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PLENARY SESSION 1
RISING TO THE CHALLENGE —~ UN STRATEGIC CHOICES FOR THE IMMEDIATE FUTURE

Introduction

Over the past decade, the international community has been witnessing an unprecedented level of confluence of
interlocking issues of global significance. The 2009 Secretary-General’s Report on the Work of the Organization
pointed to the multiple crises and the convergence of complex challenges related to the core business of the United
Nations. The spectrum of intertwining issues transcending state borders is vast, and ranges from the financial and
economic downturn, foad insecurity, climate change, epidemics, migration, to complex armed conflict situations,
human rights abuses, terrorism and transnational crime, proliferation of weapons, etc. As the only organization with
the universal membership and a broad based multi-sectoral mandate, the United Nations needs to ensure bold
leadership and strategic guidance in key policy areas in the context of a rapidly evolving global environment.

What has changed

The food crisis that came to prominence in 2008, with an urgent response from the UN, still looms large, in the world
with a growing number of undernourished people, and with 1 out of 5 children under the age of five underweight.
While the world economy is emerging from the global financial and economic downturn and economic growth
forecasts for the developing world are optimistic, a jobless recovery threatens to slow down the pace of social
progress. Most notably, high unemployment rates and worsening employment conditions for the working poor,
including women in developing countries and migrant workers, require urgent action. Climate change impact, already
affecting livelihoods of the most vulnerable, will worsen in the absence of global solutions and firm commitments. The
international community is facing the surfacing of new types of humanitarian emergencies including those triggered
by climate change and the food crisis, however, the effectiveness and timeliness of our humanitarian response still
depends on voluntary ad hoc contributions and cumbersome coordination efforts. In many poorer countries, human
security and achievements in the area of the Millennium Development Goals are threatened by instability and ongoing
armed conflicts. In 2009, 42 million people had been displaced by conflict or persecution.

Mushrooming linkages between organized crime, drug trafficking, and corruption have a devastating impact on
human security and environment. When intertwined, crimes considerably reduce poverty eradication and human
development prospects in many states where border controls and law enforcement mechanisms are poor. Complex
interlinkages between various types of criminal activities often serve to perpetuate armed conflicts or terrorism. As a
result the environment under which peacekeeping and peacebuilding efforts currently take place is changing
extremely fast. West Africa is a good example; it becomes a prominent transit point for drug trafficking from Latin
America to Europe.

The linkages between multiple global challenges are also strongly influenced by the spread of new communication
technologies, and transports revolution. New opportunities, and a new type of interconnectedness enhance sense of
community with other people, but also allow easy networking of centrifugal forces. There is an urgent need for a
proper analysis of the global mega trends that transcend borders, create risks and generate opportunities.

Risks versus opportunities: Revisiting the paradigm

The relevance and effectiveness of the United Nations’ work increasingly depends on its capacity to turn risks into
opportunities. There are a number of trends and dynamics that can be identified in five broad areas and that require
increased attention.

First of all, the financial and economic meltdown has highlighted the importance of putting in place a proper financial
regulatory framework. The much paraded reform of financial governance institutions has not gone far enough, and
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the voting power of emerging players and developing world, in general, which demand a greater say on these matters
remains inadequate. Worse, the crisis has served to perpetuate social inequalities by punishing the most vulnerable
through reduced employment opportunities while the banking sector responsible for the downturn has benefitted
from generous public financial injections. An enhanced political will is clearly needed to avoid return to status quo, to
push forward regulatory mechanisms, and improve financial governance.

Second, the progress made on political solutions to the climate change issue is disappointing. A lack of commitment
on behalf of governments is certainly an enormous obstacle. However, the international community needs to go
beyond political solutions. Even if implemented, currently negotiated sanctions and green house gas emissions cuts
will not guarantee the solution to the problem. The real challenge comes from the exponential growth of the global
consumerist society driven by ever higher aspirations of the upper and middle layers in rich countries as well as
expanding demand of emerging middle-class in developing countries. Our true ambition should be therefore creating
incentives for the profound transformation of attitudes and consumption styles.

Third, threats to peace and security concerns the international community has to deal with have undergone a
significant change, from predominantly inter-state conflicts to complex situations including intrastate armed or low
intensity conflicts and transnational threats. As a result, a long way has been made from the traditional concept of
peacekeeping missions mandated to impose respect for cease-fire by the two parties in inter-state conflicts. The scope
of activities of UN peacekeeping missions has considerably expanded to include political outreach, support to
government-led reconciliation efforts, civilian protection, countering organized crime, and trafficking, etc. UN peace
operations are expected to adequately support capacity development efforts in areas of public administration, rule of
law, and security. The growing international convergence on the normative framework opens up new avenues for
more justice, better protection of human rights, and enduring peace. The linkages between justice and conflict
prevention have been revisited. These are all opportunities to be seized to promote peace, justice and human rights.

Fourth, demographic trends and increased human mobility are reshaping modern societies. Internal migration that
represents the largest portion of migration flows - around 740’000 out of the total of almost 1 million migrants —
accelerates urbanization processes and poses new challenges in terms of management in large agglomerations with a
high density of people and insufficient infrastructure and limited job access. Ensuring decent quality of life and
adequate social conditions in rapidly growing urban centers is a major challenge, equally so, in developing countries
responsible now for the biggest part of international migration. Migration from the South to the North modifies the
ethnic composition and monolithic character of the host societies that are often characterized by ageing population
and has a profound impact on cultural identities. There has been a strong resistance so far to adopt a solid
international migration governance framework that could further promote the development gains of migration.
Migration will, nevertheless, prevail in the long run. Transmigrants, whose multi-layered identities allow easier moves
across cultural frontiers, already defy the notion of national borders.

Last but not least, new technologies profoundly transform the nature of human interaction and have a major impact
on our perceptions, life styles, and value systems. They generate enormous opportunities in terms of enhanced and
rapid communication, better knowledge sharing, and improved participation in decision making processes. This is the
area where one sees opportunities much easier than notices hidden risks. Well devised policies aimed at ensuring
equal access to technologies for all, as well as adoption of proper regulations will enable a clever use of technologies
to enhance civil society’s interaction with multilateral bodies.

in all these five areas, the United Nations will have an important role to play. The complexity and global character of
the challenges listed above necessitate a global response that would complement effectively national approaches.

Need for a renewed multilateralism
it is being increasingly recognized that multilateralism is instrumental to the success of our response to global

challenges. Existing multilateral mechanisms, however, will fall short of meeting their objectives unless significant
progress is achieved on reforming these institutions.



The emergence of new multilateral groupings, including the G20, that came to prominence in the wake of the global
recession; negotiating blocks such as those within the WTO or, more recently, during the Copenhagen Summit on
Climate Change; the failures to enforce peace, rule of law and the protection of human rights; speculations on food
prices, and health pandemics, signal that the complex challenges require complex solutions. These, in turn, would be
possible only if the current multilateral framework is adjusted and fine-tuned. A call for more stringent regulatory
frameworks in so many areas and new or improved, transparent and more accountable, international governance
institutions in areas of finance and economy, migration, environment, has recently received a broad support precisely

for this reason.

There has been a growing recognition of the need for a renewed multilateralism that would take into account the
emerging voice of the South, including big players, poorest countries, and the reality of an emerging global public
opinion. The 2009 Secretary-Genera I's Report on the work of the Organization identified five essential features of the
new multilateralism. The renewed interest in the concept of Global Public Goods within the academic community but
also among the policy-makers is an essential element for new approaches. Its first and foremost contribution is raising
awareness on the intrinsically global character of current challenges. The GPGs suggest that some issues of global
concern can only be resolved with the active participation of all the countries; a single big effort of one country can
benefit all; or else a free-rider problem and uneven consequences of a certain challenge for various stakeholders can
prevent international community from a much needed action. Similarly, the global interconnectedness prompted the
Secretary-General to conclude on the importance of an integrated approach that would promote the spill-over of
achievements from one area into others, mutually reinforce their beneficial character, and promote desired
development outcomes. Another essential feature - the new multilateralism should not lose sight of the most
vulnerable segments of the world population. Its success can only be ensured through a larger engagement of a
broad range of stakeholders including civil society and private sector. Finally, the Secretary-General underlined the
need for the revision of the current multilateral architecture to make it more reflective of the 21st century and more
effective in the face of this century’s megatrends.

The UN is well positioned to promote multilateral and integrated approaches to tackle global challenges. However, the
multiple crises represent a tremendous challenge to UN credibility demonstrating how much needs to be done to
improve the effectiveness of the Organization’s response.

Harnessing UN’s capacity to respond

How do we transform the UN into a muiltilateral institution with the potential to fulfill the Secretary-General's
expectations? How can we harness UN’s capacity to foresee the upcoming crises, and to prevent or respond
effectively? One lesson we have learnt from the multiple crises is that there is space for improvement in UN’s
forecasting function. The assessment, analysis, and proposal of effective solutions are all the key areas in which the
Organization is expected to deliver. Strategic choices need to be made to boost UN’s capacity to respond to global
challenges. What choices will we make for the near future in terms of the key objectives, main focus areas, overall
strategy, and delivery mechanisms?

To rise to the challenge, the UN should be able to take the lead in setting the global agenda, engage effectively with
other multilateral, and regional organizations as well as civil society and non-state stakeholders, and transform itself
into a tool to help implement the globally agreed objectives. For that to happen, it will be necessary to deeply reflect
on the substance of sovereignty, and accept that changes in our perceptions are a good indication of the direction we
are going.

Paper prepared by the United Nations Institute for Training and Research
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PLENARY SESSION 2
LATEST TRENDS IN INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS AND PROCESSES:
THE CUMATE CHANGE’S CHALLENGE

Introduction

Our planet’s ability to sustain life, as we know it is under enormous strain. The human footprint resulting from rising
greenhouse gas emissions, environmental degradation, increased resource consumption, rapid population growth and
other demographic trends is approaching dangerous tipping points. The consequences — for our species, as well as
other species and the ecosystems that sustain us — could be grave.

The next forty years will prove pivotal. By 2050, when global population growth is expected to crest, an estimated 9
billion people will inhabit our planet — nearly fifty percent more than today. By that same year — 2050 - according to
the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the world would need to cut greenhouse gas emissions by at
least fifty percent to keep within a two degrees Celsius threshold and hence avert potential climate chaos. And many
say the two degrees Celsius threshold is already too dangerous.

How will we provide a dignified life for all, while not irreparably damaging the planet that sustains us? How will the
world provide the clean water, food, shelter, energy and other resources needed by up to fifty percent more
people, while simultaneously reducing global emissions by at least fifty percent? How do we square this circle? And
what does this mean for millions of the world’s poorest people if we don’t? For international security? For equity? For
the world our children and future generations will inherit?

The “50-50-50 Challenge”

This, in a nutshell, is the “50-50-50 Challenge” that is facing humanity as a whole. Of course, it cannot be addressed by
any single individual, nation or organization alone. But especially for the world body that is supposed to bring
everybody together to tackle these types of global challenges, our ability to respond coherently and effectively could
determine the UN’s relevance — or lack thereof — in the 21 century.

We already know the elements of the response: nothing less than a fundamental transformation of the global
economy is needed, one based on clean energy resources coupled with the proper policy framework and market
incentives to support it. Nothing is more crucial to preventing run-away climate change than lifting billions out of
poverty, protecting our planet, and fostering long-term peace and prosperity for all.

Now more than ever, we must connect the dots and address these issues simultaneously in all their complexity and
interlinkages. Is the global governance structure, still dominated by national sovereignty, capable of responding with
the coherence and speed needed? Can we harness the power of technology and markets to amplify the work of
existing policy frameworks? Or do we need to push the ‘reset’ button and rethink global governance to meet the “50-
50-50 Challenge”?

The Climate Change’s Challenge on the International Agenda

The year 2009 saw unprecedented focus on climate change, culminating in the UN Conference on Climate Change in
Copenhagen. Over 100 Heads of States and Government came together twice during the year to focus just on climate
change — and there were other regional, mini summits throughout the year doing the same. The UN system was also
able to mobilize in ways never before.



But since Copenhagen, the issue of climate change seems to have been slipping off the agenda. There seems to be an
overarching sense of pessimism on the part of all actors that solutions, especially political ones, are elusive. Yet
emissions continue to rise, the impacts continue to be worse than predicted, and the solutions that are being applied

are not reaching the needed scale.

There is some good news to report after Copenhagen. We have had unprecedented mobilization of world’s top
leadership on climate, demonstrating that there is political will to do something. Also, the scientific and economic
case for action has never been stronger. But we also have bad news: the negotiations are not moving forward as fast
as the growth of emissions, and their adverse impacts. Nature is not in a position to negotiate. We are still very far
from meeting scientific bottom-line. Decades-old issues of equity, trust, and power still unresolved, and current
governance and negotiating structures not proving effective at resolving them. National sovereignty remains supreme.
1s the UN system up to the task? The UN System — as a whole — has had a difficult time to connect the needs for
implementation — as expressed in the UNFCCC negotiations — with what it does on ground supporting Member States
on development and humanitarian issues like energy, food, peace and security.

The clock is ticking. Do we need a fundamental re-think? Many say we need to shift climate change from being an
externality to the centre of the development process. But how? And will that work? Should we perhaps focus more
on positive, incentives-based approaches (for encouraging low-carbon alternative development strategies), as
opposed to the punitive approaches (of simply setting mitigation targets)? Moving from a ‘should’ to a ‘could’ to
elicit the public support that is essential for mobilizing political will, and to translate that into action. Perhaps we
should pursue both strategies, with one being complementary to the other?

We are over halfway between Copenhagen and Cancun — the place of the next UN Conference on Climate Change.
While there is always some incremental progress to show, expectations for Cancun are being lowered by the day. The
long-term objective of a comprehensive legally binding agreement is definitely not on the table for Cancun. Can we at
least expect that an “ implementation architecture” is adopted in Cancun focussing on a few concrete deliverables,
such as reduced emissions from deforestation and land degradation (REDD), capacity building, technology centres,
adaptation framework and financing, which will enable action on the ground now while negations on a comprehensive

solution continue?

The world of the key actors in climate change has been changing. The emerging developing countries (Brazil, South
Africa, India, China — the BASIC) have now become key players. Their current and future emissions are large, and
increasing. They are also emerging as major economic, political and military powers to be reckoned with. The present
US administration is more sympathetic to climate change issues than any other previous administration — yet it has
been unable to deliver domestic legislation on climate change. Yet this is key for moving forward the
intergovernmental negotiations.

And after the difficulties of adopting the Copenhagen Accord, many are saying that the multilateral process is unable
to resolve these issues, and that one could consider going to smaller groupings, such as the MEF or the G20.

Ways Forward: “Connecting the Dots”

Over the years, the UN has invested a great deal in analysis. We have studied the constituent parts of the whole, and
have created specialized bodies to address them. But synthesis — connecting the dots, making sense of the inter-
linkages and providing ways to leverage progress across a range of issues (climate, water, food, energy, health) —has
been historically a weak point.

By contrast, it should be the UN's strength ~ its unique added value. We have to put the pieces together, connect the
dots, both conceptually and practically. At the conceptual level, the world hankers for a vision of a better future,
going beyond the doom and gloom to something that can inspire, energize and win. At the practical level, through the
UN system we have all kinds of expertise and capacities, even if not adequate resources, to actually do something. If



we strengthen our coherence and delivery “35 One” we can show the way of addressing the global interconnected
challenges of today and tomorrow.

How can we use the potential of this organization and its people to advance simultaneously on both the conceptual
and the practical fronts? How can we synthesize and make sense of numerous data points from all Member States to
come up with a big picture view of 21% century global sustainability, while addressing effectively each individual
challenge like climate change, food and water scarcity, energy security, new and old diseases, biodiversity loss, and

beyond?

Our vision for the future needs to be both compelling and credible. It needs to show how we can provide a dignified
life for some nine billion people sharing one fragile planet in an equitable manner. Drawing from that vision, the
Secretary-General could establish a handful of top priorities for multi-disciplinary, international action. Climate
change already is one such priority. We have also set such priorities in the context of the MDGs, as well as in other
treaty processes, such as for biodiversity, desertification, etc. But these dots remain unconnected dots. Can we rise
to the challenge of coming up with strategies to connect them?

In addition to the various ongoing intergovernmental processes dealing with these issues, such as the Conference of
the Parties of the UNFCCC, the CBD and CCD, UNEP’s Governing Council, the Commission for Sustainable
Development, UNDP’s Executive Board — and the list goes on — in the next two years the UN system has at least two
major opportunities to provide a compelling and credible vision of how it is prepared to support Member States.

First, the process leading to the UN Conference on Sustainable Development/Rio 2012, which has already started.
Member States have embarked on negotiations towards an eventual outcome. But at this stage the outlook for the
event is not very encouraging. While the desire for change seems to be there, the actual political and economic pre-
requisite to agree to change is not. At best, Member States know what they don’t want from this conference. But
where is the vision? The UN has the secretariat of that process and can provide strategic input to make it more
ambitious, action-oriented and substantive, based on our collective inputs.

On the 9™ of August, the Secretary-General launched the High-level Panel on Global Sustainability (GPS), co-chaired by
President Halonen of Finland and President Zuma of South Africa. The Panel has been tasked with reflecting on a new
vision for sustainable growth and prosperity in a carbon-constrained world, along with mechanisms for achieving it,
with its recommendations due by the end of 2011. Waork on this Panel has barely started, and the first meeting will
take place on the 19™ of September.

Rio 2012 is an intergovernmental process with secretariat inputs; the High-level Panel is a group of eminent
personalities with political experience in an out-of-the-box setting, again supported by a UN secretariat. These are
two complementary processes, which, if handled properly not least from our part, can lead to a breakthrough in terms
of the world’s overall approach to sustainable development and what can be done to achieve it.

Are we ready to empower the Secretary-General with our collective ideas on a different vision of sustainable
development, one that will enable growth and prosperity, while respecting planetary boundaries? Furthermore, are
we prepared to also prepare a strategic roadmap of how to get there? The Planet and the World are both waiting for
it.

As a follow-up to the Retreat, the UN secretariats of the Rio 2012 process and the Global Sustainability Panel should
engage the UN system in ways that will maximize their collective input into these processes to demonstrate the UN’s

relevance in the 21st century.

Paper prepared by the Climate Change Support Team (Executive Office of the Secretary-General)
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PLENARY SESSION 2
LATEST TRENDS IN INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS AND PROCESSES:
FOOD AND NUTRITION SECURITY

A System-wide Response and a Shared Strategic Vision

Since 2008, when the purchase price of food grains soared and prompted rioting in more than 30 locations, the
international community has focused on both the immediate hardships faced by those short of food and the longer-
term challenges of helping them become food secure. In April 2008 the CEB responded to the threats posed by rising
food prices by seeking system-wide coherence around a comprehensive and unified response to food insecurity. The
Heads of 22 United Nations Specialized Agencies, Funds, Programmes, UN Secretariat Departments, the World Trade
Organization, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund and the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development were brought together in a High-Level Task Force {HLTF} on the Global Food Security Crisis, chaired by
the UN Secretary-General.

This temporary and light-touch mechanism is designed to build on the strengths of the HLTF members: the HLTF’s
Comprehensive Framework for Action {CFA) - released in July 2008 — sets out a joint strategic vision. The vision is now
being pursued by the HLTF Member agencies as they back longer-term responses to food security within countries.

Setting-up a Global Partnership

Towards the end of 2008 many stakeholders sought to encourage the creation of a Global Partnership on Agriculture
and Food Security. While donor nations (led by the G8 during 2008 and 2009) wanted to emphasize an informal
partnership of multiple actors based on agreed principles, many G77 governments and civil society actors sought
arrangements that were legitimized through intergovernmental processes and chose to build on the remodeled
Committee on Food Security {CFS). These reforms all aim at improved governance and accountability for food and
nutrition security within the framework of the Global Partnership for Agriculture, Food Security and Nutrition
(GPAFSN).

A G8 Plus Initiative for Actions Led from the Country Level

The L’Aquila Food Security initiative (AFSH), launched at the G8 Summit under the italian Presidency, symbolized the
transformation of the G8 into a much larger ad hoc group. Twenty-six nations (18 of them from the G20) and 14
organizations, including the UN system (Secretary-General as Chair of the HLTF) agreed to intensify their efforts to
improve food and nutrition security, and work according to a set of principles:

Support national governments taking the lead on strategies for better food security;

o  Encourage comprehensive approaches that address all dimensions of food security;
« Reflect coordinated actions at all levels by all stakeholders;

e  Make full use of our multilateral system; and

e Lead to increased spending and measurable results.

G8 countries and other donor nations (Australia, Netherlands, Spain, and Sweden) made commitments to a value of
$22 billion, $6 billion of which is new money.’

The principles — endorsed at the 2009 summit on World Food Security — are now the Five Rome Principles for
Sustainable Global Food Security.

! |ndividual pledging figures are reflected in the tracking table attached to the 2010 G8 Muskoka Accountability Report.



Where to Focus — Governance or Results?

The remainder of this paper focuses on where the UN system should focus its attention. The short answer is on
Governance (including normative, technical assistance, monitoring, reporting, and coordination functions within the
context of its support for intergovernmental negotiations and agreements) and on results (specifically those aspects of
development practice that yield sustainable benefits for those most in need and least able to realize their human
rights). In practice, however, choices have to be made and these are more challenging now than they were, say, five

or ten years ago.

The I'Aquila Initiative is evolving. But there are differences in the emphases of Member States as they seek both to
engage with the initiatives that are designed to give a boost to development priorities, and to encourage
improvements in governance of actions around these priorities. Here are some specifics:

e« Those Member States deeply engaged in the revitalization of the CFS ~ including representatives of newly
emerging and G77 nations and several from civil society — would like to see the CFS managing the
implementation of the I'Aquila initiative. This fits with their view that the CFS should be the overarching
governance mechanism, given its legitimacy as a member state body. The UN system, particularly the Rome-
based agriculture and food agencies, is centrally involved in supporting the evolution of the CFS, with its
plans to develop a new Global Strategic Framework for Food and Nutrition Security, its High Level Panel of
Experts and its efforts to ensure coordination and monitoring of all initiatives that bear on food security.

e Some of the Member States who are explicitly concerned with the implementation of the 'Aquila initiative
acknowledge the need for better global governance of food security and nutrition but want to be sure that
there are well co-ordinated systems in place for efficient and accountable management (and tracking) of
international assistance — and they explicitly request the UN system to support the creation and operation of
these systems especially at country and regional level.

e Several Member States — including some within the G8 and G20 - are explicitly backing both processes while
requiring that they remain distinct. They expect the UN system to provide a link between the processes.

e« The G20 requested the creation of a dedicated funding pathway — the World Bank-managed Global
Agriculture and Food Security Programme (GAFSP) — with its own independent governance structure. At least
four G20 members, some other OECD members and a philanthropic foundation are contributing to the
GAFSP. There is an expectation that the UN entities and the World Bank will work closely together ensuring
consistency between country level operations, normative and standard setting functions and support for
national authorities as they develop investment strategies that can be backed through this GAFSP. The HLTF
has helped ensure effective World Bank —UN cooperation.

Five years ago we could have generalized from this analysis. We would have concluded that (a) OECD Member States
are primarily concerned with improved coherence and accountability of donor support for priority MDG-related
actions through country-led processes (in line with Paris and Accra principles) and (b) the broader community of UN
member states seeks to exercise collective governance of all actions related to food security and nutrition. This
dichotomy always exposed one particular challenge — how to engage the interests of philanthropic foundations and
businesses? Typically arrangements that involve all member states move slowly and are characterized by suspicion of
attempts to engage the private sector as full partners. At the same time, initiatives championed by groups of donors
are seen to lack legitimacy...The UN system has had to function in support of both — and to do this in an even handed
way — and this has not always been appreciated by each group.

The situation now (2010) is more complex, with even greater challenges for the UN system. Development assistance
funding is less readily available and the donors are ever more focused on demonstrable results. At the same time,
newly emerging states are themselves providing more assistance but not necessarily through standard donor
channels. Each group has demands of the UN system particularly in the area of food and nutrition which is
characterized by much south-south cooperation and trade.



Conclusions

There has been considerable progress in all these areas as a result of the UN system High Level Task Force on Global
Food Security which has enabled the Secretary-General and the UN system as a whole to bridge a number of
challenging gaps in the international system. But there is room for more progress on patterns of working that
encourage and reward common analyses, effective implementation and joint systems for monitoring progress, with a
central role, at all times, for national authorities.

Annex
Ensuring that the UN System Continues to Add Value in Today’s Context

There are five challenges that the multilateral — United Nations - system must address to reflect the demands of
Member States and to add value to their collective processes so that they yield ever greater food and nutrition
security for those who are most in need {and are least able to realize their right to food and nutrition).

e Sustaining comprehensive approaches in a way that links efforts {a) to improve smallholder farmers’ food
production and availability, {b) to ensure that all people are able to access the food they need (and enjoy
their right to food), (c) to increase the likelihood that the most vulnerable people can utilize (and be
adequately nourished by) the food they eat — and (d) to do this in ways that take account of climate change,
access to land and water scarcity.

o This means that UN system agencies have to share and pursue one overarching analytical
perspective on the issues being faced by communities and nations affected by food insecurity, and
on response options (analyzed from technical, institutional and political perspectives) within each
country and region);

o To help achieve this, the CFA is being revised as a basis for the HLTF's analysis, engagement and
action — in close cooperation with the CFS’ strategic work. The challenge is to ensure that the CFA
principles and recommendations are reflected in the work of agencies, especially within countries.

e Encouraging effective support for country-led and regional actions that improve food and nutrition security
and include (a) joint investment planning, {b) coordinated stewardship {c) mutual accountability and (d)
predictability and trust at national, regional and global levels.

o This implies an important role for HLTF entities, working through existing mechanisms at the
interface between national authorities and other country-level stakeholders, regional platforms,
multilateral banks and global intergovernmental arrangements, to support these country-led
processes;

o At the same time, donors expect to see clear results, and an analysis of successes and failures,
through global programmes which standardize progress assessments and compare what is
happening in countries. Member-state run governance fights shy of such comparisons. Donors’
needs for robust accountability have to be squared with the principles of country ownership and
leadership. HLTF entities can help to bridge this challenging gap.

e Linking together a broad range of public sector, business and civil society partners, ensuring that global
arrangements for partnering contribute to more effective action and outcomes at local and national levels.

o This requires that partners are able to engage in ways that ensure the participation of stakeholders
from local, national and regional levels, engagement of the research community, and a welcome to
those with quite narrow interests from civil society and business.

o The UN system — via the HLTF - should be in a position to help partners to make effective
contributions to agreed outcomes and to have their interests taken into account in any discourse
about “global governance”. This is another gap that has to be bridged.
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e Ensuring strong contributions by the different elements of the multilateral system — working together at all
levels while maintaining respect for diverse mandates; ensuring that synergy results in more effective
outcomes without establishing additional bureaucracy.

o This implies a far greater emphasis on offective systems for the joint design and implementation of
effective actions by different UN systems entities, with a greater appreciation of the roles,
comparative advantage and optimal interagency working arrangements;

o Single communications from heads of HLTF entities to their country representatives are always to be
preferred to agency-specific communications. Emphasis must always be given to the importance of
effective joint working — characterized by harmony, synergy and coherence, and a willingness to
partner with others. Again this is not easy — the gaps between practices of individual agencies are
often very hard to bridge at country level.

e Tracking progress, and communicating both intentions and results at country, regional and global levels.

o This implies a need for HLTF entities to work together tracking and illuminating ways in which their
individual and collective contributions add value;

o They also need coherent and comprehensible message boards that can be well used by alk.

Paper prepared by the Office of the Special Representative of the United Nations Secretary-General for Food Security
and Nutrition
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PLENARY SESSION 2
LATEST TRENDS IN INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS AND PROCESSES:
GLOBAL HEALTH

Introduction

The importance of health to economic productivity, social stability, security, human rights and poverty reduction has
been firmly demonstrated. Global health is gaining prominence and recognition as an engine for global development
— with the health-related MDGs continuing to serve as the barometer of progress. Within an environment where the
centrality of health is increasingly recognised, the United Nations (UN) agencies, funds and programmes should be
increasingly positioned as the collective, expert leadership for global health. Within this role, UN system leaders can
work together to further elevate health at the political level. Global health is a leaders-level issue. The UN should
support world leaders to do all they can to work effectively together, mobilise all types of required resources and
secure a healthy, safe and better world.

The Global Health’s Challenges

The UN is already at the centre of global health activities and debates. vigilance in the face of disease outbreaks and
humanitarian crises, as well as sustained support to countries’ programmes has delivered notable success. Yet
significant challenges remain in securing better health for many communities around the world. This is largely due to
deficient health systems, threats to health security posed by emerging diseases, and profound inequities — illustrating
a failure to allocate adequate resources to healthcare for the poor, women and children. A summary of current and
future challenges on some key global health issues follows:

« The HIN1 influenza pandemic reminded us of the rapid spread of new pathogens and demonstrated the
offectiveness of the International Health Regulations led by the World Health Organization. The Director-
General of World Health Organization was joined by the Secretary-General in promoting access to pandemic
vaccines, and through the UN steering group on influenza coordination, ensuring a coordinated response to
the H1N1 pandemic. The response, which included delivery of HIN1 vaccines to at least 83 developing
countries, must be sustained at an appropriate level so that countries are equipped in the event of a further
outbreak. Strong vaccine supply and delivery systems have been highlighted by the HIN1 pandemic as a
critical need.

«  There has been tremendous progress against malaria over a short period of time: over 150 miltion insecticide
treated nets were delivered to Africa in the two year period 2008-2009, and nine countries have reduced
child deaths by over fifty percent. However, malaria still kills over 800,000 people a year, most of them
children under five and pregnant women. If we can continue on the current trajectory of ramping up efforts,
we could achieve the previously-unimaginable goal of zero deaths from malaria by 2015.

« We have seen measurable forward movement in the AIDS response, which is an integral part of the
development agenda. Since 2001, global rates of new infections have decreased by 17 per cent. At the same
time, HIV treatment access in low- and middie-income countries increased ten-fold over a span of just five
years - bringing to four million the number of people on antiretroviral therapy at the end of 2008. We have
the tools and techniques today to virtually eliminate mother-to-child HIV transmission. HIV-based stigma and
discrimination are being confronted more strongly, as demonstrated by several countries that have lifted
decades-old travel restrictions against people living with HIV. Yet real challenges remain. AIDS remains the
leading cause of death among women of reproductive age worldwide. Shortfalls in public financing threaten
the progress made in curbing the epidemic’s spread and saving the lives of those infected. Four out of five
low- and middle-income countries are currently not on track to reach their Universal Access targets.

« Improved food and nutrition security is essential for achieving better health, particularly for women and
children. Yet under-nutrition contributes to one-third of deaths among children world-wide. Advances in
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policy, such as an increasing emphasis on the need for nutrition-sensitive development, coupled with
targeted nutrition-specific interventions, should help drive progress. A group of committed stakeholders has
recently developed a ‘Framework for Action to Scale Up Nutrition’ (SUN Framework) which addresses these
two lines of activities and has been endorsed by more than 100 organisations.

« Progress on both maternal and child has been made in some of the world’s poorest countries. The 2010
Countdown Decade Report cites that 19 of the 68 countries being followed are on track to achieve MDG 4.
New vaccines now offer an opportunity to tackle the two biggest killers of children — diarrhea and pneumonia
— which would significantly reduce the number of preventable child deaths. On maternal health, the critical
indicator of a functioning health system, the world has made unacceptably slow progress. At least 200
million women still lack access to family-planning services, and an estimated 70,000 girls aged 15-19 die each
year from pregnancy and childbirth-related deaths, including unsafe abortion.

« The prevention and control of non-communicable diseases such as cardiovascular diseases, cancers, chronic
respiratory diseases and diabetes is emerging as a key issue for countries across the world. These most
prominent non-communicable diseases are commonly linked to risk factors such as tobacco use, alcohol
abuse, an unhealthy diet, physical inactivity and environmental carcinogens. They have economic, social,
gender, political, behavioural and environmental determinants and will require an explicit multi-sector and
locally- applicable response.

Ways Forward

Going forward, the UN system will be both scrutinized and assessed on its ability to work together, capitalise on
innovation — for example in the area of information technology - and remain a leader at the centre of the global health
discourse. At this critical juncture — with five years left to meet the MDGs — we can and must reassert the centrality of
the UN in global health, building on the tremendous assets of the UN system and advancing our work towards system-
wide coherence. The health and development architecture can be simplified through rigorously applying “delivering as
one” principles to the UN’s work related to health. Already, WHO, UNICEF, UNFPA, UNAIDS and the World Bank are
working together to harmonise their effort in support of countries’ national health policies, strategies and plans and
their implementation. The United Nations Development Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs) are a specific avenue
whereby countries can be supported to better address health challenges and ensure that links are forged with other
sectors.

The links between global health, gender equality, HIV/AIDS and other pressing challenges, such as climate change and
food security are increasingly understood by many stakeholders. Significant value could be generated through
countries’ efforts to translate these links into joined-up action on the ground. Inter-sectoral approaches must
recognize the many links not only among the health-related MDGs, but also between those MDGs and the rest of the
goals. For example, countries must address persistent inequities — in particular related to gender. Here, the evidence
is telling: in countries with similar levels of economic development, the higher the social status of women, the lower
the maternal mortality rates.

This past year, the UN Secretary-General has called for renewed focus on achieving the health-related Mitlennium
Development Goals — putting the health of women and children at the centre of efforts. The Global Strategy for
Women’s and Children’s Health has brought together a range of stakeholders, from governments and UN entities to
foundations and the business community as part of a global effort. The global effort seeks to build upon and revitalize
existing commitments, secure new commitments from a range of infiuential partners, and provide organization and
accountability for delivery at the highest levels. This strategy is one example of a key opportunity that the UN and its
partners can build on. It should be utilized both as an advocacy tool and a strategic framework by which new partners
can be engaged in the work of the UN, and through which existing partnerships can be strengthened.

For the UN agencies, funds and programmes working on health related issues, the next five years offer a time-limited
opportunity to build on recent progress and the current position of health as a prime mover for global development. A
continued focus on results, innovation and partnership will be critical in order for the UN’'s strong technical and
operational work to be elevated, understood and supported at the highest political levels across the globe.

Paper prepared by the Strategic Planning Unit (Executive Office of the Secretary-General)
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PLENARY SESSION 2
LATEST TRENDS IN INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS AND PROCESSES:
THE UNITED NATIONS SYSTEM AND THE G20

Background

The G20 was set up among Finance Ministers of major economies after the 1997-1998 Asian crisis by then US Deputy
Treasury Secretary Summers, with then Canadian Finance Minister Martin becoming the first chair. Martin tried --
without success -- to organize a paraltel leaders’ meeting after becoming Prime Minister. In October 2008, the UN
Secretary-General concurred with President Sarkozy’s suggestion to convene such a leaders’ meeting on the financial
crisis at the United Nations in New York. Later, President Sarkozy spoke to President Bush, and at the insistence of the
White House, the venue of the meeting was changed to Washington. Subsequent meetings have been held in London
in April 2009, in Pittsburgh in September 2009 and in Toronto in June 2010. The next summit is scheduled to be held in
November in Seoul, Republic of Korea.

UN engagement with the G20

The Secretary-General has participated in all the G20 summits held so far. He has also made efforts to influence the
agendas and outcomes of these summits. The SG's letter to G20 leaders before the London summit set a $1 trillion
target for the recovery effort. It also drew attention to how cross-border public investments in renewable energy as
well as smaliholder food agriculture would not only contribute to economic recovery, but also to addressing climate

change, food security and development challenges.

The SG’s letter before the Toronto Summit sought to address the G20's fiscal concerns, e.g. by raising the need for
international cooperation on tax matters, while reminding the G20 leaders of the importance of full engagement with
inclusive multitateralism, i.e. the UN. The SG also sought support for his joint action plan for women’s and children’s
health besides calling for inclusive growth and a green recovery.

At its first three summit level meetings, the G20 was quite successful in co-ordinating international countercyclical
responses to the crisis by trying to ensure affordable credit flows, encouraging fiscal stimuli and limiting protectionist
responses. At Toronto, however, agreement remained elusive on how best to address fiscal sustainability. Meanwhile,
earlier concerns about inflation have given way to new concerns about deflation.

Recent fiscal crises have increased pressure to cut back on reflationary efforts despite the continued fragility of the
recovery, as well as very high unemployment and vulnerable employment rates. ODA tends to be very vulnerable to
fiscal cuts, even as significantly greater efforts will be needed to achieve the MDGs and the other internationally
agreed development goals after the recent setbacks associated with the food, climate and financial crises and their
ramifications. There also seems to be little agreement on the desirability of financial transactions taxes and the earlier
commitment to financial regutatory reform.

Despite their significance, the leaders” meetings remain ad hoc, with the host government greatly influencing
arrangements for each meeting. The UN’s involvement at the preparatory or sherpa level has been uneven over the
fast 22 months. The UN’s non-involvement with the Finance Ministers and their Deputies remains a distinct
disadvantage, especially in engaging on substantive issues.

As of now, Member States remain divided over the nature of UN engagement with the G20, with non-G20 member
states only in agreement that the UN should engage on its own terms, rather than on G20 terms. The Chairs of the
G20 have made efforts to engage with the larger membership of the UN by holding consultations prior to the summits
as well as briefings after the meetings. Some Member States, through the Group on Global Governance (3G), have

14






