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Introduction
Since the end of th€old War Era environmental concerns have increasingly played a

largerrole in the Arctic regionin the latter half of the 20century, ahigher degree apolitical
and economiccooperation among the Arctic state®. Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Norway, Sweden, Russia, and the United Statiefjedincentivesfor participating countries to
becomemore deeplyinvolved in the Arctic regionthan in the past With fewer military and
political tensios having recently occurrebetween these stategspurce excavation, mineral
mining, weapons testing, and trablaveall played (and continue to command) a largele in
what was once aisolated region of the worldach of hese activitiegarries is own respective
environmental concernsit the ame time many environmental problemm the Arcticreflect,
seemindy, incomparablecharacteristics ofemoved and often uncarerned, causationUnlike
environmental concerns iother parts of the world, severgaoblems in the Arctic stem from
human activities outside of the region. For instance, the thawing of peafrost and the
disappearance dhe permanent ice packan be traced to carbon emissiagrfeasedin other
parts of the world The effectsof such environmentalls not onlyimpact the flora, fauna, and
marine environmestof the Arctig but also commuties indigenous tahe Arctic such aghose

of the Aleut,Gwich'in, and Inuitpeoples
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In response tdhe growing sustainability and emanmental concerns the region the
Arctic statesagreed to initiate a procesgatwould address Arctigvide envionmental concerns.
This joint initiative resulted inthe formation of theArctic Environmental BPotection Strategy
( A AE PI8 8991, he AEPSwvas approveavas along witlthe Declaration on the Protection of
the Arctic Environment.The AEPSfocusedon the protection of Arctic ecosystemgrovidedfor
closer monitoring ofpollutants and developegrograms to protecArctic flora, fauna,and
marine environmest

Prior to this time, agreementsnade between the Arctic stategenerally led to the
formation of what were consideredo bemor e tradi ti onal i nternation
t hat i nternational r lsug in P96 the cAectic states estpblishedraam | 1 z e «
international organizationalled the Arctic Council The Arctic Council was created to provide
better oganization and implementation of the AEPS programs, a stronger focus on sustainability,
and a more equal participat orTythds@endssthefAmtic 1 ndi
Council mar ked an extraordinary di vemomleragpne. f r om
Est abli shagl eavsel a f@ahumo bet ween me mber st at e
observes, the Arctic Counciembodieda uniqueoperationaldesign thahas remained effective
for over a decade.

The break infunctionalstructurefrom customaryorganizationamanifestations of muki
lateral agreementswhich the Arctic Council representss the focus of this paper.The
i mportance of the Arctic Council s formation
effectiveness. The formation of the Arctic Council exemplified a unique growtlamong
international organizationshat is dissimilar thamhe traditionalbrganizational formthroughits

membership, decisiemaking processesand implementationstrategies Because the&Council
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can still be considered antergovernmental organizationGO), it will invariably play a role in
the evolution ofother international organizationsAttention should therefore be given to the
unique characteristics that the Counembodiesin order b supplement tk area of treaty
making and law

In the context of increasing environmental chawvgeenglobal concerns are becoming
more regional and less defined by state boundasibat advantages or successasa be gained
by scrutinizing tle endeavorsf the Arctic Council?Furthermore, whatloes the Arctic Council
reveal about a more informal organizational stru@ur&Vhat lessons about international
cooperation in dealing with environmental change has the Arctic Council unveiea? have
other regional international organizations evolved, hod/ can the successes of the Arctic
Councilprovide insight intdhe shortcoming®f these organizations?

First, a summary of the history and formation of the Arctic Courmibvides the
backdropto an analysis of thetructureand theinstitutional innovations that the Council
embodies Then it provides thathe advantagethat such a structure elicits in the Arctic region
can be used as a point of comparison for other less formal interhaiigaaizationswhich are

alsothe product of multlateral environmental agreements.

l. History and Formation of the Arctic Council

International lawas it has developed in the Arct&vinces internationalgreements with
seemingly inimitable charactetics. The historically remotenature of the Arctic regiomas

commanded a more careful approach in forming cooperative efforts among intemastaies

45



Al A] distinctive O6Arctic intémBecauseiobhal regiwodna

highly dispersed populationthe fragility of its ecosystems, anclassic inaccessibility,
multilateral agreements between thecta states have developed with more consideration for
sustainable development and environmental protection.

Prior to the wging of the Cold Way international cooperation in the Arcticas meager
and infrequentAt a 1911 conventigrthe United States, Great Britain, Russia, and Japan signed
and ratified a treaty for the preservation and protection of fur $eBite seal preseationtreaty
reflectedinitial effortsto preservewildlife in the Arctic. In 192Q post World War 1l Norway,
the United States, Denmark, France, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Great Britain, Ireland, and
Sweden entered into an agreemknown as theSvalbard Treaty. In essenceThe Svalbard
Treaty outlined the Norwegian sovereignty of Svalbard aridts neighboring islands The
treaty perhaps markedthe birth of modern political collaboration in the Arctas it provided
for international pace and armistice in the regiomuring the mid20" century, multilateral
agreements were stunted by military tensions as the region, for the most pdreated as
strategic territory for longange weapon$. Aside from the few agreements prevsly
mentioned political cooperation was silent until 1973 when, surprisinglythe midst of the
Cold War, the United States, Russia (the Soviet Union at the time), Canada, Denmark, and

Norway signed and ratified an agresmh for the protection opolar bears’> This treatyin

! Donald R. RothwellThe Polar Regions and the Development of International 1%&(Cambridgé&Jniversity

Press: New York 1996).

2 Edwin Ginn Library, Multilaterals Project, Seal TreaBgnvention Between the United States, Great Britain,
Russia and Japan for the Preservation and Protection of Fur Segts/fletcher.tufts.edu/multi/sealtrediyml.

% Treaty between Norway, The United States of America, Denmark, France, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Great
Britain and Ireland and the British Overseas Dominions and Sweden Concerning Spitsbergen Signed in Paris 9th
February 1920http://www.lovda&.no/traktater/texte/tr&9200209001.html.

* Oran R. YoungThe Arctic Council: Marking a New Era in International Relati@h€The Twentieth Century

Fund; New York 1996).

® International Polar Bear AgreemeAgreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears
http://pbsg.npolar.no/ConvAgree/agreement.htm.
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concert with the fur seal treaty of 19Mas significant because pattern of environmental
protectionhad begun to emerded begun to emerge

In 1987,the internationat 0 mmu nperspgcdivenf the Arcticshifted onceagain. This

time, instead of using the Arctes a means of furthering itsilitary strategy the international

community saw the need to provigeace and protectioim the region For example,n his

A Mu r madnitiaiked speech,Mikhail Gorbachev applaudedc&ndinavian leaders for their
disarmament effortg the Arctig criticized the buildup of military forcesoy NATO countries

and pled for the ANorth of the gl oGodachet he Ar
expressedaoncernregardingradioactivty in the Arctic, and even proposed a conference of the

polar statesn orderto coordinate an international scientific courficilGor bachevés spe
together withthe conclusion of the Cold War, allowed tstes,which had previously been
unintereged in or inhibited from making international agreemeatenter into such agreements

for the protection of the Arctic with greater ease.

In 1991, the eight Arctic statemdoptedthe Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy

( A A E Radonvhatbecamethe roots of theArctic Council. The creation of theAEPSwas a
major stegowardthe protectionof the Arctic environment, andentified five objectives:

I To protect the Arctic ecosystem including humans;

. To provide for the protection, enhancemerdnd restoration of
environmental quality and the sustainable utilization of natural resources,
including their use by local populations and indigenous peoples in the
Arctic;

il. To recognize and, to the extent possible, seek to accommodate the
traditional and culiral needs, values and practices of the indigenous
peoples as determined by themselves, related to the protection of the

Arctic environment;
iv. To regularly reviewthe state of the Arctic environment;

® Dan HaywardGorbachev's Murmansk Initiative: New Prospects for Arms Control in the Arctic?
http://www.carc.org/pubs/v16no4/4.htm; Douglas Cl&@krbachev's Arm Control Proposals for the Arctic
http://files.osa.ceu.hu/holdings/300/8/3/text/AD18.shtml; Donald R. Rothwell,he Polar Regions and the
Development of International La229 (Cambridge University Press: New York 1996).
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V. To identify, reduce, and, as a final goal, eliminateysimh.’

As evidenced by the Declaration on the Protection of the Arctic Envirorfraedtpy its
consequent functionalitythe primary focus of the AEPS @&nvironmental protectionf Arctic
ecosystems. Though the AEPS isot legally binding,it expectsmembers tomake certain
commitments relatedo its objectives, anédimsto accomplisithesethrough four programshe
Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAP), the Protection of the Arctic Marine
Environment (PAME), the Emergency Prevention, Pregaessand Response (EPPR), and the
Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAPRF)hese working grouphave proven to be
effectivein the area oscientific data collection anith addressinghe controlof pollutantssuch
as oil, heavy metals, ramfictivity, POPsand acidification®

Al so in 1991, t he Arct i(ci AAAbLeGrsijagmed aslan L e ad e
alliance of indigenous peoples to protect the interests of Arctic inhabitanfhis group
provided better unity and comprehensibility fbe needs and objectives of Arctic peoples such
as the Inuit and Saamt he roleof nonstate actors was of growing importarioethe AEPSoo0.
Although all of the formal members of the AEPS were (and still are) stdtesfotinding
documents specifidly mentionedthe concerns of indigenous peopleg/hen faced with the
problem of accommodating nestate actorshoweverthe member states of the AEPS restd
membership tdnclude countriesonly.”* So, indigenous peoples were rallying to protecirthe

interests but weranableto meaningfully integrate their efforts with the AEPS.

’ Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy 2 Yb. |1 nt 8| Env. L. 585 (1991).
8 Declaration on the Protection of the Arctic Environment2 Y b . I nt 61 Env. L. 581 (1991
° Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy 2 Yb. | nt 6-P6(1@%). L. 585, 616

19 popular (norscientific) Reports, Arctic Pollution Issues:State of the Aritt Environment Repoft1997),
http://www.amap.no/Assessment/GeneralPublic.lse; alsdPhilippe SandsPrinciples of International
Environmental Law, The Polar Regions: The Arcfd ed., Cambridge University Press: New York 2003).
! Arctic Athabaskan 6uncil, Artic Leaders Summit 2005
http://www.arcticathabaskancouncil.com/events/arcticLeadersSummit2005/history.html.

2 Oran R. YoungCreatingRegimes7 (Cornell University Press: New York, 1998).
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As several groupswere addressingthe various issuesof the Arctic the Canadian
governmeninsistel thatthe apparenfi mo s afiActic programs needed more coherencgt an
better organization*®> In 1995, C a n a dnsistesce materialized into suggestions for a new
internationalorganization, whichlwould not only embrace the AEPS programs, but would also
allow for the membership oindigenous peoples and address the moqearesive issue of
sustainable developmelit
The eight Arctic statesubsequentlgigned the Declaration on the Establishment of the
Arctic Councilin 1996, thereby creating the Arctic CourlGilThe council was established as a
Ahilgechvel forumo to
a. providea means for promoting cooperation, coordination and interaction
among the Arctic States, with the involvement of the Arctic indigenous
communities and other Arctic inb#iants on common arctic issyes
particular issues of sustainable development ang@mental potection
in the Arctic.

b. oversee and coordinate the programs established under the kBR&
Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAR)onservationof

Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF); Protection of the Arctic Marine
Environment (PAME) and Emergency Preparedness and Response

(EPPR).

C. adopt terms of reference fooversee and coordinate a sustainable
development program.

d. disseminate information, encourage educatiamd promote imrest in

Arctic-related issue¥
With this declaraion, the councilwas formedand primarily servedtwo main functions:
environmental protection and sustainable development, wiacbcongruous with regional and

indigenous concerngespectively. Because sustainable development is one of céwtral

¥Young, supran. 4 at 9.

14 Arctic Council, Establishmenof the Artic Councilhttp://www.state.gov/g/oes/ocns/arc/ac/.

15 Philippe SandsPrinciples of International Environmental LaWhe Polar Regions: The Arcti€2d ed.,
Cambridge University Press: New York 2003).

16 Declaration on the Establishment of tAectic Council, Founding Documentsttp://www.arctiecouncil.org.
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focusef the organization, and yet is such a broad tetine, councildevelopecs peci fi c fit e
of referenced and an i mpl e MeThus, aheifoondingsottheat e gy
council was aompilationof efforts and addressedhe various otstanding issues in the Arctic.

Military exploitation during the Cold Waas well as the surmounting needs of local indigenous
peoples shadowed the growing pollution concerns that the AEPS proghawe since been

designed to abate The emergence abe Arctic Councilrepresentedan effort to confront

environmenthissues with a unified indigenous body regmeted alongside states.

a. Organizational Structure of the Arctic Council

The Arctic Counciwas formed upon the signing thfe Declaration othe Establishment
of the Arctic Council The Councilwas establishedh s a -Ifetwviegh f or umo wi tt
membership and implementation schem&hke designelements ofthis organizatiorarefamiliar
to more traditional internationakgimes however, asan international organization, the Arctic
Council ds novel f | e xaxdeptibnallypracticalrand effeetigep onsi venes
By its Declaration, e Arctic Council limits its membership to the eight Arctic states
Canada, Denmark (Greenland & Failskands), Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russian Federation,
Sweden, and the United State&ach of these states exercises seigeity within the Arctic
Circle,'® and hasvoting rights at all meetingsThe Declaration also includea provisionthat
grants observer status tononArctic states,as well asto IGOs and nongovernmental
organizations(NGOs) that might specialize in Arctic affairs. ThesenontArctic members are

invited to attend all meetingsowever, membership des not afford themvoting rights or

"Here, the most basic meaning refers to economic sustali
ambiguity of the phrase fAsust ai thiggapee devel opment 0 wi | |
" The First Ministerial Meeting Canada, 1998, Ministerial Meetirfg$p://www.arctiecouncil.org.

18 Sandssupran. 15.
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significant influencein decisioamaking Additionally, observer states lose their limited
memberships if their programs are at odds with those of the Arctic Cduncil.

In addition,the Declaratiorprovides for'permanenpartcipand membership.The Inuit
Circumpolar Conference, the Saami Council, and the Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples
of the North were originally recognized as permanent particigaritee document As further
provided,this class of membership i open to other Ardat organzations of indigenous peoples
with majority Arctic indigenous constituency, representify: a single indigenous people
resident in more than one arctic State(igrmore than one Arctic indigenous people resident in
a single Arctic State’® This provisiongives future organizationsvhich represent peoples of
the Arctig the opportuity to join the Arctic Councilln fact the Aleut International Associatign
the Arctic Athabaskan Coungiland the Gwich'in Council International hasmce joined as
permanent participantsaising the numbeof permanent participant® six Although these
members have no voting rights in the organizatibe,i n d i g e n o uparticipagion pdlps s 6
inform ministerial meetings, and theinfluence issignificant to the implementation of the
organi zat i ¢'mdnsinismabvily thet ArcticeCsunciis headed by Chairman anda
Secretariat Both the Chairman and the members of the Secretariat seowear terms The
Chairma® s (atdebst as exeised so far) is to organizaeetings host the Secretariaandto
outline themes and obijectives for the téfm.

Decisions of the highest level are made at biennial ministerial meetiEgsh member
county is represented by a minister, and essentiétilg ministerial meetings are designed to

produce functionaplans, whicharethenimplemented bySenior Arctic Officials(SAOs). The

19
Id.
20 Declaration on the Establishment of the Arctic Council, Founding Docuntettis/www.arctiecouncil.org.
2L Arctic Councili Arctic Peoples Indigenous Peoples at the Arctic Counbittp://www.arcticpeoples.org/arctic
council.
22 Arctic Council,supran. 14; Sandssupran. 15.

51



group of SAOsis comprisedof represerdativesfrom each member country andeetsat least
twice a yearSAOs coordinat the effortsof the Arctic Councilby overseeing the work afs
subsidiary bodies (i.e. the four AEPS working groups), and waky/ closely with the
permanent participant®ermanent participants also have considerable influence at ministerial
meetings,and in thisfashion, ther influenceis given effect® Coordinationof theseoversight
functions is outlined in thé\r ct i ¢ @Bues pfcProteduse.The Rules which are not
legally binding,outline how meetingshouldbe runand how decisions ate bemade®* For a

structural diagram of the Arctic Council, Segure 1below.

2 Arctic Council,supran. 14.
% Rules of Procedure, Founding Documetisp://www.arcte-council.org.
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Throughits structure the Arctic Councilprovidesdistinctive equality forstate and non
state members. The need for indigenous representation largely defines the roots of the
organiation, andallowing permanent participants to be heard at ministerial meetings and work
closely with SAOgjivesindigenousArctic communities the opportunity to inform, and make use
of an internationainstitution It is, perhapsthis compromise betweehe subjective concernsf
indigenous groups arttie objective goals of member states thatkes thescheme so effective.
Such an arrangement is not found i Mherefleegae ftr a
closer look atthe institutional imovations of theArctic Council is essentialto identify its
advantages.

b. Institutional Innovations

The Arctic Council embodies novel characteristicsoth structure and functionThe
organizationi s t he product of an ar raa amgagamationof o f e X
independent groups with an overall decisimaking body of member state¥et, it is a self
procl ai aevd ford@nfoi gvh i ¢ h thereisla gatlzeting and sharing of ideesther
than just a formalized legislative body. This sharing of ideasheme is present throughout the
entire organization, and whilerepresenta br ea k f r o m IGOhiealsGipravided i t i on
valuable lessons for multateral environmental reginfermation??

First, the Council renders decisionsat ministerial meetingsby consensusand
correspondinglythese decisionsare not contingentupon the approval ofall membes.

Ministerial meetings thus tend to be resudtoriented, and argenerallyexpected to conclude

% For a study of international organizations gener&lge Jan KlabbersAn Introduction to International
Institutional Law (Cambridge University Press: New York, 2002); C.F. Amerasirgtieciples of the Institutional
Law of Internatioml Organizations(Cambridge University Press: New York, 1996).
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with definite programsor statementsn place?® The fact thatconsensus is requireaffords
membersa certainlevel of flexibility, and at the same tintiemand ingenuity whenoffering or
contributing toacceptable@lecisions
A body that requires consensus will, by definition, only make announcements in
its name thatre acceptable to each state, assuring that no stateevautvoted
or embarrassedCooperation through informal organizations can simplify
governmental efforts to coryp with domestic laws, such as those related to
participation in international organizations, and there may be no need to go
through the sometimes lengthy process of seeking new legislation in order to fund
the organization, as could be required with respe assessed contributions to an
international organizatioff.
Because the participation, funding, and implementation of ministée@kionsare not
compulsory, ach membestatedecidesits own level of involvement. By reflexive extension
there is © requirement that individuahemberstatespursue their national interests through the

Arctic Council®®

Thus, no threat to state sovereignty exists by participating in the Council.
Since actions ard¢akensolely through consensufie membestates camest assurethat

the Council will not impose&ontentiouspolicies or require participation (and thufanding) in

low-priority programs Therefore thereis no need for a dispute resolution processl likewise

the Councilis not required to possess amdependent legal personalityThe participation of

member states is electivand soit is irrelevant whether the organization has the capacity to

bring a claim against a defendant state, and-wétea. The need foran objective legal

personality is moatd by the option of any member to ktibld funding and participatiof.

2 Arctic Council,supran. 14.
27
Id.
2 d.
% SeeC.F. AmerasinghePrinciples of the Institutional Law of International Organizati@®ss(Cambridge
University Press: New York, 1996).
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Naturally, the Councibnly promulgate fi s o f @ resblusions’ Thetermfis o f t | awo
aptly makes cleathenonb i ndi ng qu al istdgcisionfandtbyhapper@igthenack | 6
of necessity for gudicial settlement structure Though ministerial desions are not legally
binding on member states, thishould not be viewed as a shortcoming tbé Council:
Al ] nternational actors choose s offarmsroffef or ms
superior i nst i tEmwirohneenta thangecahdustistainabikty. ate relativetent
concerngn the Arctig andso decisionsby the Councimust beflexible and quick in response to
therr unpredictability Indeed, @spite critic ms o f t hwo Aapptoach in i
Arctic law**it offer s many advantlaagweods aopWerdaaaeslifichgenerally
defined, refers to Anlegally binding obligati
interpreting ad i mp | e me nt % Binding rbselutidns ave aertainly characteristic of
traditional international organizations, for which there are usually dispute settlement systems
such adi n gudicial,ofiqu-psdi ci al , © o F* Proponedts af irddaw doldithatd i e s .

Aboth the governments of member states and ot

%0 young,supran. 4, at 16.

31 Kenneth Abbott and Duncan Snidlliard and Soft Law in International Governant21-56 (Vol. 54, No. 3,
International Organization,Summer, 2000).

321n her article, Melissa Verhaag argues that the existing system in the Arctic istiatedeq

[E]lnvironmental problems in the Arctic region are addressed through non
binding regional agreements . . . Although the regional approach is a step in the right
direction, it is not a binding step. Nations that are parties to the AEPS and the Arctic
Council have merely decided to cooperate with one another to protect the Arctic. Thus,

t he existing regi onal agreement s ar e Asoft | a
commitment from any party. The first plausible step to reaching a solution to the

envirm ment al problems of the Arctic region is to
| awd regional treaty for the eight nations in t

It is Not Too Late: The Need for a Comprehensive International Treaty to Protect the Arctic Environment, 15 Geo.

Il nit 6Envit | . L. Rev. 5565 (2003). Verhaagds argument seen
Council in dealing with Arctic concerns. These assumptions are largely unsupported, and focus on issues that have

yet to be addressed, rather thanneixeng the success of working resolutions.

¥ Kenneth Abbott and Duncan Snidsiipran.31 at 42156.

34 Cesare P.R. Romanbhe Peaceful Settlement of International Environmental Disputes: A Pragmatic Approach

(Kluwer Law International: Boston, 2000); JdseAlvarez,International Organizations as Lamakers,

Institutionalized Dispute Settleme(®xford University Press: New York, 2005).
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more likely to comply with the provisions of halalv in contrastto softl aw agr Edsnent s .
an organization thdtas noneed for aispute rsolution processan only be forwardboking in

addressing the recent and unique concerns of the Arctic, the Council has abatidoned
formalistic approachn favor of theprogressive advantages that the soft Epproach offers.

One such advantage iis [Jelbause they know that the results will not be legally binding, parties

are often prepared to accept morertaching commitments in the form of stdtv agreements

than they would be pr &phatietfoughsoft faw ageeententi'es har d
members of the Arctic Council can séigher goals in theirresolutions. Threats of
noncomplianceoupledwith the costs of legactioncould likely prove to be a hindrance to the

practical work of the Council, and tiparticipationin and fundingof a programmay well prove

to be the sameavhether it is demanded or volunteerefinother advantagef soft lawis that,

whenst at e autonomy is not a concern (as in this
uncertainty, especially when itiiiates processes that allow actors to learn about the impact of

37 oThie enefit is readilydapparento the Arctic Council because

agreements
measurable change theenvirormentandsustainability of a regiors gradualand the effects of
the@uncil 6s deci sions may nAsOrarbYeung poinieddusatt el v a
law can be easily adjusted to changing circumstances because there is no formal requirement for
rat i f i[w]hetei cocomstaniies are changing rapidly in ways drgeto have major
consequences for institutional arrangements . . . the flexibility oflaeftarrangements is a

signi fi ca rtAnothér advamtageof the soti law approaclis thatit Af aci | i t at e

compromise, and thus mutually beneficial cooperatbetween actors with different interests

% Young,supran. 4, at 15.

*1d. at 16.

37 Kenneth Abbott and Duncan Snidsiipran.31 at 42156.
3 Young,supran. 4,at 16.
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and values, different time horizons *aTh$ di sco

facilitated compromisevorks wellwith the indigenous groupsyhich differ in interests, values,

timeframes, and posvys.It therefoe s eems t hat the Councifdotbs wuse

onlynecessarhut may provide significant advantages
The arrangementwhereby the Arctic Councdllowsindigenous peoples to participate

decisbn-making and implementatioims perhaps its most notable innovatiobhe Council is the

first international forum to give andisithgenous

actualization of what can hee r me d  au pfb ocatpip8usharm dproach provides that

solutions to specific problems are directhformed and defined bylocal groups, rather than

il egi sl at maled objdctive amnccemtralized authority® Like member states, the

permanent participantsave the right to present progads for cooperative activitiéd. Through

such a system, the influence of i ndigenous p¢

every program created by the Arctic Counckor instancethe Arctic Contaminants Action

Program {ACAPOQ), whichis aworking group of the Coungilvasgiven working group status at

the Arctic Council Ministerial Meeting i®alekhard, Russia ddctober 2006. A C A Pdgbal is

to reducethe emissions of pollutants in tharctic in order to reducepollution risks®* To

accomyhish this goal the Arctic Council provided that i

involvement in the design and implementation of activities are key factors for public and

political acceptance. Involvement of local and indigenous communities isedasial to

39 Kenneth Abbott and Duncan Snidsiipran.31 at 42156.

“0 Arctic Council,supran.21.

"The fbuptdt danmeory, as it pertains to international orga
international law. However, it is comparalib the method by which the Arctic Council incorporates indigenous

peopl esd oSedpatmoie 33aThis aomrison is drawn into focus at a later section of this paper.

“1 Jessica A. CoheBr i ngi D@ winDop o-UABOt Ao Mew RiménmlLdgislationhnvi r o

Combating DesertificatiorB1 Harv. Envtl. L. Rev. 163 (2007).

“*2Rules of Procedure, Rule 26, Founding Documeéritp://www.arctiecouncil.org

“3 Arctic Contaminants Action Prograrhttp://acap.arcticouncil.org.
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