions to the Commission and to continue its 
dialogue with potential beneficiaries with a view to providing financial support to 
developing countries for activities to facilitate their submissions in accordance with 
the requirements of article 76 of the Convention and with the rules of procedure18

and the Scientific and Technical Guidelines of the Commission;19

22. Requests the Secretary-General, in cooperation with States and relevant 
international organizations and institutions, to continue to support training and other 
activities to assist developing States in the preparation and presentation of their 
submissions to the Commission;

_______________
16 United Nations, Treaty Series, vols. 2225, 2237, 2241 and 2326, No. 39574.
17 See Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, document IOC/INF-1203.
18 CLCS/40/Rev.1.
19 CLCS/11 and Corr.1 and Add.1 and Add.1/Corr.1.
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23. Notes with appreciation the regional workshop of the Tribunal, held in 
Cape Town, South Africa, from 7 to 9 October 2009, on the role of the Tribunal in 
the settlement of disputes relating to the law of the sea; 

24. Invites Member States and others in a position to do so to support the 
capacity-building activities of the Division, including, in particular, the training and 
other activities to assist developing States in the preparation of their submissions to 
the Commission, and invites Member States and others in a position to do so to 
contribute to the trust fund established by the Secretary-General for the Office of 
Legal Affairs to support the promotion of international law; 

25. Recognizes the important contribution of the Hamilton Shirley 
Amerasinghe Memorial Fellowship on the Law of the Sea to the capacity-building 
of developing countries and the promotion of the law of the sea, reiterates its serious 
concern regarding the continued lack of resources, which has prevented the 
implementation of the twenty-second and subsequent awards, advises the Secretary-
General to continue to finance the Fellowship from resources made available 
through an appropriate Office of Legal Affairs trust fund, reiterates its urgent appeal 
to Member States and others in a position to do so to contribute generously to the 
further development of the Fellowship to ensure that it is awarded every year, and 
requests the Secretary-General to include the Fellowship on the list of trust funds 
for the United Nations Pledging Conference for Development Activities;

26. Recognizes the contribution that the United Nations-Nippon Foundation 
of Japan Fellowship Programme, which has awarded 50 fellowships to individuals 
from 44 Member States since 2005 and in April 2009 launched a fellowship alumni 
programme with an inaugural meeting of the Asia-Pacific alumni at the 
Foundation’s headquarters in Tokyo, has made to human resources development for 
developing coastal States Parties and non-Parties to the Convention in the field of 
ocean affairs and the law of the sea or related disciplines; 

III
Meeting of States Parties

27. Welcomes the report of the nineteenth Meeting of States Parties to the 
Convention;4

28. Requests the Secretary-General to convene the twentieth Meeting of 
States Parties to the Convention, in New York from 14 to 18 June 2010, and to 
provide the services required;

IV
Peaceful settlement of disputes

29. Notes with satisfaction the continued and significant contribution of the 
Tribunal to the settlement of disputes by peaceful means in accordance with 
Part XV of the Convention, and underlines the important role and authority of the 
Tribunal concerning the interpretation or application of the Convention and the 
Part XI Agreement;

30. Equally pays tribute to the important and long-standing role of the 
International Court of Justice with regard to the peaceful settlement of disputes 
concerning the law of the sea;

31. Notes that States Parties to an international agreement related to the 
purposes of the Convention may submit to, inter alia, the Tribunal or the 
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International Court of Justice any dispute concerning the interpretation or 
application of that agreement submitted in accordance with that agreement, and 
notes also the possibility, provided for in the statutes of the Tribunal and the Court, 
to submit disputes to a chamber;

32. Encourages States Parties to the Convention that have not yet done so to 
consider making a written declaration choosing from the means set out in article 287 
of the Convention for the settlement of disputes concerning the interpretation or 
application of the Convention and the Part XI Agreement, bearing in mind the 
comprehensive character of the dispute settlement mechanism provided for in 
Part XV of the Convention; 

V
The Area

33. Notes the progress made by the Authority in its deliberations, urges the 
finalization at its sixteenth session of the regulations for prospecting and exploration 
for polymetallic sulphides, encourages progress on the regulations for prospecting 
and exploration for cobalt-rich ferromanganese crusts in the Area, and reiterates the 
importance of the ongoing elaboration by the Authority, pursuant to article 145 of 
the Convention, of rules, regulations and procedures to ensure the effective 
protection of the marine environment, for, inter alia, the protection and conservation 
of the natural resources of the Area, and for the prevention of damage to the flora 
and fauna of the marine environment from harmful effects that may arise from 
activities in the Area;

34. Also notes the importance of the responsibilities entrusted to the 
Authority by articles 143 and 145 of the Convention, which refer to marine 
scientific research and protection of the marine environment, respectivel y;

VI
Effective functioning of the Authority and the Tribunal

35. Appeals to all States Parties to the Convention to pay their assessed 
contributions to the Authority and to the Tribunal in full and on time, and also 
appeals to States Parties in arrears with their contributions to fulfil their obligations 
without delay;

36. Urges all States Parties to the Convention to attend the sessions of the 
Authority, and calls upon the Authority to continue to pursue all options, including 
making concrete recommendations on the issue of dates, in order to improve 
attendance in Kingston and to ensure global participation;

37. Calls upon States that have not done so to consider ratifying or acceding 
to the Agreement on the Privileges and Immunities of the Tribunal 20 and to the 
Protocol on the Privileges and Immunities of the Authority;21

38. Emphasizes the importance of the Tribunal’s rules and staff regulations in 
promoting the recruitment of a geographically representative staff in the 
Professional and higher categories, and welcomes the actions taken by the Tribunal 
in observance of those rules and regulations;

_______________
20 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 2167, No. 37925.
21 Ibid., vol. 2214, No. 39357.
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VII
The continental shelf and the work of the Commission

39. Recalls that, in accordance with article 76, paragraph 8, of the 
Convention, information on the limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical 
miles from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured 
shall be submitted by the coastal State to the Commission set up under annex II to 
the Convention on the basis of equitable geographical representation, that the 
Commission shall make recommendations to coastal States on matters related to the 
establishment of the outer limits of their continental shelf, and that the limits of the 
shelf established by a coastal State on the basis of these recommendations shall be 
final and binding;

40. Also recalls that, in accordance with article 77, paragraph 3, of the 
Convention, the rights of the coastal State over the continental shelf do not depend 
on occupation, effective or notional, or on any express proclamation;

41. Notes with satisfaction that a considerable number of States Parties to the 
Convention have submitted information to the Commission regarding the 
establishment of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles, 
in conformity with article 76 of the Convention and article 4 of annex II to the 
Convention, taking into account the decision of the eleventh Meeting of States 
Parties to the Convention contained in SPLOS/72, paragraph (a); 

42. Also notes with satisfaction that a considerable number of States Parties 
to the Convention have submitted to the Secretary-General, pursuant to the decision 
of the eighteenth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention, 22 preliminary 
information indicative of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 
nautical miles and a description of the status of preparation and intended date of 
submission in accordance with the requirements of article 76 of the Convention and 
with the rules of procedure and the Scientific and Technical Guidelines of the 
Commission;

43. Further notes with satisfaction the progress in the work of the 
Commission23 and that it is giving current consideration to a number of submissions 
that have been made regarding the establishment of the outer limits of the 
continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles;

44. Notes with satisfaction that the Commission, taking into account the 
decision of the eighteenth Meeting of States Parties to the Convention, 24 has 
compiled lists of websites of organizations, data/information portals and data 
holders where general information and publicly available scientific and technical 
data can be accessed that may be relevant to the preparation of submissions, and has 
made this information available on its website;25

45. Takes note of the recommendations made by the Commission on the 
submissions of a number of States, and welcomes the fact that summaries of 
recommendations are being made publicly available;8

_______________
22 SPLOS/183, para. 1 (a).
23 See CLCS/62 and CLCS/64.
24 SPLOS/183, para. 3.
25 www.un.org/depts/los/clcs_new/clcs_home.htm.

www.un.org/depts/los/clcs_new/clcs_home.htm.
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46. Notes that consideration by the Commission of submissions by coastal 
States in accordance with article 76 of and annex II to the Convention is without 
prejudice to the application of other parts of the Convention by States Parties;

47. Notes with concern that the heavy workload of the Commission, owing to 
the considerable number of submissions, places additional demands on and 
challenges before its members and the secretariat as provided by the Division, and 
in that regard emphasizes the need to ensure that the Commission can perform its 
functions expeditiously, efficiently and effectively and maintain its high level of 
quality and expertise; 

48. Takes note of the decision of the nineteenth Meeting of States Parties to 
the Convention, as reflected in the report of the Meeting, to continue to address, as a 
matter of priority, issues related to the workload of the Commission, including 
funding for its members attending the sessions of the Commission and the meetings 
of the subcommissions, and, in particular, the decision that the bureau of the 
Meeting will facilitate an informal working group to continue consideration of the 
issues;11

49. Reiterates the duty of States under the Convention, whose experts are 
serving on the Commission, to defray the expenses of the experts they have 
nominated while in performance of Commission duties, and calls upon these States 
to do their utmost to ensure the full participation of those experts in the work of the 
Commission, including the meetings of subcommissions, in accordance with the 
Convention;

50. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to take appropriate measures, 
within overall existing resource levels, to further strengthen the capacity of the 
Division, serving as the secretariat of the Commission, including in the context of 
the proposed programme budget for the biennium 2010–2011, in order to ensure 
enhanced support and assistance to the Commission and its subcommissions in their 
consideration of submissions, as required by paragraph 9 of annex III to the rules of 
procedure of the Commission, in particular its human resources, taking into account 
the need for simultaneous work on several submissions;

51. Urges the Secretary-General to continue to provide all necessary 
secretariat services to the Commission in accordance with article 2, paragraph 5, of 
annex II to the Convention;

52. Encourages States to participate actively and contribute constructively to 
the ongoing work of the informal working group considering the issues related to 
the workload of the Commission, so that the Meeting of States Parties to the 
Convention may consider ways and means, including short-, medium- and long-term 
measures, to ensure that the Commission can perform its functions under the 
Convention expeditiously, efficiently and effectively and maintain its high level of 
quality and expertise;

53. Requests the Secretary-General to consider the comments of the informal 
working group, which are invited as soon as possible before mid-February 2010, in 
the context of the update of the document entitled “Issues related to the workload of 
the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf”;26

_______________
26 SPLOS/157.
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54. Encourages States to make additional contributions to the voluntary trust 
fund established by resolution 55/7 for the purpose of facilitating the preparation of 
submissions to the Commission and to the voluntary trust fund also established by 
that resolution for the purpose of defraying the cost of participation of the members 
of the Commission from developing States in the meetings of the Commission; 

55. Approves the convening by the Secretary-General of the twenty-fifth and 
twenty-sixth sessions of the Commission, in New York from 15 March to 23 April 
2010 and from 2 to 27 August 2010, respectively, with full conference services for 
the plenary parts of these sessions, 27 and requests the Secretary-General to make 
every effort to meet these requirements within overall existing resources, on the 
understanding that the following periods will be used for the technical examinations 
of submissions at the Geographic Information System laboratories and other 
technical facilities of the Division: 15 March to 1 April 2010; 19 to 23 April 2010; 
and 2 to 13 August 2010; 

56. Expresses its firm conviction about the importance of the work of the 
Commission, carried out in accordance with the Convention, including with respect
to the participation of coastal States in relevant proceedings concerning their 
submissions, and recognizes the continued need for active interaction between 
coastal States and the Commission;

57. Encourages States to continue exchanging views in order to increase 
understanding of issues, including expenditures involved, arising from the 
application of article 76 of the Convention, thus facilitating the preparation of 
submissions by States, in particular developing States, to the Commission; 

58. Notes the number of submissions yet to be considered by the 
Commission, and in this regard stresses the urgent need for States Parties to the 
Convention to take appropriate and prompt steps that will allow the Commission to 
consider the increased number of submissions in a timely, efficient and effective 
manner;

59. Requests the Secretary-General, in cooperation with Member States, to 
continue supporting workshops or symposiums on scientific and technical aspects of 
the establishment of the outer limits of the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical 
miles, taking into account the need to strengthen capacity-building for developing 
countries in preparing their submissions;

VIII
Maritime safety and security and flag State implementation

60. Encourages States to ratify or accede to international agreements 
addressing the safety and security of navigation, as well as maritime labour, and to 
adopt the necessary measures consistent with the Convention and other relevant 
international instruments aimed at implementing and enforcing the rules contained 
in those agreements, and emphasizes the need for capacity-building for and 
assistance to developing States; 

61. Recognizes that the legal regimes governing maritime safety and 
maritime security may have common and mutually reinforcing objectives that may 
be interrelated and could benefit from synergies, and encourages States to take this 
into account in their implementation; 

_______________
27 From 5 to 16 April 2010 and from 16 to 27 August 2010.
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62. Emphasizes that safety and security measures should be implemented 
with minimal negative effects on seafarers and fishers, especially in relation to their 
working conditions;

63. Invites States that have not yet done so to ratify or accede to the 
Maritime Labour Convention, 2006, the Work in Fishing Convention, 2007 
(No. 188) and the Seafarers’ Identity Documents Convention (Revised), 2003 
(No. 185) of the International Labour Organization and to effectively implement 
those Conventions, and emphasizes the need to provide to States, at their request, 
technical cooperation and assistance in that regard;

64. Emphasizes the need for further efforts to promote a culture of safety and 
security in the shipping industry and to address the shortage of adequately trained 
personnel, notes the importance of the process in the International Maritime 
Organization to review the International Convention on Standards of Training, 
Certification and Watchkeeping for Seafarers, 1978,28 and urges the establishment of 
more centres to provide the required education and training;

65. Welcomes ongoing cooperation between the Food and Agriculture 
Organization of the United Nations, the International Maritime Organization and the 
International Labour Organization relating to the safety of fishers and fishing 
vessels, underlines the urgent need for continued work in that area, and takes note of 
discussions in the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations on the 
merit of an international plan of action in this area;

66. Encourages continued cooperation between the parties to the Basel 
Convention on the Control of Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and 
their Disposal29 and the International Maritime Organization on regulations on the 
prevention of pollution from ships;

67. Calls upon States to participate in the diplomatic conference to be 
convened by the International Maritime Organization in 2010 on a protocol to the 
International Convention on Liability and Compensation for Damage in Connection 
with the Carriage of Hazardous and Noxious Substances by Sea, 1996;

68. Recalls that all actions taken to combat threats to maritime security must 
be in accordance with international law, including the principles embodied in the 
Charter and the Convention;

69. Recognizes the crucial role of international cooperation at the global, 
regional, subregional and bilateral levels in combating, in accordance with 
international law, threats to maritime security, including piracy, armed robbery at 
sea, terrorist acts against shipping, offshore installations and other maritime 
interests, through bilateral and multilateral instruments and mechanisms aimed at 
monitoring, preventing and responding to such threats, the enhanced sharing of 
information among States relevant to the detection, prevention and suppression of 
such threats, and the prosecution of offenders with due regard to national 
legislation, and the need for sustained capacity-building to support such objectives; 

70. Notes that piracy affects the entire range of vessels engaged in maritime 
activities;

_______________
28 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1361, No. 23001.
29 Ibid., vol. 1673, No. 28911.
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71. Emphasizes the importance of promptly reporting incidents to enable 
accurate information on the scope of the problem of piracy and armed robbery 
against ships and, in the case of armed robbery against ships, by affected vessels to 
the coastal State, underlines the importance of effective information-sharing with 
States potentially affected by incidents of piracy and armed robbery against ships, 
and takes note of the important role of the International Maritime Organization; 

72. Calls upon States to take appropriate steps under their national law to 
facilitate the apprehension and prosecution of those who are alleged to have 
committed acts of piracy; 

73. Urges all States, in cooperation with the International Maritime 
Organization, to actively combat piracy and armed robbery at sea by adopting 
measures, including those relating to assistance with capacity-building through 
training of seafarers, port staff and enforcement personnel in the prevention, 
reporting and investigation of incidents, bringing the alleged perpetrators to justice, 
in accordance with international law, and by adopting national legislation, as well as 
providing enforcement vessels and equipment and guarding against fraudulent ship 
registration; 

74. Invites all States, the International Maritime Organization and the 
International Labour Organization to consider possible solutions for the seafarers 
and fishers who are victims of pirates; 

75. Takes note of the ongoing cooperation between the International 
Maritime Organization, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime and the 
Division with respect to the compilation of national legislation on piracy;

76. Welcomes the significant decrease in the number of attacks by pirates and 
armed robbers in the Asian region through increased national, bilateral and trilateral 
initiatives as well as regional cooperative mechanisms, and calls upon other States 
to give immediate attention to adopting, concluding and implementing cooperation 
agreements at the regional level on combating piracy and armed robbery against 
ships; 

77. Expresses serious concern regarding continued increases in incidents of 
piracy and armed robbery at sea off the coast of Somalia, expresses alarm in 
particular at the hijacking of vessels, supports the recent efforts to address this 
problem at the global and regional levels, notes the adoption by the Security 
Council of resolutions 1816 (2008) of 2 June 2008, 1838 (2008) of 7 October 2008, 
1846 (2008) of 2 December 2008 and 1851 (2008) of 16 December 2008 and also 
notes that the authorization in resolution 1816 (2008) and the provisions in 
resolutions 1838 (2008), 1846 (2008) and 1851 (2008) apply only to the situation in 
Somalia and do not affect the rights, obligations or responsibilities of Member 
States under international law, including any rights or obligations under the 
Convention, with respect to any other situation, and underscores, in particular, the 
fact that they are not to be considered as establishing customary international law; 

78. Notes the establishment of the Contact Group on Piracy off the Coast of 
Somalia on 14 January 2009, following the adoption of Security Council resolution 
1851 (2008), and the ongoing efforts within the Contact Group, and commends 
contributions of all States in the efforts to fight piracy off the coast of Somalia;

79. Recognizes the importance of a comprehensive and sustainable 
settlement of the situation in Somalia and the primary role of the Transitional 
Federal Government in rooting out piracy and armed robbery against ships, and 
further re-emphasizes the need, in particular, to assist Somalia and States in the 



A/RES/64/71

16

region in strengthening capacity to fight piracy and armed robbery against ships off 
the coast of Somalia and bring to justice those involved in piracy and armed robbery 
at sea;

80. Notes the approval by the International Maritime Organization of revised 
recommendations to Governments for preventing and suppressing piracy and armed 
robbery against ships, 30 revised guidance to shipowners and ship operators, 
shipmasters and crews on preventing and suppressing acts of piracy and armed 
robbery against ships31 and the Code of Practice for the Investigation of the Crimes 
of Piracy and Armed Robbery Against Ships,32 as well as the endorsement of Best 
Management Practices to Deter Piracy in the Gulf of Aden and off the Coast of 
Somalia;33

81. Invites the Assembly of the International Maritime Organization to 
consider adopting a resolution on commitments to best management practices to 
avoid, deter or delay acts of piracy;

82. Welcomes the adoption on 29 January 2009 of the Code of Conduct 
concerning the Repression of Piracy and Armed Robbery against Ships in the 
Western Indian Ocean and the Gulf of Aden (Djibouti Code of Conduct)34 under the 
auspices of the International Maritime Organization, the establishment of the 
International Maritime Organization Djibouti Code Trust Fund, a multi-donor trust 
fund initiated by Japan, and the ongoing activities for the implementation of the 
Code of Conduct; 

83. Urges States to ensure the full implementation of resolution A.1002(25) 
of the International Maritime Organization on acts of piracy and armed robbery 
against ships in waters off the coast of Somalia;

84. Calls upon States that have not yet done so to become parties to the 
Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety of Maritime 
Navigation and the Protocol for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Safety 
of Fixed Platforms Located on the Continental Shelf, 35 invites States to consider 
becoming parties to the 2005 Protocols amending those instruments, 36 and urges 
States Parties to take appropriate measures to ensure the effective implementation of 
those instruments through the adoption of legislation, where appropriate;

85. Calls upon States to effectively implement the International Ship and 
Port Facility Security Code and the amendments to the International Convention for 
the Safety of Life at Sea,37 and to work with the International Maritime Organization 
to promote safe and secure shipping while ensuring freedom of navigation;

86. Urges all States, in cooperation with the International Maritime 
Organization, to improve the protection of offshore installations by adopting 
measures related to the prevention, reporting and investigation of acts of violence 

_______________
30 See International Maritime Organization, document MSC.1/Circ.1333, annex.
31 See International Maritime Organization, document MSC.1/Circ.1334, annex.
32 International Maritime Organization, Assembly resolution A.1025(26).
33 See International Maritime Organization, document MSC.1/Circ.1335.
34 See International Maritime Organization, document C 102/14, annex, attachment 1.
35 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1678, No. 29004.
36 International Maritime Organization, documents LEG/CONF.15/21 and 22.
37 International Maritime Organization, documents SOLAS/CONF.5/32 and 34, as well as resolution MSC.202(81) 
introducing the long-range identification and tracking of ships system.
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against installations, in accordance with international law, and by implementing 
such measures through national legislation to ensure proper and adequate 
enforcement; 

87. Emphasizes the progress in regional cooperation, including the efforts of 
littoral States, on the enhancement of safety, security and environmental protection 
in the Straits of Malacca and Singapore, and the effective functioning of the 
Cooperative Mechanism on safety of navigation and environmental protection to 
promote dialogue and facilitate close cooperation between the littoral States, user 
States, shipping industry and other stakeholders in line with article 43 of the 
Convention, and notes with appreciation the convening of the second Cooperation 
Forum and second Project Coordination Committee meeting, in Singapore from 
14 to 16 October 2009, and the fourth Aids to Navigation Fund Committee Meeting,
in Malaysia on 19 and 20 October 2009, the three events being key pillars of the 
Cooperative Mechanism, and the important role of the Information Sharing Centre 
of the Regional Cooperation Agreement on Combating Piracy and Armed Robbery 
against Ships in Asia, based in Singapore, and calls upon States to give immediate 
attention to adopting, concluding and implementing cooperation agreements at the 
regional level;

88. Recognizes that some transnational organized criminal activities threaten 
legitimate uses of the oceans and endanger the lives of people at sea; 

89. Notes that transnational organized criminal activities are diverse and may 
be interrelated in some cases and that criminal organizations are adaptive and take 
advantage of the vulnerabilities of States, in particular coastal and small island 
developing States in transit areas, and calls upon States and relevant 
intergovernmental organizations to increase cooperation and coordination at all 
levels to detect and suppress the smuggling of migrants and trafficking in persons, 
in accordance with international law; 

90. Recognizes the importance of enhancing international cooperation at all 
levels to fight transnational organized criminal activities, including illicit traffic in 
narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances, within the scope of the United Nations 
instruments against illicit drug trafficking, as well as the smuggling of migrants and 
trafficking in persons and criminal activities at sea falling within the scope of the 
United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime;38

91. Calls upon States that have not yet done so to become parties to the 
Protocol against the Smuggling of Migrants by Land, Sea and Air, supplementing 
the United Nations Convention against Transnational Organized Crime, 39 and the 
Protocol to Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women 
and Children, supplementing the United Nations Convention against Transnational 
Organized Crime, 40 and to take appropriate measures to ensure their effective 
implementation;

92. Calls upon States to ensure freedom of navigation, the safety of 
navigation and the rights of transit passage, archipelagic sea lanes passage and 
innocent passage in accordance with international law, in particular the Convention;

_______________
38 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 2225, No. 39574.
39 Ibid., vol. 2241, No. 39574.
40 Ibid., vol. 2237, No. 39574.
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93. Welcomes the work of the International Maritime Organization relating to 
the protection of shipping lanes of strategic importance and significance, and in 
particular in enhancing safety, security and environmental protection in straits used 
for international navigation, and calls upon the International Maritime Organization, 
States bordering straits and user States to continue their cooperation to keep such 
straits safe, secure and environmentally protected and open to international 
navigation at all times, consistent with international law, in particular the 
Convention;

94. Calls upon user States and States bordering straits used for international 
navigation to continue to cooperate by agreement on matters relating to navigational 
safety, including safety aids for navigation, and the prevention, reduction and 
control of pollution from ships, and welcomes developments in this regard; 

95. Calls upon States that have accepted the amendments to regulation 
XI-1/6 of the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, 1974, 41 to 
implement the Code of International Standards and Recommended Practices for a 
Safety Investigation into a Marine Casualty or Marine Incident,42 which will take 
effect on 1 January 2010; 

96. Calls upon States to consider becoming members of the International 
Hydrographic Organization, and urges all States to work with that Organization to 
increase the coverage of hydrographic information on a global basis to enhance 
capacity-building and technical assistance and to promote safe navigation, 
especially in areas used for international navigation, in ports and where there are 
vulnerable or protected marine areas;

97. Encourages States to continue their efforts in the implementation of all
areas of the Action Plan for the Safety of Transport of Radioactive Material, 
approved by the Board of Governors of the International Atomic Energy Agency in 
March 2004;43

98. Notes that cessation of the transport of radioactive materials through the 
regions of small island developing States is an ultimate desired goal of small island 
developing States and some other countries, and recognizes the right of freedom of 
navigation in accordance with international law; that States should maintain 
dialogue and consultation, in particular under the auspices of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency and the International Maritime Organization, with the aim 
of improved mutual understanding, confidence-building and enhanced 
communication in relation to the safe maritime transport of radioactive materials; 
that States involved in the transport of such materials are urged to continue to 
engage in dialogue with small island developing States and other States to address 
their concerns; and that these concerns include the further development and 
strengthening, within the appropriate forums, of international regulatory regimes to 
enhance safety, disclosure, liability, security and compensation in relation to such 
transport;

99. Acknowledges, in the context of paragraph 98 above, the potential 
environmental and economic impacts of maritime incidents and accidents on coastal 

_______________
41 International Maritime Organization, document MSC 84/24/Add.1, annex 3, resolution MSC.257(84).
42 See International Maritime Organization, document MSC 84/24/Add.1, annex 1, resolution MSC.255(84).
43 Available from www-ns.iaea.org/downloads/rw/action-plans/transport-action-plan.pdf.
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States, in particular those related to the transport of radioactive materials, and 
emphasizes the importance of effective liability regimes in that regard; 

100. Encourages States to draw up plans and to establish procedures to 
implement the Guidelines on Places of Refuge for Ships in Need of Assistance;44

101. Invites States that have not yet done so to consider becoming parties to 
the Nairobi International Convention on the Removal of Wrecks, 2007;45

102. Requests States to take appropriate measures with regard to ships flying 
their flag or of their registry to address hazards that may be caused by wrecks and 
drifting or sunken cargo to navigation or the marine environment; 

103. Calls upon States to ensure that masters on ships flying their flag take the 
steps required by relevant instruments46 to provide assistance to persons in distress 
at sea, and urges States to cooperate and to take all necessary measures to ensure the 
effective implementation of the amendments to the International Convention on 
Maritime Search and Rescue47 and to the International Convention for the Safety of 
Life at Sea48 relating to the delivery of persons rescued at sea to a place of safety, as 
well as of the associated Guidelines on the Treatment of Persons Rescued at Sea; 49

104. Recognizes that all States must fulfil their search and rescue 
responsibilities and the ongoing need for the International Maritime Organization 
and other relevant organizations to assist, in particular, developing States both to 
increase their search and rescue capabilities, including through the establishment of 
additional rescue coordination centres and regional subcentres, and to take effective 
action to address, to the extent feasible, the issue of unseaworthy ships and small 
craft within their national jurisdiction; 

105. Welcomes the ongoing work of the International Maritime Organization 
in relation to disembarkation of persons rescued at sea, and notes in this regard the 
need to implement all relevant international instruments; 

106. Calls upon States to continue to cooperate in developing comprehensive 
approaches to international migration and development, including through dialogue 
on all their aspects; 

107. Reaffirms that flag, port and coastal States all bear responsibility for 
ensuring the effective implementation and enforcement of international instruments 
relating to maritime security and safety, in accordance with international law, in
particular the Convention, and that flag States have primary responsibility that 
requires further strengthening, including through increased transparency of 
ownership of vessels; 

108. Urges flag States without an effective maritime administration and 
appropriate legal frameworks to establish or enhance the necessary infrastructure, 
legislative and enforcement capabilities to ensure effective compliance with, and 

_______________
44 International Maritime Organization, Assembly resolution A.949(23).
45 International Maritime Organization, document LEG/CONF.16/19.
46 The International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, 1974, the International Convention on 
Maritime Search and Rescue, 1979, as amended, the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, 
1982, and the International Convention on Salvage, 1989.
47 International Maritime Organization, document MSC 78/26/Add.1, annex 5, resolution MSC.155(78).
48 International Maritime Organization, document MSC 78/26/Add.1, annex 3, resolution MSC.153(78).
49 International Maritime Organization, document MSC 78/26/Add.2, annex 34, resolution MSC.167(78).
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implementation and enforcement of, their responsibilities under international law, in 
particular the Convention, and, until such action is taken, to consider declining the 
granting of the right to fly their flag to new vessels, suspending their registry or not 
opening a registry, and calls upon flag and port States to take all measures 
consistent with international law necessary to prevent the operation of substandard 
vessels; 

109. Recognizes that international shipping rules and standards adopted by the 
International Maritime Organization in respect of maritime safety, efficiency of 
navigation and the prevention and control of marine pollution, complemented by 
best practices of the shipping industry, have led to a significant reduction in 
maritime accidents and pollution incidents, and encourages all States to participate 
in the Voluntary International Maritime Organization Member State Audit Scheme;50

110. Also recognizes that maritime safety can also be improved through 
effective port State control, the strengthening of regional arrangements and 
increased coordination and cooperation among them, and increased information-
sharing, including among safety and security sectors; 

111. Encourages flag States to take appropriate measures sufficient to achieve 
or maintain recognition by intergovernmental arrangements that recognize 
satisfactory flag State performance, including, as appropriate, satisfactory port State 
control examination results on a sustained basis, with a view to improving qualit y 
shipping and furthering flag State implementation of relevant instruments under the 
International Maritime Organization as well as relevant goals and objectives of the 
present resolution; 

IX
Marine environment and marine resources

112. Emphasizes once again the importance of the implementation of Part XII 
of the Convention in order to protect and preserve the marine environment and its 
living marine resources against pollution and physical degradation, and calls upon 
all States to cooperate and take measures consistent with the Convention, directly or 
through competent international organizations, for the protection and preservation of 
the marine environment; 

113. Notes the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
including its findings on the acidification of oceans, and in this regard encourages 
States and competent international organizations and other relevant institutions, 
individually and in cooperation, to urgently pursue further research on ocean 
acidification, especially programmes of observation and measurement, noting in 
particular paragraph 4 of decision IX/20 adopted at the ninth meeting of the 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity, held in Bonn, 
Germany, from 19 to 30 May 2008, 51 and to increase national, regional and 
international efforts to address levels of ocean acidity and the negative impact of
such acidity on vulnerable marine ecosystems, particularly coral reefs; 

114. Encourages States, individually or in collaboration with relevant 
international organizations and bodies, to enhance their scientific activity to better 

_______________
50 International Maritime Organization, Assembly resolution A.946(23).
51 See UNEP/CBD/COP/9/29, annex I.
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understand the effects of climate change on the marine environment and marine 
biodiversity and develop ways and means of adaptation; 

115. Encourages States that have not yet done so to ratify or accede to 
international agreements addressing the protection and preservation of the marine 
environment and its living marine resources against the introduction of harmful 
aquatic organisms and pathogens and marine pollution from all sources, including 
the dumping of wastes and other matter, and other forms of physical degradation, as 
well as agreements that provide for preparedness for, response to and cooperation on 
pollution incidents and that include provisions on liability and compensation for 
damage resulting from marine pollution, and to adopt the necessary measures 
consistent with international law, including the Convention, aimed at implementing 
and enforcing the rules contained in those agreements;

116. Encourages States, directly or through competent international 
organizations, to consider the further development, as appropriate and consistent 
with international law, including the Convention, of environmental impact 
assessment processes covering planned activities under their jurisdiction or control 
that may cause substantial pollution of, or significant and harmful changes to, the 
marine environment;

117. Encourages States to become parties to regional seas conventions 
addressing the protection and preservation of the marine environment; 

118. Also encourages States, in accordance with international law, including 
the Convention and other relevant instruments, either bilaterally or regionally, to 
jointly develop and promote contingency plans for responding to pollution 
incidents, as well as other incidents that are likely to have significant adverse effects 
on the marine environment and biodiversity; 

119. Recognizes the importance of improving understanding of the impact of 
climate change on the ocean, and expresses appreciation to the Government of 
Indonesia for holding the World Ocean Conference in Manado, Indonesia, from 
11 to 15 May 2009, at which the Manado Ocean Declaration was adopted;

120. Welcomes the activities of the United Nations Environment Programme 
relating to marine debris carried out in cooperation with relevant United Nations 
bodies and organizations, and encourages States to further develop partnerships with 
industry and civil society to raise awareness of the extent of the impact of marine 
debris on the health and productivity of the marine environment and consequent 
economic loss; 

121. Urges States to integrate the issue of marine debris into national 
strategies dealing with waste management in the coastal zone, ports and maritime 
industries, including recycling, reuse, reduction and disposal, and to encourage the 
development of appropriate economic incentives to address this issue, including the 
development of cost recovery systems that provide an incentive to use port reception 
facilities and discourage ships from discharging marine debris at sea, and 
encourages States to cooperate regionally and subregionally to develop and 
implement joint prevention and recovery programmes for marine debris;

122. Notes the work of the International Maritime Organization to prevent 
pollution by garbage from ships, including the current review by the Marine 
Environment Protection Committee of the provisions of annex V to the International 
Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as modified by the 
Protocol of 1978 relating thereto, on the prevention of pollution by garbage from 
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ships, and encourages States and relevant international organizations to contribute to 
this work through participation in the relevant processes of the Committee;

123. Encourages States that have not done so to become parties to the 
Protocol of 1997 (Annex VI-Regulations for the Prevention of Air Pollution from 
Ships) to the International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 
1973, as modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto, and the 1996 Protocol to 
the Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by Dumping of Wastes and 
Other Matter, 1972 (“the London Protocol”), and furthermore to ratify or accede to 
the International Convention for the Control and Management of Ships’ Ballast 
Water and Sediments, 2004,52 thereby facilitating its early entry into force;

124. Takes note of the adoption of amendments to the Protocol of 1997 to the 
International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships, 1973, as 
modified by the Protocol of 1978 relating thereto, to reduce harmful emissions from 
ships; 

125. Notes the ongoing work of the International Maritime Organization in 
accordance with its resolution on International Maritime Organization policies and 
practices related to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from ships;53

126. Urges States to cooperate in correcting the shortfall in port waste 
reception facilities in accordance with the action plan to address the inadequacy of 
port waste reception facilities developed by the International Maritime 
Organization;54

127. Recognizes that most of the pollution load of the oceans emanates from 
land-based activities and affects the most productive areas of the marine 
environment, and calls upon States as a matter of priority to implement the Global 
Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-
based Activities55 and to take all appropriate measures to fulfil the commitments of 
the international community embodied in the Beijing Declaration on Furthering the 
Implementation of the Global Programme of Action;56

128. Expresses its concern regarding the spreading of hypoxic dead zones in 
oceans as a result of eutrophication fuelled by riverine run-off of fertilizers, sewage 
outfall and reactive nitrogen resulting from the burning of fossil fuels and resulting 
in serious consequences for ecosystem functioning, and calls upon States to enhance 
their efforts to reduce eutrophication and, to this effect, to continue to cooperate 
within the framework of relevant international organizations, in particular the 
Global Programme of Action;

129. Calls upon all States to ensure that urban and coastal development 
projects and related land-reclamation activities are carried out in a responsible 
manner that protects the marine habitat and environment and mitigates the negative 
consequences of such activities; 

130. Notes the agreement of the twenty-fifth session of the United Nations 
Environment Programme Governing Council/Global Ministerial Environment 

_______________
52 International Maritime Organization, document BWM/CONF/36, annex.
53 International Maritime Organization, Assembly resolution A.963(23).
54 International Maritime Organization, document MEPC 53/9/1, annex 1.
55 See A/51/116, annex II.
56 UNEP/GPA/IGR.2/7, annex V.
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Forum, held in Nairobi from 16 to 20 February 2009, on a process and timetable for 
the negotiation of a global legally binding instrument on mercury to reduce the risks 
to human health and the environment arising from worldwide emissions and 
discharges of mercury;57

131. Welcomes the continued work of States, the United Nations Environment 
Programme and regional organizations in the implementation of the Global 
Programme of Action, and encourages increased emphasis on the link between 
freshwater, the coastal zone and marine resources in the implementation of 
international development goals, including those contained in the United Nations 
Millennium Declaration,7 and of the time-bound targets in the Plan of 
Implementation of the World Summit on Sustainable Development (“Johannesburg 
Plan of Implementation”),12 in particular the target on sanitation, and the Monterrey 
Consensus of the International Conference on Financing for Development;58

132. Recalls the resolution of the thirtieth Consultative Meeting of 
Contracting Parties to the Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by 
Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter, 1972 (“the London Convention”) and the 
third Meeting of Contracting Parties to the London Protocol, held from 27 to 
31 October 2008, on the regulation of ocean fertilization,59 in which the Contracting 
Parties agreed, inter alia, that the scope of the London Convention and Protocol 
includes ocean fertilization activities and that, given the present state of knowledge, 
ocean fertilization activities other than for legitimate scientific research should not 
be allowed, and that scientific research proposals should be assessed on a case-by-
case basis using an assessment framework to be developed by the scientific groups 
under the London Convention and Protocol, and also agreed that, to this end, such 
other activities should be considered as contrary to the aims of the London 
Convention and Protocol and should not currently qualify for any exemption from 
the definition of dumping in article III, paragraph 1(b), of the London Convention 
and article 1, paragraph 4.2, of the London Protocol;

133. Also recalls decision IX/16 C adopted at the ninth meeting of the 
Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological Diversity,51 in which the 
Conference of the Parties, inter alia, bearing in mind the ongoing scientific and legal 
analysis occurring under the auspices of the London Convention and Protocol, 
requested parties and urged other Governments, in accordance with the 
precautionary approach, to ensure that ocean fertilization activities were not carried 
out until there was an adequate scientific basis on which to justify such activities, 
including an assessment of associated risks, and that a global, transparent and 
effective control and regulatory mechanism was in place for those activities, with 
the exception of small-scale scientific research studies within coastal waters, and 
stated that such studies should be authorized only if justified by the need to gather 
specific scientific data, should be subject to a thorough prior assessment of the 
potential impacts of the research studies on the marine environment, should be 
strictly controlled and should not be used for generating and selling carbon offsets 
or for any other commercial purposes;

134. Reaffirms paragraph 119 of resolution 61/222 of 20 December 2006 
regarding ecosystem approaches and oceans, including the proposed elements of an 

_______________
57 See UNEP/GC.25/17, annex I, decision 25/5.
58 Report of the International Conference on Financing for Development, Monterrey, Mexico, 
18–22 March 2002 (United Nations publication, Sales No. E.02.II.A.7), chap. I, resolution 1, annex.
59 International Maritime Organization, document LC 30/16, annex 6, resolution LC-LP.1 (2008).
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ecosystem approach, means to achieve implementation of an ecosystem approach 
and requirements for improved application of an ecosystem approach, and in this 
regard: 

(a) Notes that continued environmental degradation in many parts of the 
world and increasing competing demands require an urgent response and the setting 
of priorities for management actions aimed at conserving ecosystem integrity;

(b) Notes that ecosystem approaches to ocean management should be 
focused on managing human activities in order to maintain and, where needed, 
restore ecosystem health to sustain goods and environmental services, provide social 
and economic benefits for food security, sustain livelihoods in support of 
international development goals, including those contained in the Millennium 
Declaration, and conserve marine biodiversity; 

(c) Recalls that States should be guided in the application of ecosystem 
approaches by a number of existing instruments, in particular the Convention, which 
sets out the legal framework for all activities in the oceans and seas, and its 
implementing Agreements, as well as other commitments, such as those contained in 
the Convention on Biological Diversity 60 and the World Summit on Sustainable 
Development call for the application of an ecosystem approach by 2010;

(d) Encourages States to cooperate and coordinate their efforts and take, 
individually or jointly, as appropriate, all measures, in conformity with international 
law, including the Convention and other applicable instruments, to address impacts 
on marine ecosystems within and beyond areas of national jurisdiction, taking into 
account the integrity of the ecosystems concerned;

135. Invites competent organizations and bodies that have not yet done so to 
examine the possibility of incorporating ecosystem approaches into their mandates 
in order to address impacts on marine ecosystems; 

136. Invites States, in particular those States with advanced technology and 
marine capabilities, to explore prospects for improving cooperation with, and 
assistance to, developing States, in particular least developed countries and small 
island developing States, as well as coastal African States, with a view to better 
integrating into national policies and programmes sustainable and effective 
development in the marine sector; 

137. Encourages the competent international organizations, the United 
Nations Development Programme, the World Bank and other funding agencies to 
consider expanding their programmes within their respective fields of competence 
for assistance to developing countries and to coordinate their efforts, including in 
the allocation and application of Global Environment Facility funding;

138. Notes the information provided in the study prepared by the Secretariat61

in relation to the assistance available to and measures that may be taken by 
developing States, in particular the least developed countries and small island 
developing States, as well as coastal African States, to realize the benefits of 
sustainable and effective development of marine resources and uses of the oceans, 
as provided by States and competent international organizations and global and 
regional funding agencies, and urges them to provide further information for the 

_______________
60 United Nations, Treaty Series, vol. 1760, No. 30619.
61 A/63/342.
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annual report of the Secretary-General and for incorporation on the website of the 
Division;

139. Takes note of the adoption by the International Conference on the 
Safe and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships, held in Hong Kong, China, 
from 11 to 15 May 2009, of the Hong Kong International Convention for the Safe 
and Environmentally Sound Recycling of Ships, 2009, and six resolutions related 
thereto,62 and encourages States to ratify or accede to this Convention to facilitate its 
early entry into force;

140. Also takes note of the role of the Basel Convention29 in protecting the 
marine environment against the adverse effects which may result from such wastes;

X
Marine biodiversity

141. Reaffirms its role relating to the conservation and sustainable use of 
marine biological diversity beyond areas of national jurisdiction, notes the work of 
States and relevant intergovernmental organizations and bodies on those issues, and 
invites them to contribute to its consideration of these issues within the areas of 
their respective competence;

142. Notes the discussion on the relevant legal regime on marine genetic 
resources in areas beyond national jurisdiction in accordance with the Convention, 
and calls upon States to further consider this issue in the context of the mandate of 
the Ad Hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group to study issues relating to the 
conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity beyond areas of 
national jurisdiction (“the Ad Hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group”), with a 
view to making further progress on this issue;

143. Recognizes the abundance and diversity of marine genetic resources and 
their value in terms of the benefits, goods and services they can provide; 

144. Also recognizes the importance of research on marine genetic resources 
for the purpose of enhancing the scientific understanding, potential use and 
application, and enhanced management of marine ecosystems; 

145. Encourages States and international organizations, including through 
bilateral, regional and global cooperation programmes and partnerships, to continue 
in a sustainable and comprehensive way to support, promote and strengthen 
capacity-building activities, in particular in developing countries, in the field of 
marine scientific research, taking into account, in particular, the need to create 
greater taxonomic capabilities; 

146. Reaffirms its request to the Secretary-General to convene a meeting of 
the Ad Hoc Open-ended Informal Working Group in accordance with 
paragraphs 127 to 130 of resolution 63/111, to take place from 1 to 5 February 2010, 
to provide recommendations to the General Assembly;

147. Takes note of the report of the Secretary-General relating to the 
conservation and sustainable use of marine biological diversity beyond areas of 
national jurisdiction, prepared in response to the request contained in paragraph 128 
of resolution 63/111;63

_______________
62 See International Maritime Organization, documents SR/CONF/45 and SR/CONF/46, attachment.
63 A/64/66/Add.2.
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148. Invites States to further consider, at the upcoming meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Open-ended Informal Working Group, in the context of its mandate, issues of 
marine protected areas and environmental impact assessment processes;

149. Notes the work under the Jakarta Mandate on Marine and Coastal 
Biological Diversity 64 and the Convention on Biological Diversity elaborated 
programme of work on marine and coastal biological diversity, 65 as well as the 
relevant decisions adopted at the ninth meeting of the Conference of the Parties to 
the Convention on Biological Diversity;51

150. Reaffirms the need for States, individually or through competent 
international organizations, to urgently consider ways to integrate and improve, 
based on the best available scientific information and the precautionary approach 
and in accordance with the Convention and related agreements and instruments, the 
management of risks to the marine biodiversity of seamounts, cold water corals, 
hydrothermal vents and certain other underwater features; 

151. Calls upon States and international organizations to urgently take further 
action to address, in accordance with international law, destructive practices that 
have adverse impacts on marine biodiversity and ecosystems, including seamounts, 
hydrothermal vents and cold water corals;

152. Calls upon States to strengthen, in a manner consistent with international 
law, in particular the Convention, the conservation and management of marine 
biodiversity and ecosystems and national policies in relation to marine protected 
areas;

153. Reaffirms the need for States to continue and intensify their efforts, 
directly and through competent international organizations, to develop and facilitate 
the use of diverse approaches and tools for conserving and managing vulnerable 
marine ecosystems, including the possible establishment of marine protected areas, 
consistent with international law, as reflected in the Convention, and based on the 
best scientific information available, and the development of representative 
networks of any such marine protected areas by 2012;

154. Notes the work of States, relevant intergovernmental organizations and 
bodies, including the Convention on Biological Diversity, in the assessment of 
scientific information on, and compilation of ecological criteria for the 
identification of, marine areas that require protection, in light of the objective of the 
World Summit on Sustainable Development to develop and facilitate the use of 
diverse approaches and tools, such as the establishment of marine protected areas 
consistent with international law, as reflected in the Convention, and based on 
scientific information, including representative networks, by 2012,12 and notes with 
satisfaction that the Conference of the Parties to the Convention on Biological 
Diversity at its ninth meeting adopted scientific criteria for identifying ecologically 
or biologically significant marine areas in need of protection in open-ocean waters 
and deep-sea habitats and the scientific guidance for selecting areas to establish 
representative networks of marine protected areas, including in open-ocean waters 
and deep-sea habitats, and took note of the four initial steps to be considered in the 
development of representative networks of marine protected areas;66

_______________
64 See A/51/312, annex II, decision II/10.
65 UNEP/CBD/COP/7/21, annex, decision VII/5, annex I.
66 UNEP/CBD/COP/9/29, annex I, decision IX/20, annexes I–III.
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155. Also notes the work of the expert workshop of the Convention on 
Biological Diversity on scientific and technical guidance on the use of 
biogeographic classification systems and identification of marine areas beyond 
national jurisdiction in need of protection, held in Ottawa from 29 September to 
2 October 2009;67

156. Encourages States to foster progress in the implementation of the 2012 
target for the establishment of marine protected areas, including representative 
networks, and calls upon States to further consider options to identify and protect 
ecologically or biologically significant areas, consistent with international law and 
on the basis of the best available scientific information;

157. Acknowledges the Micronesia Challenge, the Eastern Tropical Pacific 
Seascape project, the Caribbean Challenge and the Coral Triangle Initiative, which 
in particular seek to create and link domestic marine protected areas to better 
facilitate ecosystem approaches, and reaffirms the need for further international 
cooperation, coordination and collaboration in support of such initiatives;

158. Reiterates its support for the International Coral Reef Initiative, takes 
note of the International Coral Reef Initiative General Meeting, held in Phuket, 
Thailand, from 20 to 23 April 2009, and supports the work under the Jakarta 
Mandate on Marine and Coastal Biological Diversity and the elaborated programme 
of work on marine and coastal biological diversity related to coral reefs; 

159. Encourages States and relevant international institutions to improve 
efforts to address coral bleaching by, inter alia, improving monitoring to predict and 
identify bleaching events, supporting and strengthening action taken during such 
events and improving strategies to manage reefs to support their natural resilience 
and enhance their ability to withstand other pressures, including ocean acidification;

160. Encourages States to cooperate, directly or through competent 
international bodies, in exchanging information in the event of accidents involving 
vessels on coral reefs and in promoting the development of economic assessment 
techniques for both restoration and non-use values of coral reef systems;

161. Emphasizes the need to mainstream sustainable coral reef management 
and integrated watershed management into national development strategies, as well 
as into the activities of relevant United Nations agencies and programmes, 
international financial institutions and the donor community;

162. Encourages further research, studies and consideration of the impacts of 
ocean noise on marine living resources, and requests the Division to continue to 
compile the peer-reviewed scientific studies it receives from Member States and 
intergovernmental organizations pursuant to paragraph 107 of resolution 61/222 
and, as appropriate, to make them, or references and links to them, available on its 
website;

163. Welcomes 2010 as the International Year of Biodiversity;68

_______________
67 See UNEP/CBD/EW-BCS&IMA/1/2.
68 See resolution 61/203.
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XI
Marine science

164. Calls upon States, individually or in collaboration with each other or 
with relevant international organizations and bodies, to continue to strive to improve 
understanding and knowledge of the oceans and the deep sea, including, in 
particular, the extent and vulnerability of deep sea biodiversity and ecosystems, by 
increasing their marine scientific research activities in accordance with the 
Convention; 

165. Notes the contribution of the Census of Marine Life to marine 
biodiversity research, and encourages participation in the initiative;

166. Takes note with appreciation of the work of the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization, with the advice of the Advisory Body of Experts on the Law 
of the Sea, on the development of procedures for the implementation of Parts XIII 
and XIV of the Convention, and notes further the resolutions adopted by the 
Oceanographic Commission in this regard;

167. Encourages the Advisory Body of Experts to continue its work, in 
cooperation with the Division, on the practice of Member States related to marine 
scientific research and transfer of marine technology within the framework of the 
Convention; 

168. Notes with appreciation the work carried out by the Group of Experts at 
its meeting held in New York from 20 to 24 April 2009, to assist the Division in the 
revision of the publication entitled Marine Scientific Research: A guide to the 
implementation of the relevant provisions of the United Nations Convention on the 
Law of the Sea, 69 and further notes that, consistent with such work, the revised 
version is scheduled to be issued as a publication of the United Nations in 2010; 

169. Stresses the importance of increasing the scientific understanding of the 
oceans-atmosphere interface, including through participation in ocean observing 
programmes and geographic information systems, such as the Global Ocean 
Observing System, sponsored by the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission, the United Nations Environment Programme, the World 
Meteorological Organization and the International Council for Science, particularly 
considering their role in monitoring and forecasting climate change and variability 
and in the establishment and operation of tsunami warning systems;

170. Takes note with appreciation of the progress made by the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and Member States towards the 
establishment of regional and national tsunami warning and mitigation systems, 
welcomes the continued collaboration of the United Nations and other 
intergovernmental organizations in this effort, and encourages Member States to 
establish and sustain their national warning and mitigation systems, within a global, 
ocean-related multi-hazard approach, as necessary, to reduce loss of life and damage 
to national economies and strengthen the resilience of coastal communities to 
natural disasters;

171. Takes note of resolution XXV-13 on the global coordination of early 
warning and mitigation systems for tsunamis and other sea-level-related hazards, 

_______________
69 United Nations publication, Sales No. E.91.V.3.
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adopted by the Assembly of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission at 
its twenty-fifth session, held in Paris from 16 to 25 June 2009;70

172. Expresses its concern at the intentional or unintentional damage to 
platforms used for ocean observation and marine scientific research, such as moored 
buoys and tsunameters, and urges States to take necessary action and to cooperate in 
relevant organizations, including the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations, the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission and the World 
Meteorological Organization, to address such damage; 

XII
Regular Process for Global Reporting and Assessment of the State

of the Marine Environment, including Socio-economic Aspects

173. Reiterates the need to strengthen the regular scientific assessment of the 
state of the marine environment in order to enhance the scientific basis for 
policymaking;

174. Notes with appreciation the report on the “assessment of assessments” of 
the Group of Experts established pursuant to resolution 60/30,5 and acknowledges 
the support of the United Nations Environment Programme and the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, the lead agencies of the 
“assessment of assessments”;

175. Takes note of the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” 
submitted by the lead agencies pursuant to resolution 60/30, which also includes, in 
accordance with resolution 63/111, the report of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc 
Steering Group for the “assessment of assessments”, held in Paris from 15 to 
17 April 2009;5

176. Welcomes the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to 
recommend a course of action to the General Assembly at its sixty-fourth session 
based on the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group, 
convened in New York from 31 August to 4 September 2009 in accordance with 
paragraph 157 of resolution 63/111;

177. Endorses the recommendations adopted by the Ad Hoc Working Group 
of the Whole that propose a framework for the Regular Process, describe its first 
cycle and a way forward and stress the need for further progress to be made on the 
modalities for the implementation of the Regular Process prior to the sixty-fifth 
session of the General Assembly;71

178. Requests the Secretary-General to convene an informal meeting of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole from 30 August to 3 September 2010 to 
further consider and make recommendations to the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth
session on the modalities for the implementation of the Regular Process, including 
the key features, institutional arrangements and financing, and to specify the 
objective and scope of its first cycle, key questions to be answered and primary 
target audiences, in order to ensure that assessments are relevant for decision-
makers, as well as on the terms of reference for the voluntary trust fund and the 
scholarship fund referred to in paragraph 183 below;

_______________
70 See Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission, Twenty-fifth Session of the Assembly, Paris, 16–25 June 
2009 (IOC-XXV/3), annex II.
71 See A/64/347, annex.
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179. Invites States, as a means to facilitate decisions on the first cycle of the 
Regular Process, to submit their views to the Secretary-General on the fundamental 
building blocks of the Regular Process, and requests the Secretary-General to 
present these views to the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth session in the context 
of his annual report on oceans and the law of the sea;

180. Requests the Secretary-General to invite the Chairs of the regional 
groups to constitute a group of experts, ensuring adequate expertise and 
geographical distribution, comprised of a maximum of 25 experts and no more than 
5 experts per regional group, for a period up to and including the informal meeting 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole referred to in paragraph 178 above;

181. Requests the group of experts to respond and make suggestions on the 
issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report on the results of the “assessment of 
assessments”72 at the next meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, 
including the possibility of conducting preparatory work, as appropriate, and subject 
to the availability of funds, taking into account the views and observations 
submitted by States;

182. Requests the Division to provide support for the Regular Process as noted 
in paragraphs 178 to 181 and 183 of the present resolution using existing resources 
or resources from the voluntary trust fund, in cooperation, as appropriate, with 
relevant United Nations specialized agencies and programmes; 

183. Requests the Secretary-General to establish a voluntary trust fund for the 
purpose of supporting the operations of the first five-year cycle of the Regular 
Process, including for the provision of assistance to the experts referred to in 
paragraph 180 above from developing countries, in particular least developed 
countries, small island developing States and landlocked developing States, 
attending the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole in 2010, as well 
as a special scholarship fund to support training programmes for developing 
countries, and encourages Member States, international financial institutions, donor 
agencies, intergovernmental organizations, non-governmental organizations and 
natural and juridical persons to contribute to the funds;

XIII
Regional cooperation

184. Notes that there have been a number of initiatives at the regional level, in 
various regions, to further the implementation of the Convention, takes note in that 
context of the Caribbean-focused Assistance Fund, which is intended to facilitate, 
mainly through technical assistance, the voluntary undertaking of maritime 
delimitation negotiations between Caribbean States, takes note once again of the 
Fund for Peace: Peaceful Settlement of Territorial Disputes, established by the 
General Assembly of the Organization of American States in 2000 as a primary 
mechanism, given its broader regional scope, for the prevention and resolution of 
pending territorial, land border and maritime boundary disputes, and calls upon 
States and others in a position to do so to contribute to these funds;

_______________
72 See A/64/88, annex.
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XIV
Open-ended Informal Consultative Process on Oceans and the Law of the Sea

185. Welcomes the report on the work of the Consultative Process at its tenth 
meeting, which focused on the implementation of the outcomes of the Consultative 
Process, including a review of its achievements and shortcomings in its first nine 
meetings;3

186. Recognizes the role of the Consultative Process as a unique forum for 
comprehensive discussions on issues related to oceans and the law of the sea, 
consistent with the framework provided by the Convention and chapter 17 of 
Agenda 21,6 and that the perspective of the three pillars of sustainable development 
should be further enhanced in the examination of the selected topics; 

187. Welcomes the work of the Consultative Process and its contribution to 
improving coordination and cooperation between States and strengthening the 
annual debate of the General Assembly on oceans and the law of the sea by 
effectively drawing attention to key issues and current trends; 

188. Also welcomes efforts to improve and focus the work of the Consultative 
Process, and in that respect recognizes the primary role of the Consultative Process 
in integrating knowledge, the exchange of opinions among multiple stakeholders
and coordination among competent agencies, and enhancing awareness of topics, 
including emerging issues, while promoting the three pillars of sustainable 
development, and recommends that the Consultative Process devise a transparent, 
objective and inclusive process for the selection of topics and panellists so as to 
facilitate the work of the General Assembly during informal consultations 
concerning the annual resolution on oceans and the law of the sea;

189. Recalls the need to strengthen and improve the efficiency of the 
Consultative Process, and encourages States, intergovernmental organizations and 
programmes to provide guidance to the co-chairs to this effect, particularly before 
and during the preparatory meeting for the Consultative Process, and recalls its 
decision in this regard, in resolution 63/111, that the eleventh meeting of the 
Consultative Process shall be based on the decisions taken by the General Assembly 
at its sixty-fourth session; 

190. Requests the Secretary-General to convene, in accordance with 
paragraphs 2 and 3 of resolution 54/33, the eleventh meeting of the Consultative 
Process, in New York from 21 to 25 June 2010, to provide it with the necessary 
facilities for the performance of its work and to arrange for support to be provided 
by the Division, in cooperation with other relevant parts of the Secretariat, as 
appropriate;

191. Expresses its serious concern regarding the lack of resources available in 
the voluntary trust fund established by resolution 55/7 for the purpose of assisting 
developing countries, in particular least developed countries, small island 
developing States and landlocked developing States, in attending the meetings of the 
Consultative Process, and urges States to make additional contributions to the trust 
fund;

192. Decides that those representatives from developing countries who are 
invited by the co-chairs, in consultation with Governments, to make presentations 
during the meetings of the Consultative Process shall receive priority consideration 
in the disbursement of funds from the voluntary trust fund established by resolution 55/7
in order to cover the costs of their travel, and shall also be eligible to receive daily 
subsistence allowance subject to the availability of funds after the travel costs of all 
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other eligible representatives from those countries mentioned in paragraph 191 
above have been covered;

193. Also decides that, in its deliberations on the report of the Secretary-
General on oceans and the law of the sea, the Consultative Process at its eleventh 
meeting will focus its discussions on capacity-building in ocean affairs and the law 
of the sea, including marine science; 

XV
Coordination and cooperation

194. Encourages States to work closely with and through international 
organizations, funds and programmes, as well as the specialized agencies of the 
United Nations system and relevant international conventions, to identify emerging 
areas of focus for improved coordination and cooperation and how best to address 
these issues;

195. Encourages bodies established by the Convention to strengthen 
coordination and cooperation, as appropriate, in fulfilling their respective mandates;

196. Requests the Secretary-General to bring the present resolution to the 
attention of heads of intergovernmental organizations, the specialized agencies, 
funds and programmes of the United Nations engaged in activities relating to ocean 
affairs and the law of the sea, as well as funding institutions, and underlines the 
importance of their constructive and timely input for the report of the Secretary-
General on oceans and the law of the sea and of their participation in relevant 
meetings and processes;

197. Welcomes the work done by the secretariats of relevant United Nations 
specialized agencies, programmes, funds and bodies and the secretariats of related 
organizations and conventions to enhance inter-agency coordination and cooperation 
on ocean issues, including through UN-Oceans, the inter-agency coordination 
mechanism on ocean and coastal issues within the United Nations system;

198. Encourages continued updates to Member States by UN-Oceans 
regarding its priorities and initiatives, in particular with respect to the proposed 
participation in UN-Oceans;

XVI
Activities of the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea

199. Expresses its appreciation to the Secretary-General for the annual 
comprehensive report on oceans and the law of the sea, prepared by the Division, as 
well as for the other activities of the Division, which reflect the high standard of 
assistance provided to Member States by the Division;

200. Notes with satisfaction the first observance by the United Nations of 
World Oceans Day on 8 June 2009, and invites the Division to continue to promote 
and facilitate international cooperation on the law of the sea and ocean affairs in the 
context of the future observance of World Oceans Day, as well as through its 
participation in other events such as the World Expo, to be held in Shanghai, China, 
in 2010, and in Yeosu, Republic of Korea, in 2012, and the European Maritime Day 
to be celebrated in Gijón, Spain, from 19 to 21 May 2010;

201. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to carry out the 
responsibilities and functions entrusted to him in the Convention and by the related 
resolutions of the General Assembly, including resolutions 49/28 and 52/26, and to 
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ensure the allocation of appropriate resources to the Division for the performance of 
its activities under the approved budget for the Organization;

XVII
Sixty-fifth session of the General Assembly

202. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a comprehensive report, in its 
current extensive format and in accordance with established practice, for the 
consideration of the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth session, on developments 
and issues relating to ocean affairs and the law of the sea, including the 
implementation of the present resolution, in accordance with resolutions 49/28, 
52/26 and 54/33, and to make the section of the report related to the topic that is the 
focus of the eleventh meeting of the Consultative Process available at least six 
weeks in advance of the meeting of the Consultative Process;

203. Emphasizes the critical role of the annual comprehensive report of the 
Secretary-General, which integrates information on developments relating to the 
implementation of the Convention and the work of the Organization, its specialized 
agencies and other institutions in the field of ocean affairs and the law of the sea at 
the global and regional levels, and as a result constitutes the basis for the annual 
consideration and review of developments relating to ocean affairs and the law of 
the sea by the General Assembly as the global institution having the competence to 
undertake such a review;

204. Notes that the report referred to in paragraph 202 above will also be 
submitted to States Parties pursuant to article 319 of the Convention regarding 
issues of a general nature that have arisen with respect to the Convention;

205. Also notes the desire to further improve the efficiency of, and effective 
participation of delegations in, the informal consultations concerning the annual 
General Assembly resolution on oceans and the law of the sea and the resolution on 
sustainable fisheries, decides that the period of the informal consultations on both 
resolutions should not exceed a maximum of four weeks in total and that the 
consultations should be scheduled in such a way that the Division has sufficient 
time to produce the report referred to in paragraph 202 above, and invites States to 
submit text proposals for inclusion in the resolutions to the coordinators of the 
informal consultations at the earliest possible date; 

206. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its sixty-fifth session the 
item entitled “Oceans and the law of the sea”. 

58th plenary meeting
4 December 2009
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Group of Experts established pursuant to General Assembly resolution 64/71 
 
 

1. In paragraph 180 of resolution 64/71 of 4 December 2009, the General Assembly 
requested the Secretary-General to invite the Chairs of the Regional Groups to constitute 
a Group of Experts, ensuring adequate expertise and geographical distribution, comprised 
of a maximum of 25 experts and no more than five experts per regional group, for a 
period of up to and including the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, 
which will be held from 30 August to 3 September 2010 in New York. 
 
2. The Group of Experts is required, pursuant to paragraph 181 of resolution 64/71 
to:  
 

“[...] respond and make suggestions on the issues listed in paragraph 60 of the 
report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” (document A/64/88, 
Annex) at the next meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, 
including the possibility of conducting preparatory work, as appropriate, and 
subject to the availability of funds, taking into account the views and 
observations submitted by States.” 

 
3. By letter dated 11 December 2009, the Secretariat invited the Chairs of the five 
Regional Groups to undertake the appropriate consultations to submit by 26 February 
2010 to the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, Office of Legal Affairs, 
the details of the experts nominated by their Group.  
 
4. Pending receipt of the outstanding nominations, the Group of Experts is 
composed as follows as of 18 May 2010:  
 
 

Africa 
Mr. Renison Ruwa (Kenya) 

Mr. Rolph Antoine Payet (Seychelles) 
Mr. Amanuel Yoanes Ajawin (Sudan) 

 
 

Asia 
Mr. Peyman Eghtesadi (Islamic Republic of Iran) 

Mr. Kunio Kohata (Japan) 
Ms. Juying Wang (People’s Democratic Republic of China) 

Mr. Angel C. Alcala (Philippines) 
Mr. Chul Park (Republic of Korea) 
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Group of Eastern European States 
Ms. Alenka Malej (Slovenia) 

 
 

Group of Latin America and the Caribbean 
Mr. Enrique Marschoff (Argentina) 

Ms. Lorna Inniss (Barbados) 
Ms. Beatrice Padovani Ferreira (Brazil) 

Mr. Patricio Bernal (Chile) 
Mr. Sean O. Green (Jamaica) 

 
 

Western Europe and Others Group 
Mr. Peter Harris (Australia) 

Ms. Saskia Van Gaever (Belgium) 
Mr. Jake Rice (Canada)  

Mr. David Attard (Malta) 
Mr. Alan Simcock (United Kingdom)  
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 Summary 
 The present addendum has been prepared pursuant to paragraph 179 of General 
Assembly resolution 64/71 of 4 December 2009, in which the Assembly requested 
the Secretary-General to present to it at its sixty-fifth session the views received 
from States on the fundamental building blocks of the Regular Process for Global 
Reporting and Assessment of the State of the Marine Environment, including 
Socio-economic Aspects. 
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 I. Introduction 
 
 

1. The General Assembly, in resolution 64/71 of 4 December 2009, noted with 
appreciation the report on the “assessment of assessments” of the Group of Experts 
established pursuant to resolution 60/30 and took note of the report on the results of 
the “assessment of assessments” submitted in pursuance of that resolution by the 
lead agencies, the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the 
Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) (A/64/88). By the same resolution, 
it welcomed the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to recommend 
to it, at its sixty-fourth session, a course of action on the Regular Process for Global 
Reporting and Assessment of the State of the Marine Environment, including 
Socio-economic Aspects, based on the outcomes of the fourth meeting of the Ad 
Hoc Steering Group which was convened in New York from 31 August to 
4 September 2009 in accordance with paragraph 157 of General Assembly 
resolution 63/111. Further, the General Assembly endorsed the recommendations of 
the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole concerning a framework for the Regular 
Process, its first cycle and a way forward, and the need for further progress to be 
made on the modalities for the implementation of the Process prior to the sixty-fifth 
session of the General Assembly (see A/64/347, annex). 

2. At its meeting in 2009, the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole had 
recommended a framework for the Regular Process that would, subject to further 
consideration by Member States, consist of: (a) the overall objective for the Regular 
Process (A/64/347, annex, paras. 7-9); (b) a description of the scope of the Process 
(A/64/347, annex, paras. 18-20); (c) a set of principles to guide its establishment 
and operation (A/64/347, annex, para. 21); and (d) the best practices on key design 
features for the Process, as identified by the Group of Experts (A/64/88, annex, part 
two, paras. 46 and 47). The Ad Hoc Working Group had also recommended that 
capacity-building, sharing of data, information and transfer of technology be crucial 
elements of the framework. 

3. In accordance with General Assembly resolution 64/71, an informal meeting of 
the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole will be convened from 30 August to 
3 September 2010 to give further consideration to, and make recommendations to 
the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth session on, the modalities for the 
implementation of the Regular Process, including the key features, institutional 
arrangements and financing. In addition, the Ad Hoc Working Group will specify 
the objective and scope of the first cycle of the Regular Process, the key questions 
to be answered and the primary target audiences in order to ensure that the 
assessments are relevant for decision makers. The Working Group will also further 
consider and make recommendations on the terms of reference for the voluntary 
trust fund and the scholarship fund referred to in paragraph 183 of resolution 64/71. 

4. In paragraph 179 of resolution 64/71, the General Assembly invited States, as 
a means to facilitate decisions on the first cycle of the Regular Process, to submit 
their views to the Secretary-General on the fundamental building blocks of the 
Regular Process, and requested the Secretary-General to present these views to it at 
its sixty-fifth session in the context of his annual report on oceans and the law of the 
sea. By a note verbale dated 23 December 2009, the Secretariat invited all States to 
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submit their views. In response, submissions were received from nine States1 and 
the European Union and its member States. The present report, which will be made 
available also to the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, presents a summary of 
the submissions received.  
 
 

 II. Views of States on the fundamental building blocks 
identified in the report on the results of the “assessment  
of assessments”  
 
 

 A. General views 
 
 

5. A number of States presented general views regarding the Regular Process. 
Argentina and Brazil expressed support for the recommendations made by the Ad 
Hoc Working Group of the Whole at its first meeting, held from 31 August to 
4 September 2009. The Philippines indicated that it concurred with the fundamental 
building blocks identified by the Ad Hoc Working Group.  

6. The United States of America expressed the view that the findings of the report 
on the “assessment of assessments”, including the fundamental building blocks of 
the Regular Process, were sound and provided a solid foundation from which to 
move forward, in particular the principles and best practices set forth in chapter 4 of 
the report. 
 
 

 B. Building capacity 
 
 

7. Brazil stressed that if the Regular Process were to successfully carry out its 
role, additional efforts for national capacity-building were required. Methodologies 
for environmental assessment and monitoring and enhancement of each country’s 
capacity would guarantee more complete and coherent inputs and strengthen the 
possibility of the Regular Process building a network of scientific activity, which 
constituted another fundamental building block of the Process (see sect. D below). 
Scientific assessments should be driven on the basis of countries’ capacities, and 
take into account their economic and social conditions. 

8. Argentina stressed that it was essential for developing States to participate in 
the Regular Process, both in terms of the institutional structure and all of its 
activities, through capacity-building and transfer of technology. China also noted 
that relevant capacity-building should be undertaken, with special emphasis on 
strengthening the capacity of developing countries. Madagascar stated that although 
it had some research infrastructure, the technical and material capacities of its 
existing institutions needed to be strengthened to enable them to achieve their 
expected results in a timely manner. It therefore requested that special treatment be 
given to the least developed countries and that they be provided with the financial 
support, technology and capacity-building assistance that would enable them to 
fully perform their role in the Regular Process. 

__________________ 

 1  Argentina, Brazil, Canada, China, Cuba, Madagascar, Philippines, Singapore and United States 
of America. 
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9. Cuba expressed the view that its sustained research into and assessment of the 
oceans and seas had enjoyed international recognition. With that experience, Cuba 
could offer advice to the States in the region and serve as a centre for capacity-
building and technology transfer. At the same time, Cuba pointed out that 
developing countries must have the necessary financial resources to undertake 
training (see also para. 59).  

10. The European Union considered capacity-building a fundamental element for 
the long-term success of the Regular Process. Capacity-building should strengthen 
mechanisms for marine management and the capability to carry out assessments. 
This would help to counteract the present fragmentation of information resulting 
from many different and globally unevenly distributed assessments. According to 
the European Union, however, a distinction should be made between assessment 
capacity and management capacity, and the role of the Regular Process with respect 
to those capacities should be clarified. 

11. The European Union proposed the development of an inventory of the existing 
opportunities and arrangements for capacity-building to carry out assessments, as 
well as the establishment of an overview of capacity-building priorities. It expressed 
the view that the Regular Process should not undertake direct capacity-building 
initiatives but rather be responsible for the facilitation and identification of 
capacity-building projects through existing processes and instruments. Accordingly, 
the Global Environmental Facility (GEF), the World Bank and the donor community 
should be encouraged to interact with the Regular Process in regard to capacity-
building.  

12. From a regional and local perspective, the European Union noted that the users 
and end-users of the results of the Regular Process in relation to capacity-building 
would primarily be countries which depended on marine and coastal environments 
for their livelihood or as a resource base, which called for strong regional and local 
ownership of, and participation in, the Regular Process as a whole. In that context, 
the European Union stressed that oceans also played an important role in meeting 
the Millennium Development Goals. If the Regular Process were to have an impact 
on the way in which the oceans were managed, it would be essential to apply 
transparent procedures and to work for strong regional and local ownership in the 
Process: developing countries and their experts needed to be engaged in the Process 
to secure global coverage and true ownership. The European Union stated that, in 
order to ensure that results were ultimately translated into policy action at the 
national level, non-governmental organizations and other stakeholders should also 
be part of the overall Process. The Regular Process should be made global and focus 
not only on GEF-eligible regions. It should use existing capacity-building structures 
within the respective United Nations agencies, such as the Technical Cooperation 
Programme of the International Maritime Organization and the UNEP Regional Seas 
Programme, as well as within individual regional seas organizations, such as the 
Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission and the Commission for the 
Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic, and regional 
fisheries management organizations.  
 
 



A/65/69/Add.1  
 

10-33920 6 
 

 C. Improving knowledge and methods of analysis 
 
 

13. China expressed the view that the Regular Process should proceed from a 
scientific point of view in assessing global and supraregional issues of the marine 
environment that were of common concern to all countries and should not interfere 
in the specific maritime affairs of States. According to China, ecology should not be 
used as the sole standard in delineating the area of assessment of the Regular 
Process. The definition of assessment components should take into consideration the 
geographical scope of currently effective regional mechanisms. 

14. Cuba suggested that, for all the reasons and factors mentioned in the report on 
the results on the “assessment of assessments”, the design and objectives of the 
existing assessment processes must be standardized for the purpose of comparison. 

15. The European Union proposed that, as a first step in the Regular Process, an 
inventory should be made of the information that would provide the most added 
value to support the development of a science-based policy at the local, regional and 
international levels. Efficient two-way communication between policymakers and 
scientific experts would be vital to guaranteeing that the right scientific knowledge 
were produced to fill policy-related gaps. The priorities for filling information gaps 
should not be identified solely on the basis of an analysis of the information 
currently lacking from a scientific perspective, but also from the perspective of 
perceived lacunae by policymakers. 

16. The European Union expressed the view that marine analysis and evaluation 
strategies should be developed in consultation with all relevant bodies whose 
activities included reviews and assessments of the state of the marine environment, 
the identification of problems and the evaluation of processes and methodologies 
relevant to management actions for the protection of the marine environment.  
 
 

 D. Enhancing networking 
 
 

17. Canada suggested that the Regular Process should be synergistic with ongoing 
processes, such as the proposed intergovernmental science-policy platform on 
biodiversity and ecosystem services, and be fully integrated with existing marine 
assessment work, including work that is sectoral (e.g., fisheries, tourism) or 
thematic (e.g., coral reefs, marine debris). 

18. The European Union observed that enhancing networking between the Regular 
Process and other existing activities, such as assessments of regional seas 
organizations, would prevent unnecessary duplication of effort. To facilitate such 
networking, the institutional arrangements for the Regular Process, its scope and its 
mandate should be further evaluated in order to clarify its relationship with other 
processes, such as those of the Joint Group of Experts on the Scientific Aspects of 
Marine Environmental Protection (GESAMP), the intergovernmental science-policy 
platform on biodiversity and ecosystem services, the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC), the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United 
Nations (FAO) and UNESCO.  

19. The European Union placed special emphasis on linking up with institutions 
which had socio-economic expertise. The socio-economic aspects of living 
conditions and business, including industry, must be included more extensively in 
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the Regular Process. It noted that purely scientific information was of limited use 
for policymakers if it was not linked to policy options. Since socio-economic 
expertise was scarce, liaison arrangements with organizations and bodies with the 
necessary competence, such as the World Bank, the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development, the United Nations Development Programme, the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development and regional 
development banks should be built into the Regular Process. 

20. The European Union referred to Directive 2008/56/EC of the European 
Parliament and of the Council (the Marine Strategy Framework Directive), 
suggesting that it be considered the European Union’s regular process for reporting 
and assessment of the state of the marine environment based on coordination 
mechanisms within marine regions. 

21. Singapore recalled its strong working ties with regional institutions, such as 
Partnerships in the Environmental Management for the Seas of East Asia 
(PEMSEA). Singapore’s Integrated Urban Coastal Management Plan was adapted 
from the PEMSEA integrated coastal management process, which served as a 
standard for coastal and marine environment management in the East Asian region 
and included a framework for implementing fully integrated assessment and 
monitoring mechanisms. 
 
 

 E. Ensuring effective communication 
 
 

22. The European Union stressed that developing effective communication, 
education and public awareness strategies in the Regular Process was necessary to 
stimulate and engage people in the conservation of marine biodiversity and to use 
marine natural resources in a sustainable manner. It noted that expertise in 
communication was already available through professional networks that shared and 
exchanged such expertise across sectors. It also noted that key information 
pertaining to the marine environment needed to be collected, managed and 
communicated widely to stakeholders for adaptive management purposes. The 
design and implementation of a communication strategy could include web-based 
data sharing systems for different parts of the Regular Process. That could be done 
by mapping information through geographic information systems and by 
establishing websites where data can be constantly updated and shared. 
Furthermore, the communication strategy should also proactively include 
networking across a region with all institutions and programmes concerned to 
improve information-sharing (see also sect. D above). 
 
 

 III. Other fundamental building blocks identified by States 
 
 

 A. Objective, scope and characteristics of the Regular Process 
 
 

23. Argentina stated that the objective of the Regular Process was to contribute 
reliable information to support decision-making processes in national and regional 
bodies and other competent entities by means of relevant and credible assessments. 
The objective of the Regular Process was not to modify or expand the remits that 
regional or global entities already had under their mandates.  
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24. Brazil noted that relevance, legitimacy and credibility were essential attributes 
for the assessment process, and its products were to be viewed as authoritative. 
Legitimacy in particular should result from a Regular Process that was inclusive. 

25. Canada expressed its support for a Regular Process that would be balanced, 
credible and supportive of adaptive management. The Process should also be a 
transparent and holistic mechanism, providing sound and integrated scientific 
analyses with effective links to decision-making by relevant authorities and 
stakeholders and reflective of the global environmental, economic and social aspects 
of the oceans with the aim of supporting future policymaking. The Regular Process 
should also be representative and inclusive in terms of regional representation, well-
defined and based on sound and integrated scientific analysis as well as mutually 
agreed terms of conduct, and committed to education and outreach. 

26. China observed that the goal of a global assessment of the marine environment 
was to provide technical services and support for decision-making, and that it 
should not impose limitations on decision-making alternatives. It stressed that, 
operating within the United Nations framework, the Regular Process should strictly 
adhere to United Nations principles, regulations and procedures when undertaking 
assessment work. It also stated that the activities of the Regular Process should be in 
accordance with the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, respecting 
the sovereignty, sovereign rights and jurisdiction of coastal States. Assessments in 
maritime areas subject to disputes over sovereignty, sovereign rights and jurisdiction 
should fully respect the views of the States concerned, without making any 
judgment in regard to the dispute and attempting to influence the positions of the 
parties involved.  

27. The European Union stressed that the Regular Process was an enormous 
undertaking by all States and should not be addressed as a project, programme or 
short-term funding problem. It stated that States had strong ownership in, and were 
the owners of, the Regular Process. They were also the final recipients of its 
products and would implement the directions emanating from it. States also 
controlled and decided the way in which the United Nations would respond to the 
major challenge that the Regular Process constituted. 

28. The European Union noted that, in the framework of the Regular Process, the 
development of a functional science-policy interface on marine issues would be a 
key element. An intergovernmental character would ensure that the outcomes of the 
Regular Process would be more widely accepted as a basis for decision-making. It 
would be crucial that the Regular Process generate products that were endorsed at 
an intergovernmental level, by every participating State.  

29. The European Union stated that although the Regular Process would define 
areas in need of further investigation by United Nations agencies and others, its 
purpose was not to secure funding for such assessments (see also para. 60).  

30. Madagascar noted that, given that a segment of the population depended 
entirely on the marine environment for its subsistence, the views of community 
associations that were working to monitor the state of the oceans should be given as 
much consideration as those of civil society and the private sector. 

31. The United States of America observed that the vision of the Regular Process, 
namely, a systematic effort to provide a regular assessment of the state of the 
oceans, would enable better planning and decision-making at all levels of ocean and 
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coastal management. It expressed the view that the report on the results of the 
“assessment of assessments” outlined a scope that might be too far-reaching and 
ambitious for most assessments. Although one might wish that all assessments could 
address causes and impacts, it was important to consider the feasibility of the 
framework objectives.  

32. The United States pointed out that the selection of sectoral case studies 
proposed in the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” might be 
controversial. It would be important to avoid bias, or the perception of bias, when 
choosing appropriate case studies. The Regular Process might, therefore, consider 
developing standard criteria for the selection of case studies. 

33. The United States stressed the importance of having a clearer description of 
the process for identification and selection of the stakeholders to be involved in the 
assessment. This was critical given the great diversity of knowledge and use of 
science among various stakeholders. 

34. It noted that the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” might 
lead to confusion, and proposed instead the development of a clearly defined 
procedure for presenting an agreed statement regarding the contradictory data, 
analyses or interpretations that supported the alternative conclusion. 
 
 

 B. Institutional arrangements 
 
 

35. A number of States commented on the institutional arrangements for the 
Regular Process.  

36. According to Argentina, it was necessary to ensure full and adequate 
governmental participation in decision-making, monitoring of the Regular Process 
and the appointment of experts. China suggested that the Regular Process should 
make full use of existing mechanisms in order to avoid duplication of labour and 
waste of resources.  
 

  Relationship to the United Nations and other processes 
 

37. Argentina and Brazil expressed the view that since the General Assembly had 
decided to establish the Regular Process under the auspices of the United Nations, 
the Process was accountable to the Assembly. Brazil stated that the General 
Assembly should thus consider the objective, scope and findings, and undertake 
periodic evaluations of the Regular Process and its products. Brazil noted that, since 
it would be difficult for the General Assembly directly to carry out an in-depth 
examination, an institutional setup similar to that of IPCC might be useful. The link 
between the General Assembly and the Regular Process could be made by using as a 
model the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole of the General Assembly convened 
pursuant to resolution 63/111. Such an ad hoc group would review the final product 
of an assessment cycle (“assessment report”); based on that review, it would draft 
policy recommendations for the consideration of the General Assembly. The ad hoc 
group would also provide interim or status reports to the General Assembly on the 
work of the Regular Process, and be tasked with reviewing administrative matters 
pertaining to the organization of work of the Process. The group would fulfil a role 
similar to that of the plenary of IPCC, albeit of a recommendatory character to the 
General Assembly.  
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38. Canada considered that the General Assembly should convene ad hoc meetings 
as an interim option for the first cycle of the Regular Process, with a review of 
effectiveness to follow. It supported convening those meetings based on the model 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole. Canada noted that while States would 
retain control of outcomes, the ad hoc meetings would provide a forum for focused 
discussions that would respond to the needs and objectives of the Regular Process, 
with the participation of experts and with reports going directly to the General 
Assembly for its consideration, with no intermediary. Having no intermediary could 
increase the influence and visibility of the Process itself and its products. Having a 
dedicated forum would also help in keeping up to date with issues addressed and the 
progress made by the Regular Process. 

39. China expressed its preference for the use of the United Nations Open-Ended 
Informal Consultative Process on Oceans and the Law of the Sea to assist the 
General Assembly in its consideration of the Regular Process.  

40. The European Union stated that to secure ownership in and institutional 
memory of the Regular Process, the work should be carried out within the 
framework of the United Nations system of organizations and within other relevant 
intergovernmental organizations. It was of the view that the United Nations should, 
as a long-term commitment, act efficiently and coherently, and should use existing 
structures to assist its Member States in reaching the goals set out for the Regular 
Process. Responsibilities should be divided among United Nations agencies and 
there should be system-wide coherence and a high-level sanctioned commitment to 
the Regular Process in the United Nations as a whole. An evaluation should be made 
of which agency could take on the function of facilitating such coherence and 
commitment within the United Nations system (see para. 56). In that regard, it 
proposed the Oceans and Coastal Area Network (UN-Oceans), or a new 
arrangement. It noted that, in order to ensure an optimal utilization of resources and 
avoid duplication of effort, the interrelationship between the mandates, decision-
making processes and institutional arrangements of the Regular Process and those of 
other related instruments, such as the intergovernmental science-policy platform on 
biodiversity and ecosystem services, GESAMP and GEF, needed to be clarified in 
detail. This was particularly important since UNEP would be involved in several of 
the new or existing instruments.  
 

  Management and review body 
 

41. In relation to the management of the Regular Process, Brazil noted that in 
addition to plenary meetings open to the participation of all Member States, IPCC 
relied on a bureau and thematic working groups, a secretariat and technical support 
for its working groups. If the model were to be retained, Brazil stated that the 
bureau for the Regular Process would have to be appointed by the General 
Assembly. A chairperson would be elected for the Regular Process, who would also 
chair the bureau. The bureau would function as the management body of the Regular 
Process. Its members would provide guidance and lead the group of experts through 
the preparation of a Regular Process assessment report. Their mandate would 
correspond to the duration of an assessment cycle. The membership should include 
experts in disciplines relevant to the assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic disciplines. All regions should be 
represented in the Regular Process bureau. Two working groups would be tasked 
with, respectively, preparing the assessment reports (“assessment working group”) 
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and defining strategies and capacity-building programmes (“capacity working 
group”). As was the case with IPCC, the assessment reports should rely on the best 
available science. A network of voluntary scientific contributors should be relied 
upon as well.  

42. Canada expressed its preference for a mix of representatives of Governments, 
intergovernmental bodies and non-governmental bodies in a management and 
review body, the role of which should be to coordinate peer review of the 
assessments, with any policy review to be done by States by means of State-to-State 
negotiations. A representative mix would ensure that the Regular Process was 
responsive to the policy and decision-making needs of the appropriate authorities, 
while ensuring continuous engagement and dialogue between decision makers and 
experts. Canada pointed out that Governments, intergovernmental organizations and 
non-governmental organizations should be fully engaged in the Process; more 
specifically, a continuous involvement and buy-in from Governments, which were 
responsible for any subsequent actions and their implications, was needed. It noted 
that modalities would need to be developed in relation to the role of States, while at 
the same time ensuring the involvement of others in a balanced way within the 
management and review body. It noted the need for a substantial majority input 
from States, with other members having a set of specific privileges and limitations.  

43. In relation to State representation, Canada encouraged the setting up of a 
smaller, representative subset of Member States with rotating membership. In that 
regard, it expressed support for the recommendation, contained in the report on the 
results of the “assessment of assessments”, for a membership of between 18 and 
36 States, appointed in the same manner as the members of the Ad Hoc Steering 
Group (see General Assembly resolution 60/30, para. 92). Canada was of the view 
that a smaller membership would facilitate interaction with and among members, 
effective executive decision-making and the full engagement of its members and 
would reduce costs. It noted that an open-ended body would be cumbersome for 
management purposes, and would not necessarily respond to the types of decisions 
that would be required, such as the selection of experts and determination of the 
objectives of individual assessments. 

44. Noting that the work of the Regular Process would touch upon the work of a 
substantial number of specialized agencies of the United Nations system and other 
global bodies, Canada stated that it was highly desirable that such agencies be 
associated formally with the work of the Regular Process in order to ensure proper 
linkages with and among them, help to reduce overlapping between their work and 
that of the Regular Process and help to ensure their full engagement with the 
Process. However, it also stated that the management and review body should be 
comprised mainly of States, and that representation among relevant 
intergovernmental organizations and stakeholders should be balanced. 

45. Canada noted that modalities would need to be developed in relation to the 
decision-making process, including reserving the decision-making for States in 
cases in which consensus could not be reached. If the management and review body 
were to require a smaller executive committee to perform routine management 
functions, modalities would also need to be developed for that purpose.  

46. China stressed that the primary guidance and decision-making role in the 
management and review body for the Regular Process should be undertaken by 
participating Member States, with representatives of intergovernmental 
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organizations and persons with relevant expertise providing advice and participating 
in the discussions. 

47. The European Union stressed that, in accordance with the intergovernmental 
character of the Regular Process, the management and review body should have an 
open-ended composition of States and a mandate to negotiate and adopt the products 
generated by the Regular Process. Intergovernmental organizations and 
non-governmental organizations should be involved as observers in a transparent 
and participative way. It also stressed the high desirability of the specialized 
agencies and other global bodies being closely associated with the work of the 
Regular Process in order to ensure proper linkages with those bodies and to build on 
existing structures and/or information. The European Union noted that the members 
of the management and review body should have a broader perspective in respect of 
marine management, including monitoring and assessment. The representatives also 
needed to have solid knowledge of various marine management and observation 
programmes, within and outside the United Nations system, while the experts 
should have the appropriate skills. 

48. Madagascar expressed support for the appointment of representatives of 
Governments and non-governmental organizations to the management and review 
body. It proposed that the secretariat of the United Nations Framework Convention 
on Climate Change be added to the seven bodies to be involved in the Regular 
Process. 
 

  Panel of experts and additional pool of experts 
 

49. In relation to experts, Argentina stressed that equitable regional representation 
and the participation of experts from developing countries should be ensured.  

50. Canada expressed support for the creation of a panel of approximately 
20 experts. The panel would ensure focused attention to the needs and objectives of 
the Regular Process as a substantial amount of time would need to be dedicated to 
the work of the Process. The modalities and criteria for the nomination and selection 
of the experts, their tenure and possible review, would need to be precisely outlined 
so as to ensure continuity and flexibility in the expertise available. Flexibility would 
ensure that the relevant type of expertise was available for a particular purpose. 

51. Canada also expressed support for the establishment of an additional pool of 
experts by the management and review body (see paras. 42-45) and, when necessary, 
their appointment on a case-by-case basis, drawn from nominations by Governments 
and other relevant stakeholder organizations. This would provide for additional 
flexibility when launching a new process, ensuring that the relevant expertise was 
available to respond to the specific needs of any particular assessment. It noted that 
having both options would reduce the risk of not having the type of expertise 
required for a specific purpose.  

52. The European Union stated that, rather than creating a completely new panel 
of experts for the Regular Process, the activities and expertise of GESAMP in 
particular, but not exclusively, should be employed. 
 

  Secretariat 
 

53. Regarding secretariat services for the Regular Process, Argentina stressed its 
satisfaction with the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, 
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endorsed by the General Assembly, suggesting that the Division for Ocean Affairs 
and the Law of the Sea to be deemed the appropriate body. While it recognized the 
valuable work of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO 
and of UNEP in implementing a mandate that had culminated in the submission of 
the report on the “assessment of assessments” to the Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole, it was of the view that the General Assembly was henceforth responsible for 
following up on the Regular Process. Thus, the provision of secretariat services by 
the Division would enable the Regular Process to be adequately linked to the work 
of the body that had established it. 

54. Brazil agreed with the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” 
that the secretariat of the Regular Process should be hosted within the United 
Nations structure in a body or bodies with experience in managing a scientific 
process, appropriate links to relevant expert communities and stakeholders and the 
competence to enter into agreements with potential partners and collaborating 
institutions. It stated that it would be more cost-effective if the future secretariat 
could draw on existing facilities and services and benefit from the standing and 
continuity of an established body or bodies. Brazil would thus favour, in accordance 
with the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, the 
secretariat services for the Regular Process being provided by the Division for 
Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, with the support of other United Nations 
agencies and programmes. In that connection, it emphasized the need to strengthen 
the capacity of the Division if this option was to be pursued. 

55. Canada encouraged the establishment of an inter-agency secretariat co-located 
in an intergovernmental organization that had experience in managing scientific 
processes. Since the work of the Regular Process could be expected to touch upon 
the work of a number of intergovernmental organizations, establishing an 
inter-agency secretariat co-located in one intergovernmental organization would 
assist in regard to coordination and synergy and in gaining broader institutional 
support and a sense of ownership on the part of the other intergovernmental bodies 
associated with the Regular Process. An inter-agency secretariat would also help to 
ensure that overlaps among agencies were avoided or managed so that there was no 
confusion over respective roles and/or mandates. 

56. The European Union stressed that the future success of the Regular Process 
depended on the functional character of its secretariat. However, in its view, the 
operational and institutional arrangements of the Regular Process first needed to be 
discussed and clarified before decisions on the organization of the secretariat were 
taken (see also para. 40). 
 

  Focal points 
 

57. Canada expressed support for the recommendations contained in the report on 
the “assessment of assessments” that Governments and relevant organizations 
identify focal points for the Regular Process and provide them with sufficient status 
and resources to interact effectively with it, with the relevant elements in their own 
organization and with other organizations within their region. 
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 C. Financial and other support 
 
 

58. Canada recognized that the Regular Process would require ongoing support 
and considered that such support would need to be provided on a voluntary basis for 
the first cycle, with the issue being revisited when reviewing the results of the first 
cycle of assessment. Modalities for voluntary support, including financial and in 
kind support, would need to be decided upon by Governments.  

59. Cuba stated that the establishment of a fund to assist developing countries 
without identification of the funding sources could lead to an additional financial 
burden for States. 

60. The European Union pointed out that funding must be linked to development 
mechanisms and the Millennium Development Goals. The World Bank, GEF and 
regional investment banks should also be involved. Instead of establishing new 
funding mechanisms for scientific research and capacity-building, it suggested that 
the Regular Process should aim at facilitating an optimal utilization of existing 
instruments, such as GEF, and of the existing funding of multilateral organizations 
(see para. 12). In that context, the European Union referred to the ongoing 
deliberations at UNEP on the establishment of the intergovernmental science-policy 
platform on biodiversity and ecosystem services. The European Union noted that the 
Regular Process was interlinked with the development agenda. 
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별첨 8. 전문가제안서



Information material from the Group of Experts established pursuant to paragraph 180 
of General Assembly resolution 64/711  

 

I. Introduction 

1. Following the recommendation in the 2002 Plan of Implementation of the World 
Summit on Sustainable Development, the General Assembly decided, in its resolution 57/141, 
“to establish a regular process under the United Nations for global reporting and assessment 
of the state of the marine environment, including socio-economic aspects, both current and 
foreseeable, building on existing regional assessments” (the “Regular Process”). As a 
preparatory stage towards the establishment of the Regular Process, the General Assembly 
decided, in its resolution 60/30, to launch the start-up phase, the “assessment of assessments”. 

2. The “assessment of assessments” phase was carried out by a Group of Experts, working 
under the guidance of an Ad Hoc Steering Group and with the assistance of the lead agencies, 
namely the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization (IOC), and with support provided by other organizations and experts. The Group 
of Experts reported their findings in May 2009.2 These findings, which were included in the 
report on the results of the “assessment of assessments”, along with the outcome of the fourth 
meeting of the Ad Hoc Steering Group,3 were transmitted to the sixty-fourth session of the 
General Assembly and considered by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, which met 
from 31 August to 4 September 2009.  

3. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole recommended to the sixty-fourth session of 
the General Assembly a framework, a first cycle and a way forward for the Regular Process. 

4. In resolution 64/71, paragraph 177, the General Assembly endorsed the 
recommendations of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, and stressed the need for 
further progress to be made, in particular, on the modalities for the implementation of the 
Regular Process, the specification of the objective and scope of its first cycle, key questions to 
be answered and primary target audiences. In paragraph 178, the General Assembly requested 
that the Secretary-General convene an informal meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole from 30 August to 3 September 2010. 

5. To assist in providing for further progress, the General Assembly, in paragraph 180 of 
resolution 64/71, requested the Secretary-General, among other things: 

(a) To present the views of States on the fundamental building blocks of the Regular 
Process to the sixty-fifth session of the General Assembly in the context of his 
annual report on oceans and the law of the sea; 

(b) To invite the Chairs of the regional groups to constitute a group of experts, 
ensuring adequate expertise and geographical distribution, comprised of a 

                                                 
1 This information material, which is a work in progress, has been prepared by the Group of Experts to facilitate 
the preparations of delegations for the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to be held from 30 
August to 3 September. This material does not prejudge, in any way, the form or final content of the suggestions 
of the Group of Experts on the issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report on the results of the “assessment of 
assessments”, which will be presented to the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole at its meeting.   
2 UNEP and IOC, An Assessment of Assessments – Findings of the Group of Experts Pursuant to United Nations 
General Assembly Resolution 60/30, 2009 (ISBN 978-92-807-29764). 
3 A/64/88, Annex. 
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maximum of 25 experts and no more than 5 experts per regional group, for a 
period up to and including the informal meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of 
the Whole.4 

6. Under paragraph 181 of that resolution, the Group of Experts was requested to respond 
and make suggestions on the issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report on the results of the 
“assessment of assessments”5 at the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole in 
2010, taking into account the views and observations submitted by States on the fundamental 
building blocks of the Regular Process. 

7. Paragraph 60 of the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” reads as 
follows: 

“Preparatory, supporting products will be needed to develop the fundamental building 
blocks of marine assessment for the particular needs of the first cycle. They will 
improve knowledge and methods of analysis, and thus strengthen capacity. They will 
build on, guide and improve existing assessments, especially at regional levels, and help 
to move them towards a common approach. This, in turn, will lead to improved 
iterations of existing assessments and of those of the regular process. The workshops 
described in appendix III below will initiate communication and networking among 
existing assessment processes at the global, regional and, where appropriate, national 
levels to develop the following products: 

(a)  A set of common questions and issues to be addressed (in differing degrees of 
elaboration) across all regions; 

(b)  Agreed assessment methods for the datasets in different scientific fields;  

(c)  An agreed approach to evaluating the risks that are identified; 

(d)  A common framework and guidelines for data assembly. The framework and 
guidelines would provide a background against which future data collection might 
be organized by regional and national bodies so that the data can be more 
effectively compared and used for different purposes. They would aim to 
strengthen data quality and interoperability. The framework and guidelines will 
need to take into account the limitations in regions where data is sparse and to 
include arrangements for the use of traditional knowledge. In open ocean and 
deep-sea areas, further progress on biogeographic classification of ocean realms 
will help provide a framework and rationale for data collection and assessment 
efforts; 

(e)  An agreed approach for integrating the data and information and analytical results 
across sectors, ecosystem components and environmental, economic and social 
aspects; 

                                                 
4 Pursuant to resolution 64/71, the Group of Experts was established on 26 April 2010. Its composition is as 
follows: Mr. Renison Ruwa (Kenya); Mr. Rolph Antoine Payet (Seychelles); Mr. Amanuel Yoanes Ajawin 
(Sudan); Mr. Peyman Eghtesadi (Islamic Republic of Iran); Mr. Kunio Kohata (Japan); Ms. Juying Wang 
(China); Mr. Angel C. Alcala (Philippines); Mr. Chul Park (Republic of Korea); Ms. Alenka Malej (Slovenia); 
Mr. Enrique Marschoff (Argentina); Ms. Lorna Inniss (Barbados); Ms. Beatrice Padovani Ferreira (Brazil); Mr. 
Patricio Bernal (Chile); Mr. Sean O. Green (Jamaica); Mr. Peter Harris (Australia); Ms. Saskia Van Gaever 
(Belgium); Mr. Jake Rice (Canada); Mr. David Attard (Malta); and Mr. Alan Simcock (United Kingdom). Ms. 
Lorna Inniss (Barbados) and Mr. Alan Simcock (United Kingdom) were elected by the Group of Experts as 
Coordinators of the Group.  
5 A/64/88, Annex. 
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(f)  Methods to process digitally the available data, including the methodologies for 
quality assurance, modelling and the metadata that should eventually be 
assembled.” 

8. In order to assist the Group of Experts in carrying out its mandate, the Secretariat of the 
United Nations (Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, Office of Legal Affairs), 
in cooperation with, and with the financial support of, UNEP and IOC, organized a meeting in 
Paris at IOC/UNESCO Headquarters from 3-4 June 2010 and a meeting in New York at 
United Nations Headquarters on 29 August 2010.6 The Group of Experts also worked 
intersessionally through e-mails and a virtual office. 

9. In carrying out its work, the Group of Experts was mindful of the context of the issues 
listed in paragraph 60 of the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments”, namely 
the development of the first integrated assessment of the world’s oceans in the first cycle of 
the Regular Process running from 2010 to 2014. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, 
in 2009, recommended that the first phase of this cycle, covering the years 2010 to 2012, 
would be devoted to the development of the strategy and timetable for the production of this 
assessment.  The second phase, covering the years 2013 and 2014, would then produce the 
assessment itself. 

10. The report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” had recorded the 
recommendation from the findings of the Group of Experts, established pursuant to resolution 
58/240, that certain preliminary supporting products could be developed during such a first 
phase. These products include the issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report on the results of 
the “assessment of assessments”. The report envisaged that these preliminary supporting 
products would be based on thinking to be developed through a series of regional workshops. 
Each of these workshops would bring together experts from a group of marine regions,7 and 
the bodies to be established to carry out the integrated assessment would reach their 
conclusions on the basis of the outputs of these workshops. 

11. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole further recommended that more detail should 
be developed on the fundamental building blocks of the Regular Process. The report on the 
results of the “assessment of assessments” proposed that the development of the fundamental 
building blocks be started in the production of the preparatory, supporting products of the first 
phase of the first cycle of the Regular Process, and identified them as:  

(a) To build capacity at both individual and institutional levels; 

(b) To improve knowledge and methods of analysis; 

(c)  To enhance networking among assessment processes, international monitoring 
and research programmes and associated institutions and individuals; 

(d)  To create tools and strategies to ensure effective communication with all relevant 
stakeholders, including policymakers, the scientific community and the general 
public at the global and regional levels. 

12. The Group of Experts, in carrying out its task and as requested by the General 
Assembly, has taken into account the views and observations submitted by States on the 

                                                 
6 Resources from the Trust Fund established pursuant to paragraph 183 of resolution 64/71 were used to support 
the participation of Experts from developing countries in the meeting of 29 August and in the meeting of the Ad 
Hoc Working Group of the Whole from 30 August to 3 September. 
7 In the present report, these groups of marine regions are referred to as “major regions”. The Group of Experts 
makes no suggestion on how these major regions should be constituted. 
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fundamental building blocks of the Regular Process. Where relevant, the Group of Experts 
has also tried to make suggestions on capacity-building and technology transfer. 

13. The present report therefore addresses the issues on which the Group of Experts was 
asked to respond and make suggestions. On five of the issues, however, these suggestions are 
preliminary, and simply map out the scope of the further work that is needed before fully 
developed suggestions or decisions can be made.  The report is intended to serve as additional 
information for the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to consider in making 
recommendations on the implementation of the first cycle of the Regular Process. 

II. Issue (a): A set of common questions and issues to be addressed (in differing degrees 
of elaboration) across all regions (paragraph 60, sub-paragraph (a)) 

A. The context of this issue 

14. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, in 2009, recommended that, at its meeting in 
2010, in addition to making recommendations on the modalities for the implementation of the 
Regular Process, it should specify the objective and scope of the first cycle of the Regular 
Process, key questions to be answered and primary target audiences, in order to ensure that 
assessments are relevant for decision-makers. 

15. In practice, therefore, the suggestions of the Group of Experts established pursuant to 
resolution 64/71 on the set of common questions and issues to be addressed (in differing 
degrees of elaboration) across all regions will be a useful input to such a specification. 

16. The Regular Process must add value to what is already available: it should therefore not 
simply be a compilation of existing assessments or an encyclopædia. The first integrated 
assessment should be identifying problems and priorities, together with the range of possible 
responses. The framework of common questions and issues (and its adjustment to the specific 
requirements of different regions) will therefore be fundamental to the success of the first 
cycle of the Regular Process. 

B. The findings of the Group of Experts established pursuant to resolution 58/240 

17. In 2004, a Group of Experts, established pursuant to paragraph 64 of resolution 58/240, 
was established to consider the possible scope of the Regular Process. They noted a number 
of groups of issues relevant to devising a conceptual framework for a regular assessment of 
the state of the marine environment. The report of this work provided a basis for the report on 
the results of the “assessment of assessments”, and their conclusions should therefore be 
borne in mind. 

18. The 2004 Group, in its findings,8 recommended that there should be four general and 
overlapping themes related to the health of the marine environment and the societal benefits 
derived from it: 

(a) Food security and fisheries. This, they recommended, should not focus on the 
state of individual fisheries’ stocks but look more broadly at issues such as the 
impacts of environmental change on food security and fisheries; 

(b) Public health and safety, including the impacts of environmental contamination as 
well as changes in the severity, frequency, or resilience to natural disasters; 

                                                 
8 See note 1 above. 
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(c) Ecosystem function, including productivity, habitats, biodiversity, as well as 
alterations in ocean circulation, gas exchange, and nutrient cycling; and  

(d) Economic and social benefits and uses, including cultural values, that the marine 
and coastal environment provides to society. 

19. Furthermore, the 2004 Group emphasized the need to identify drivers of, and pressures 
(which they called “stressors”) for, environmental change. In their findings, the Group 
recommended the general use of the Drivers – Pressures – State – Impacts – Responses 
(DPSIR) approach as an analytical framework.9 There can be no doubt of the value of the 
DPSIR analysis, which looks at: 

(a) Drivers – the underlying changes in the world and in human activities that lead to 
pressures on the environment; 

(b) Pressures (“stressors”) – the forces which act directly to bring about 
environmental change; 

(c) State – the resulting state of the environment; 

(d) Impacts – the ways in which the environment has been changed; 

(e) Responses – both the further changes in the environment that result from the 
impacts, and the human responses in policies applied, or management methods 
adopted, to deal with problems arising from the impacts.  The latter interpretation 
has the advantage of indicating the closed nature of the assessment-policy 
decision-review cycle, and thus emphasizing the importance of iterating this 
cycle. 

It is not always possible to identify separately all these elements, but there needs to be a 
continuing effort to identify both what has happened (and the resulting environmental 
situation) and the likely future course of change in the environment. Both these aspects are 
crucial to policy analysis and decision. 

20. Finally, the 2004 Group of Experts recommended that the conceptual framework should 
include scientific assessment of policy options, including the analysis of potential future 
scenarios. 

C. Other frameworks of reference 

21. There are two other frameworks of reference that are relevant to the questions and 
issues that the Regular Process must address.   

22. The first is the analysis of the different elements that constitute the marine environment 
and its interaction with humans. These can be summarized as: 

(a) The marine physical environment: hydrography (the seabed and its geology), 
oceanography (including both the chemistry and the movements of the water 
column) and meteorology (the interaction of the water column and the 
atmosphere); 

(b) The different trophic levels of the marine fauna and flora: the phytoplankton, the 
zooplankton, the fish, molluscs and crustacea, the other benthic fauna and flora, 
other macrophytes (seaweeds), marine reptiles, marine mammals and the seabirds; 

                                                 
9 See note 1 above, paragraph 5.11(3). 
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(c) The different human uses of, and impacts on, the marine environment: fisheries 
(including aquaculture); maritime transport; minerals extraction (including 
offshore oil and gas); wind, wave and tide power; tourism; waste disposal 
(including the disposal of sewage and of hazardous and radioactive substances); 
sea defences and land reclamation; and land-based impacts (including agricultural 
run-off and sedimentation). This includes the impacts, particularly on marine 
biota, of disasters caused by human activities; 

(d) The many impacts on human life of natural catastrophes arising in the marine 
environment: this heading includes particularly the impact of hurricanes, typhoons 
and tsunamis. 

23. Secondly, there is the analysis of the ways in which the marine environment interacts 
with human life – in other words, the converse of the different human uses of, and impacts on, 
the marine environment, mentioned in the previous paragraph. This analysis could cover: 

(a) Human food security: the extent to which societies in different parts of the world 
rely on the marine environment for their food. This is particularly through the 
consumption of fish, molluscs and crustaceans, but in some societies marine 
reptiles, marine mammals, seaweed and other biota are also significant; 

(b) Human health: the effects which the marine environment has on human health.  
There are three main routes for these interactions: 

(i) Through the food chain (which is, of course, closely linked with food 
security); 

(ii) Through infections from microbes, parasites or (in intertidal zones) insects 
carried in seawater or marine biota (which are significant both for coastal 
communities and, on a wider scale, through tourism); 

(iii) Through disasters (such as hurricanes, typhoons and tsunami); 

(c) Economic activities: significant economic benefits have traditionally accrued 
through seven main channels. The economic significance of these channels has 
varied widely between regions. In many cases, the economic benefits accrue to a 
region different to the one in which the activity takes place. This will be 
significant in making an assessment. The main traditional fields of economic 
activity are: 

(i) Capture fisheries; 

(ii) Aquaculture; 

(iii) Maritime transport and communications (submarine cables); 

(iv) Primary industry (such as sea-bed mining, oil and gas extraction, sand and 
gravel extraction); 

(v) Land reclamation and coastal protection; 

(vi) Waste disposal; 

(vii) Use of seaweed in agriculture; 

In addition, as a land-based activity that is in many areas dependent on the quality 
of the marine environment: 

(viii) Tourism 
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To these, are now being added: 

(ix)  Impacts on the marine environment of climate change 

(x) Wind, wave and tide power generation; 

(xi) Carbon sequestration as a mitigation measure in combating climate change. 

(d) Enjoyment of the marine environment: although very difficult to quantify in 
economic terms, the simple enjoyment of the marine environment is important to 
many people. In addition, in many areas, cultural or religious activities are 
interwoven with the marine environment. 

D. Organizing the questions and issues 

24. Three main frameworks can be identified for organizing the questions and issues that 
arise under all the various headings: 

(a) Pressures: The framework could be organized principally by the various pressures 
that can be identified. These would be such pressures as the level of capture-
fishing activity or the size and number of ships navigating the seas. Such an 
approach would probably be more readily welcomed by policy-makers, since it 
would match the various human activities for the control and regulation of which 
policies need to be developed and implemented. At the same time, under each of 
the headings of the classification by pressures, it would be necessary to look at the 
other relevant aspects and regional differences. 

(b) Habitats: Alternatively, the framework could be organized by reference to the 
various different types of habitat that are found in the marine environment. This 
has two advantages: first, integration of all the aspects of the marine environment 
is built into a study of habitats – all the various hydrographic, oceanographic and 
biological aspects are brought together in the ecological study of a habitat. 
Secondly, the information is largely organized by habitats, since these are the 
blocks in which the marine environment is studied. Many habitats are subject to 
multiple contemporaneous pressures, with results that cannot be apparent if the 
pressures are considered separately. On the other hand, such a framework does not 
readily integrate the human, social and economic aspects, since these are often 
independent of specific habitats; 

(c) Ecosystem services: As a third option, the framework could be organized by the 
various ecosystem services that the marine environment provides. Following the 
thinking that has developed from the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 
ecosystem(s) services can be divided into four main categories: provisioning 
(providing some material good, such as food, to human society); regulatory 
(regulating some aspect of the functioning of the biosphere, such as maintaining 
the atmosphere by absorbing carbon dioxide); supporting (primary production, 
water cycling, nutrient cycling); and cultural (including spiritual, religious and 
aesthetic values, recreation and ecotourism). Such a classification would 
correspond to that being used in various other initiatives currently being 
undertaken.10 However, it is also more difficult to relate directly to policy 
concerns. 

                                                 
10 These initiatives include the Intergovernmental Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services, a regional 
assessment by the Southern Africa Development Community, and work by the Asian Development Bank. 
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25. If the DPSIR analytical approach was applied, the questions that would need to be 
answered are much the same under these different frameworks but are differently organized.  
Sketches of the way in which these frameworks might be developed to include appropriate 
issues and questions for the first integrated assessment are set out in Annexes I, II and III to 
the present report. 

26. The Group of Experts will discuss these options further at their meeting on 29 August 
2010 and, if appropriate, will make available supplementary information on its conclusions. 

III. Issues (b), (d), (e) and (f): data collection and management (paragraph 60, sub-
paragraphs (b), (d), (e), (f)) 

27. In paragraph 45 of resolution 57/141, the General Assembly decided that the Regular 
Process should include socio-economic aspects, both current and foreseeable, and build on 
existing regional assessments. The purpose of this decision was clearly to integrate the results 
of existing assessments to the greatest extent possible, in order to provide an integrated 
perspective on the status and trends of marine ecosystems, the economic and social benefits 
from their uses, and the ecosystem services that they provide. This integrated perspective 
should contribute to a better understanding of the social, economic, and environmental trade-
offs inherent in high-level policies and risk-based decision-making about conservation and 
sustainable use of marine ecosystems.  

28. It therefore follows that, by adding value to existing marine assessments, the Regular 
Process will not emphasize the establishment and maintenance of its own databases and 
analytical methods, nor conduct all its contributing analyses from the basic data. Rather, it 
will first work to understand fully the types of data that are available in the various sources, 
including national agencies, academic institutions and, where appropriate, other 
organizations, and how they are used in the existing assessments. As this understanding 
develops, the Regular Process might need to make constructive proposals to increase the ease 
and flexibility with which different types of data and analyses (or similar data and analyses 
done by different assessment bodies on different scales) can be brought together across 
sectors, themes, or areas. However, the Regular Process should acknowledge that all these 
bodies collect and maintain data and conduct assessment-related analyses to serve their own 
institutional needs. Any proposed modifications to data collection and management practices 
or assessment methodologies should add value to existing practices without degrading their 
utility or increasing the costs or difficulties that those bodies face in meeting their needs.   

29. The Group of Experts wishes to emphasize the importance of the workshops proposed 
to be conducted for regions or groups of regions.11 These workshops offer a direct and 
effective way to establish links between the Regular Process and what is already in progress 
at regional and national levels. These initial links will be an essential foundation for the 
proposed networking.12  

30. The workshops would have a crucial role in building the necessary understanding of 
what types of data and analyses currently comprise the basis for the existing assessments 
within each region. In advance of each regional workshop, the templates of the Global and 
Regional Marine Assessment Database (GRAMED)13 can be reviewed and extended to 
develop a preparatory picture of what environmental, economic, and social factors are 
assessed, and by whom, in each region, and the general nature of the data holdings and 
                                                 
11 See A/64/88, Annex, Appendix III, paragraphs 11-13. 
12 See A/64/88, Annex, Appendix III, paragraphs 6, 11 and 50. 
13 Available from: http://www.unep-wcmc.org/gramed/. 
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analytical methods associated with those assessments (although it is recognized that the 
GRAMED database is currently by no means exhaustive, it is the best available starting 
point). However, in order to permit an early and effective implementation of the proposed 
work, it would be necessary to plan, during the remainder of 2010, what that “preparatory 
picture” will comprise, and the inputs to their regional workshop that the participants will 
need to make. Effective planning will be necessary so that the workshops can achieve as 
much as possible, especially with regard to having a clear vision of both the information that 
will be required by the Regular Process and the information that should be available by the 
conclusion of each workshop.   

31. Each workshop might be expected to produce the following, to the extent appropriate, 
for its region or group of regions: 

(a) An annotated inventory of the ecological, social and economic assessments 
conducted in each region, including for each assessment: 

(i) Agency conducting the specific assessment; 

(ii) Major client(s) for the assessment, and their major uses of it; 

(iii) Spatial and temporal scale of the assessment, and frequency of assessment 
cycle; 

(iv) Types of data, experiential knowledge, indicators, and other information 
sources contributing to the assessment; 

(v) Methods for analyzing status and trends of component information sets; 

(v) Extent of, and methods for, integration of different types of information, 
particularly social, economic and ecological information; 

(vi) Sources of reference levels or ecotoxicological assessment criteria used in 
the assessment; 

(vii) Extent and sources of forecasts, projections, and scenarios used in the 
assessment; 

(viii) How data-extrapolation errors, uncertainties and information gaps were 
addressed in the assessment; 

(ix) The costs (where known) of conducting the assessment. 

(b) A review of the approaches used in the regional assessments for handling risks 
and uncertainties identified in the assessment (see section IV below); 

(c) For components needed for a fully integrated assessment, but for which one-off or 
on-going assessment processes do not exist, information would be needed 
covering at least: 

(i) What types of relevant data are known to be collected and managed, and by 
what State(s) and agencies (this is expected to be the case for some key 
social and economic data); 

(ii) Where key types of information are not known to exist, can expert 
knowledge be entrained to fill the gap, and if so, how can the experts be 
accessed? 

(d) Before the conclusion of each regional workshop, key follow-up steps will be 
planned including: 
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(i) Confirmation of regional, national, and agency points of contact; 

(ii) A short-term capacity-building plan to mobilize the information and 
knowledge that is known to exist within the region, but has not yet been  
systematically organized in a way that would allow its use for the Regular 
Process; 

(iii) A schedule of short-term actions that could facilitate greater compatibility 
of spatial and temporal scales of data, information, and analyses to enable 
existing assessment results to be better integrated; 

(iv) A plan (including contacts) for on-going communication with the users of 
the existing regional assessments, to ensure that they stay informed of 
activities of the Regular Process and the Regular Process remains aware of, 
and responsive to, their needs. 

32. Following the regional workshops, all the information gained would need to be 
reviewed and the structure and approach for the first integrated assessment developed. Under 
the proposals in the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments”, these tasks are 
allocated to a proposed Expert Panel. This structure and approach may lead to a number of 
constructive proposals on data and methods to States and agencies that participated in the 
regional workshops. Key feedback to participants could include: 

(a) Proposals for consistent sets of indicators that could be provided from information 
that was found to be potentially available; 

(b) Proposals for the consistent ecological, economic, or social interpretations that 
reference levels for indicators should have, in order for global and supra-regional 
assessments to be meaningful (whether the indicators are already used in 
assessments or other indicators are proposed); 

(c) Proposals for presenting data, information, and analytical results from existing 
assessments in ways that would increase flexibility in moving among spatial and 
temporal scales without impeding the usefulness of the information and analyses 
for the original uses;   

(d) Proposals for scenarios that could be considered in the next cycle of regularly 
conducted assessments, in such a way that the assessments under the Regular 
Process could review the results of considering common scenarios across regions; 

(e) Proposals for a consistent approach to evaluating the implications of risks and 
uncertainties that are identified in the course of the assessment;   

(f) Proposals for longer-term capacity-building to fill gaps at all scales, taking 
advantage of workshop experiences with novel and effective ways of addressing 
the many problems of data acquisition and management, capture and application 
of experiential knowledge, assessment methodologies, and scenario consideration. 

33. In the light of the need for this essential work to be done, the Group of Experts does not 
therefore consider it appropriate to make specific suggestions for all the issues covered in sub-
paragraphs (b) to (f) of paragraph 60 of document 64/88, Annex, until at least the first round 
of workshops has been completed, so that there is an informed understanding of the current 
practices in data collection and assembly, information management, and integration.   

34. The specific structure and approach that should be developed following the regional 
workshops should make the best use possible of the material which, based on the regional 
workshops, can be expected to be available within the first assessment cycle. As such, it 
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might have to be based on information of varying degrees of completeness and scale, 
differing types, and differing quantities and qualities both among regions and within regions 
for the diverse social, economic, and ecological aspects of the assessment. Consequently, at 
the same time as feedback to participants in the regional workshops (as outlined in the 
preceding paragraphs) is being prepared, a roadmap to manage expectations and guide 
practice for the first assessment cycle could also be prepared. Again, under the proposals in 
the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments”, these would be tasks for the 
Expert Panel. 

35. This roadmap will highlight the strengths and limitations of the types of information 
available for the first fully integrated assessment. It could give guidance on how best to use 
the information that is available while avoiding pitfalls posed by lack of information or 
information of lesser quality than the information with which it is to be integrated. The 
roadmap could also propose scenarios and policy options that are realistic to explore in the 
first assessment under the Regular Process, with an invitation for the users who expressed 
interest during the regional workshops to provide feedback on these proposals. Finally, it 
could give some advance warning of where uncertainties are expected to be particularly large, 
and where the desired degree of integration of ecological, economic, and social aspects of the 
scenario consequences and policy options may be most difficult to achieve. 

IV. Issue (c): An agreed approach to evaluating the risks that are identified 
(paragraph 60, sub-paragraph (c)) 

36. The Group of Experts was unable to discuss the issue of risk evaluation as fully as is 
desirable. Initial exchanges took place at the meeting of the Group on 3-4 June, but the Group 
was unable to complete a subsequent in-depth discussion.   

37. The points that were made in the initial discussion were that: 

(a) Communication of risks is a central function of policy-relevant assessments, 
whether thematically narrow or broad and fully integrated. All assessments 
undertaken by the Regular Process will need to be prepared in ways that evaluate 
the risks, and will need to be communicated in the context of those risks, although 
the details of how this will be done will need to be case-specific; 

(b) There are many tools for quantifying and communicating risk, and selection of the 
appropriate ones depends on the quantity and quality of data and information that 
is available. Given that the Regular Process will conduct assessments that 
integrate information on diverse pressures and ecosystem properties globally and 
supra-regionally, it is expected that each assessment will have to accommodate a 
wide range in data quality and quantity, and in knowledge of relationships and 
impacts;   

(c)  Hence there will be no single best approach to risk quantification and 
communication. Even within single assessments, there may be several appropriate 
ways to address risk;   

(d) Despite the need for this flexibility in addressing risk in assessments by the 
Regular Process, there will be a unifying framework to how risk is handled. Key 
features of the framework should include the following considerations: 

(i) There are two ways that “risk” can enter into decision-making. One is the 
“risk” that some pressure (either a natural event or a human activity) will 
have some undesirable consequence if it is not managed or mitigated 
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effectively. The other is the “risk” that a policy option intended to manage 
or mitigate possible undesirable impacts of a pressure on a vulnerable 
ecosystem component or an economic or social benefit from the ocean, 
could have its own undesirable impacts on some other ecosystem feature or 
benefit. Assessments by the Regular Process should always consider both of 
those aspects of “risk” associated with selecting and implementing policies;    

(ii) “Risk” can be formally defined as the product of the likelihood of an event 
and the seriousness of the event if it were to occur. In all assessments when 
a risk is being described, both the likelihood and the potential severity of 
each consequence should be made as clear as possible;  

(iii) All policy choices have potential consequences socially, economically, and 
environmentally. To the fullest extent that the available information and 
knowledge allow, the risk of each policy option under consideration should 
be described and quantified on each of those three dimensions;   

(iv) Pressures – either natural or caused by a human activity – that impact on 
ecosystem features directly may have follow-on impacts on other ecosystem 
features and on the social and economic benefits that can sustainably be 
taken from the ecosystem. The Regular Process should clarify the risks 
associated with these follow-on chains as fully as information and 
knowledge allow. 

(e) Within this framework, the exact ways that risk is measured and communicated 
should be chosen to match the knowledge and data that can be used in describing 
and quantifying the risks. Although the tools may differ from assessment to 
assessment or topic to topic within an assessment, adherence to this framework 
should maximize the value of the assessment for informing policy makers about 
the threats that need to be addressed and the potential outcomes of the options 
available to address them. 

38. The Group of Experts will consider the issue further at their meeting on 29 August. In 
any event, the Group of Experts has concluded that it should suggest that a question on risk 
should be included in the issues for consideration by the proposed regional workshops (see 
paragraph 31(b) above). 

V. Overarching issue: Capacity-building and technology transfer 

39. It is intended that the Regular Process should be an assessment of the state of the global 
marine environment, including socio-economic aspects, targeted to give a complete global 
picture by offering a more integrated approach, identifying gaps and filling them, thereby 
adding value and helping organizations to get more focused in their activities. The success of 
undertaking the Regular Process as a whole will therefore depend on the capacity available in 
each region to support it. 

40. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, in 2009, recommended that the Regular 
Process would promote, facilitate and ensure capacity-building and transfer of technology, 
including marine technology, in accordance with international law, including the United 
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and other applicable international instruments and 
initiatives, for developing and other States, taking into account the IOC criteria and guidelines 
on the transfer of marine technology. 
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41. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole further recommended that States and global 
and regional organizations would be invited to cooperate with each other to identify gaps and 
shared priorities as a basis for developing a coherent programme to support capacity-building 
in marine monitoring and assessment. 

42. Following the “assessment of assessments”, it was noted that there was little direct 
information on assessment capacity.14 Capacity has been largely assessed in terms of the 
coverage, by the regional assessments, of assessment building blocks and themes. Evaluation 
of the extent of assessment capacity on this basis noted that even regions with relatively 
strong assessment capacity had, in general, limited capacity for integrating assessments across 
sectors and ecosystem components. Furthermore, there can be important distinctions between 
resident assessment capacity (where institutions resident in the region are carrying out the 
assessments) and visiting capacity (where institutions from outside the region undertake 
assessments). For the Regular Process to be successful there should be continuing adequate 
assessment capacity for all regions, either resident or operating under standing agreements. 
Capacity-building should therefore aim at: 

(a)  Ensuring that regions with a high proportion of developing countries are enabled 
to develop assessment capacity; and 

(b) Developing assessment capacity in all regions for those aspects of integrated 
assessment in which regions are generally weak. 

43. Capacity-building will therefore have to be an important element of the Regular 
Process, as recognized by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole in 2009. The initial stage 
of the Regular Process could include effective steps to identify the areas in which capacities 
need to be developed. This will not only require the development of systems for data 
collection and assembly in regions where capacity is at present weak, but equally the 
development of assessment methods and capacities for those aspects of integrated 
assessments that are weak in all regions. The Regular Process itself is not proposed to be a 
prime means for building capacity, but it could identify what is needed for the various 
individual assessments and to encourage other agencies (including international organizations, 
aid agencies and academic institutions) to meet those needs. At the same time, the initial stage 
of the Regular Process could create knowledge and methods of analysis needed to support its 
assessments, and to strengthen marine assessments generally, and to improve networking 
through effective communication among existing assessment processes on the state of the 
marine environment, including social and economic aspects. 

44. An effective response to these needs should focus on promoting and supporting regional 
research and training centres by, inter alia: 

(a) upgrading those in existence in the regions rather than creating new ones; 

(b) promoting theme-oriented research and training approaches for excellence but 
ensure that an integrated approach is inculcated; 

(c) building capacity to strengthen human resources and existing institutional 
infrastructure and facilities; 

(d) utilizing the opportunities that are provided by expert networks in promoting 
capacity-building, especially at regional levels through exchanges of information, 
knowledge and experience; 

                                                 
14 See A/64/88, Annex, paragraph 31. 
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(e) identifying state of manpower development and institutional infrastructure and 
facilities through various programmes (global, regional, bilateral and national 
projects)  

(f) promoting institutions for integrated policy and management mandates besides the 
technical/scientific types; and 

(g) strengthening institutional mandates in order to make them efficiently undertake 
integrated assessments and to strengthen their capacity for response assessments 
that are linked directly to pressures, state of the marine environment and impacts. 

45. As with the other specific issues, the over-arching issue of capacity-building can best be 
addressed through the proposed regional workshops. These should take stock of capacity 
needs alongside the other questions proposed in the previous sections. The relevant issues 
include: 

(a) Taking stock of capacity-building activities of past and present national, regional 
and global projects in monitoring and assessments of the oceans, specifying 
specialties developed and technology transfers involved. New projects, about to 
be commissioned or to start, should be included; 

(b) Taking stock of national and regional ocean and marine research and training 
institutions and assess their capacity in terms of human resources, infrastructure 
and facilities for monitoring and assessments of regional seas and their ability to 
undertake integrated assessments; 

(c) Taking stock of existing regional expert networks and their suitability in playing 
major roles in strengthening capacity at the regional level; 

(d) Taking stock of effective capacity for regional communication strategies; 

(e) Identifying and, if necessary, establishing fellowship programmes for developing 
marine science and assessment skills; and 

(f) Identifying the capacity needs for effective integration of the science and the 
policy in the assessments.  
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ANNEX I 

POSSIBLE STRUCTURE OF ISSUES AND QUESTIONS FOR THE FIRST 
INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT  

BASED UPON PRESSURES (HUMAN ACTIVITIES) 
 

The structure could be divided into a number of chapters based on the main groups of human 
activities that interact with the seas. This structure will need further elaboration to deal with 
the different emphases that are appropriate in different regions (or groups of regions). This 
elaboration is probably best done in the regional workshops proposed by the report on the 
results of the “assessment of assessments”. 
 
CHAPTER HEADINGS 
 
Part I – Human economic activities  
1. Fisheries 

(a)  Capture fisheries 
(b) Aquaculture 

2. Maritime communications 
(a) Ports and shipping (including ballast-water management) 
(b) Submarine cables 

3. Coastal and riverine inputs 
(a)  Municipal 
(b) Industrial 
(c) Agricultural 

4. Petroleum and mining industries  
(a) Hydrocarbons 
(b) Minerals 

5. Waste disposal 
6. Impacts of climate change 
7. Land reclamation and coastal defence 
8. Tourism 
9. Defence (naval, military and air operations) 
 
Part II – Human non-economic interactions 
10. Cultural and religious links 
11. Subsistence lifestyles (irrelevant to some regions) 
12. Benefits derived directly from the marine environment and which do not have a direct 

monetary aspect (e.g., oxygen production and carbon dioxide removal, enjoyment of 
seascapes). 

 
Within each of the chapters under Parts I and II, there would be a common structure of 
questions. For each of the questions, there would be a discussion of the extent to which there 
are significant variations of benefits and impacts within major regions. The questions would 
be: 
 
(a) What is the status of this activity globally and by major region?  
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(i) What is the scale of economic and social benefits from the activity? [a template of 
major types of benefits to be considered would be developed] 

(ii) What is the significance of this activity for the global society and for the societies 
of major regions (including the extent to which the activity leads to inter-regional 
transfers of benefits and disbenefits? 

(iii) What are the major ways that the activity impacts on marine ecosystems? [a 
template of the major impacts to be considered would be developed] 

 
(b) Where is this activity frequently associated with unsatisfactory ecological status? 
 [In answering this question, the aim would be to:  

(i)  highlight the types of ecosystems which are under particular stress;  
(ii) identify, where possible, major interactions among pressures such that the 

aggregate impacts are unsustainable, even if individual impacts taken 
separately do not cause concern; and  

(iii) identify the extent to which there are significant variations of stress within major 
regions] 

 
(c) What key economic and social benefits identified under (a)(ii) are not being enjoyed at 

the greatest potential value because of limitations posed by ecosystem status as 
identified under (b)? 

 
(d) What current policies are in place, globally and in each major region, to deal with: 

(i) Maximizing the social and economic benefits of each activity? 
(ii) Protecting the ecosystems from the impacts of the activity? 

  
 [Under question (d), the following questions would, where relevant, be addressed: 

(1) What are the policies and how effective are they? 
(2) Where there is widespread success, what is causing failures in the other cases? 
(3) Where there is not widespread success, what leads to this lack of success? 
(4) Can improved implementation of existing policies address these problems? 
(5) Are there policy gaps and if so, what type of new policies could be considered? 
(6) What would be the environmental, social and economic consequences of 

improved implementation and/or new policies? 
(7) Do data and/or knowledge gaps limit the ability to address the problems 

identified?  
(8) What capacity-building measures are needed to overcome problems of policy 

development, policy implementation, data collection and knowledge 
acquisition?] 

 
Part III – Synthesis 
13. This chapter would aim to integrate the overall assessment. In particular, it would look 

at:  
(a) the main habitat types (to see how they are being affected by the collective impact 

of the different pressures); 
(b) the main risks to human economic and social well-being from developments in the 

marine environment; 
(c) the most serious gaps in knowledge and how they might be filled; and 
(d) the factors relating to possible remedial actions that could be relevant in 

establishing priorities.  
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ANNEX II 

A POSSIBLE STRUCTURE OF ISSUES AND QUESTIONS FOR THE FIRST 
INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT  

BASED UPON TYPES OF HABITATS 

 
The structure could be divided into a number of chapters based on the main types of marine 
habitats. This structure will need further elaboration to deal with the different emphases that 
are appropriate in different regions (or groups of regions). This elaboration is probably best 
done in the regional workshops proposed by the report on the results of the “assessment of 
assessments”. 
 
CHAPTER HEADINGS 
 
Part I – Widespread habitats (seafloor and water column) 
1. Coastal areas (including, where they exist, barrier islands) 
2. Continental shelves and slopes 
3. The deep-sea, open ocean beyond the continental slopes and shelves  
4. Enclosed and semi-enclosed seas 
 
Part II – Specialized habitats 
5. Coral (and other biogenic) reefs 
6. Estuaries and deltas 
7. Mangroves and other macro-vegetation areas 
8. Seamounts 
9. Canyons 
10. Oceans and seas covered in ice for much of the year 
11. Hydrothermal vents 
12. Kelp forests 
 
Within each of the chapters under Parts I and II, there would be a common structure of 
questions. For each of the questions, there would be a discussion of the extent to which there 
are significant variations of benefits and impacts within major regions. The questions would 
be: 
 
(a) What is the status of this habitat globally and by major region?  

(i). What is the ecological condition of the habitat by major region? [a template of 
major components to be considered would be developed] 

(ii) What are the major economic contributions that the habitat makes globally and by 
major region? 

(iii) How far are economies and societies dependent on the habitat, globally and by 
major region? 

 
(b) What key pressures from the economic role of the habitat contribute to any 

unsatisfactory ecological status? 
 [In answering this question, the aim would be to:  

(i) highlight the human activities that cause particular stress (a common list of 
activities based on the list of human activities in Annex I would be followed); 
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(ii) identify, where possible, major interactions among pressures such that the 
aggregate impacts are unsustainable, even if individual impacts taken 
separately do not cause concern; and  

(iii) identify the extent to which there are significant variations of stress within major 
regions] 

 
(c) What key economic and social stresses exist (globally, at the level of major regions or 
more locally) which limit abilities to address unsustainable impacts? 
 
(d) What current policies are in place globally and in major regions to deal with: 

(i) Protection of habitat types or of specific ecosystem components within habitats? 
(ii) Economic development or sustainable use of major products from the habitat? 
(iii) Social well-being of the communities that are dependent on the habitat? 
 
[For each of these two sets of questions ((c) and (d)), there would be a discussion of the 
extent to which there are significant variations of policies within major regions] 
 
[Under question (d), the following questions would, where relevant, be addressed: 

(1) What are the policies and how effective are they? 
(2) Where there is widespread success, what is causing failures in the other cases? 
(3) Where there is not widespread success, what is behind this lack of success? 
(4) Can improved implementation of existing policies address these problems? 
(5) Are there policy gaps and if so, what type of new policies could be considered? 
(6) What would be the social and economic consequences of improved 

implementation and/or new policies? 
(7) What would be the ecosystem consequences of improved implementation 

and/or new policies? 
(8) Do data and/or knowledge gaps limit the ability to address the problems 

identified?  
(9) What capacity-building or other measures are needed to overcome problems of 

policy development, policy implementation, data collection and knowledge 
acquisition?] 

 
Part III – Synthesis      
13. This chapter would aim to integrate the overall assessment. In particular, it would look 

at:  
(a) the main pressures, to see which are most significant in the impacts that they 

impose on a range of habitats; 
(b) the main risks to human economic and social well-being from developments in the 

marine environment; 
(c) the most serious gaps in knowledge and how they might be filled; and 
(d) the factors relating to possible remedial actions that could be relevant in 

establishing priorities. 
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ANNEX III 

A POSSIBLE STRUCTURE OF ISSUES AND QUESTIONS FOR THE FIRST 
INTEGRATED ASSESSMENT 

BASED UPON ECOSYSTEM SERVICES 
 

The structure could be divided into a number of chapters based on the ecosystem services 
provided by the marine environment. This structure is based on the structure used for the 
Millennium Ecosystem Assessment and other initiatives. It has been expanded in some areas 
to reflect services that are important for the management of human activities impacting on the 
marine environment that were not specifically considered by the Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment. Other ecosystem services that were considered by the Millennium Ecosystem 
Assessment but which are purely terrestrial have been omitted (for example, the provisioning 
of fibre). The structure will need further elaboration to deal with the different emphases that 
are appropriate in different major regions. This elaboration is probably best done in the 
regional workshops proposed by the “assessment of assessments”. For each of these 
questions, there would be a discussion of the extent to which there is significant variation 
within major regions.   
 
CHAPTER HEADINGS 
 
Part I – Provisioning services 
1. Food  

(a)  Capture Fisheries 
(b) Aquaculture 
(c) Wild Foods 

2. Water from desalinization 
3. Wind, wave and tide energy 
4. Minerals (oil and gas, sand and gravel) 
5. Genetic resources 
6. Biochemicals, natural medicines, pharmaceuticals 
7. Maritime transport routes 
8. Submarine cable communications 
 
Part II – Regulating services 
9. Air quality regulation: 

(a) Oxygen production 
(b) Carbon sequestration 

10. Climate regulation: 
(a) Heat transport 
(b) Sea/air interaction 

11. Water purification and treatment 
12. Disease and pest regulation 
13. Natural hazard regulation 
 
Part III – Cultural Services 
14. Religious and spiritual values 
15. Aesthetic values 
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16. Recreation and ecotourism 
 
Part IV – Supporting Services 
17. Primary production 
18. Nutrient cycling 
19. Water cycling   
 
Within each of the chapters under Parts I to IV, there would be a common structure of 
questions. For each of the questions, there would be a discussion of the extent to which there 
are significant variations of benefits and impacts within major regions. These questions would 
be: 
 
(a) What is the status of this ecosystem service globally and by major region? [For each of 

these questions, there would be a discussion of the extent to which there are significant 
variations within major regions.] 
(i) What is the scale of the economic and social benefits from the ecosystem service? 

[a template would be developed of the major types of benefits to be considered] 
(ii)  To what extent are societies dependent on the ecosystem service, and how far are 

they aware of this dependency? 
(iii) In what ways does the ecosystem service depend on the state of marine 

ecosystems? 
(iv) Where, and how far, are the benefits from the ecosystem service reduced by the 

state of marine ecosystems and what additional benefits might be achieved if the 
shortcomings in the state of marine ecosystems were remedied? 

 
(b) What key pressures contribute to any degradation in the status of ecosystem services, 

both globally and in major regions? 
[In answering this question, the aim would be to:  
(i) highlight the human activities that cause particular stress (a common list of activities 
based on the list of human activities in Annex I would be followed); 
(ii) identify, where possible, major interactions among pressures such that the 
aggregate impacts are unsustainable, even if individual impacts taken separately do not 
cause concern; and  
(iii) identify the extent to which there are significant variations of stress within major 
regions.] 

 
(c) What current policies are in place to deal with: 

(i) Ensuring that the ecosystem service is sustained? 
(ii) Regulating economic development based on the ecosystem service and/or the 

distribution of benefits derived from it? 
(iii) Promoting the social well-being of communities dependent on the ecosystem?  

  
 [Under question (c), the following questions would, where relevant, be addressed: 

(1)  What are the policies and how effective are they? 
(2)  Where there is widespread success, what is causing failures in the other cases? 
(3)  Where there is not widespread success, what is behind this lack of success? 
(4)  Can improved implementation of existing policies address these problems? 
(5)  Are there policy gaps and if so, what type of new policies could be 
considered? 
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(6)  What would be the environmental, social and economic consequences of 
improved implementation and/or new policies? 
(7)   Do data and/or knowledge gaps limit the ability to address the problems 
identified?  
(8)  What capacity-building or other measures are needed to overcome problems 
of policy development, policy implementation, data collection and knowledge 
acquisition?] 

 
Part V – Synthesis  
20. This chapter would aim to integrate the overall assessment. In particular, it would look 

at:  
(a) the main effects on ecosystem services, to see which are most significantly 

affected; 
(b) the main risks to the marine environment and human economic and social well-

being; 
(c) the most serious gaps in knowledge and how they might be filled; and 
(d) the factors relating to possible remedial actions that could be relevant in 

establishing priorities. 
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First Meeting of the Group of Experts established pursuant to  
paragraph 180 of General Assembly resolution 64/71 

 
3–4 June 2010, Paris, UNESCO Headquarters 

 
 

Report 
 

 
I. Introduction 
 
1. The first meeting of the Group of Experts established pursuant to paragraph 180 of General 
Assembly resolution 64/71 on oceans and the law of the sea (Annex I) took place from 3-4 June in 
Paris at the Headquarters of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization 
(UNESCO). The meeting was organized by the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, 
Office of Legal Affairs of the United Nations (DOALOS), in cooperation with, and with the 
financial support of, the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of UNESCO 
(IOC/UNESCO) and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP). 
 
2. Pursuant to paragraph 181 of resolution 64/71, the Group of Experts is required to:  
 

“[...] respond and make suggestions on the issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report 
on the results of the “assessment of assessments” (document A/64/88) at the next 
meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, including the possibility of 
conducting preparatory work, as appropriate, and subject to the availability of funds, 
taking into account the views and observations submitted by States.” 

 
3. The purpose of the meeting was to allow the Experts to organize their work up to the 
General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, to be held from 30 August to 3 
September in New York at United Nations Headquarters, as well as to have a preliminary exchange 
of views on the issues listed in paragraph 60 of document A/64/88.  
 
4. The meeting was attended by the following experts: Mr. Amanuel Yoanes Ajawin (Sudan); 
Mr. David Attard (Malta); Mr. Patricio Bernal (Chile); Mr. Peter Harris (Australia); Mr. Enrique 
Marschoff (Argentina); Mr. Jake Curtis Rice (Canada); Mr. Renison Ruwa (Kenya); Mr. Alan 
Simcock (United Kingdom); and Ms. Juying Wang (China). Mr. Angel Chua Alcala (Philippines), 
Mr. Peymann Eghtesadi-Araghi (Iran) and Ms. Lorna Inniss (Barbados) also briefly joined the 
meeting on Friday 4 June via conference calls. Ms. Charlotte Salpin, Law of the Sea and Ocean 
Affairs Officer, DOALOS, facilitated the meeting. Mr. Julian Barbière of IOC/UNESCO and Mr. 
Salif Diop of UNEP also attended the meeting. 
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5. The following supporting documentation was available to the meeting: (a) the 
provisional agenda, annotated provisional agenda, and proposed organization of work; (b) draft plan 
of work up to the meeting of the General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole; (c) the 
report on the results of the assessment of assessments (document A/64/88, annex); (d) the report on 
the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole to recommend a course of action to the 
General Assembly on the regular process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the 
marine environment, including socio-economic aspects (“Regular Process”) (document A/64/347); 
(e) General Assembly resolution 64/71; and (f) reporting material on the views of States on the 
fundamental building blocks of the Regular Process. 
 
II. Opening of the meeting 
 
6. Following opening remarks by the representatives of DOALOS, IOC/UNESCO and UNEP, 
a round of introduction of the Experts was undertaken. In that context, the importance for all the 
Experts to upload their CVs to the Quickr virtual office was pointed out. 
 
III. Adoption of the agenda and organization of work 
 
7. The agenda and organization of work were adopted with minor amendments (Annex II). 
 
IV. Briefing on the Regular Process  
 
8. The representatives of IOC/UNESCO and UNEP provided the meeting with a briefing on 
the “Assessment of Assessments”, the first phase of the Regular Process. 
 
9. The representative of DOALOS made presentations on: the outcome of the meeting of the 
General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, held from 31 August to 4 September 
2009 in New York, and its subsequent endorsement by the General Assembly in resolution 64/71; 
and the mandate of the Group of Experts pursuant to paragraph 181 of resolution 64/71.  
 
10. In respect of the mandate of the Group of Experts, it was clarified, in particular, that the 
mandate of the Group of Experts was not to provide comments on the views of States on the 
fundamental building blocks of the Regular Process, as submitted to the Secretary-General pursuant 
to paragraph 179 of resolution 64/71, but instead to take those views into account when considering 
the issues listed in paragraph 60 of document A/64/88. In that regard, the meeting agreed that, 
although not specifically mentioned in paragraph 60, the Group should also consider, in particular, 
the capacity-building implications of the work required under paragraph 60.  
 
11. Following a clarification by Mr. Simcock regarding the intention that had led to the request 
for the Experts to provide their suggestions on the issues listed in paragraph 60, the meeting agreed 
that within the timeframe at its disposal, the Group of Experts could only realistically provide 
general guidance on the way forward with regard to the issues listed in paragraph 60. The 
preparation of the first integrated assessment during the first cycle of the Regular Process would 
provide the necessary experience to undertake the actual work required in paragraph 60 and refine, 
as appropriate, various options.   
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V. Selection of Coordinators  
 
12. The meeting agreed that the Group should elect Coordinators for the preparation of the input 
to the General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole. The role of the Coordinators would 
be to ensure that the views and suggestions of the Experts on various issues was provided in a 
timely fashion for consolidation into a report to be submitted to the General Assembly Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole. Several Lead Authors would also be identified to prepare first drafts 
on specific issues for circulation to the Group for comments. 
 
13. Following a preliminary exchange of views on paragraph 60 (see section VI of the present 
report), the meeting elected Ms. Lorna Inniss (Barbados) and Mr. Alan Simcock (United Kingdom), 
as Coordinators of the Group of Experts. 
 
VI. Exchange of views on paragraph 60 of document A/64/88  
 
14. The meeting noted that the context of the issues listed in paragraph 60 of document A/64/88 
was the proposal in the Findings of the Group of Experts on the “Assessment of Assessments” that 
there should be a series of regional or, where appropriate, national workshops to develop 
preparatory supporting products for the first cycle of the Regular Process, leading to a first 
integrated assessment of the state of the world’s oceans, and that these issues were topics on which 
these workshops should focus. 
 
15. It was recalled that the provisions in General Assembly resolution 64/71 were prompted by a 
wish to ensure that initial work could be undertaken up to the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working 
Group of the Whole in 2010 on the preparatory supporting products, so that if and when the 
proposals in the Findings of the Group of Experts on the “Assessment of Assessments” were 
adopted, work to develop them could begin without delay. 
 
16. The meeting discussed each of the six sub-paragraphs of paragraph 60 to consider what 
could be produced by the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, with the 
expectation that the Working Group could then see more clearly the likely nature of the preparatory 
supporting products. 
 
17. At the outset, however, the meeting noted that it would be important to consider the 
implications of the various topics for capacity building and technology transfer: these were cross-
cutting issues that should be addressed systematically, both in general terms and in relation to each 
topic. 

A. Sub-paragraph (a): set of common questions and issues to be addressed across all regions 
 
18. The meeting was of the view that, in effect, the common questions and issues to be 
addressed would form the framework for the first integrated assessment. In the discussion the 
following main points were made: 
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(a) It was important that the first integrated assessment added value to what was already 
available. It should therefore not simply be a compilation of existing assessments or an 
encyclopedia. The conclusions of the report on the results of the “Assessment of 
Assessments” implied that the first integrated assessment should be identifying 
problems and priorities, together with the range of possible responses; 

(b) The Findings of the Group of Experts on the “Assessment of Assessments” should be 
borne in mind. They had made proposals on four themes (i.e., food security and 
fisheries; public health and safety; ecosystem functions; and economic and social 
benefits and uses), which should be the basis of a regular process for assessing the state 
of the marine environment; 

(c) Measures already taken and their success should also be considered; 

(d)  To assist in organizing the regional workshops, it would help if the Group of Experts 
identified the various organizations that are relevant to the different regions; 

(e) A well thought-out framework was essential. This could be based on pressures, habitats 
and their states, or ecosystem services provided by the oceans. Each of these approaches 
had its advantages. An approach based on pressures would probably be more easily 
understood by policy-makers, since it would be tailored to the policy levels with which 
they were concerned. An approach based on habitats and their state would be more 
readily developed by scientists, since it would be structured according to the areas that 
they studied. An approach based on ecosystem services would correspond to various 
other initiatives currently being undertaken. The unique advantage of using an approach 
based on habitats/state was that they were the focus of the various pressures and 
ecosystem services, and thus provided a straight-forward way of integrating the various 
issues. 

 
19. Following the discussion, the meeting considered draft papers prepared by Mr. Bernal, Mr. 
Harris, Mr. Rice and Mr. Simcock on the different approaches, showing what the main features of 
each would look like. The meeting concluded that it was possible to produce a workable framework 
using any of the three approaches. It was necessary to include at least the different pressures and 
habitats/state in any eventual framework, so that the “Drivers, Pressures, State, Impacts, Responses” 
(“DPSIR”) analysis could be shown. 
 
B. Sub-paragraph (b): agreed assessment methods for the datasets in different scientific fields 
 
20. The meeting first considered what the “different scientific fields” for which assessment 
methods needed to be developed were. It concluded that these included social and economic studies 
as well as those of the natural sciences. 
 
21. In further discussion, the following points were made: 

(a) The assessment methods to be used would depend on the datasets that were available.  
These would vary not only among regions, but also within a single region; 

(b)  It would be necessary to propose what datasets (to the extent that they are available) 
should be used; 
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(c) Different ways of measuring (and therefore of assessing) different pressures or states 
will be appropriate in different circumstances. However, consideration should be given 
to the extent to which these different ways of measurement and assessment methods 
could be compared with each other; 

(d) There should be an aspirational goal that assessment methods would converge over time 
into a set of robust methods. However, this would not be achieved by the first (or even 
the second) integrated assessment. There was therefore a need to acknowledge what had 
been done and to make use of the datasets available, while at the same time making 
clear the direction in which progress should be made. 

 
C. Sub-paragraph (c): agreed approach to evaluating the risks identified 
 
22. In the discussion on sub-paragraph (c), the following points were made: 

(a) The first integrated assessment had to bring together work from many different fields, 
many of which had differing approaches to evaluating risks. It was therefore desirable to 
have an understanding of the way in which these different evaluations were to be 
compared; 

(b) The Regular Process should not focus on individual types of risks separately. Any 
approach to evaluating risks had to take into account the fact that risks are cumulative in 
their impact, and do not operate in isolation. However, the cumulative potential impact 
is site-related, and therefore difficult to describe generally; 

(c) It was important not to confuse the roles of scientific advice and of policy-makers.  
Questions about how to manage risk and of the perception of risk by those involved 
were basically questions of policy; 

(d) It is important to distinguish between threats and risks.  Threats can be identified, but 
quantifying the risks that they pose is difficult – there is often only a small risk of a 
major negative impact from a threat; 

(e) It would be difficult to go beyond stressing the importance of considering risks 
(environmental, economic and social) and the aggregate risk from multiple pressures.  
The information available is very variable, and it is therefore difficult to give guidance 
on evaluating risks – even highly specialized disciplines have disagreements on the 
proper approach to be adopted; 

(f) It would help to set out the importance of showing the statistical basis of the data on the 
aspect where risks have to be evaluated, so that the limitations imposed by the available 
data can be understood. 

 
D. Sub-paragraph (d): common framework and guidelines for data assembly 
 
23. In the discussion on sub-paragraph (d), the following main points were made: 

(a) The starting point for data assembly could be the Global and Regional Assessments of 
the Marine Environment Database (GRAMED), since this was the database of 
assessments that had been used during the “assessment of assessments” phase. It 
represented an important resource that was already available on-line, and should be the 
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starting point. Improvements were, however, necessary in it. Biogeographic 
classifications had already been carried out, and these would help in identifying the 
different types of habitats to be considered; 

(b) It would be better to talk about indicators and reference points than datasets; 

(c) There is a close link between sub-paragraphs (b) and (d). At this stage, it would be 
difficult to do more than provide general guidance on the types of data that are 
available, and what can be done with them; 

(d) Guidance on improving the collection and organization of data can only really be done 
in the light of experience in carrying out the first integrated assessment.  It would be 
premature to attempt to do so without that experience; 

(e) In any event, it was not realistic to expect the Regular Process to collect datasets and 
carry out its own analyses from the raw data; 

(f) It would be best to link the discussion of data assembly to the discussion of assessment 
methods under sub-paragraph (b). 

 
E. Sub-paragraph (e): agreed approach for integrating the data and information and analytical 
results across sectors, ecosystem components and environmental, economic and social aspects 
 
24. The meeting discussed sub-paragraph (e) in the light of the discussions on sub-paragraphs 
(b) and (d).  The conclusion was that the use of indicators would be the most effective way of 
achieving the desired integration, although it would be important to remember that reference levels 
would vary, and needed to be set so that they had the same meaning, even if the numbers were 
different. 
 
25. The meeting agreed that sub-paragraph (e) should be addressed along with sub-paragraphs 
(b) and (d). 
 
F. Sub-paragraph (f): methods to process digitally the available data 
 
26. In the discussion on sub-paragraph (f), the following main points were made: 

(a) The general aim should be that information should be collected only once, but should 
then be available to all who needed it for different purposes.  This aim would take some 
time to achieve, but should be kept in mind from the start. This implied that common 
practices should be developed for the metadata necessary to underpin it; 

(b) Once a first integrated assessment has been carried out, it may become possible to offer 
advice on how faster progress can be made towards this aim, and how the relevant 
organizations can promote it, without interfering with their specific needs and tasks; 

(c) There is, however, scope at the start to make people aware of what may be possible, so 
that the organizations in each region can work together; 

(d) While specific proposals can only emerge from a clearer understanding of what is 
needed to promote the general aim, a general, authoritative statement of what is good 
practice in this field could help. 
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27. The meeting agreed that this sub-paragraph should be addressed together with sub-
paragraphs (b), (d) and (e). 
 

VII. Consideration of future work of the Group of Experts    
 
28. The meeting agreed that the Group of Experts should present its suggestions on the issues 
listed in paragraph 60 of document A/64/88 in a succinct report to be submitted to the General 
Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole. The report would be posted on the website of 
DOALOS by the end of July/early August. 
 
29. With a view to preparing the report, the meeting agreed on a plan of work with timelines and 
Lead Authors on various issues (Annex III). 
 
VIII. Presentation of the Quickr virtual office  
 
30. The representative of DOALOS gave a brief presentation of the Quickr virtual office. The 
meeting agreed that all drafts to be prepared on various issues would be posted on the Quickr in a 
dedicated folder. 
 
IX. Other items 
 
31. Following a question on the next meeting of the Group of Experts, scheduled to be held 
from 28-29 August in New York, it was explained that that meeting should serve to refine the 
findings of the Group and agree on a presentation to be made during the General Assembly Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole. 
 
32. The representative of DOALOS also explained that the Co-Chairpersons of the General 
Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole would be kept informed of the work of the Group 
of Experts, in particular with a view to considering how to foster a dialogue between the Group of 
Experts and the Working Group during its meeting from 30 August to 3 September.    
 
X. Closure of the meeting 
 
33. The representative of DOALOS closed the meeting at 4:00pm on Friday 4 June.   

---- 
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Annex I 
 

Group of Experts established pursuant to General Assembly resolution 64/71 
 

Nominated Experts 
 

1. In paragraph 180 of resolution 64/71 of 4 December 2009, the General Assembly requested 
the Secretary-General to invite the Chairs of the Regional Groups to constitute a Group of Experts, 
ensuring adequate expertise and geographical distribution, comprised of a maximum of 25 experts 
and no more than five experts per regional group, for a period of up to and including the meeting of 
the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, which will be held from 30 August to 3 September 2010 
in New York. 
 
2. The Group of Experts is required, pursuant to paragraph 181 of resolution 64/71 to:  
 

“[...] respond and make suggestions on the issues listed in paragraph 60 of the report on the 
results of the “assessment of assessments” (document A/64/88, Annex) at the next meeting 
of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, including the possibility of conducting 
preparatory work, as appropriate, and subject to the availability of funds, taking into account 
the views and observations submitted by States.” 

 
3. By letter dated 11 December 2009, the Secretariat invited the Chairs of the five Regional 
Groups to undertake the appropriate consultations to submit by 26 February 2010 to the Division for 
Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, Office of Legal Affairs, the details of the experts nominated 
by their Group.  
 
4. Pending receipt of the outstanding nominations, the Group of Experts is composed as 
follows as of 18 May 2010:  
 
 

Africa 
Mr. Renison Ruwa (Kenya) 

Mr. Rolph Antoine Payet (Seychelles) 
Mr. Amanuel Yoanes Ajawin (Sudan) 

 
 

Asia 
Mr. Peyman Eghtesadi (Islamic Republic of Iran) 

Mr. Kunio Kohata (Japan) 
Ms. Juying Wang (People’s Democratic Republic of China) 

Mr. Angel C. Alcala (Philippines) 
Mr. Chul Park (Republic of Korea) 

 
 
 

Group of Eastern European States 
Ms. Alenka Malej (Slovenia) 
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Group of Latin America and the Caribbean 
Mr. Enrique Marschoff (Argentina) 

Ms. Lorna Inniss (Barbados) 
Ms. Beatrice Padovani Ferreira (Brazil) 

Mr. Patricio Bernal (Chile) 
Mr. Sean O. Green (Jamaica) 

 
 

Western Europe and Others Group 
Mr. Peter Harris (Australia) 

Ms. Saskia Van Gaever (Belgium) 
Mr. Jake Rice (Canada)  

Mr. David Attard (Malta) 
Mr. Alan Simcock (United Kingdom)  
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Annex II 
 

Appendix I 
 

First Meeting of the Group of Experts established pursuant to  
paragraph 180 of General Assembly resolution 64/71 

 
3–4 June 2010, Paris, UNESCO Headquarters 

 
Organized by the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, Office of Legal Affairs, United Nations,  

in cooperation with, and with the financial support of, the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission of the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization and the United Nations Environment Programme  

 
 

Agenda 
 
 
1. Opening of the meeting 
 
2. Adoption of the agenda and programme of work 
 
3. Briefing on the Regular Process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the 

marine environment, including socio-economic aspects 
 

3.1. Assessment of Assessments phase and its outcome (IOC and UNEP) 
3.2. Meeting of the General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, 31 August to 4 

September 2009 (DOALOS) 
3.3. Mandate of the Group of Experts pursuant to paragraph 181 of resolution 64/71 (DOALOS) 

 
4. Selection of Coordinators  
 
5. Exchange of views on paragraph 60 of document A/64/88 
 
6. Consideration of the future work of the Group of Experts 
 

6.1. Outcome(s) to be presented to the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole (30 August – 3 
September 2010) 

6.2. Draft plan of work up to the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole 
6.3. Selection of Lead Authors  
 

7. Presentation of the Quickr virtual office 
 
8. Other items 
 
9. Closure of the meeting 
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Appendix II 
 

Programme of Work  
 

Thursday, 3 June 
  

Friday, 4 June 
 

10 am – 1 pm 
 
Item 1. Opening of the meeting  

- Introductory remarks by DOALOS 
- Introductory remarks by IOC/UNESCO 
- Introductory remarks by UNEP 
- Introduction of Experts 

 
Item 2. Adoption of the agenda and programme of work  
 
Item 3. Briefing on the Regular Process  

- “Assessment of Assessments” process and outcome (IOC and UNEP) 
- Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole meeting in 2009 (DOALOS) 
- Mandate of the Group of Experts pursuant to paragraph 181 of 

resolution 64/71 (DOALOS) 
 
Item 4. Selection of Coordinators 

9 am – 1 pm 
 
Item 5. Exchange of views on paragraph 60 (cont.) 

- Preamble 
- Paragraphs a), b) and c)  
- Paragraphs d), e) and f)  

 
 

 

3 pm – 6 pm 
 
Item 5. Exchange of views on paragraph 60 of document A/64/88 

- Preamble 
- Paragraphs a), b) and c)  

 
 

 

2 pm – 6 pm 
 
Item 5. Exchange of views on paragraph 60 (cont.) 

- Paragraphs d), e) and f)  
 
Item 6. Consideration of future  work of the Group of Experts 

- Outcome(s) for presentation to the Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole 

- Discussion of draft plan of work up to the Ad Hoc Working Group of 
the Whole  

- Selection of Lead Authors 
 

Item 7. Presentation of  the Quickr virtual office 
 
Item 8.  Other items  
 
Item 9. Closure of the meeting 

- Closing remarks (DOALOS) 
Note: Agenda items may be advanced depending on the progress made in the discussions. 
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Annex III 
 

Plan of Work of the Group of Experts up to the meeting of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole 
(as agreed by the meeting of the Group of Experts, 3-4 June 2010, Paris)  

 
1. Following a preliminary exchange of views on paragraph 60 of document A/64/88, and taking into account the views submitted by 
States on the fundamental building blocks of the regular process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic aspects, the following plan of work and timetable was agreed at the meeting of the Group of 
Experts held from 3-4 June 2010 in Paris with a view to preparing a report to the General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole:  
 

Clusters of issues / 
sections of the report 

Lead Authors Circulation 
of first draft 

by Lead 
Authors 

Feedback 
from Experts 

to Lead 
Authors 

Submission to 
overall 

Coordinators 

Submission of first 
consolidated draft to 

DOALOS 

DOALOS sends back 
edits to overall 
Coordinators 

Submission of final draft to 
DOALOS by overall Coordinators 

for posting on website 

Introduction - A. Simcock 
- L. Inniss 

18 June 2 July 16 July 

Sub-paragraph 
(a): set of 
common 
questions and 
issues to be 
addressed 

- A. Simcock 
- P. Harris 

11 June 25 June 9 July 

Sub-
paragraphs (b), 
(d), (e), (f): 
data 

- J. Rice 
- J. Wang 

18 June 2 July 16 July 

Sub-paragraph 
(c): agreed 
approach to 
evaluating the 
risks that are 
identified 

- P. Bernal 18 June 2 July 16 July 

Capacity 
building 
(cross-cutting) 

- R. Ruwa 
- A. Ajawin 

25 June 9 July 23 July 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

30 July 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4 August 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 August 

  
2. The second meeting of the Group of Experts (28-29 August, New York) will serve to refine the suggestions made in the report and 
prepare a presentation to the General Assembly Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole. 
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Sixty-fifth session 
Item 75 (a) of the provisional agenda* 
Oceans and the law of the sea: oceans and the law of the sea 
(resolutions 49/28, 54/33 and 64/71) 
 
 
 

  Report on the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole on the regular process for global reporting and 
assessment of the state of the marine environment, including 
socio-economic aspects 
 
 

  Letter dated 7 September 2010 from the Co-Chairs of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole addressed to the President of the 
General Assembly 
 
 

 We have the honour to transmit to you the attached report on the work of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, which sets out in its annex the agreed 
recommendations to the sixty-fifth session of the General Assembly. Pursuant to 
paragraph 178 of General Assembly resolution 64/71, the Ad Hoc Working Group of 
the Whole met at United Nations Headquarters from 30 August to 3 September 
2010. 

 We kindly request that the present letter and the report be circulated as a 
document of the General Assembly under the agenda item entitled “Oceans and the 
law of the sea”. 
 
 

(Signed) Gunnar Pálsson 

(Signed) Ovídio Manuel Barbosa Pequeño 

 
 

 * A/65/150. 
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  Report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole on the regular 
process for global reporting and assessment of the state of the 
marine environment, including socio-economic aspects 
 

1. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole was convened pursuant to paragraph 
178 of General Assembly resolution 64/71 to make recommendations to the sixty-
fifth session of the Assembly on the regular process for global reporting and 
assessment of the state of the marine environment, including socio-economic 
aspects. The meeting was held at United Nations Headquarters from 30 August to 
3 September 2010. 

2. The meeting was presided over by two Co-Chairs, Gunnar Pálsson (Iceland) 
and Ovídio Manuel Barbosa Pequeño (Sao Tome and Principe), who were appointed 
by the President of the General Assembly in consultation with Member States. The 
following Friends of the Co-Chairs were nominated by the regional groups: Osman 
Keh Kamara (Sierra Leone) for the Group of African States; Esmaeil Baghaei 
Hamaneh (Islamic Republic of Iran) for the Group of Asian States; Fernanda 
Millicay (Argentina) for the Group of Latin American and Caribbean States; and 
Elizabeth J. Tirpak (United States of America) for the Group of Western European 
and Other States. 

3. The meeting was attended by 67 representatives of States in addition to 
representatives of 10 intergovernmental organizations and other bodies. 

4. The following supporting documentation was available to the meeting: (a) the 
report of the Secretary-General setting out the views of States on the fundamental 
building blocks of the regular process (A/65/69/Add.1); (b) the report on the results 
of the “assessment of assessments” (A/64/88, annex); and (c) the provisional 
agenda, annotated provisional agenda and format, including the proposed 
organization of work. Information material prepared by the Group of Experts 
established pursuant to paragraph 180 of resolution 64/71 was also available to 
delegations.    

5. The Director of the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, Office 
of Legal Affairs, Serguei Tarassenko, opened the meeting on behalf of the Secretary-
General. 

6. The meeting adopted the agenda with a slight amendment and proceeded with 
a general exchange of views.  It considered modalities for the implementation of the 
regular process, including key features, institutional arrangements and financing. 
The meeting held a dialogue with the Group of Experts, and considered the 
objective and scope of the first cycle of the regular process, key questions to be 
answered and primary target audiences in order to ensure that assessments are 
relevant for decision makers. The meeting also considered the terms of reference for 
the voluntary trust fund and the scholarship fund established pursuant to 
paragraph 183 of resolution 64/71.    

7. On the basis of those discussions, the Co-Chairs, in consultation with the 
Friends, prepared draft recommendations for consideration by delegations. The draft 
recommendations were discussed and finalized in a meeting of the Drafting 
Committee, which was open to all delegations. On 3 September, the Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole adopted the recommendations, which are attached as 
an annex to the present report. 

8. On 8 September, the Co-Chairs transmitted the present report with the 
recommendations to the President of the sixty-fourth session of the General 
Assembly.  
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Annex 
 

  Recommendations of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the 
Whole to the sixty-fifth session of the General Assembly 
 
 

1. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, convened pursuant to 
paragraph 178 of General Assembly resolution 64/71 to further consider and make 
recommendations to the General Assembly at its sixty-fifth session on the 
implementation of the regular process for global reporting and assessment of the 
state of the marine environment, including socio-economic aspects, recalled the 
important role that oceans play in meeting internationally agreed commitments 
related to sustainable development and the Millennium Development Goals. 

2. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole also reaffirmed the 
recommendations made at its first meeting, as endorsed by the General Assembly in 
resolution 64/71, and the request made by the Assembly in the same resolution that 
a group of experts be constituted of a maximum of 25 experts and no more than 5 
experts per regional group. 

3. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole acknowledged with appreciation the 
responses and suggestions made by the Group of Experts on the issues listed in 
paragraph 60 of the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” 
(A/64/88), as well as the views and observations submitted by States. 

4. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole noted with appreciation the support 
provided by the Division for Ocean Affairs and the Law of the Sea, Office of Legal 
Affairs, the contributions made to the trust fund established pursuant to 
paragraph 183 of resolution 64/71 and the technical and logistical support of the 
United Nations Environment Programme and the Intergovernmental Oceanographic 
Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization. 

5. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, having considered the report of the 
Secretary-General setting forth the views of States on the fundamental building 
blocks of the regular process (A/65/69/Add.1), General Assembly resolution 64/71, 
the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole on its meeting in 2009 
(A/64/347), as well as the report on the results of the “assessment of assessments” 
(A/64/88), recommends to the Assembly the following course of action on the 
regular process. 
 
 

 I. Modalities for the implementation of the regular process 
 
 

  Key features 
 

6. The regular process, as established under the United Nations, would be 
accountable to the General Assembly. 

7. The regular process would be an intergovernmental process guided by 
international law, including the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea 
and other applicable international instruments, and take into account relevant 
General Assembly resolutions.  
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8. In order to avoid duplication, the regular process should encourage synergies 
with existing processes at the regional and global levels.  

9. The regular process would contribute to achieving the goal of sustainable 
development of the oceans, seas and their resources, as well as the Millennium 
Development Goals. 

10. The regular process, by carrying out its assessments, should aim at 
strengthening the science-policy interface for the sustainable use, management and 
conservation of the oceans and seas as well as of their resources and biodiversity, 
long-term human well-being and sustainable development. 

11. The regular process would be an inclusive and transparent process that would 
provide a credible, peer-reviewed assessment, based on the best available science to 
enable its products to be considered as authoritative and legitimate.  

12. The regular process would promote the participation of all relevant 
stakeholders at the national, regional and global levels.  

13. The regular process should be based on priorities established by the Ad Hoc 
Working Group of the Whole, taking into account Governments’ needs and requests.  

14. The regular process should add value to the existing and future spectrum of 
assessments and develop a functional science-policy interface to support the 
sustainable development of oceans and their resources. The regular process should 
encourage science that is policy relevant but not policy prescriptive. 

15. The assessment procedures would make use of available standards and 
methods developed by competent international bodies as a means of quality 
assurance. These standards and methods should be made explicit by the Group of 
Experts in a clear and descriptive way.  

16. The regular process, under arrangements proposed by the Group of Experts 
and approved by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole, will undertake post-
assessment evaluations of outcomes and products. The Group of Experts will 
undertake periodic self-evaluations of its work in order to enhance its performance. 
 

  Capacity-building 
 

17. Capacity-building is essential for the implementation, and is an integral part, 
of the regular process at all stages of its implementation. 

18. The General Assembly will request the Secretary-General to invite States and 
relevant intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations to provide 
information on existing opportunities and arrangements for the transfer of 
technology and capacity-building to carry out assessments, including socio-
economic aspects, with a view to compiling an inventory thereof, and will request 
the Secretary-General to submit a report to it at its sixty-sixth session. 

19. The General Assembly would request the Secretary-General to invite States to 
provide information on their capacity-building needs, and to submit a report to it at 
its sixty-sixth session. 

20. On the basis of identified gaps and States’ needs, the regular process will 
contribute to the promotion and facilitation of capacity-building through 
international cooperation, including technical cooperation and transfer of 
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technology towards developing countries, in particular least developed countries, 
African coastal States and small island developing States. 

21. Full use will be made of all channels and arrangements, both bilateral and 
multilateral. 
 

  Institutional arrangements 
 

22. The General Assembly would put in place, under its aegis, the following 
institutional arrangements. 
 

  Relationship with the United Nations 
 

23. The regular process would be overseen and guided by an Ad Hoc Working 
Group of the Whole of the General Assembly comprised of representatives of 
Member States. Relevant intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations 
with consultative status recognized by the Economic and Social Council would be 
invited to participate in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group. Relevant 
scientific institutions and major groups identified in Agenda 21 may request an 
invitation to participate in the meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group.  

24. The Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole would establish a management and 
review mechanism comprised of States among its members on the basis of equitable 
geographical representation. 
 

  Group of Experts 
 

25. A group of experts would be an integral part of the regular process.  

26. For the duration of the first phase of the first assessment cycle, the members of 
the Group of Experts, who have been appointed by Member States pursuant to 
paragraph 180 of General Assembly resolution 64/71, would be requested to 
continue. Regional groups that have not yet appointed experts to the Group of 
Experts will be able to do so in accordance with relevant provisions of paragraph 
180 of General Assembly resolution 64/71. In the second phase of the first cycle and 
in future cycles, the Group of Experts should be appointed by Member States 
according to the principle of equitable geographical distribution, ensuring adequate 
expertise in the disciplines relevant to the assessment of the state of the marine 
environment, including socio-economic aspects. 

27. The General Assembly would request the Group of Experts to work with the 
assistance of the secretariat of the regular process to develop a set of options 
necessary to achieve the deadline of 2014 recommended by the Ad Hoc Working 
Group of the Whole in its report (A/64/347), for the completion of its first cycle, to 
be submitted for consideration and adoption, as appropriate, by the Ad Hoc Working 
Group. 

28. The Group of Experts would conduct its work through, inter alia, an 
Assessment Working Group and a Capacity-Building Working Group. 
 

  Secretariat support 
 

29. The Secretary-General would designate the Division for Ocean Affairs and the 
Law of the Sea, Office of Legal Affairs, to provide secretariat support to the regular 
process, including its established institutions. The capacity of the Division should be 
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strengthened accordingly, through mobilizing all available extrabudgetary and 
existing resources. The Secretary-General would invite the Intergovernmental 
Oceanographic Commission of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization, the United Nations Environment Programme, the 
International Maritime Organization and the Food and Agriculture Organization of 
the United Nations, and other competent United Nations specialized agencies, as 
appropriate, to provide technical and scientific support to the regular process. 
 
 

 II. Questions to be answered and primary target audiences 
 
 

30. The first phase of the first cycle (2010-2012) will provide for the preparation 
of key questions to be answered by the first integrated assessment, at all regional 
levels, to ensure an effective science-policy relationship and the participation of all 
relevant stakeholders, in particular local experts, in defining specific objectives and 
the scope of the assessments.  

31. In addition to preparing a global integrated assessment of the state of the 
marine environment, including socio-economic aspects, the regular process will 
address key specific questions submitted by States through the Ad Hoc Working 
Group of the Whole.  

32. States will be the primary target audience of the regular process.  
 
 

 III. Objective and scope of the first cycle (2010-2014) 
of the regular process 
 
 

33. The General Assembly would reaffirm the objectives and scope of the regular 
process as agreed upon by the Ad Hoc Working Group of the Whole at its first 
meeting. 
 
 

 IV. Financial and other support 
 
 

34. The General Assembly would urge Member States, international financial 
institutions, donor agencies, intergovernmental organizations, non-governmental 
organizations and natural and juridical persons to make financial contributions to 
the voluntary trust funds established pursuant to paragraph 183 of General Assembly 
resolution 64/71 and to make other contributions to the regular process. 
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