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WRI World Resources International 
WSSD World Summit on Sustainable Development 
WWF World Wildlife Fund  
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Summary 
 
 
 
The Commissions have played a key role in IUCN throughout its history.  Despite changes to 
their mandates at different times, the original six Commissions continue today: 
 

Commission on Ecosystem Management (CEM) 
Commission on Education and Communication (CEC) 
Commission on Environmental, Economic and Social Policy (CEESP) 
Commission on Environmental Law (CEL) 
Species Survival Commission (SSC) 
World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) 

 
This continuity in the long term hides considerable turmoil and discontinuity over shorter 
periods in their history.  Thus as we look at the Commissions now, two of them are in the 
early stages of rebuilding their networks (CEM and CEESP); one has recently undergone a 
major renewal process (CEC); and three can be said to be at a mature stage (CEL, SSC and 
WCPA).   
 
 
Purpose of Review 
This Review responds to the IUCN Statutes (Article 46e) which require Council to review the 
work of the Commissions in order to propose any changes to their mandates, and to the 
renewed commitment of the Commissions themselves to become more accountable to and 
integrated with the work of the other two pillars of the Union.    
 
The purpose of the Review is to look at the six Commissions within a single comparative 
framework in order to draw conclusions about the relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of 
the Commissions as a group, and their positioning in relation to the initiatives that are shaping 
the global environmental conservation agenda.  Although they are each very different, the 
Commissions operate in the same changing internal and external environment and they share 
common problems, such as increased competition for the resources that the Commissions 
need – experts’ volunteer time, financial support from donors and the attention of 
governments and civil society to what they produce and what they say.  
 
This report presents the conclusions of the overall review process including the knowledge 
products and services, together with the findings 
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represent the work of the Commission in the region and mainstream relations with IUCN 
member organizations; and they identify opportunities and needs for volunteer involvement in 
conservation and sustainable development efforts on the ground.  Depending on the 
Commission, they may also have a role to play in regional programming.  
 
The Regional Vice-Chairs face two problems in carrying out their roles effectively.  One is 
that most do not 9 
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Commissions as “major players in their field” and to ensure that the most outstanding experts 
do not migrate elsewhere.   
 
Volunteer members value their Commission mainly for their access to new ideas and other 
experts, as well as enabling them to contribute to a larger enterprise that may also bring 
personal recognition.  This is the value-proposition that the Commissions represent to their 
members and thus is what the Commissions must strive to provide. There are danger signals 
in the numbers of members who express frustration about a
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knowledge value chain, and assist in regionalization and improving the articulation of 
knowledge management work with Members.  
 
The need to be more strategic and purposeful in prioritizing which products and services to 
produce relates also to giving more consideration to the cost-effectiveness of individual 
products, especially for the general distribution of hard copies to all members and in bulk to 
conferences and to IUCN Regional Offices.  Dissemination strategies should be developed in 
conjunction with IUCN thematic programmes and Regional Offices to make more use of 
electronic formats, target influential user groups more deliberately and minimize waste. 
 
While some Commissions have in place very good quality control mechanisms, this is not 
universally the case.  Peer review and editorial control procedures differ from Commission to 
Commission and from product to product.  At the same time, all products and services are 
produced by the Commissions are seen by users to be backed by the IUCN “warranty” for 
quality and relevance.  To make this public perception closer to reality, IUCN should reinstate 
systematic quality control and editorial review processes; and should provide guidelines for 
the Commissions to follow. 
 
Commission strategic plans and workplans should pay greater attention to the whole planning 
cycle for products and services. Commissions can map their intended knowledge products and 
services, assess their place on the knowledge value chain, assign priorities based on known 
criteria and integrate their outputs into their overall strategic frameworks. A systematic 
monitoring process to inform planning should include tracking the use, influence and impact 
of outputs to determine whether their use actually lead to the intended changes.  
 
 
A new social contract 
The agreement of the Commission Chairs to work together with the Secretariat on one IUCN 
Programme should be based on a clear understanding of the real comparative advantage of 
each party and a greater mutual respect for one another.  Assuming that the Commissions do 
add value to the delivery of the Programme, they should not find that they must “fit into” a 
Programme that is largely drawn up by the Secretariat and driven by donors for the Secretariat 
to implement.  This will mean that the timing of planning processes will need to be developed 
collaboratively with the Commissions and that Advisory Committees to Programme also 
include or intersect with the relevant Commissions. 
 
Going further, we see the need for a new social contract between IUCN and the 
Commissions that builds on the Son Loup Accords (1995, 1998) and the Bossey Agreement 
(2003).  For increased accountability and greater commitment to work with the Secretariat to 
deliver the one Programme, the Commissions could expect more support from the Secretariat.  
In addition, one of the important roles for Commissions that is articulated both in the Statutes 
and in the operating principles of knowledge networks is that they should provide wise 
counsel and new ideas to IUCN within their areas of expertise.  Thus the Commissions should 
not become simply another arm for delivering the Programme but should also both lead and 
challenge the directions in which it is heading.  
 
 
 
Future action 
The Review does not recommend that any Commission be subject to an in-depth review 
before the World Conservation Congress in Bangkok. 
 
Instead it proposes that over 2004-2005 the Commissions work with the Secretariat to 
undertake three cross-cutting reviews on:  
 

vi 
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Commissions themselves to become more accountable to and integrated with the work of the 
other two pillars of the Union. 
 
Beyond its formal mandate, the purpose of this review is to look at the six Commissions 
within a single comparative framework p r m m m m
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3) Surveys 
 
A survey of members of Commissions was placed on a hidden link on the IUCN website 
February 16 – March 15 2004 (Annex 5).  Commission members were invited to complete the 
survey in English, French or Spanish through the Commission Focal Points or Secretariats 
using the usual e-mail distribution system for information to members.  One of the difficulties 
is that it has not been possible for the reviewers to calculate exactly how many members 
received the invitation and so to determine the response rate8.  However 587 members 
answered the survey including some who were notified only a few days before the survey was 
finished.  Since we cannot calculate the sample size, the responses are to be taken as 
indicative rather than predictive, especially for SSC where the sample size was much smaller 
than for the other Commissions.  
 
The regional distribution of the respondents to the web survey is the same as the regional 
distribution of Commissions’ membership so that there should be no response bias on the 
basis of region.  This was almost certainly helped by providing the possibility to respond to 
the survey in French and Spanish as well as in English.   
 
The survey covered members’ views of the relevance and performance of their Commission, 
its leadership, the value to them as volunteers of being a member of the Commissions and the 
other knowledge networks to which they belong. It is our understanding that this is the first 
such survey of members across all Commissions to be used in a review process.  
 
For six of the seven knowledge products, surveys were conducted among users to increase the 
sample size of users.  The surveys were distributed by e-mail in English with letters in 
English, French and Spanish indicating that the questionnaires were also available in Spanish 
and French.  The regional distribution of the users surveyed was similar to the regional 
distribution of Commission members, with some overweighting towards respondents in 
Western Europe (31% of users surveyed compared to 24% of Commission members) and 
underweighting for respondents from North America and the Caribbean (17% compared to 
23%) and South and East Asia (11% compared to 16%). 
 
 
4) Analysis of documentation  
 

a) Documents such as Commission mandates, strategic and other work plans, 
Commission reports to Council, evaluations, financial reports, membership lists and 
other relevant documentation provided to the Review Team by
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d) Membership lists for Commissions were analysed to determine the regional 
distribution of members.  

 
The main doc

u
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The approval of the mandates of Commissions and the statutory obligation of the Chairs to 
report to Council and to Congress are the main governance mechanisms linking the 
Commissions to the Union, and the means by which the Congress and Council may determine 
how well the Commissions have carried out their functions and delivered on their mandates.   
 
We have examined the mandates of each Commission for 2001-2004 and the reports that the 
Chairs have made to Council in that period.  In this section we review the individual 
Commission mandates followed by some general comments on the mandates as a whole.  
How well the Commissions have fulfilled their mandates and workplans in this Intersessional 
Period is discussed in sections 5 and 6. 
 
 
Commission on Ecosystem Management (CEM) 
 
CEM’s mission is to provide expert guidance on integrated approaches to the management of 
natural and modified ecosystems to further the IUCN Mission.   
 
It has three objectives: 
 

1. Facilitating the implementation of integrated ecosystem management by 
assisting stakeholders to identify crucial issues and develop solutions to 
management problems; 

2. Advising decision-makers on priority issues, new developments and 
strategies for implementing the ecosystem approach to conservation and 
sustainable natural resource management; 

3. Improving understanding of the ecosystem approach to management by 
distilling key developments in ecosystem science and communicating it in 
an accessible form. 

 
In meeting its objectives, CEM identified seven priority areas of work which emphasize 
integrated approaches to ecosystem managemens0gys2 10.010.98 267.44872 38 0 0 10.98 495.60774 10.010.98 267.4480101 Tc 0 T5 Tc 0.3943 Tw 10.98 0 0 1
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natural and social sciences, either within its own Sub Groups or through collaboration with 
other Commissions, including SSC and WCPA.   
 
 
Commission on Education and Communication (CEC) 
 
CEC’s mission is to champion the strategic use of communication and education to promote 
learning and empower stakeholders to participate in achieving IUCN’s mission. 
 
It has six objectives which are aimed at strengthening the capacity of IUCN members, 
Commissions and staff:9

 
1. Recognize the need to manage and integrate education and communication 

in programmes, projects and policies; 
2. Effectively manage and integrate education and communication to influence 

perceptions, engage stakeholders, build skills, undertake marketing, and 
manage networks and relations in their work; 

3. Are advised on the basis of managing knowledge in appropriate ways to 
meet the needs of learning in IUCN including the development of skills; 

4. Are advised on how to manage learning within organizations and in 
communities; 

5. Support major conventions and international agreements relevant to IUCN’s 
Programme through advocacy for and training in effective management of 
communications and education; 

6. Support the development of educational programmes for and with influential 
sectors towards implementing IUCN’s Programme. 

 
CEC has an important and far reaching mission to champion communication and education as 
a means of changing human behaviour, specifically for biodiversity and for sustainable 
development.  Its six objectives are broadly defined to cover the fields of education and 
communication as applied to IUCN’s mission.  Among the priorities given in the mandate are 
training programmes, the development of an IUCN policy for learning, knowledge 
management, communication and education, as well as undertaking market research on the 
design of educational programmes to mobilize society. Each of these is a major undertaking 
and it is not clear how CEC, with its present membership and resources could be expected to 
deliver fully on all six objectives of its mandate.  
 
CEC’s broad objectives identify the Union itself as a main target audience – IUCN members, 
other Commissions and staff.  This sets it apart from the other Commissions.  The six 
objectives foresee CEC working in the areas of education and communication, and 
community and organizational learning, involving skill building, stakeholder relations, 
marketing, and network management.  On the one hand, the mandate of CEC is very broad 
and ambitious.  On the other, four of the six objectives are instrumental in that they propose 
that the Commission’s expertise will be engaged to assist other parts of the IUCN family to 
implement communications and education strategies, rather than the Commission per se.  
Only the last two objectives – advocacy and training for CEPA within the context of the 
major conventions and international agreements; and development of educational 
programmes to help implement IUCN’s Programme are clearly framed as substantive 
programme activities of the Commission itself.   
 
The way the mandate is framed seems to set up CEC more as a se
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for those species threatened with extinction and those of importance for human welfare.  SSC 
also has a vision of a world that values and conserves present levels of biodiversity, within 
species, between species and of ecosystems and sets itself the goal that the extinction crisis 
and loss of biodiversity are accepted as a shared responsibility and lead to action. 
 
SSC has four objectives: 
 

1. To influence decisions and policies affecting biodiversity by providing 
recommendations and guidelines based on sound interdisciplinary scientific 
information; 

2. To encourage users of natural resources to adopt modes of production and 
consumption that promote the conservation of biodiversity; 

3. To promote among the scientific community a greater commitment to the 
conservation, sustainable use and management of biodiversity and 
increased integration of findings across disciplines; 

4. To increase the capacity to provide timely, innovative and practical 
solutions to conservation problems. 
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involving local communities in protected area management that it carries out in part through a 
joint Theme Programme with CEESP (TILCEPA).    
 
WCPA’s mandate is clear and focused.  Its target groups are identified and it clearly shows in 
its objectives what it plans to do.  It is also the shortest of the mandate statements. 
 
 
 
The Commission Mandates as a group 
 
The mandates of the Commissions share some common problems.  They are more in the 
nature of organizational charters for the long haul than documents that give clear direction for 
the next Intersessional Period.  Their current format also means that the mandates are not a 
good basis for judging how well Commission have performed, yet presumably it is on the 
basis of their performance, together with their continued relevance to the mission of IUCN 
that is the measure of whether a Commission should continue for another Intersessional 
Period.   
 
One of the observations that have been made many times about the Commissions is that 
through the decades, the same number of CommuC0029h.b2 10.98 492.05994 595t 10j
10.98 07o5.1292h8 620.7207 Tm
( th)Tj443r9598 .he 8
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Chair and Steering Committee for implementation by the incoming leadership, which may not 
be the same.  However in the context of the one IUCN Programme decision and the 
integration of the Commissions’ work into the Programme, the degrees of freedom available 
to a new Chair to radically depart from agreed directions for the Commission programme are 
already reduced. 
 
To allow the new leadership to set the specific objectives to be achieved during his/her term 
of office, the mandates could require each Commission to develop a four year Strategic Plan 
with programme objectives, targets and performance indicators during the first year of the 
mandate.  The logic of setting objectives and targets either in the mandate or required by the 
mandate would require that at the next World Congress, the Commission Chairs report on 
progress and achievements.  
 
The purpose of the proposed changes to the Commission mandates is to allow Congress to90 595.40184 Tm
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We have reviewed the minutes of the Council Meetings and the Reports of Commissions to 
them.  They vary considerably in the detail presented in written form and some appear to be 
oral reports accompanied by printouts of slide presentations. The most detailed report is a 47 
page document from CEESP presented to Council in December 2003.   
 
What the reports present to Council is a list of Commission activities with the emphasis on 
their achievements.  They do not present problems or challenges encountered along the way 
and how the challenges were met, or indicate what emerging issues on the horizon that IUCN 
should be aware of. Neither do they present the annual progress against the Commission’s 
objectives and targets even where the Commission has such milestones in its own workplans 
and strategic plans. The reports appear to have given rise to little or no discussion in Council 
in this Intersessional Period11 which may be a factor of too little time but also, we were told, 
is because a listing of achievements outside of any accountability framework does not provide 
a basis for asking why certain actions were taken or why some actions have priority over 
others.   
 
The reports that we have seen do not allow Council to get a good handle on what the 
Commissions are doing in order to provide sufficient oversight and guidance.  They give 
the details but not the framework. We would propose a common reporting format which 
includes inter alia how the Commissions’ work is achieving their objectives, including 
contributing to the IUCN Programme, what response the Commissions are making to regional 
priorities, and what emerging issues within their fields relevant to the mission of IUCN are on 
the horizon.  Council and the Chairs could agree on what perspectives would be highlighted 
each year so that over the four years Council has a fuller picture.  Thus the accountability 
framework would “roll up” over the period of the Intersessional Period so that the next 
Congress gets a consolidated picture of successes and constraints, over the four years. 
 
A more structured and common approach to reporting by the Chairs within a clearer 
accountability framework of objectives and results would enable Council and Congress to 
better understand what the Commissions are doing, and why.   In this regard, Council might 
wish to consider if the annual reports from the Commissions going to Congress should be 
consolidated and accompanied by an overview document from Council on the Commissions 
as a whole. 
 

It is recommended that the Commission Chairs report to Council 
and Congress using a common written reporting framework and 
format that includes reporting results and achievements against 
objectives set in their mandates and as elaborated in their 
Intersessional Plans and Annual Workplans.  

 
 
 
2.3 Leadership  
  
The Chairs of the Commissions are elected by the World Congress from candidates 
recommended by the Council.  As a group, they should reflect diversity of regions as well as 
gender balance.  The responsibilities of the Commission Chairs are onerous and include 
financial, managerial and ambassadorial responsibilities.  They include: 
 

o Providing creative, dynamic and visionary leadership to the Commission;  
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o Managing an international volunteer network organized around specialist groups 
and regions, including putting in place a management system through the 
appointment of Specialist Group Chairs and Regional Chairs, and a system for 
appointing Commission members; 

 
o Having overall responsibility for Commission activities to ensure that they are of 

the highest standards, are relevant to further the mission of IUCN, align with the 
IUCN Programme, and enhance rather than put at risk the reputation of IUCN; 

 
o Fund raising for the operations of the network and for project activities, together 

with the Sub Groups and Regional Chairs; 
 

o Being accountable for financial expenditures from funds provided by IUCN to 
the Commission; and ensuring that there is proper accounting for all funds received 
by the Commission;  

 
o Playing a representative and ambassadorial role for IUCN and the Commission at 

various national and international meetings within and outside IUCN; 
 

o Being a Member of Council and reporting to Council and to the World Congress. 
 
To fulfill this important role for IUCN, the Commission Chairs should combine the attributes 
of: 
 

o Outstanding, widely respected expert 
o A leader able to give vision, inspiration and direction 
o An international network of contacts 
o Networking skills, including the ability to work across cultures, disciplines and 

regions 
o A good manager with strategic planning, organizational skills and able to chair 

meetings 

sion
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We heard several proposed partial solutions to this problem of attracting strong candidates to 
lead the Commissions.  One is that some Commission Chairs have to spend too much time on 
administrative matters that could be handled by others if they had adequate administrative 
support. The valuable time of the Chairs is being spent on tasks that they should not have to 
do themselves but which is essential to running the network.   
 
Another suggestion is that IUCN should help those Chairs who need such assistance to find 
financial support outside their own institution to cover their own time working for the 
Commission, such as from a donor or a member organization.  This might level the playing 
field for potential candidates to be Commission Chairs and would not substantially change the 
volunteer nature of the position from what it currently is.  We are not suggesting a topping up 
of salaries, which most donors do not support, but compensation paid to the Chair’s 
organization to give him or her time off to lead the Commission that recognizes that this 
burden should not be shouldered by either the Chair personally or his/her institution unless 
they are able to do so. 
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Figure 2   Members’ Satisfaction with the Management and Organization of their 

Commission 
 

In general, how satisfied are you with the management and 
organization of your Commission?
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as issue a quarterly regional newsletter.  We are not aware if such Committees have been 
constituted for CEL and CEC in the regions and we do not know the situation for CEESP. 
 
The Regional Vice-Chairs have a role regarding communication with membership of the 
Commissions in the region.  Except for SSC they also have a role in identifying new members 
or they are consulted on the names of potential members in their region.  Regional Vice-
Chairs are also becoming more involved in the regional programme planning process (again 
with the possible exception of SSC), a role that can be expected to increase in the future with 
the One IUCN Programme decision.  
 
The main problems relating to the role and effectiveness of the Regional Vice-Chairs are 
two: inadequate information on the regional membership and inadequate resources to 
mobilize them.  To do their job, Regional Vice-Chairs need to know who the members are in 
their region.  It appears that for many of them, it has been difficult to obtain up to date lists of 
regional members.  This relates to the larger problem for the Commissions of keeping their 
membership lists up to date. The problem with the membership lists also affects 
communication with regional members of IUCN. There is the added confusion of some 
Commission having regions that are different from administrative regions as far as the IUCN 
Regional Offices are concerned and the IUCN statutory regions for the members. 
 
The other problem inhibiting the effectiveness of the Regional Vice-Chairs is the lack of 
sufficient resources to enable them to travel in their regions to promote the work of the 
Commission, to organize meetings of regional members or to attend regional meetings to 
represent the Commission.  Where the funds are forthcoming, the Regional Vice-Chairs can 
play an effective role, such as has been reported to us for South and Central America.  
Another good example was the participation of Commission Regional Vice-Chairs in the 
meeting of IUCN members in the South and East Asia Region at the Asia Regional 
Conservation Forum in 2003.   Commission meetings have been linked to IUCN Regional 
Members meetings in some regions over the 2000-2004 period and this is a positive trend 
which that should be encouraged 
 
Some Regional Chairs are supported by their organizations to carry out their functions for 
IUCN but others reported that they were not, particularly those in the South. The issues 
mentioned previously in relation to support for Commission Chairs are also relevant to 
support for Regional Vice Chairs. The two factors of inadequate data on the regional 
membership and insufficient funds to communicate with members, organize meetings or 
represent them in regional meetings has, according to some informants reduced the ability of 
Commissions to provide input to IUCN regional programmes or to link the expertise of 
Commission members to IUCN members.  
 
 
3.3 Communications 
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Spanish and Russian.  Some websites include Spanish sections and some Commission 
newsletters are translated into Spanish illustrating that the Commissions are making an effort 
with their limited resources. 
 
However, the bottom line is that the predominance of material in English only clearly 
disenfranchises some current and potential members as we heard from both interviews and the 
web survey17 .  It is a resource issue for which we have no ready solution except to point out 
that Commissions need to be ever more sensitive to the problem.  One suggestion is that the 
Commissions work with the Secretariat and members in the regions (and also certain donors) 
to develop an action plan to make the Commissions more multi-lingual in their operations and 
outputs, including their web sites.  It is a problem in all non-English speaking countries but 
was expressed to us mainly in terms of inhibiting Latin American and francophone African 
participation in the work of the Commissions. 
 
There is a special problem of communication across SSC’s sub-groups because its 
membership is so large (nearly 8,000 members

and also s
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accountable to the donor. Concerns voiced about the overhead charged by IUCN for 
administering grant funds was given as the reason why Commission members find other 
organizations to work with as grantees.   
 
We understand that there is a renewed effort on the part of Commissions to find out what the 
magnitude is of the funds raised by Commission members to carry out the work of the 
Commissions.  SSC has undertaken one study of its ‘shadow r
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However the situation is not as clear cut as these figures might suggest since these staff 
members have duties other than to serve the Commissions exclusively, and other staff 
mem
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findings of the SSC study and extends it to the other five Commissions.  We find that there 
are some important differences between Commissions as well as some common patterns. .98 441.41531s5671.f5___s
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A number of Commission members feel that the work of the Commission is not relevant to 
their interests or to their work (13% for all Commissions) with the highest percentage 
reported from WCPA (22%).  The reason for the WCPA figure is not clear.   
 
 
 
Table 6   Main reasons preventing members from giving more time to their Commission 

 
REASONS GIVEN  CEM 

% 
CEC 

% 
CEESP 

% 
CEL 

% 
SSC 
% 

WCPA 
% 

TOTAL 
% 

 
Lack of time 

 
34 

 
32 

 
57 

 
39 

 
45 

 
41 

 
40 

 
Lack of funds 

 
9 

 
18 

 
8 

 
9 

 
19 

 
25 

 
15 

 
Lack of relevance to me 

 
14 

 
13 

 
9 

 
11 

 
14 

 
22 

 
13 

 
Lack 1 T1kbck 

 11  14 
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more involved.  All Commissions appear to be not as well linked at they might be to the 
intellectual networks operating in French and Spanish, and there are still accessibility 
problems (both Internet connectivity and cost factors) for those primarily in the South. 
 
 
 
Figure 4   Members’ perceptions of their Commission as being at the cutting edge of its 

field 
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This part of the Review is largely based on an analysis of the documentation provided to us 
on the Commissions’ programmes, augmented with information and additional insights from 
our interviews with Commission leaders and Secretariat staff at headquarters and in the 
Regional Offices.  Much of our effort in assessing the outputs of the Commissions’ 
programmes has been focused on our study of their knowledge products and services.  This 
includes case studies of nine knowledge products and services and an analysis of 109 products 
and services produced by the Commissions in 2001-2004 (section 6 and separate Addendum).  
Here we provide a very brief overview of the activities and some main achievements of the 
Commissions in this Intersessional Period to provide the context for the comparative 
assessments in section 7.  
 
 
 
5.1 Commission Programmes 
 
Commission on Ecosystem Management (CEM) 
 
After a period of abeyance in the first part of the Intersessional, CEM started under new 
leadership to rebuild the Commission.  In March 2002 a small Steering Committee met to 
identify the priorities around which a workplan was developed.   In 2002, three priority areas 
were agreed to and a fourth area was added in 2004.   
 
Thus much of this Intersessional Period has been involved in planning rather than in 
implementation.  The planning process and priority setting was done largely by the Steering 
Committee without canvassing of the membership at large, as the membership was 
simultaneously being rebuilt.  This may account for some of the disaffection with CEM 
observed in the web survey of members.  CEM’s work programme is structured within its 
four sub-groups (Box 1). 
 
In the Promoting the Ecosystem Approach area, CEM has been able to attract support from 
the Dutch Government until 2005 to undertake a series of case studies in different biomes 
(forest, wetlands and drylands) and field work has been started in Panama and the Mekong 
River Basin.  Workshops were held at the Global Biodiversity Forums on forests, wetlands 
(2002) and drylands (2003).  This component of the work has got off to a good start and the 
intention is to use the results from the field case studies to provide lessons for the application 
of the Ecosystem Approach principles. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Ecosystem Restoration 
MOU signed with the Socie
workshops to agree on the 
Here again the scientific g
selected ecosystems. 
 
The work in Ecosystem Ind
Assessment in which the CE
Box 1   Priority Areas of CEM 
 
Promoting the ecosystem approach 
Ecosystem restoration 
Ecosystem indicators 
Ecosystem tools 
 
Mountains Initiative (Joint Task Force with WCPA)

 

area is being scientifically and technically supported through a 
ty for Ecological Restoration International (SERI) and has held 
criteria for the selection and design of restoration case studies.  
roundwork is in place for future applied work in strategically 

icators is awaiting the outcome of the Millennium Ecosystem 
M Chair is an active participant.  Not much has been done in this 

41 
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area to date.  Nothing we are aware of has been done so far in the Ecosystem Tools area 
although a training course on interpreting remote sensing imagery for decision makers and 
ecosystem managers is in the works with a view to having CEM run such course in the future.  
 
The Chairs of CEM and WCPA have jointly established a Mountains Initiative Task Force 
which has met to discuss programme activities.  This initiative is well linked to other 
international mountain research and development programmes. 
  
 
Commission on Education and Communication (CEC) 
 
The Work Programme for CEC 2000-2004 lays out CEC’s vision, its core competencies and 
the products and services that it will deliver to its markets.  It also reorganizes the six 
objectives in its mandate into three areas (1) advocacy and technical support to IUCN; (2) 
advocacy and training to support major conventions and international agreements; and (3) 
support to education and communication programmes for key sectors such as mass media and 
the corporate sector.   CEC’s work programme is built around its seven sub-groups, named 
Product Groups (Box 2). 
 

 
Box 2   CEC Product Groups 

 
Services to IUCN Programme 
Advocacy 
Capacity-Building 
Education for Sustainable Development (ESD) 
Corporate Communication 
Mass media  
Knowledge Management 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
One major task for CEC has been to “re-constitute” the Commission including a 30% change 
in membership and achieving a good gender balance of 262 women to 391 men in December 
2003.  It has also made great effort to achieve a better regional distribution of its members 
although West Asia and North America are still under-represented.  This reconstitution of the 
Commission is an important key result.    The Commission leadership has also undertaken 
several exercises in scoping what CEC’s role should be, through a situation analysis27, 
consultation with CEC members28, and an externally commissioned review in 1999. All of 
these efforts to self define its work are to be commended. 
 
CEC’s second mandate objective is Advocacy for the Conventions and here they
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CEESP structured its Working Groups and focused its energies around the four programme 
areas described in its mandate, together with its joint Task Force with WCPA – TILCEPA 
(Box 3).   It has used partnerships with others as a key strategy for obtaining resources, doing 
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The fourth working group is the Group on Environment, Trade and Investment (GETI). One 
of its most visible activities is the production jointly with ICTSD of the fortnightly report 
BRIDGES Trade BioRes on trade and biological resources which includes coverage of key 
events of interest to the trade and conservation community.  It now has 1,200 subscribers 
(December 2003) including trade delegates, academics, international governmental 
organizations and NGOs.  GETI also produced an issue of Policy Matters (Number 11, 
December 2003 on Trade, Environment and Investment: Cancun and Beyond).   
 
CEESP has been very active in this Intersessional Period and has focused much of its work on 
protected areas and on producing outputs designed inter alia to influence international 
environmental agreements and other policy regimes.  They have succeeded in attracting 
funding for their working groups and for implementing field projects.  Much of CEESP’s 
work is implemented through partnerships across their working groups, with WCPA and with 
other organizations outside of IUCN.   
 
  
Commission on Environmental Law (CEL) 
 
The CEL mandate sets out eight priority areas and clearly defines the four broad objectives of 
CEL relating to environmental law: 

o Advising governments 
o Innovating and promoting new concepts and approaches 
o Building capacity to establish, implement and enforce 
o Education and information 

 
In the Environmental Law (ELP) Quadrennial Programme 2001-2004 the CEL and ELC 
activities are integrated into a single programme which “implements the legal elements of 
IUCN’s worldwide programme”.  The Quadrennial Programme sets out the ELP activities 
under the Key Results Areas (KRAs) and Results of the IUCN Programme.  The ELP 
executes its mission by focusing on the four objectives of CEL’s mandate but slightly 
reworded.  CEL has 13 Specialist Groups, several of which were established within this 
Intersessional Period (Box 4). 
 
 

 
Box 4   CEL Specialist Groups 

 
Armed Conflict and the Environment 
Biodiversity 
Capacity Building in the Asia Pacific Region 
Energy Law and Climate Change 
Enforcement and Compliance 
Ethics 
Human Rights and the Environment 
Indige
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with workplans for an integrated SSC Programme (Secretariat and Commission).  SSC 
systematically monitors what it has achieved in relation to the annual targets set in its 
Strategic Plan.  In 2001 it had achieved 73% of its high priority targets and in 2002 it had 
achieved 87.5%.  Delays were reported as due to a lack of funds or a lack of staff.  So for SSC 
as a whole there is both planning and monitoring by objectives and targets. 
 
What is not reflected very well in the SSC Strategic Plan or in other Programme documents 

e have seen is the scientific activity and vitality of the 128 Specialist Groups and Task 

hant, African Rhino and Asian 
hino Specialist Group has issues on-line dating from 1983. The Invasive Species Group 

he IUCN Red
here were se

w
Forces that represent the knowledge network of the SSC Commission (Box 5).  These SGs 
have different structures and pursue their own strategic plans and work programmes in 
addition to collecting information on the status of their species.  Many have Newsletters that 
are more peer-reviewed journals than in-house magazines.   
 
For example, Pachyderm, the Journal of the African Elep
R
publishes a Newsletter Aliens bi-annually.  Many of the SSC SGs not only have their own 
websites, but some also have searchable on-line databases and listservs for on-line 
discussions, some of which are open to anyone who is interested.  It has not been possible to 
do more than visit some of the websites.  Thus this review does not even touch the surface of 
what the Specialist Groups of SSC 

ecia6 Thu-ro01610 10.98028236 Tm
02 2Tj
16277 324.92015 rfacC564 557028236 Tm
02 w3s
 List of Threatened Species 
veral significant developments affecting the Red List in this Intersessional 

f the Red List of Threatened Species were released 
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NatureServe and the Center for Applied Biodiversity Science of Conservation International) 
to help in generating the information and analysis that is needed to produce the Red List.  
Training materials on using the Red List have been produced and the Red List is now 
officially recognized as a decision-making tool of the Convention on Migratory Species. 
 
ssi
10.141 e34.0617696.5640.07143 721.94087 Tm
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adopted at COP7 includes a reference to PALNet and it is hoped to have it up and running for 
the World Conservation Congress in 2004. 
 
WCPA has focused its programme following the recommendations of external reviews in 

998 and 2000 and has adopted a strategy of extee006j5 Tm210.98 10.aiewand deliv9red0o01t98 182.75597 709.28094 Tm55783 5 Tm210.98 10.eir s98 259.20335 709.28094 Tm748
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o 
list of achievements without any clear reporting against results or 

by objective, and thus little or no sense of where progress fell short of expectations.  

 
If it is a 
documen  
ffective basis for their statutory oversight of the Commissions’ performance.  We believe hitiha s  1 0 9 3 9 2 . 9 4 6 9 8  m 
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some cases go beyond the IUCN Programme, are often more research and knowledge 
generation in nature, and beyond our ability to examine them.   
 
Another important role of the Commissions is to influence and shape the IUCN Programme 
from the perspective of leading edge ideas.  If IUCN takes the role of the Commissions as 

nowledge networks seriously, then the programme planning and conceptualization process 

e 
ecretariat.  One is that the Commission members are somehow more engaged in the process.  

mmission beyond their own Specialist Group and 
xcept for CEC members, less than 10% of Commission members are very familiar with the 

ission’s 
programme 
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In all Commissions more than 50% of those surveyed said that they knew the IUCN 
rogramme either marginally or not at all (Figure 6).  This latter figure ranged from 54% for oCr mhooe me mosue ittt 
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regional programmes.  The evidence suggests that most of the Commissions fall somewhere 
in the middle “consultative” modality.  SSC and WCPA established explicit strategic planning 
processes to consult with their members; CEL consulted with its Steering Committee, 
headquarters staff and the Regional and Country Offices; CEESP consulted with the Regional 
Vice-Chairs in its Steering Comm Offices; erac223clyP consulted wlicit strat istaff and 443T
EMCW C P y  iW C P
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Offices are still waiting for promised visits from Chairs. A second factor is to have an active 

ng technical inputs to projects in Southern Africa and in the development of the ROSA 
ew Intersessional Programme.  From our interviews it seems clear that an active Regional 

IUCN 
STATUTORY 

CEM 
 

CEC CEESP CEL SSC WCPA 

Regional Vice-Chair.   We also looked at the distribution of Commission Steering 
Committees by region (Table 9).   Again the distribution is uneven with some regions having 
no representation on the Steering Committees.  CEESP has no SC representation in three 
regions (North America and the Caribbean; East Europe, North and Central Asia; Oceania) 
and CEM has no SC representative in West Asia, Oceania and East Europe, North and Central 
Asia.  
 
Where a Commission Chair is resident in a region it is related to stronger regional 
programming for that region.  For example, the Chair of CEM was actively engaged in 
providi
n
Vice-Chair is also a strong mobilizing force for strengthening the regionalization of a 
Commission Programme.  Many examples were provided to us by the Regional Offices and 
where possible, Regional Offices designate staff members to act as focal points for liaison 
with the Commissions in the regions.   
 
 

Table 9   Steering Committee membership by IUCN statutory regions 
 

REGION 
Africa 5 5 2 1 4 6 
Meso/ S
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outh 
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Vice-Chair and others are needed to facilitate the process.  Does IUCN have the resources to 
support regionalization? 
 
The other issue is that one regional shoe does not fit all Commissions.  This is demonstrated 
in the fact that different Commissions have created different regions and these are different 
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The Review was asked to comment on the effectiveness of the Commissions’ own monitoring 
and evaluation systems.  In addition to the SSC evaluations mentioned above, we have seen 
evaluations of SSC Action Plans (2002) and the draft evaluation of the World Parks Congress 
led by WCPA (2004).   CEC and CEM have also undertaken self-assessments of the 

erceptions of their members.   Apart from these specific initiatives, there was little reference 

 input of the 
ommissions themselves, as well as enabling a more regular scheduling of evaluations.   

 the 
ommissions as knowledge networks rather than organizations.   

es. There are also other 
stitutional initiatives taking place that will support a move to outcome monitoring, including 

s righ
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to and benefits from resources 
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Box 8 shows the products and services that were examined in the case studies.  The products 
range from guidelines for implementation, a resource book, Commission newsletters and 
journals, to a communications capacity building programme. The two services examined are 
the capacity development programme Nature Management in Partnership and an on-line 
database service (SIS).  
 
 

Box 8    Knowledge products and services selected for case studies 
 

  
KNOWLEDGE PRODUCT OR 

SERVICE 

 
ACRONYM 

 
CATEGORY OF PRODUCT  

 
DATE 
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of the authors or producers (27%); the processes by which the product or service was 
developed (17%) or the user’s own judgment about the content of the product (24%). 
 
Thus the Commissions’ outputs are closely associated by users with IUCN.  The corollary 
should be that all outputs are subject to rigorous peer review to ensure that IUCN’s reputation 
as a source of credible and high quality information is not put at risk.  During the 
Intersessional Period 2001-2004 the peer review process under the IUCN Publications 
Strategy has not functioned systematically and quality control has been in the hands of the 
Commissions rather than coordinated by the Secretariat.   
 
The Review found that quality control mechanisms differ considerably for each product and 
service.  For three of the case study products and services (the Red List Criteria and 
Categories - SSC; the Resource book on Capacity Building for Environmental Law – CEL; 
and the Implementation Guidelines for Evaluating Effectiveness – WCPA), the peer review 
and quality assurance processes were demonstrably of high standards.  The joint newsletter of 
CEESP GETI/ICTSD is subject to quality control by the partner – ICTSD rather than by 
CEESP.  The CEC capacity building programme was monitored by national teams and 
advisors involved in the activity and had a formal end of term evaluation.   
 
However, the processes for the book on the Ecosystem Approach by CEM; and the Policy 
Matters Newsletter/Journal (volume 12) by CEESP had less rigorous quality control.  Peer 
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Figure 7       Content focus of the Commissions’ knowledge products by region 
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strategy would be to ensure that hard copies reach their audiences and do not sit around in 
piles unused. 
 
 
Is there evidence of influence and impact as a result of these products and services? 
 
About half of the users surveyed felt that they knew of some concrete results from the use of 
the Co
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6.2 Alignment of Commissions’ outputs with IUCN’s emerging agenda 
 
In the next Intersessional Period there will be additional expectations that the outputs of the 
Commissions will not only match the mandates of the Commissions but that8tu 44.02sio2o  Co
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thematic areas and most contribute to several themes. There is a very good resonance between 
the products and the 2005-2008 Intersessional Programme and many products have the 
potential to contribute to the expected IUCN Programme out04 759.86035 Tm
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areas, CEM has laid the groundwork for doing ecosystem restoration but has not yet tested 
this in practice. It is awaiting the outcome of the Millennium Ecosysteg1 759.860r3 0 9oE38�ut bej
/1 Tc 0.08219 Tw 10.9650 10.98 89.99883 747.20042 Tm
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provide value-added to the One Programme and the work of the Secretariat.  CEC’s Work 
Programme for 2000-2004 identifies two key roles for itself with respect to the Secretariat’s 
work.  One is to develop Secretariat expertise through a series of short guidelines such as 
“How to write a press release” or “How to summarize a conference”. The second is to have a 
corporate communications mechanism in place that draws on both voluntary expertise from 
the CEC network and paid consultants.  
 
For its part, the Secretariat has not been clear on what type of communication expertise and 
capacity it needs for what purpose, and what its expectations for CEC are. One of the 
frustrations for CEC is that it has not got its message well understood within the Secretariat, 
including at management level.  Senior management has moved the CEC Focal Point from 
Global Programmes to the Global Communications Unit (GPU) and this was reported to us as 
a source of concern for CEC and has led to a mixed set of activities that focus partly on 
corporate communication needs and partly on programmatic communication needs. This is a 
broad range of needs to respond to effectively
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have met expectations more generally at these levels.  As we note below, people interviewed 
for this Review tend to hold strong views about CEESP that inevitably influence their 
expectations of the Commission.  CEESP does meet the expectations of its members.  It has 
among the highest “approval” ratings of any Commission for the management and 
organization of the Commission and for being at the cutting edge. 
 
Efficiency in using resources 
As far as we are able to judge, for this Intersessional Period CEESP has used its resources, 
including its Commission Operating Funds (COF) efficiently.  The extent of other finances 
raised by all the Sub Groups is unknown. 
 
Financial viability 
CEESP has worked with different partners to obtain funds for its field-based activities 
althou0.0011 Tc 0.01669rission efficiently





External Review of IUCN Commissions 2004 
_____________________________________________________________________ 

Financial viability 
CEL has raised some funds but does not seem to have be______
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and donors than others so that the pattern of funding for the specialist groups is reportedly 
uneven, leading to uneven financial viability and hence variable coverage.   
 
Risk Management 
SSC faces a number of risks.  The main one is its size and unwieldy structure.  It is a 
challenge to run such a large network and we heard concerns about governance and distant 
leadership.  Networking within SSC is becoming increasingly challenged – across related 
species groups and within regions. Specialist Groups are focused on their particular tasks and structure.  ItTj
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World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA) 
 
Effectiveness of major programme activities 
The outstanding achievement ofctivit
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World Parks Congress.  This certainly makes WCPA’s work more relevant to the sustainable 
development and poverty reduction agendas, but it also presents some risks in terms of 
process management, and being able to mediate between a rights-based approach and an 
administrative or ecosystem approach to protected area management.   
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on one another’s requests for inputs.  The disadvantage is that there is duplication of effort 
and each Commission expands in size.  Inter-Commission mechanisms work best when they 
have very specific tasks and limited time frames.  Going to the trouble of creating 
interdisciplinary groups anew within Commissions probably makes better sense when the 
tasks are longer term.  It is also important to have some congruence between the conceptual 
system that is the focus of the work and the organizational structures delivering the work. 
 
It should be clarified that IUCN does not want to strengthen its capacity in social sciences in a 
haphazard or simply numerical way.  It needs to identify the particular expertise within social 
sciences and economicswds to 
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with Commissions, and that Advisory Committees to Programme also include or intersect 
with the relevant Commissions.   
 
It also is predicated on the Commissions being strong enough in their expertise to play a role 
over and above their contribution to the Programme.  If they are to provide a critical space for 
new ideas to help shape the programme agenda of IUCN, Commissions need to ensure that 
they have the capacity to play this role.  Part of this capacity depends on providing 
opportunity and mechanisms for members to generate new ideas to compensate for accepting 
to be “tasked” as volunteer workers for IUCN.  Allowing members to be involved with others 
in leading edge thinking is part of the value that the Commissions have for many of the best 
and the brightest peopl
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