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Introduction

The oceans make up two-thirds of the surface area of the
planet, andthey areincreasingly theobject of environmental
degradation. Global management regimeshavebeenadopted
to protect them, but global regimes are not enough. They
need the support of regional and subregional institutions,
whichcanreflect themultipleusesandthelayersof interests
involved. However, adequate marinemanagement becomes
moredifficult asregul ationsimpingeon significant domestic
interests. Thischapter examinesasingle marineregion, the
Caribbean, and evaluates efforts to manage the region’'s
marine environment.

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
has placed the Caribbean Sea within the broader
environmental management context of theWider Caribbean
Region. TheWider Caribbeanincludes‘ theGulf of Mexico,
the Caribbean Sea, and the areas of the Atlantic Ocean
adjacent thereto, south of the 30 degree north latitude and
within 200 nautical miles of the Atlantic coasts'* of any of
theregional states. Twenty-fivestatesfall withinthisregion.?
France,® the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom also
participate in regional management regimes on behalf of
their territories.

Most of thelittoral statesand territoriesare small islands,
and, becauseof this, theirwell-beingisprofoundly integrated
with the well-being of their ocean environment. As land
resources are depleted, or as they become less valuable,
these states are turning more to the oceans in search of
development options. The attractiveness of the oceansasa
new areafor economic devel opment hasbeen augmentedin
recent times by the common recognition of coastal states
exclusiveeconomic zones. However, thisal so broadensthe
states' areas of responsibility in terms of management and
conservation.

The Environmental Status of the Wider Caribbean
Region

Like other marineregions, the Wider Caribbean is affected
by four principal sources of pollution: shipping, dumping,

sea-bed activities, and land activities. These activities can
damagefisheries, aswell asfoul theseasand beaches. Large
amounts of debris enter the Caribbean from offshore
activities. These include discarded nets from fishing-craft,
packing material from merchant shipping vessels, garbage
from cruise ships, and tar and dispersed petroleum
hydrocarbons from tankers and offshore petroleum
development.

Globally, land activitiesaccount for almost 80 per cent of
all marine pollution.* Economically important land-based
activities, suchasagriculture, industrialization, urbanization,
and masstourism, areindeed themost significant sourcesof
marinepollution for the Caribbean. Someof theseactivities
resultinthedischargeof sewageand industrial wastes. Less
than 10 per cent of the popul ation along the Caribbean basin
isservedwithany form of sewagetreatment. Inaddition, the
Caribbean Environmental Health Institute has found that
many of the sewage and solid-waste disposal plantsin the
Wider Caribbean operateat asubstandard level 5 Other land-
based pollution includes warm water from power-stations
built on coasts and estuaries, and discharges into the
atmosphere of vehicle exhaust and sprayed agricultural
chemicals, which may be precipitated into the sea.

The Caribbean coastal zone contains some of the most
productive and biologically complex ecosystems in the
world. Theseinclude coral reefs, sea-grass beds, mangrove
forests, and coastal lagoons. They provide food, shelter,
and nurseries for commercially valuable fishes and
crustaceans, and they also protect harbours and bays, and
limit coastal erosion. These ecosystems are economically
important becauseof their linkagetoactivitiessuch asfishing
and coastal tourism.

In the Caribbean, nowhere is the tension between
environment and development more clearly demonstrated
than in the tourism industry. Tourism accounts for 20 per
cent or moreof thegrossdomesti c product of somecountries
intheregion. Many decision-makersconsider expansion of
thisindustry to betheonly real hopefor raisingincomesand
providing employment. This hope may be misplaced,
however, sincetourism, asit hasdevel oped, produces many
negative effects, some of which are environmental. The
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unplanned sprawl of touristfacilities, suchashotel s, marinas,
airports, roads, restaurants, and casinos, can causecoastline
destabilization, coastal siltation, beach erosion, and the
destruction of coral reefsand mangroves. Hotelsare prime
sources of water contamination, since they contribute to
pollution by untreated or inadequately treated sewage.
Recreational uses, such asboating, add to theaccumulation
of plastics and other trash in the near-shore and coastal
areas.

Environmental Management Regimes for the
Caribbean

All the world's oceans are covered by the 1982 United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS),
which entered into force in November of 1994. Its
comprehensive framework governs the full spectrum of
oceanuses. Part xi1 of UNCL OSfocusesontheenvironment,
covering pollution from awide range of sources. It defines
therightsand obligationsof statesand providesenforcement
mechanisms. UNCLOS provides a framework for related
global instruments dealing with specific environmental
problems, and for regional agreements.

Regional arrangementsto protect theoceanshaveemerged
out of the UN Regional Seas Programme. The programme
isbased on the assumption that the countries of each region
share a common interest in safeguarding their marine
environment and have a mutual need for sustainable
development of marineresources. Coastal waters, estuaries,
and enclosed and semi-enclosed seas suffer the earliest and
most severedegradationfromtheeffectsof humanactivities.
Atthesametime, they containhighly productiveecosystems.
They are, therefore, logical starting points for combating
marine pollution.

For the Wider Caribbean Region, thereisthe continuing
development of laws and ingtitutions under the UNEP's
Caribbean Environment Programme. Its major legal
instrument is the Convention for the Protection and
Development of the Marine Environment of the Wider
Caribbean Region (Cartagena Convention), which was
adopted in 1983. It entered into forcein 1986, and has been
ratified by most of thelittoral states. Themetropolitanstates
with interestsin the area are also signatories. The Protocol
Concerning Co-operation in Combating Oil Spills in the
Wider Caribbean Region was also adopted at the same
meeting. Morerecently, someof theregion’ sstatesadopted
the Protocol Concerning Specially Protected Areas and
Wildlifeinthe Wider Caribbean Region (SPAW Pratocol).
A protocol on land-based sources of marine pollution (LBSVIP
Protocal) is being developed. A Regiona Protocol on the
Management of Hazardous Wastes is dso to be formulated, but
work onthishasbeen postponed until the 1998-9biennium.”

The Cartagena Convention

The Cartagena Convention is comprehensive in scope. Its
general purposeisto prevent, reduce, and control pollution
of the Convention area and to ensure sound environmental
management.? It targets pollution from shipping, dumping,
land-based sources, sea-bed activities, and atmospheric
discharges.® States are to protect and preserve fragile
ecosystems, aswell asthehabitat of depleted, threatened, or
endangered species.® They are also required to develop
contingency plansfor responding to pollution emergencies
or threats, as well as environmental guide-lines for major
development projects.™! States are expected to work co-
operatively in scientific research and monitoring, and inthe
establishment of rules and procedures in conformity with
international law regarding liability and compensation for
pollution damage.!? The Cartagena Convention is a
framework convention establishing general guide-lines, and
it depends on protocols to facilitate its effective
implementation.t*All Contracting Partiestothe Convention
havetobeat thesametimeaContracting Party toat least one
protocol 4

Protocol concer ning Co-operationin Combating Oil-
Spillsin the Wider Caribbean Region
Liketheframework Convention, this Protocol entered into
forcein 1986. Parties are expected to take preventive and
remedial measures to deal with oil-spills.®> There are
provisionsfor information exchange, aswell asfor prompt
notification in the event of a spill.®® When possible,
Contracting Parties should help other partiesto respond to
oil-spill incidents.Y”

Protocol concerning Specially Protected Areas and
Wildlife

The SPAW Protocol was adopted in January 1990 and its
annexes adopted in June 1991. It will enter into force after
ratification by nine Contracting Parties. The Protocol
identifies some general and some specific objectives. It
requires that states establish protected areas within their
ownjurisdiction.®® They aretoconserve, maintain, andrestore
marineand coastal ecosystemsand habitats, aswell asareas
of specia biological, ecological, educational, scientific,
historic, cultural, recreationd , archaeol ogical, aesthetic, or
economic value.® The Protocol would regulate dumping,
tourigt, recreational, and industrial activity totheextent that
they affect protected areasor species; however, exemptions
are made for traditional activities.®® The Protocol has
provisions for the following: the regulation or prohibition
of non-indigenous species; the regulation or prohibition of
tradein threatened or endangered species and their parts; a
programme to support the listing of protected areas; the
establishment of buffer zones; and public awareness and
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education.? States are to encourage and devel op scientific,
technical, and management research, and provide mutual
assistance.2 The SPAW Protocol hasexplicit requirements
for periodic reports by all Parties.®

Proposed Protocol on Land-Based Source Marine
Pollution

Negotiation of theL BSMP Protocol hasbeenahigh priority
fortheregionsincetheadoptionof theCartagenaConvention
in 1983. But because of theimplicationsfor awiderange of
interests, the process has been difficult and dilatory, and
changesinthetarget datereflect this. In 1994 thetarget date
for finaization and adoption was changed to 1996.2

Institutional Mechanisms for the Caribbean
Environment Programme
The Programme’s Action Plan was adopted in 1981, five
years before the Cartagena Convention cameinto force. In
1987, at theFourthIntergovernmental MeetingontheAction
Plan and the First Meeting of the Contracting Partiesto the
Cartagena Convention, the decision wasmadeto recognize
the Convention asthe legal framework of the Action Plan,
and to designate the Action Plan as the instrument for the
implementation of the Convention. The Action Plan’s
operational success depends on the following institutional
mechanisms: thelntergovernmental and Contracting Parties
meetings; the monitoring committee; the focal points; the
Caribbean Trust Fund; and the Regional Co-ordinating Unit.
Thelntergovernmental Meetingscanincludeall thestates
participating in the Caribbean Environment Programme,
whilethe Contracting Partiesmeetingsinclude only Parties
totheCartagenaConvention. BecausetheAction Plan serves
thebroader needsof the Caribbean Environment Programme,
aswell asthe more specific needs of the Convention, joint
I ntergovernmental and Contracting Partiesmeetingsareheld.
At these biennial forums, the ministers responsible for the

management of marineand coastal resourcesreview regional
prioritiesand exchangeinformation. Thesemeetingsprovide
the overall authority for the Programme, including the
determination of its course and oversight of financial and
institutional arrangements. When the meetings deal with
issuesthat relate specifically to the Convention, states that
are not Contracting Parties participate as observers.® The
Monitoring Committee meetson ayearly basisto supervise
theProgramme’ sdevel opment andtoprovideoverall policy
guidanceto the Regional Co-ordinating Unit in theinterim
between the biennid Intergovernmental and Contracting
Parties meetings.®

The Caribbean Environment Programme recognizes a
variety of focal points at the international, regional, and
national level. At thenational level, thefocal pointsarethe
organizations designated by the states to participate in the
Programme’s Action Plan. Crucial to the Programme’s
successisthe ability to co-ordinate the efforts of the many
focal points, and to reduce duplication.?’

The Programme’s basic funding source is the Caribbean
Trust Fund, whichreceivescontributionsfromtheconstituent
statesandterritories. Theobjectivesof theActionPlan have
also been supported by funding from a variety of other
sources, including other UN agencies, other international
organizations, governments, and non-governmental
organizations.? In recent years, contributors haveincluded
extra-regional governments such as Sweden and Canada,®
and private sources such as the MacArthur Foundation®
andtheRockefeller Foundation.®! Resourceshavea sobeen
augmented by proceeds from a debt-for-nature swap® and
from the Global Environment Facility (GEF).® TheAction
Plan is also partially funded by national counterpart
contributionsto projectsimplemented at the national level.
Table 1 indicates that counterpart contributions represent
about 62 per cent of the resources available for the 1990
1995 period. However, since counterpart contributions are
usually contributionsinkindorinlocal currency, thedeclared
valueisoften inflated.®

Table 1. Funding for the Caribbean Environment Programme, 1990-1995 ($US)

Funding source 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1990-5

Caribbean Trust Fund 749,200 911,000 984,500 964,000 2,477,500 2,239,500 8,325,700
UNEP Environment Fund 159,000 278,000 440,000 385,000 340,000 613,000 2,215,000
Counterpart contributions 716,700 1,663,500 5,146,000 4,779,500 2,255,305 2,931,450 17,492,455
TOTAL 1,624,900 2,852,500 6,570,500 6,128,500 5,072,805 5,783,950 28,033,155

Source: United Nations Environment Programme (1991), Ninth Meeting of the Monitoring Committee on the Action Plan for the Caribbean Environment
Programme and Special Meeting of the Bureau of Contracting Partiesto the Convention for the Protection and Devel opment of the Marine Environment
of the Wider Caribbean Region, Kingston, 12-14 June; and UNEP (1994), Seventh Intergovernmental Meeting on the Action Plan for the Caribbean
Environment Programmeand Fourth Meeting of the Contracting Partiesto the Conventionfor the Protection and Devel opment of the Marine Environment

of the Wider Caribbean, Kingston, 12-14 Dec.
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Co-ordinationamongall theProgramme’ singtitutional units
isthe primary responsibility of the Regional Co-ordinating
Unit, which is responsible for programme development,
project co-ordination, and administration.®

Strategy for the Development of the Caribbean
Environment Programme

The following set of mutually reinforcing regional
programmes make up the Action Plan for the Caribbean
Environment Programme;

* Integrated Planning and Institutional Development
for the Management of Marine and Coastal
Resources (IPID);

 Specialy Protected Areas and Wildlife (SPAW);

* Information Systems for the Management of Marine
and Coastal Resources (CEPNET);

* Assessment and Control of Marine Pollution
(CEPPOL); and

* Education, Training and Public Awareness for the
Appropriate Management of Marine and Coastal
Resources (ETA).

Table2indicateshow Programmefundsaredivided among
the various activities. In the Strategy for the Devel opment
of the Caribbean Environment Programme, regional actors
focused their efforts by establishing both long-term and
short-term (1990-5) objectives for each of the five
programme areas.

Specially Protected Areasand Wildlife(SPAW). TheSPAW
programme targets the development of a comprehensive
regional programme for the research, assessment, and

management of protected areasandwildlife. Important short-
termobjectivesincludethemanagement of national protected
areas and species, and the development of strong regional
capabilitiesforinformation exchange, training, andtechnical
assistance. Specific management plans for endangered,
threatened, or vulnerable species, such as sea-turtles, the
West Indian manatee, and the black coral, are also to be
developed.®

Assessment and Control of Marine Pollution (CEPPOL).
The CEPPOL programme was jointly developed by the
I ntergovernmental Oceanographic Commissionand UNEP.
Itslong-term objective isto provide regiona governments
with the information they require for establishing and
enforcing pollution control and reduction measures.
Consequently, CEPPOL isinvolvedinformulating proposals
and promoting marine monitoring and research. It is also
involved in supporting governments' efforts to implement
global andregional lawsaddressingthemarineenvironment,
as well as in the strengthening of national and regional
ingtitutions.” Themajor short-termgoal for thisprogramme
is the formulation of a protocol on land-based sources of
marine pollution, and most of the other objectives are an
integral part of this protocol development process. These
objectivesincludeidentifying the major marineand coastal
pollutants, setting specific standards, and makinginvestment
plans to address the major pollution problems.®

Integrated Planning and Institutional Development
(IPID).IPID’ sfocusisonregional and national devel opment
of legidative, administrative, policy, and technological
measures, aswel | asincreased co-ordinationamong national
and regional institutions.® IPID’ swork istherefore crucial
to theimplementation of the Protocols. By the end of 1995
the IPID programme proposed to have in place ‘national

Table 2. Budget of the Action Plan for the Caribbean Environment Programme, 1990-1995 ($US)

Activity 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1990-5

Co-ordination and common costs 561,400 805,000 996,500 1,007,500 1,059,650  1,145450 5,575,500
SPAW 129,500 148,000 580,000 640,000 440,255 746,500 2,684,255
CEPPOL 781,500 841,500 997,000 1,015,000 926,000 864,000 5,425,000
IPID 30,000 704000 2,211,000 1,887,000 1143400 1,448,000 7,423,400
CEPNET 52,500 200,000 750,000 770,000 773,000 778,000 3,323,500
ETA 70,000 154,000 1,036,000 809,000 730,500 802,000 3,601,500
TOTAL 1624900 2852500 6570500 6128500 5072805 5783950 28,033,155

Source: United Nations Environment Programme (1991), Ninth Meeting of the Monitoring Committee on the Action Plan for the Caribbean Environment
Programme and Special Meeting of the Bureau of Contracting Partiesto the Convention for the Protection and Devel opment of the Marine Environment
of the Wider Caribbean Region, Kingston, 12-14 June; and UNEP (1994), Seventh Intergovernmental Meeting on the Action Plan for the Caribbean
Environment Programmeand Fourth Meeting of the Contracting Partiesto the Conventionfor the Protection and Devel opment of the Marine Environment
of the Wider Caribbean, Kingston, 12-14 Dec.
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institutions and policies reflecting a coherent integrated
approachfor theeffectivemanagement of marineand coastal
resources “ in at least half of the participating states and
territories. It also wanted actors within the region to
understand and prepare for the impact of global climate
changes.*

Information Systems (CEPNET). CEPNET' sobjectiveis
the development of an information management system to
strengthen the coastal and marine resource management
capabilities of member countries. The system will manage
country specificenvironmental dataandincludeinternational
environmental databases such as GEMS, and
INFOTERRA .2 CEPNET's short-term objective is the
creation of an open, decentralized, regional information
network, as well as stronger national capabilities for the
management of environmental information.®

Education, Training, and Public Awareness(ETA). ETA,
the remaining programme, dealswith information, too, but
on adifferent level. Its objectivesinclude transforming the
educational systems, strengthening training programmes,
and supporting the public awareness efforts of the media
and community-based and non-governmental organizations.
Its short-term objectives include two regional outputs: an
integrated regional system of institutions providing
environmental education at thetertiary level; and aregional
capability togenerateinformationandtoproducetherel evant
materials for mediaand non-governmental organizations.
At the national level, ETA wants the states to formulate
policies and plans for the inclusion of integrated
environmental approachesin their educational systems.*

Non-governmental Input into the Caribbean
Environment Programme

Implementation of the Programme’ s strategy dependson a
co-operativeapproachamong themember governmentsand
therelevant intergovernmental organizations(IGOs). Butit
also involves a wide range of non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) and institutions, such as academic
and other scientific institutions, professional and technical
organizations, private-sector bodiesincluding foundations
and corporations, and national, regional, and international
environmental interest groups.®® These organizations are
involved in the development of regional regulations and
ingtitutions,® aswell asinthe programmereview process.*
Some of these NGOs also share responsibility with the
Regional Co-ordinating Unitfor theimplementation of some
programme components. For example, the Caribbean
Conservation Association isone of anumber of NGOsand
IGOs that share responsibility with the Regional Co-
ordinating Unit for several aspects of the SPAW
programme.*®

Assessing the Action Plan

Anassessment of the Caribbean Environment Programme’s
Action Planisin essence an assessment of thefiveregional
programmes that were developed to assist in the
implementation of the Cartagena Convention and its
Protocols. Theprogrammes' short-term objectivesrepresent
necessary steps—at both the national and regional levels—
towardstheeventual achievement of theprogrammes’ overall
objectives. Therefore, anassessment of theprogresstowards
meeting these objectives will give some preliminary
indication of the Action Plan’s effectiveness.®

Theprogrammeon Specidly Protected Areasand Wildlife
(SPAW) has made some limited progress toward fulfilling
its short-term objectives at the national level. While there
are already more than 100 legally established marine
protected areasin the Caribbean Region, many of them till
have no management arrangements. At the regional level,
SPAW hasmadescant progresstowardssupporting national
efforts at species and habitat protection with information
exchange, training, and technical assistance. ¥ However, there
hasbeensignificant progressonthedevel opment of specific
management plans for two of the three species named in
SPAW's short-term objectives. Nine states and territories
already havemanagement plansfor sea-turtless Inaddition,
aregiona management plan for the West Indian manateeis
under way.2

For the programmeon A ssessment and Control of Marine
Pollution (CEPPOL), the major short-term objective, the
finalization of the Protocol onland-based sourcesof marine
pollution (LBSMP), will not be achieved on schedule. The
accomplishment of some of the supporting short-term
objectives are also behind schedule; however, much of the
basic task of identifying sources, levels, trends, and effects
of pollutants has been done,® and environmental quality
criteriahavebeen presented.® CEPPOL’ sprogresshasbeen
congtrained by inadequate participation and commitment
by participating countries, unrealistic time-frames for
scheduled activities, and inadequate and delayed funding.
CEPPOL, and other regional programmes, suffer from the
Caribbean Environment Programme’ spracticeof approving
programme proposals in the absence of specific funding
commitments.®

The goasfor the programme on I ntegrated Planning and
Institutional Devel opment (1PID) have not been met. While
the programme has produced studies addressing the
implicationsof andresponsesto climatechangesintheWider
Caribbean Region,* there are no concrete indications of
improved readiness for these changes. A more pressing
concern for IPID is the work on national institutions and
policies, and thisis significantly behind schedule. UNEP
and IPID have sponsored workshops focusing on the
formulation of environmental legislation,®andinstitutional
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changeshaveal sobeguntotakeplacein selected countries,®
but theregionisstill along way from the desired ‘ coherent,
integrated approach’ to national institutions and policies.

Work onthelnformation Systemsprogranme (CEPNET)
isin the preparatory stages, with the focus on workshops
andstudies.®® Asaresult, itsshort-termnational andregional
objectives will not be achieved.

FortheEducation, Training, and PublicAwareness(ETA)
programme, preliminary work hasbegunat boththeregional
andnational levels, but ETA isstill alongway frommeeting
its short-term objectives. Some tertiary-level institutions
now include environmental education, but the task of
increasing publicawarenessislikely tobemorechallenging.
While citizens do react when their interests are threatened
by either environmental degradation or environmental
protection measures, in much of the Caribbean the
environment is not a political issue. National and local
elections do not hinge on the resolution of environment-
related matters, consequently, communicators face the
challengeof tryingtointerest peopleinenvironmental issues
without trivializing and sensationalizing the information.

Implicationsfor the Cartagena Convention

The failure of the Caribbean Environment Programme to
meet the timetable for its short-term objectives means that
theratificationandimplementationprocessfor theCartagena
Convention and its Protocols will be further extended.
Effective implementation of the Protocols will depend on
ratification by theregional statesand on the actions of each
government to develop and implement national legislation
and create relevant institutions. Here the work of the
Integrated Planning and Institutional Development
programmeiscrucial, becauseof itsfocusonthedevel opment
of national institutions and policies.

Even in a non-controversial area such as the oil-spills
Protocol, progress on implementation has been slow.
Althoughmany regional stateshaveactsrel atedtothisissue,
few of them haveimplementing | egislation. For example, if
wetarget the Commonweal th Caribbean subgroup, wefind
that ten of thetwelve stateshave enactmentsaddressing oil -
spills® al of which were in place before the devel opment
of the oil-spills Protocol. However, these acts lack
implementing legidation. Although this protocol has been
in force since 1986, ail-spills response capability in the
region is still very limited, and it isinhibited by legal and
administrative problems. Initiatives to amend the Protocol
includeaUnited States' suggestiontooffer ail-spill response
organizationsimmunity fromliability for smplenegligence
while they are engaged in authorized response operations.
Thereasoningisthat such achangewould enhanceresponse
capability.®

Progress on both the ratification and implementation of
the Protocol on Specially Protected Areasand Wildlife has
alsobeendlow. Inthe Commonweal th Caribbean subgroup,
elevenof thetwelvestateshaveenacted| egislationto protect
speciesor specific areas,® athough all of these enactments
preceded the Protocol. Again, these acts have very little
impact on policy. Few of the states have established marine
protected areas. Even when thisis done, the protected area
isoften no morethan a‘ paper park’, without budget, staff,
management plan, and institutional support.

Achievements and Remaining Challenges

The major achievements of the Caribbean Environment
Programme, sofar, havebeentheestablishment of aregional
ingtitutional infrastructure and the conduct of the scientific
studies that will inform the institutional and regulatory
changes at both the regional and national levels. The
Programme’s decision-making mechanisms are well-
established and they fulfil their task of providing authority
and an ongoing review of the Action Plan. The adoption of
long-term and short-term objectives has focused the
Programme’ swork, and thiswork hasresulted inincreased
attention to the marine environment by organizations at the
nationa level.

Although regional institution-building can count as a
Programmeachievement, itstrandationtothenational level
will beamgjor challengefor theAction Plan. TheCaribbean
Environment Programme wants to harmonize three levels
of regulations and institutions—the national, regional, and
global. Itsgoal isto have more of the regional states ratify
the Cartagena Convention and its Protocols, and aso to
encouragetheir participationinrelevant global instruments.®
But this description of the institution-building challenge
overlooks a mgjor problem for many of these states—the
lack of co-ordination apparent within their own regulatory
and ingtitutional systems. For some states, the existing
environmental legidation is alegacy from colonial times,
and it is not applicable to their present circumstances. In
other cases, the perceived political cost of some required
environmenta enactmentshasledtothepurposeful omission
of implementing instruments. For many states,
environmental legidlationisfragmented amongawiderange
of enactments, and responsibility for its administration is
distributedamongsevera different government departments.
These factors make implementation and enforcement
difficult. Without remedying this situation, the ratification
of regional and global instruments will mean little in real
terms.

A related issueisthe fact that the environment is not yet
afirst-order concernfor many of thesestatesand territories.
Thisaffectsthe pace of ratification. Six eligible states have
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yet to ratify the Cartagena Convention. This lack of
commitment is also reflected in the attendance level a the
biennia joint Intergovernmental and Contracting Parties
meetings. Atthe 1994 meeting, sixteen of theregion’ sthirty-
Six states and territories were not represented.

Theinfluence of domestic economic interests is another
challengefortheAction Plan, particularly withregardtothe
proposed Protocol on Land-Based Sources of Marine
Pollution. If the Protocol is developed to reflect the intent
of UNCLOS, its implementation would mean that magjor
economic interests, such as tourism, agriculture, industry,
andfishing, wouldhavetochangetheir methodsof operation.
Reactiontothesechangesislikely tovary, dependingonthe
affected economic sector. With the current embrace of eco-
tourism, some sectors of the tourism industry are likely to
view the changes positively. On the other hand, activities
whichregardtheoceaneither asasink or asaninexhaustible
resource may resist the changes, unless alternative sinks or
resourcesareprovided. Bothaternativesmeanthat thestates
would have to secure the requisite financial resources.

Limited financial resources continue to challenge the
Action Plan, impeding progress at both the national and
regional levels. The Programme has been hampered by the
latepayment of pledgesby somecountriesandlong-standing
arrears by others. These concerns were addressed at the
1994 biennial meeting, which considered amending the
Programme’ sfinancial mechanismto providefor suspension
of thevotingrightsof statesthat donot pay their contributions
infull.® Current pledgelevelsareinadequatefor the Action
Plan’s needs. States' reluctance to increase contributions
could be areflection of flaccid political commitment. An
interesting development is the fact that, for the 1994-5
biennium, thelargest pledgeto the Trust Fund was made by
an extra-regional government. Sweden pledged
$US1,284,934, about 45 per cent of the Trust Fund pledges.®
A significant portion of Sweden’scontributionwill be used
by the Integrated Planning and Institutional Development
programme ‘to strengthen mechanisms for the integrated
planning of coastal and marine resources’ .

Counterpart contributions and contributions from other
organizations play important roles in supporting the work
of the Action Plan, but in spite of their significance, they do
not necessarily represent an unmixed blessing. The
contributions sometimes have to be targeted to satisfy the
interests of the donor rather than theimmedi ate concerns of
the Caribbean Environment Programme. This has been the
case even with UNEP Environment Fund contributions,
which are primarily targeted towards activity consonant
with UNEP' s global programme.®

The Caribbean Environment Programme is adversely
affected by the financial crisis facing the United Nations
itself. This has meant a reduction in travel by staff and

consultants. As a consequence, the convening of specia
meetings requires special approval from UN headquarters.
The conflict between the approval timetables and the short
deadlines for finalizing meeting arrangements with hotels
and host countriesled tothepostponement of threemeetings
in 1993.% These schedule changes have certainly delayed
the work of the regional programmes. Limited financial
resourcesal so present abarrier to theimplementation of the
CartagenaConvention’ sprotocolsby individual states. This
canbeclearly seenwithregardtothe SPAW Protocol, where
lack of resources means that many of the marine protected
areasremain‘ paper parks . TheMontegoBay MarinePark’s
changein statusfrom a‘ paper park’ to amanaged park was
only possiblebecauseof theproceedsfromadebt-for-nature
swap.

Organizational changeswithin UNEPitself might present
a short-term problem for the Action Plan. As a result of
UNEP's 1994 decentralization programme, all UNEP co-
ordinated projectsintheL atin Americaand Caribbeanregion
have been integrated into one regiona programme. The
Caribbean Environment Programmewill beresponsiblefor
al the activities relevant to the management of marine and
coastal resourcesinthe Wider Caribbean Region, aswell as
anumber of additional functions in the isand states.™ In
theory, thisimproved regional co-ordination should benefit
the Action Plan, but, in the short-term, the reorganization
couldretard progressontheprimary objectivesidentifiedin
the Plan’s five regional programmes. Significantly, the
Programme has received additional responsibility at atime
when the Regional Co-ordinating Unit is understaffed.™

TheCaribbean Environment Programmeisalsofacedwith
itsown organizational problems. Becausenot all of thestate
participantsin the Programme are contracting partiesto the
CartagenaConvention, parallel arrangementshaveto made
to satisfy the interests of both contracting parties and the
non-contracting parties. Thissituation has made the task of
co-ordinating the work of the Action Plan challenging. It
has also created a problem regarding the adoption of rules
of procedurefor meetingsand conferencesconvened by the
Programme. This situation is unlikely to be satisfactorily
resolved until all the eligible states are parties to the
Convention.

Conclusion

In designing its Action Plan, the Caribbean Environment
Programme has identified and accounted for most of the
factorscrucial to asuccessful management programme: itis
layingthegroundwork withscientificstudies; itisaddressing
concerns regarding regulations and institutions; it is
establishing the requisite information network; and it is
attempting to support the institutional edifice with a
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programmeof education, training, and awareness. However,
theActionPlanhastofacethechallengesof scarceresources,
conflicting interests, organizational constraints, and the
institutional disarray of individual states.

Resolving thesechallengesisnecessary for thesuccessful
resolution of theActionPlan, butitisby nomeanssufficient
to guarantee an effective management regime. Because of
theimperativeto harmonizepoliciesand institutionsacross
theregion, national ingtitution-buildingislikely to beatop-
down process. At the implementation stage, local and
community actors who have had no input into the process
come into play. Environmental education can help them
interact more responsibly with the environment, and it can
helpthem placeavalueonwhat they regard aspublic goods,
but the Education, Training, and Public Awareness
programme might not be enough to mitigate the impact of
the Caribbean Environment Programme’s top-down
approach. If the new institutions are perceived as further
enclosure of the commons, primarily benefiting small,
privileged sectors of society, implementation and
enforcement of rules might be difficult. Environmental
protection cannot be assured by a narrow focus on
environmental protection. It is not enough to target
production methods, pricing policies, taxation strategies,
institutions, and educational systems. It is also crucial to
focusonindividual life-styles, aswell asrelationshipswithin
and between communities. A stable environmental
management regime needs more than the inputs of the
regional actors, state actors, and the corporate sector.
Community-level inputsare necessary for the devel opment
and maintenance of systems that are ecologically sound,
economically efficient, and socially stable.
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