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Article 14 and 15 Submissions Process

The NACEC Secretariat appreciates this opportunity to provide to JPAC some of the insights
that the Secretariat has gained in its day to day administration of the Article 14/15 submissions
process.  We hope these comments are helpful in JPAC's public review of the history of the
Article 14 and 15 submission process with a view to identifying lessons learned.1

The JPAC has previously identified several key criteria of the submissions process that remain
relevant to this public review.  Those criteria include "accessibility, transparency, independence
of the Secretariat, balance/parity between Party and Submitter, impartiality, discretionality and
conformity to the NAAEC."2  We will focus on the criteria that are most relevant to the
Secretariat's unique role and experience: "the independence of the Secretariat," "accessibility"
and "transparency."  In addition, at various points we address the cross-cutting issue of the
timeliness and efficiency of the process.

1.  Independence of the Secretariat

Several issues relating to the Secretariat's independence and the related question of the scope of
the Secretariat's authority have arisen during the first five years of the submissions process.3  The
JPAC public review has offered a useful opportunity for reflection regarding these issues.
                                                                
1   It is particularly appropriate for the Council to rely on the JPAC -- the public's voice within the NACEC -- to present

recommendations regarding a process that the NAAEC Parties clearly intended to be a vital and accessible tool for the North
American public.

2   JPAC Advice to Council 99-01.

3   For example, during preparation of the BC Hydro factual record, questions arose regarding the matters that the Secretariat
could address in the factual record and the Secretariat's authority to seek information from the Parties, the Submitters and
others.
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The Secretariat has an obligation to process pending submissions and address to the best of its
ability the questions they present.  The Secretariat takes action regarding a particular submission
only within the authority that the NAAEC explicitly and implicitly grants to the Secretariat.  In
carrying out its role, the Secretariat is committed to ensuring that the submissions process is
objective and neutral.  Thus, the Secretariat tries to approach issues of application and
interpretation that necessarily arise as a submission is processed with a high degree of analytical
rigor. To further enhance the integrity of the process, the Secretariat seeks advice from an
objective group of well-respected special legal advisors and relies on assistance from neutral,
qualified expert consultants.

To develop a better understanding of its role in the process in light of concerns that one or more
of the Parties has raised, the Secretariat has consulted with respected experts on international
law.4  They have offered the following insights on the scope of the Secretariat's explicit and
implicit authority and the Secretariat's independence in the administration of the submissions
process:

n The Secretariat is responsible for taking action at several explicit steps in the process.  These
actions include determining whether a submission meets the criteria under Article 14(1);
determining whether under Article 14(2) the submission warrants a response from the Party
whose enforcement of environmental law is at issue; deciding whether to inform the Council
under Article 15(1) that the Secretariat considers that a factual record is warranted;
requesting certain information from the Parties, as appropriate; and, if so directed by the
Council, preparing a draft and final factual record as set forth in Article 15 and the
Guidelines.

n Well-established principles of international treaty interpretation apply to the Secretariat as an
international forum established to take specified actions under Articles 14 and 15 and related
Articles.  These include the principle of effective interpretation and the doctrine of implied
powers. Under the principle of effective interpretation, a treaty text must be interpreted so as
to advance the treaty's object and purpose.5  The doctrine of implied powers stems also from
a requirement to ensure the effective operation of a treaty.  Pursuant to this principle,
"international organizations have both the express powers that they are granted in their
constitutions as well as the powers that can be implied as necessary for the carrying out of
those express functions . . . ."6

n Under these principles as applied to the submissions process, the Secretariat is required to
give effect to the Parties' original purposes for entering into the NAAEC and creating the
submissions process.7  These purposes include enhancing the parties' domestic environmental

                                                                
4   See D. McRae, Information Developed by Independent Experts and the Autonomy of the Secretariat of the Commission for

Environmental Cooperation (February 7, 2000)("McRae Memo") and A. Slaughter, The Scope of the Secretariat's Powers
Regarding the Submissions Procedure of the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation under General
Principles of International Law (June 1, 2000) ("Slaughter Memo"), both attached hereto.

5   See Slaughter Memoranda, at 7.

6   McRae Memo, at 16.  See also Slaughter Memo, at 7-8.

7   See McRae Memo, at 18 and Slaughter Memo, at 24-25.
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enforcement, enhancing environmental protection and engaging the public in holding the
parties accountable for their records of environmental enforcement.  Further, the NAAEC
implicitly gives the Secretariat a significant degree of discretion and independence,
particularly in the processing of individual submissions and in the Secretariat's development
of its own internal procedures.8  For example, where the Council has instructed the
Secretariat to prepare a factual record, the Secretariat is obligated to exercise discretion in
determining how to prepare the factual record and what to include in it.9  The Secretariat's
implied authority exists except where the NAAEC precludes the Secretariat from exercising
authority. 10

n The Secretariat is subject generally to the Council's oversight and must adhere to the
Council's interpretation of the NAAEC.  However, where the NAAEC gives the Secretariat
the authority to exercise discretion in fulfilling its responsibilities, Council oversight should
ordinarily be limited to ensuring that the Secretariat does not abuse or act outside of its
explicit and implicit authority. 11

In the past, challenges by one or more Parties to the manner in which the Secretariat has fulfilled
its obligations have led to inefficiencies in the process and to public skepticism as to its
credibility.   The Secretariat is hopeful that a better understanding of the Secretariat's role will
help the submissions process evolve into a more efficient and effective mechanism for the
public.

2. Transparency

The Parties' commitment to promoting the transparency of their environmental protection efforts
and to enhancing opportunities for public participation is a prominent feature of the NAAEC.12

The submissions process is a strong manifestation of that commitment. Nonetheless, several
developments and proposals have called into question the transparency of the process,
particularly the following:

                                                                
8    See McRae Memo, at 18-22.  Prof. McRae describes the scope of the Council's role in overseeing the Secretariat, concluding

that the Council has a limited role in overseeing the Secretariat where the NAAEC gives the Secretariat a discretionary role in
processing submissions.

9    See McRae Memo, at 18-19.
10   Professors Slaughter and McRae have provided a constructive comparison of the Secretariat's authority to the authority of

other international organizations established to review activities of member countries, such as the United Nations, the
European Court of Justice and the U. N. Human Rights Committee.  McRae Memo, at 9-11, 20; Slaughter Memo, at 9-20.

11   McRae Memo, at 20-21.

12   See NAAEC Preamble and Article 1(h).
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n The Secretariat has received some assertions of confidentiality that in the Secretariat's view
were overly broad and unsubstantiated.13  The confidentiality provisions of the NAAEC are
important and necessary for law enforcement purposes and to protect business or proprietary
information, personal privacy and confidential government decision-making.14  They are,
however, exceptions to the overarching commitment to transparency in the Agreement.  In
the Secretariat's experience, keeping information confidential runs counter to transparency
because it limits the Secretariat’s ability to explain to the Submitters, the Council and the
general public its analysis of specific submissions, for example where dismissal is necessary
or where the Secretariat considers that a factual record is warranted.  In addition, it limits the
public's ability to follow the process and to obtain information that may lead to enhanced
environmental enforcement and protection.  The Secretariat's experience with overly broad
assertions of confidentiality underscores the need for a Party to provide substantiation and to
limit the scope of the assertion as much as possible when the Party finds it necessary to claim
confidentiality.

n Members of the public have noted that Guideline 10.2 limits transparency by requiring the
Secretariat to keep a recommendation to prepare a factual record secret for thirty days and
the reasons for its recommendations secret until the Council votes whether or not to authorize
a factual record. Guideline 10.2 also places the Secretariat and the Parties in an awkward
position vis-a-vis the public where the Secretariat or a Party is asked about the status of
submissions, because it limits the amount of information that can be disclosed.  The
Secretariat hopes that the Council will reconsider the guideline in view of its restrictions on
transparency.

n A question has arisen over what materials the Secretariat can make public prior to Council's
vote on making a final factual record public.  Under one proposal, the Secretariat would be
required to keep all materials on which the factual record is based confidential, including
publicly available information, unless and until the Council votes to make the final factual
record public.  Another question has arisen regarding whether the Secretariat can make
public its requests for information under Article 21 and the Parties' responses to such
requests. Regarding that issue, one proposal is to prohibit the Secretariat from posting on the
NACEC website its Article 21 requests for information and the Parties' responses.  In the
Secretariat's view, both of the above proposals are overly broad and inconsistent with the
Parties' commitment to transparency.  The Secretariat believes that only information that the
Parties or others designate as confidential under Articles 11(8) and 39 and Guideline 17 and
(pending the Council's vote on making a factual record public) the draft factual record and
supporting work product of the Secretariat that reveals the Secretariat's thought process in
preparing the factual record need to be kept from the public.

                                                                
13   For example, in one case, the Party withdrew its confidentiality claim after 4 months.  In another, the Party claimed that its

response was confidential even though it had already excluded the confidential information of concern from its response.  In a
third case, the Party sought to keep the name of a business confidential even though it was not apparent that this information
was confidential under domestic law, and the Party sought to keep confidential large amounts of information that did not
reveal the name of the business.  Further, all three of these claims of confidentiality included matters of public record.

14   NAAEC Articles 11.8 and  39(1).
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3. Accessibility

The Parties clearly intended the submissions process to be a vital and accessible tool for the
public, unencumbered by barriers that will unduly deter the public from relying on it.  The
process is unique and at the cutting edge of public participation in environmental protection in
large part because it is broad in scope and contains relatively low threshold requirements for
submitters.  For its accessibility to be meaningful, the process must also be efficient and timely.

The Secretariat is committed to ensuring the accessibility of the process.  Several of the
Secretariat's determinations have noted the intent in the NAAEC not to create undue barriers to
members of the public seeking to make use of the process.15  Thus, the Secretariat has not
discouraged use of the process by routinely dismissing submissions at the threshold stage.  In
addition, the creation of the Submissions on Enforcement Matters (SEM) Unit has enhanced
accessibility, both by making the process more visible within the NACEC and by improving the
efficiency with which submissions are processed.

The Secretariat is currently taking the following additional steps to improve the accessibility of
the process:

n The Secretariat is developing internal procedures that will provide the public and the Parties
with a better understanding of how the Secretariat intends to process submissions and
communicate with Submitters, the Parties and others during the process.  In developing these
procedures, we will consider procedures that other international institutions, such as the
World Bank Inspection Panel and the U.N. Human Rights Committee, have developed.

n The Secretariat is improving the NACEC website, including revisions to the public registry
of submissions to make it more "user friendly."

n The Secretariat is considering the hiring of additional staff for the SEM Unit in order to
increase the efficiency and timeliness with which submissions are processed.

n The Secretariat is prepared to work with the Parties and Council to ensure that Council acts
as expeditiously as possible on Secretariat recommendations to prepare factual records.16

                                                                
15   For example, see SEM-96-001, Recommendation of the Secretariat to Council for the development of a Factual Record in

accordance with Articles 14 and 15 of the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation, at 5 (June 7, 1996)
(adopting a liberal reading of the requirement in Article 14(2) that the Secretariat consider whether a submission alleges harm
to the submitter in deciding whether to request a response form the Party); and SEM-97-005, Determination pursuant to Article
14(1), at 3 (May 26, 1998) ("The Secretariat is of the view that Article 14, and Article 14(1) in particular, are not intended to
be insurmountable procedural screening devices.")

16   In general, the time Council has taken to act on the Secretariat's Article 15(1) recommendations has significantly increased
over time.  To date, the Secretariat has notified the Council that the Secretariat considered a factual record was warranted for
seven submissions.  For the first two, SEM-96-001 (Cozumel) and SEM-97-001 (BC Hydro), Council voted on the
Secretariat's recommendation in 2 months.  More recently, the Council took 9 months to act on the Secretariat's
recommendation in SEM-97-006 (Oldman River), which remains pending, and over 6 months to act on the Secretariat's
recommendation in SEM-97-003 (Quebec Hogs).  Council has not acted on the Secretariat's recommendation in SEM-98-006
(Aquanova), which has been pending for almost 6 months, or SEM-99-002 (Migratory Birds), which only has been pending
for just over one month.  The only exception to this increasing trend is SEM-98-007 (Metales y Derivados), in which the
Council acted in 2 months.
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4.  Conclusion

In reviewing the submissions process at this point, due consideration should be accorded to the
relative newness of the process. Growing pains were to be expected in the early stages.
Nonetheless, some issues, particularly those concerning transparency and the scope of the
Secretariat's authority, have occupied an enormous amount of time and, by diverting attention
from other matters, at times impeded day to day administration of the process.  The Secretariat is
confident that, particularly with the JPAC process in place, the submissions process is in
transition to a period of smoother functioning in which the goals for which the process was
created will be better served.

This next phase arrives at a point when an increasing number of submissions are at or near the
factual record stage.  It still may be too early to make broad conclusions regarding the
effectiveness of the process.  However, during this next phase, more information will become
available for assessing ways in which submissions and factual records can lead to action that
enhances environmental enforcement and environmental protection.

Attachments
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1. You have asked me to consider two questions.  First, can the CEC Secretariat include in  a
“factual record,” information developed by independent experts?  Second, what is the scope of the
Secretariat’s autonomy in applying the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation
(NAAEC).  Although, to a certain extent, these questions are linked, I shall deal with them separately.

2. Since the NAAEC is an international agreement between the governments of Canada, Mexico
and the United States, it is to be interpreted and applied in accordance with international law.  The
starting point for the interpretation of treaties under international law is the rules of interpretation set out
in Article 31 and 32 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties.  Canada and Mexico are both
parties to this Convention. Although it is not a party to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties,
the United States has, in a number of fora, including North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)
dispute settlement,1 accepted that the Vienna Convention rules on interpretation reflect customary
international law.

3. In approaching this question, I shall consider the relevant provisions in the NAAEC and how
they are to be interpreted.  I shall also consider the practice of other international bodies with similar
mandates.

1. The Inclusion of Information Developed by Independent Experts in a Factual Record.

1. What is a “Factual Record”?

4. A “factual record” is a document prepared by the Secretariat on the instructions of the Council
pursuant to NAAEC Article 15.  It is a step in a process that begins when a non-governmental
organization or person makes a submission to the Secretariat, under NAAEC Article 14, asserting that
a Party is “failing to effectively enforce its environmental law.”  The Secretariat must first determine
whether the submission is admissible, on the basis of the criteria set out in Article 14.1.  In the event of
an affirmative determination, the Secretariat must then decide, guided by the factors set out in Article
14.2, whether the submission “merits a response from the Party.”

                                                
1 In the Matter of: Tariffs Applied by Canada to Certain U.S.-Origin Agricultural

Products (Final report of the Panel, 2 December 1996, CDA-95-2008-01) para. 119.
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5. After receiving a Party’s response, the Secretariat must determine whether the submission
“warrants developing a factual record”.  If the Secretariat decides in the affirmative, then in accordance
with Article 15.1, it must “so inform the Council and provide its reasons.”  If, by a two-thirds vote, the
Council instructs the Secretariat to prepare a factual record, then the Secretariat must do so.2  The draft
factual record is then submitted to the Council.  On receipt of comments by the Parties on the accuracy
of the factual record, the Secretariat prepares a final factual record which is submitted to the Council. 
The Council may, by a two-thirds vote, make that factual record publicly available.

2. What can be Included in a Factual Record?

6. The text of the NAAEC provides no definition of what constitutes a “factual record” or of what
can be included in it.  However, it does set out what the Secretariat is to consider in preparing the
factual record.  Article 15.4 provides that the Secretariat:

shall consider any information furnished by a Party and may consider any relevant technical,
scientific or other information: (a) that is publicly available; (b) submitted by interested non-
governmental organizations or persons; (c) submitted by the Joint Public Advisory Committee;
or (d) developed by the Secretariat or by independent experts.

The Guidelines for Submission on Enforcement Matters under Articles 14 and 15 of the North
American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation3 also throw some light on the process under
which factual reports are prepared.  The Guidelines provide that where relevant technical, scientific or
other information is provided by the Joint Public Advisory Committee (JPAC) to the Secretariat relating
to the development of a factual record, the Secretariat will forward copies of the information to the
Council.4  It is also provided in the Guidelines that “contributors to the factual record process are
encouraged to submit only relevant information, reducing wherever possible the volume of material
submitted.”5

7. However, the Guidelines go further than this.  They provide that a factual record prepared by
the Secretariat will contain:6

(a) a summary of the submission that initiated the process;

                                                
2 Article 15.2.

3 Adopted by Council Resolution 99-06, 28 June 1999.

4 Guideline 11.2.

5 Guideline 11.3.

6 Guideline 12.1
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(b) a summary of the response, if any, provided by the concerned Party;
(c) a summary of any other relevant factual information; and
(d) the facts presented by the Secretariat with respect to the matters raised in the submission.

The Guidelines also provide that “the final factual record will incorporate, as appropriate, the
comments of any Party.”7  Since the Guidelines were adopted by the Council, they must represent the
agreement of the Parties as to how the NAAEC is to be applied.8

(1) The Meaning of the Term “Factual Record”

(1) The Ordinary Meaning of the Term

8. The correct approach to the interpretation of the term “factual record” in accordance with the
interpretative rules of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties is to give the words their ordinary
meaning in their context and in the light of the object and purpose of the treaty as a whole.9  According
to the Oxford English Dictionary, the term “record” means “the fact or attribution of being or having
                                                

7 Guideline 12.2.

8 Guideline 18.1 provides: “These guidelines are not intended to modify the Agreement. If there
is a conflict between any provision of these guidelines and any provision of the Agreement, the provision
of the Agreement will prevail to the extent of the inconsistency.”

9 Article 31 of the Vienna Convention provides: “ A treaty shall be interpreted in good faith in
accordance with the ordinary meaning to be given to the terms of the treaty in their context and in the
light of its object and purpose.”
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been committed to writing as authentic evidence of a matter having legal importance” or the “attestation
or testimony of a fact.”10  Webster’s Dictionary states that record means, “something set down in
writing for the purpose of preserving the knowledge of it as an authentic or official account of facts or
proceedings.”11  The common element of these definitions is that they refer to something in writing that
constitutes an authentic account of what is written.  However, neither definition prescribes any specific
content for a  “record”.

                                                
10 The Oxford English Dictionary, 2nd ed., (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989).

11 Webster’s New Twentieth Century Dictionary of the English Language, 2nd ed. (New
York: Simon and Schuster, 1979).
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9. The term “record” is frequently used to refer to the account of a court proceeding.  Black’s
Law Dictionary defines a “record” as a  “a written account of some act, court proceeding, transaction
or instrument drawn up under authority of law by a proper officer and designed to remain a memorial or
permanent evidence of the matters to which it relates.”12   What constitutes the record of a lower court
or tribunal for the purposes of judicial review has been the subject of some debate.  Here, the issue
revolves around whether the evidence heard by a tribunal is properly part of the record.13  Clearly, what
constitutes a record, even for the purposes of judicial review will depend upon context and on the
mandate of the person charged with creating the “record.”

10. In the present case, “record” is qualified by the term “factual”.  This raises the question of what
constitutes a “fact” for the purposes of the compilation of a “factual record.”  One approach might be
to distinguish between matters that are of matters of fact and those that are matters of opinion.  But this
distinction may not be of much assistance.  For some purposes statements of opinion may also be
treated as statements of fact.14   And, in any event, the fact that an opinion is held is a matter of fact. 
Equally, attempts to draw a distinction between matters of “fact” and matters of “law” have to be
considered with caution.  Whether a statement can be characterized as a statement of fact or a
statement of law may depend on how it is phrased.15  The statement that a person is a citizen of Canada
is both a statement of fact and a statement of law.  Indeed, many statements of fact assume or
presuppose some knowledge of law.16

11. Nevertheless, in a general sense the distinction between law and fact is understood by lawyers
although not always clearly defined.  Under the jury system a distinction is made between the role of the
jury as a trier of fact and that of the judge as the trier of law.  Moreover, an appellate court generally
can consider only appeals on matters of law and not on matters of fact.17  Furthermore, it is unlikely that

                                                
12 Black’s Law Dictionary, 6th ed., (St. Paul: West Group, 1991).

13 D. P. Jones and A. de Villar, Principles of Administrative Law (Edmonton: Carswell,
1979) 410-421.

14Thus, a representation of opinion may be treated as a misrepresentation of fact: Esso
Petroleum v. Mardon [1976] 1 Q.B. 801 (CA).

15 Thus, in Solle v. Butcher [1950] 1 K.B. 671 (CA) the mistaken belief that an apartment was
not governed by rent control legislation was treated as a mistake of fact.

16 As Jessel M.R. said as early as 1876, “It is not less a fact because that fact involves some
knowledge or relation of law.  There is hardly any fact that does not involve it.” Eaglesfield v. Marquis
of Londonderry [1876] 4 Ch. D. 693 at 703.

17 Cross and Tapper on Evidence, 9th ed., (London: Butterworths, 1999) 158.
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a request to produce a record of the facts of a judicial proceeding would result in the inclusion of the
tribunal’s conclusions of law.

12. It is clear that the term “factual record” considered in the light of the ordinary meaning of the
words used, including their use in a more technical legal context, does not have a single, all-purpose
meaning.  It is necessary, therefore, to look at the term more broadly in its context of the Article 14/15
process and of the CEC Agreement as a whole.

(ii) The Term “Factual Record” in Its Context

13. The term “factual record” in Article 15 of the NAAEC takes its meaning from the ordinary
meaning of the term “record” in the light of the qualification of the term by the word “factual” and in the
context of Article 15 and other relevant provisions of the NAAEC.  In this regard, guidance can be
obtained both from the Guidelines and from the surrounding provisions of Article 15.

14. The list set out in Guideline 12.2 of what may be included in the “factual record” suggests that
the term “factual” is not intended to be interpreted restrictively.  The first two items for inclusion are a
summary of the submission, and a summary of the Party’s response to that submission.  A submission is
an allegation.  It will contain assertions of fact as well as argument to support the allegation that a Party
is failing to effectively enforce its environmental law.  Equally, a Party’s response will contain both facts
and argument to support its view that the submission is ill-founded.   The fact that the Secretariat
includes summaries of the submission and the response thereto indicates that a “factual record”can
include arguments and opinions about whether a Party is failing to effectively enforce its environmental
law.

15. The Guidelines also provide that the factual record can include summaries of “other factual
information.”  In order to determine the meaning of this phrase, it is necessary to consider what “other
factual information” might be available to the Secretariat.  In this regard, it is useful to refer to Article 15.
4 which sets out the information that can be considered by the Secretariat in preparing a factual record..
 This includes any “relevant technical, scientific or other information” that is publicly available, submitted
by non-governmental organizations or persons or by the JPAC, or developed by the Secretariat or by
independent experts.

16.  Clearly, then, in the preparation of a factual record the Secretariat can consider “relevant
technical, scientific or other information,” including that developed by independent experts.  If the
Secretariat can consider such information, then it can, by necessary implication, include that information
in the factual record.  Such information would fall under the category of “other factual information” in
Guideline 12.2.  On this basis, the term “other factual information” in Guideline 12.2 must include any of
the information that the Secretariat is entitled to consider under Article 15.4.  This includes “technical,
scientific or other information” obtained from a variety of sources including independent experts.  Thus,



7

such “information” developed by independent experts could, in principle, be included in the “factual
record” provided, of course, that it is relevant.

(a) The Scope of the Concept of “Information”

17. The question nevertheless arises whether the concept of “information” itself, has any limitations.
 The Secretariat can include summaries of “other factual information” in the factual record.  In preparing
the factual record it can consider “relevant technical, scientific or other

information” from independent experts.  Is the scope of the concept of  “information” limited in some
way?

18. Two arguments present themselves.  First, is the term “other information” in Article 15.4 to be
read ejusdem generis with “technical” and “scientific”?  Second, does the NAAEC as a whole impose
some limitation on the kind of “information” that can be considered by the Secretariat and hence
potentially be included in a factual record?

(i) Ejusdem Generis or Limited Class Rule

19. The question here is whether the term “other information” in the phrase “technical, scientific or
other information” is confined by a genus created by the terms “technical” and “scientific”.   The rule of
interpretation known as the  ejusdem generis or limited class rule18 is applied where the preceding
words have a common characteristic that defines the class.  The difficulty in the present circumstances is
to determine what limited class is created by the words “technical” and “scientific”.  According to the
Oxford English Dictionary, the word “technical”  means “appropriate or peculiar to a particular art,
science, profession or occupation,” a definition that would clearly encompass the concept of scientific,
which means, “of or pertaining to science.”  Given the broad ambit of the term “technical”, which would
in any event encompass the term “scientific”, it is difficult to see what class or genus is limiting the
concept of “other information”.

20. Moreover, the limiting factor in respect of “technical, scientific and other information” in Article
15.4 is that it must be relevant.  This distinguishes the obligation on the Secretariat in respect of
information furnished by a Party and information derived from other sources.  In the case of the former,
the Secretariat has an obligation to consider “any information,” and in the case of the latter, the
Secretariat has the discretion to consider “relevant’ information.  Furthermore, in respect of this latter
category, Article 15.4 is permissive.  It does not put a limitation on what the Secretariat may consider. 
Nor does Article 15 appear to limit what may be included in a factual record to information that the
Secretariat considers under Article 15.4.

                                                
18 Ruth Sullivan, Statutory Interpretation, (Concord: Irwin Law, 1997) 65-66.
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21. In short, the wording of Article 15.4 does not impose any explicit limitations on the content of
what may be included as “other factual information” in a factual record, although by implication the
material included must be relevant.

(ii) The Broader Context of the NAAEC

22. Does a consideration of the broader NAAEC context suggest any limitations on the scope of
the concept of “information” for the purposes of a factual record?  The preparation of a “factual
record” is part of a process that is triggered when a submission is made that a Party is failing to
effectively enforce its environmental law.  One of the objectives of the NAAEC, as set out in Article 1,
is to “enhance compliance with, and enforcement of, environmental laws and regulations.”  Article 5
creates a commitment that each Party will “effectively enforce its environmental laws.”  One of the
functions of the Council of the CEC is to encourage “effective enforcement by each party of its
environmental laws and regulations”19 and the Preamble to the NAAEC emphasizes the importance of
public participation  in conserving, protecting and enhancing the environment.  The Article 14/15
process is, thus, designed to implement the objective of ensuring that the parties enforce their
environmental laws and regulations and at the same time to enhance public participation  in conserving,
protecting and enhancing the environment.

23. The nature of this process, thus, will involve assembling significant amounts of information. 
Some of that information will be records of things that have occurred.  Some of that information will
involve claims about how environmental laws are or are not being enforced.  Some of that information
will be scientific, relating to causes and effects.  And much of this information will be based on opinions,
including the opinion of experts.

24. There is, however, an important limitation on the scope of this information.  What the Article
14/15 process does not provide is a mechanism for making a determination that a Party has “failed to
effectively enforce its environmental laws.”  The final stage in the process is simply the publication of the
factual record.  In this regard, the Article 14/15 process can be contrasted with the dispute settlement
process in Part Five of NAAEC.  A panel set up under that process is required to make a
“determination as to whether there has been a persistent pattern of failure by the Party complained
against to effectively enforce its environmental law.”20  Moreover, failure to remedy the deficiency in the
enforcement of environmental law could lead to the implementation of sanctions.  The Article 14/15
process stands in contrast to this.  There is no provision in the Agreement for a determination under the
Article 14/15 process that a Party has failed to effectively enforce its environmental laws.  Such a
determination could only result from the Part Five process being invoked.
                                                

19 Article 10.4.

20 Article 31.2.
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25. This distinction between the Part Five process and the Article 14/15 process has implications
for what can fall within the scope of “relevant technical, scientific or other information.”  Since the
Article 14/15 process does not lead to a determination that a party has failed to effectively enforce its
environmental laws, then “relevant technical, scientific or other information” could not include a
determination of whether a Party had failed to effectively enforce its environmental laws.  In short, the
concept of information is broad enough to include anything that does not constitute a determination of
whether a Party has failed to effectively enforce its environmental law, a matter which, as will be pointed
out later, involves an interpretation of Articles 14 and 45.

26. If determinations, within the meaning of Articles 14 and 45, of whether a party has failed to
effectively enforce its environmental laws, are excluded from the scope of “technical, scientific or other
information”, then they would be excluded from the scope of “other factual information” that, in
accordance with Guideline 12.2, the Secretariat can include in a factual record.

27. It is important, nevertheless, to distinguish between conclusions on factual matters, for example
about what the facts in a particular case are, and conclusions on issues of law, that is conclusions that
are to be drawn from the application of the relevant treaty provisions to the facts of the case.  It is the
drawing the latter conclusions for which no mandate exists in the Secretariat under Article 15.  By
contrast, paragraph (d) of Guideline 12.2 permits the Secretariat to state the facts of the claim.  This
involves determining what the facts are.  But conclusions of this kind about the facts are quite separate
from legal conclusions about whether these facts constitute a failure by a Party, within the meaning of the
relevant provisions of the Agreement, to effectively enforce its environmental law.

(c) The Practice of Other Organizations

28. Some guidance in the interpretation of what might be included in a factual record can be gained
from looking at the practice of other international bodies that have similar processes to the Article 14/15
process.  In this regard, United Nations and regional human rights bodies deserve some attention.  All
embody a process whereby individuals can bring a complaint about the violation by a state of a
particular obligation, a response by the state concerned, and the consideration of the complaint by the
international body.

29. The United Nations processes, that of the United Nations Human Rights Commission under
Resolution 150321 and of the Human Rights Committee under the Optional Protocol on Civil and
Political Rights,22 are less relevant.  In those instances, a complaint is referred to the government
                                                

21 ECOSOC Resolution 1503: “Procedure for dealing with communications relating to
violations of human rights and fundamental freedoms,” 1693rd Plenary Meeting, (27 May 1970).

22 Optional Protocol to the ICCPR (1966) 999 U.N.T.S. 302.
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concerned for comment and then is considered on its merits by the Human Rights Commission,
operating through its sub-commissions, in the case of the resolution 1503 procedure, or by the Human
Rights Committee in the case of the Optional Protocol.  Thus, the role of these bodies is that of
decision-maker and thus they are different from the CEC Secretariat.

30. A closer parallel can be found with the work of the European Commission on Human Rights
and that of the Inter-American Commission on Human Rights.  Both are agencies that play a role in an
individual complaints process, but they are not the final decision-makers.  Since

the Inter-American Commission was modelled on the European Commission, attention will be focused
on the European Commission.

31. The European Commission on Human Rights is an organ established under the European
Convention on Human Rights.23  It is composed of individuals elected by the Committee of Ministers of
the Council of Europe. Under Article 25 of the Convention, the Commission may receive complaints
from any person, non-governmental organizations or groups of individuals claiming a violation by a
party.  If it finds the complaint admissible, the Commission “shall, with a view to ascertaining the facts,
undertake together with the representatives of the parties, an examination of the petition, and, if need be,
an investigation.”24  In examining the matter, the Commission has broad powers to gather information,
including the holding of hearings.

32. The Commission has the further responsibility of making itself available to the parties (that is the
petitioner and the state concerned) with a view to securing a friendly settlement.  If no such settlement is
reached, the Commission must then “draw up a report on the facts and state its opinion as to whether
the facts found disclose a breach by the state concerned of its obligations under the Convention.”25 
That report is transmitted to the Committee of Ministers.

33. The Inter-American Commission has similar functions. It can undertake an investigation of the
complaint and, when the matter is not resolved, it, too, files a report which includes its own opinion on
the merits of the issue.

34. Clearly there are important differences in the structure and powers of the CEC Secretariat and
the European and Inter-American Commissions.  But, they have a common role in determining the
admissibility of complaints and submitting a report on the complaint that encompasses the allegations
                                                

23 European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms, (1950) 213 U.N.T.S. 222.

24 Article 28(a).

25 Article 31(1).
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and the facts on which the complaint is based.  The difference, however, is that the European and Inter-
American Commissions are required to include in their report their conclusions on the merits of the
complaint.  There is no provision in the NAAEC or the Guidelines for the CEC Secretariat to do so.

35.  The mandate of the European and Inter-American Commissions in submitting a report on a
complaint includes reaching conclusions on the merits of the complaint.  The fact that this power was
expressly given suggests that in the absence of a grant, the Commissions would not have had such a
power.  If such a power had not been granted to the Commissions, they could make findings of fact,
they could assemble all of the information that would be relevant to making a determination on whether
the complaint made was well-founded, but they would have been unable to take the final step of making
a determination of whether the complaint was well-founded in fact.

36. The European and Inter-American practices, thus, give further insight into what may be included
in a “factual record”.  The CEC Secretariat has not been granted an express power to include in the
factual record a determination of whether a Party has failed to effectively enforce its environmental law
within the meaning of the relevant provisions of NAAEC.  Like the European and Inter-American
Commissions it can assemble all the information that is relevant to making such a determination, but it
cannot take the further step of making that determination.

(d) Conclusion

37. A consideration of the ordinary meaning of the term “factual record” in its context, together with
a consideration of the concept of “information”, suggests that there is a limitation on what can be
included in a factual record.  This limitation is that, a factual record cannot include a determination of
whether a state is “effectively enforcing its environmental laws” within the meaning of Article 14.  The
Secretariat has no mandate to make such a determination and include it in the factual record.  Equally
this places a limitation on the scope of the “other factual information” that may be included by the
Secretariat in a factual record.  In the context of the question put at the outset, this means that a
determination by an independent expert that a party is “failing to effectively enforce its environmental
law” within the meaning of Article 14, could not be included in a factual record.

38. The above does not preclude the Council from authorizing the Secretariat to reach conclusions
on whether a Party is “failing to effectively enforce its environmental law”.  Indeed, in both of the cases
so far in which the Council has instructed the Secretariat to prepare a factual record, it has directed the
Secretariat “in developing the factual record, to consider whether the Party concerned "is failing to
effectively enforce its environmental law" since the entry into force of the NAAEC on 1 January
1994.”26  Such an instruction clearly grants to the Secretariat an authority to consider the effectiveness
of strategies designed to enforce environmental laws and to provide its own comments and opinions.

                                                
26 Council Resolutions 96-08 and 98-07.
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3. The Scope of the Limitation on the Inclusion of Information Developed by Experts

39. What is the precise extent of this limitation on the information that can be developed by
independent experts and included in a factual record?  In this regard, it is useful to return again to the
objectives of the NAAEC and the rationale  for the Article 14/15 process.  As pointed out earlier, these
objectives include enhancing the enforcement of environmental laws and regulations.  Moreover, the
Parties specifically commit to enforcing their environmental laws and

regulations.  The Article 14/15 process can, thus, be understood as a process that will assist in achieving
those objectives.

40. However, the role played by the Article 14/15 process is not one that compels Parties to
enforce their environmental laws and regulations.  It provides information about whether a party is
effectively enforcing its environmental laws and regulations.  It does not reach a conclusion about
whether a party is failing to effectively enforce.  It is meant to provide the necessary information that will
allow others to draw conclusions about whether or not a party is failing to do so.  That is the point of the
public release of a factual record.  If the factual record did not provide the relevant information for the
drawing of conclusions about the effectiveness of the enforcement of environmental laws, the Article
14/15 process would be a pointless exercise that did not promote the objectives of the Agreement.

41. In this light, the guiding point for the Secretariat in seeking information from independent experts
that can be included in a factual record is whether the information will permit others to reach a
conclusion on whether or not a Party against which the complaint has been brought is failing to
effectively enforce its environmental law.  What the Secretariat cannot do is itself make a determination
whether the Party in question is effectively enforcing its environmental law.  Equally, it cannot delegate to
an independent expert the authority to make that determination.  

42. What constitutes a “determination” that a Party is failing, within the meaning of Article 14, to
effectively enforce its environmental law?

43. The Agreement does not define the term “effectively enforce its environmental law.” However,
Article 45 indicates circumstances where a Party would not be held to have failed to effectively enforce
its environmental law’  These are where action or inaction by agencies or officials of a Party:

“(a) reflects a reasonable exercise of their discretion in respect of investigative, prosecutorial,
regulatory or compliance matters; or (b) results from bona fide decisions to allocate resources
to enforcement in respect of environmental matters determined to have higher priorities.”

Thus, determining whether a party has failed to “effectively enforce its environmental law” within the
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meaning of Article 14 also involves determining whether the provisions of Article 45 have been met.  It
is an exercise in determining the applicability of treaty provisions.  And, such a process is different from
merely holding an opinion on whether environmental laws are being effectively enforced.

44.  Clearly opinions will be held about the efficacity of a Party’s enforcement of its environmental
laws, and independent experts may well hold such views.  Moreover, the fact that such views are held
may be an important part of the “information” that ought to be included in a factual report.  Where then,
is the line to be drawn between including opinions in a factual report and seeking to include formal
determinations on the merits of the issue that is the subject of the submission?

45. In my view, the Secretariat could include in a factual record the opinions of those who even
prior to the submission have expressed views on the matter, provided they are relevant.  The existence
of such opinions would constitute important factual information about the issue in question.  Equally, the
Secretariat could seek opinions from independent experts on the scope and application of the laws
allegedly not being effectively enforced.  It could seek information on how those laws are being
enforced in fact.  It could seek information on the effectiveness of strategies claimed by a Party to be an
effective way of achieving certain environmental goals.  It could seek expert opinion on what might
constitute a reasonable exercise of discretion in respect of investigatory, prosecutorial, regulatory or
compliance matters.  All of this would be important information for anyone seeking to decide whether a
Party is effectively enforcing its environmental laws within the meaning of Article 14 and Article 45.

46. More concretely, if a submission was made alleging that a Party was “failing to effectively
enforce its environmental law” because of a lack of prosecutions under a particular statute, the
Secretariat could seek opinions on whether the events alleged to have occurred would fall under the
statute in question.  It could seek opinions from independent experts on whether prosecutions are an
effective means of dealing with the particular environmental problem.  It could seek assessments of
alternative means of dealing with those environmental problems.  But, having assembled this
comprehensive factual record, the Secretariat could not ask a legal expert, say a retired judge of the
Supreme Court, to consider the record and determine whether the Party had failed to effectively enforce
its environmental law within the meaning of Article 14 and 45 of the NAAEC.

47. Thus, the Secretariat cannot seek to have the issue of whether a Party is failing, within the
meaning of Articles 14 and 45, to effectively enforce its environmental laws, determined by asking an
independent expert to review the complaint and all of the assembled information and determine whether
the complaint is well-founded.  And, if an independent expert did in fact overstep his or her mandate
and seek to make such a determination, the Secretariat could not include that determination in a factual
record.

48. Obviously, the application of this limitation will involve the Secretariat in making some fine
distinctions and exercising some judgment.  However, as will be pointed out in the next section, the
Secretariat has the power to do what is reasonably necessary to carry out its functions.
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3. The Autonomy of the CEC Secretariat

49. The question to be considered is whether the CEC Secretariat has any autonomy in applying the
NAAEC.  The starting point for considering this question is the terms of NAAEC itself.

50. The Secretariat is one of the organs of the CEC, established under Section B of Part Three of
the NAAEC.  Headed by an Executive Director, the Secretariat is meant to have an “international
character” and its members are not to “seek or receive any instructions from any government or any
other authority external to the Council.”  The Parties are enjoined from seeking to influence members of
the Secretariat in the discharge of their responsibilities.27  Thus, at the outset, the NAAEC grants the
Secretariat a degree of independence.

3. The Structure and Powers of the Secretariat

51. The structure of the Secretariat is set out in Article 11 which also lists certain of the Secretariat’s
responsibilities.  These include, providing technical, administrative and operational support to the
Council and such other support as the Council may direct,28 providing the Parties and the public with
information on where they may receive technical advice and information on environmental matters,29 and
protecting the identity of those making submissions, if they so request, and protecting confidential
information from public disclosure.30  In practice, as well, the Secretariat has the task of submitting an
annual program and budget to the Council although that task is assigned formally by the Agreement to
the Executive Director.31

52. Specific tasks are also specified for the Secretariat under Articles 12, 13, 14 and 15.  These
relate to the preparation of an annual report, the preparation of other reports, the receipt of submissions

                                                
27 Article 11.4.

28 Article 11.5.

29 Article 11.7.

30 Article 11.8.

31 Article 11.6.
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from non-governmental organizations or persons, and the tasks associated with the preparation of a
factual record.

53. Although a number of the tasks assigned to the Secretariat are administrative in character, the
tasks assigned under Article 14 and 15 are of an executive, rather than an administrative nature.  These
relate to both matters of process and matters of substance.  They include, the receipt of submissions and
the determination of their admissibility, the decision whether to request a response from a Party, the
decision to recommend to the Council that a factual record be established and the power to determine
the reasons on which that recommendation is to be based, and the decisions on what should be included
in the preparation of a factual record.  Moreover, as paragraph (d) of Guideline 12.2 makes clear, the
Secretariat is to reach its own conclusions on what the facts are.

54. The assigning of executive functions to a Secretariat or to a Secretary-General is not unusual in
international organizations.32  However, questions can arise as to the nature and scope of the powers
that have been so assigned.

55. It is well-established in international law that international organizations have both the express
powers that they are granted in their constitutions as well as the powers that can be implied as necessary
for the carrying out of those express functions.  In the Reparations Case,33 the International Court of
Justice stated, “Under international law, the Organization must be deemed to have those powers which,
though not expressly provided in the Charter, are conferred upon it by necessary implication as being
essential to the performance of its duties.”34   This principle was endorsed again recently by the ICJ in
Legality of the Use by a State of Nuclear Weapons in Armed Conflict.35  The Court said,

“the necessities of international life may point to the need for organizations, in order to achieve
their objectives, to possess subsidiary powers which are not expressly provided for in the basic
instruments which govern their activities. It is generally accepted that international organizations
can exercise such powers known as ‘implied powers’”36

Furthermore, this reasoning has been applied to the actions of an organ of an international organization
as well.  The General Assembly of the United Nations was found to have the authority to establish an

                                                
32 Henry G. Schermers, International Institutional Law (Vol I, 1972), 190.

33 Reparations for Injuries Case [1949] I.C.J. Rep. 174..

34 Ibid., at 182.

35 Advisory Opinion of 8 July 1996.

36 Ibid., at para. 25,
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independent international tribunal, even though such a power was not provided for expressly in the UN
Charter.37  More recently, the Security Council of the United

                                                
37 Effect of Awards of Compensation Made by the United Nations Administrative

Tribunal [1954] I.C.J. Rep. 47.
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Nations, acting pursuant to its implied authority, established international criminal tribunals for the former
Yugoslavia and for Rwanda.38

56. The implied powers of an international organ are not unrestricted.  In the Nuclear Weapons
case, the ICJ rejected the claim by the WHO to request an advisory opinion on the legality of the use of
nuclear weapons.  While the Court considered that issues relating to the effects of the use of nuclear
weapons on health may have been within WHO’s competence, the legality of the use of nuclear
weapons was not.39

57. Applied to the CEC Secretariat, the existing law applicable to international organizations would
suggest that the Secretariat has the specific powers assigned to it under the NAAEC, and additionally it
has such powers as may reasonably be implied as necessary to carry out the specific functions assigned
to it.  In determining what it may do in the exercise of its implied powers, the Secretariat is of necessity
involved in interpreting the Agreement.  The question that arises, however, is to what extent are the
powers of the Secretariat to be exercised subject to the control of the CEC Council.

4. The Relationship Between the Secretariat and the Council

58. The relationship of the Secretariat to the Council is not defined in detail in the Agreement.  The
Council is the “governing body of the Commission.”  Although it is composed of representatives of the
Parties, the Council functions as the organ of the CEC with its own particular responsibilities and
functions.  However, its close relationship with the NAAEC Parties is illustrated in Article 9.5 which
provides that in addition to its specific functions, the Council may “take such other action in the exercise
of its functions as the Parties may agree.”  And, of course, ultimately the Parties can exercise control
through their power to amend or even terminate the Agreement.

59. The Council has specific functions in relation to the Secretariat as well as the general
responsibility “to oversee the Secretariat.”40  In approving the annual program and budget of the

                                                
38 SC Res. 827, S/RES/827(1993) (Yugoslavia), SC Res 955, S/RES/955(1994) (Rwanda).

39 Supra note 35, at para. 21.

40Article 10.1.
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Commission, the Council exercises control over what the Secretariat may do.  The Council can also
direct the Secretariat to provide certain support.  It can provide instructions on the preparation of the
annual report.  It can instruct the Secretariat not to prepare a report on an environmental matter outside
the scope of the annual program.  The Council has, in addition, the power to instruct the Secretariat to
prepare a “factual record.”

60. However, in a number of spheres, the Agreement grants authority to the Secretariat to do things
without the necessity for any prior review, approval or instructions from the Council.  For example, the
Secretariat can prepare a report for the Council on any matter within the scope of the program.  It can
consider submissions under Article 14 provided that they meet the criteria for admissibility.  It can
determine whether such a submission merits a response from a Party.  It can decide whether to
recommend to the Council that such a submission warrants the preparation of a “factual record.”  It can
decide what to include in a factual record.  It can decide whether to incorporate the comments of a
Party on a draft factual record into a final factual record.

61. In all of these instances, the authority of the Secretariat as well as the parameters of that
authority are set out in the Agreement.  In no instance is the exercise of this authority stated to be
subject to the approval of the Council.  Moreover, in some instances the authority of the Council in
relationship to the Secretariat is specifically circumscribed.  Under Article 15.5, the Council is able to
provide comments only on the “accuracy” of a draft factual report, not on any other aspects of it.

62. The relationship of organs within an international organization to each other has come up in
United Nations practice, particularly in respect of the Security Council and the General Assembly.  The
approach of the ICJ has been to recognize the respective spheres and authority of the two organs.41 
Thus, the Security Council’s “primary responsibility for international peace and security” did not result in
paramountcy over the General Assembly or exclude the Assembly from acting in accordance with its
own responsibilities in that area under the UN Charter.42  By analogy, the fact that the CEC Council is
the “governing body of the Commission” does not of itself give the Council a paramountcy over the
Secretariat in areas where the Secretariat is given certain functions under the Agreement.

63. Does the fact that the Council has been granted the authority to “oversee the Secretariat” give
the Council a veto over all Secretariat activities?  In the context of the Agreement as a whole, it is
difficult to conclude that it would have that effect.  As mentioned earlier, the Agreement sets out certain
responsibilities of the Secretariat that are explicitly under the control of the Council, such as providing
administrative and technical support and preparing the annual report of the Commission.  The
Agreement sets out, as well, certain responsibilities where no specific role is given to the Council, such

                                                
41 See generally D.W. Bowett, The Law of International Institutions (3rd ed. 1975) 42-48.

42 Certain Expenses of the United Nations, [1962] I.C.J. Rep. 151.
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as the determination of the admissibility of a submission.  To suggest that the power to “oversee” the
Secretariat gives the Council a role in respect of matters relating to the Secretariat where no such
explicit role has been given would render unnecessary those provisions in the Agreement that make
certain Secretariat responsibilities subject to Council direction and control.  It would be contrary to
accepted

principles of treaty interpretation under which an interpretation should not be adopted that renders
provisions of a treaty meaningless.43

64. In respect of the Article 14/15 process, it is clear that the Secretariat and the Council have
defined, separate roles.  The power to determine the admissibility of a submission is a power granted to
the Secretariat.  It is not a power that is to be exercised “subject to” the supervision of the Council. 
The decision to recommend that a factual report be prepared and the determination of the reasons for
that recommendation are matters for the Secretariat, not for the Council.  The process for assembling a
factual record is a task assigned to the Secretariat, not to the Council.  The Council’s involvement in the
process is to decide whether to instruct the Secretariat to develop a factual record, to comment on the
accuracy of a draft report, and to decide whether a factual record is to be made publicly available.  In
short, Articles 14 and 15 set out a careful balance between the role of the Secretariat, the body with an
“international character” which is meant to function with some degree of independence, and that of the
intergovernmental body, the Council.

5. Conclusion

65. Thus, the CEC Secretariat has some degree of autonomy under the NAAEC.  It has certain
specific powers and functions, in particular in the context of the Article 14/15 process, and, in
accordance with the law applicable to international organizations, it has in addition those powers that
may be reasonably implied as necessary in order to carry out its express functions.  In determining the
extent of its function, the Secretariat, thus has the authority to interpret the Agreement.

66. This, however, does not mean that there are no restraints on the actions of the Secretariat.  As a
matter of law, as the decision of the ICJ in the Nuclear Weapons case shows, an organ or an
organization has no authority to go beyond its constitutional mandate.  The Secretariat has no authority
to exceed its express or implied powers.  The question that arises is what happens if it does exceed its
authority.  In this regard, the Council clearly has a role in pursuance of its mandate to “oversee the
Secretariat.”  Thus, if the Council was of the view that the Secretariat was acting beyond the scope of

                                                
43 As expressed by the WTO Appellate Body in United States - Standards fro Reformulated

and Conventional Gasoline (WT/DS2/AB/R 29 April 1996): “An interpreter is not free to adopt a
reading that would result in reducing whole clauses or paragraphs of a treaty to redundancy or inutility.”
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its responsibilities, it could draw the Secretariat’s attention to this.  If the Secretariat’s actions were in
respect of a matter on which the Council had authority under the Agreement to direct the Secretariat, it
could direct the Secretariat to act accordingly.

67. However, if the Council had no authority under the Agreement to give directions to the
Secretariat, it cannot direct the Secretariat to act.  Of course, the Council could authorize the
Secretariat to act in areas where the Secretariat lacks a mandate under the Agreement, provided that
this is not contrary to the Agreement.  Thus, as mentioned earlier, the Council can authorize the
Secretariat to include in the factual record its own conclusions on whether a Party is “failing to
effectively enforce its environmental law.”  In that sense it can supplement the Secretariat’s authority.

68. However, the Council cannot direct the Secretariat not to act where the Secretariat has
authority under the Agreement to act.  Thus, the Council could not direct the Secretariat not to consider
submissions under Article 14.  If it sought to do so, the Council itself would be acting in excess of its
authority.  It would constitute an attempt to amend the Agreement, something that under Article 48 is
the prerogative of the Parties, not of the Council.  Thus, the Agreement sets out areas of jurisdiction an
responsibility for each of the CEC organs and delineates their powers as distinct from the powers of the
Parties themselves.

69. In the light of the above, in my view, the CEC Secretariat has a degree of autonomy in the
application of the NAAEC.  The extent of that autonomy is defined in the functions and powers of the
Secretariat as set out in the Agreement, and it extends to powers that may be implied as necessary to
give effect to those express functions and powers.

Donald M. McRae
University of Ottawa
7 February 2000



1

The Scope of the Secretariat’s Powers Regarding the Submissions Procedure of the

North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation under General

Principles of International Law

 I. Issues

1. You have asked me to address two questions.  First, you have asked me to

explicate the international legal principles governing the interpretation of treaties and to

describe the specific application of those principles by regional and global dispute

resolution entities.  Second, you have asked me to apply those principles, in light of the

practice of other entities, to evaluate the scope of the Secretariat’s powers under Article

15 of the North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation (NAAEC).1  This

opinion extends and complements the analysis by Professor Donald McRae, prepared for

the Secretariat in February, concerning Information Developed by Independent Experts

and the Autonomy of the Secretariat of the Commission for Environmental Cooperation.

 II. Overview

2. A treaty is an agreement between states, codifying obligations that they have

voluntarily undertaken.  These obligations may run toward one another, toward third

parties, and toward the international community at large.  States choose entirely of their

own volition whether to enter into a treaty; indeed, one of the cornerstones of sovereignty

is the capacity to conclude agreements with other states.  The terms of a particular treaty

                                                

1 North American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation, Sept. 8, 1993, 32 I.L.M. 1480 (1993)
[hereinafter NAAEC].
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similarly reflect an often lengthy negotiation process and a bargain struck to satisfy or at

least mollify many different constituencies.

3. Once states actually consent to a treaty, however, they also consent to an entire

corpus of international legal rules and practices governing the interpretation and

application of its terms.  This is the process of bringing a treaty to life, transforming it

from legal language to everyday practice.  In both civil and common law systems, codes

and caselaw reflect this dynamic process of determining the actual meaning of abstract

formulations.

4. The international legal principles governing treaty interpretation defer to the

sovereignty of the states party by looking both to text and the parties’ intent, but at the

same time hold the parties to their word in terms of the overarching purposes the treaty is

supposed to serve.  The treaty text remains supreme, but the precise meaning given to

that text derives from an understanding of the language chosen in the context of the treaty

as a whole.  It thus prevents parties from promising in the Preamble only to take away in

the text.

5. To the extent that states wish to circumscribe this process of interpretation, they

must spell out clearly a list of prohibitions as well as obligations.  They must be explicit

about the precise parameters of the bargain they have struck, ruling out specific

evolutionary paths over the life of the treaty.  Enhancing the precision of the treaty along

these lines will certainly complicate the negotiating process, however, and may alienate

many of the domestic constituencies whose support is critical to striking the initial

bargain. States thus often prefer broader and more open-ended provisions, which must be

interpreted to be effective in light of the overarching object and purpose of the treaty.

6. The principle of effective interpretation and the doctrine of implied powers are

intermediate principles that bridge the lofty formulations of the Vienna Convention and

the outcomes in specific cases.  A treaty cannot achieve its object and purpose unless it is

effective; treaty interpreters must thus read specific treaty provisions to maximize their

effectiveness.  Similarly, entities established by treaty must possess the powers necessary
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to carry out the functions the parties intended them to exercise.  If not explicit in the

treaty text, such powers must be implied.

7. International institutions from courts to commissions have applied the principle of

effectiveness and the doctrine of implied powers to achieve a wide range of substantive

and procedural outcomes.  The specific import of these principles depends on the nature

and scope of the treaty subject to interpretation.  But the process of applying these

principles is the practice of interpretation, the actualization of the Vienna Convention.

This practice offers a model for the Secretariat in exploring and defining the parameters

of its role under the CEC.

8. The CEC is an unusual institution.  Under the Preamble of the NAAEC, it is

charged with “facilitat[ing] effective cooperation on the conservation, protection and

enhancement” of the environment in the territories of the states party.  It performs a

variety of functions in the service of this goal, including overseeing the citizen

submission process.  Although the NAAEC provides for a fairly traditional inter-state

dispute resolution process in Part V, relying on arbitral panels, the citizen submission

process is a sui generis and highly innovative mechanism for enhancing each party’s

enforcement of its environmental laws through increased public participation.  Indeed,

the Preamble explicitly recognizes the importance of public participation to enhanced

environmental protection.

9. The citizen submission process allows complaints concerning lack of enforcement

to be brought, but no part of the CEC actually resolves or adjudicates these complaints.

Rather, where they meet specific criteria, the complaints become a trigger for the

provision of information to the public, the specific complaint, the parties’ responses to it,

and related scientific and technical information that will allow the public to reach a

conclusion on the merits.  Such a conclusion might then motivate further political action.

10. This process might be described as a dispute resolution process for the

information age.  Understanding its nature and purpose is critical to interpreting the

specific treaty provisions that give it life.  In particular, by the terms of the treaty itself
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the Secretariat must be responsive not only to the Council but to the needs of the public

both in disseminating information and placing it in sufficient context to aid public

understanding.  The Secretariat cannot itself offer a conclusion or a legal determination

on the merits of the complaint.  But, having committed themselves to the text, object and

purpose of the NAAEC, the states party must acknowledge that the Secretariat has the

powers necessary to do its job.

 III. International Legal Principles for the Interpretation of Treaties

a) The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties

11. The Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties provides, in Article 31, that “[a]

treaty shall be interpreted in good faith in accordance with the ordinary meaning to be

given to the terms of the treaty in their context and in the light of its object and purpose.”2

The Vienna Convention’s principles on interpretation, as set out in Articles 31 to 33,

reflect customary international law. 3  The need to interpret a treaty with regard to its

object and purpose, as expressed in Article 31 of the Vienna Convention, is recognized as

a general and fundamental international legal principle.4

12. The “context” within which the terms of the treaty are to be understood is defined

in Article 31(2) to include the preamble and annexes to the treaty in question, including

“any agreement relating to the treaty which was made between all the parties in

                                                

2 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, May 23, 1969, art. 31, 1155 U.N.T.S. 331 [hereinafter Vienna
Convention].
3 See SIR IAN SINCLAIR, THE VIENNA CONVENTION ON THE LAW OF TREATIES 153 (2d. ed. 1984).  Article
33, dealing with the interpretation of treaties authenticated in two or more languages, is not discussed here.
4 The Vienna Convention includes in its scope “any treaty which is the constituent instrument of an
international organization and … any treaty adopted within an international organization without prejudice
to any relevant rules of the organization.”  Vienna Convention, art. 5.
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connection with the conclusion of the treaty,”5 and “any instrument which was made by

one or more parties in connection with the conclusions of the treaty and accepted by the

other parties as an instrument related to the treaty.”6  Subsequent practice, or agreement,

between the parties regarding interpretation or application of its provisions, and any

relevant rules of international law applicable in the relations between the parties, also

form part of the context.7

13. Thus, in interpreting the terms of a treaty, the context and the object and purpose

of that treaty are crucial elements.  The object and purpose are not regarded as distinct

from the ordinary meaning of a treaty’s terms, to be referred to only in cases of

ambiguity, but are, rather, a key factor in determining what that ordinary meaning is.  The

object and purpose of a treaty thus inform and condition the interpretation of that treaty

from the outset.

14. The Vienna Convention’s articles on interpretation reflect the underlying purpose

of international legal principles of interpretation: to give effect to the intent of the

parties.8  Article 31 does not spell out every principle of interpretation used to achieve

this result.  Rather, it sets out a means of determining the parties’ intent, taking into

account the actual words used, while ensuring that those words are understood in their

context as the parties intended them to be understood.

15. The object and purpose of a treaty, reflected in its terms, are a key element in this

process of determining intent.  The parties are free to state their intentions and codify

their bargain, but they must understand that treaty interpreters will take them at their

word when interpreting the express terms and determining the parties’ intent.  The

                                                

5 Vienna Convention, art. 31(2)(a).
6 Vienna Convention, art. 31(2)(b).
7 Vienna Convention, art. 31(3)(a)(b) and (c).
8 LORD MCNAIR,  THE LAW OF TREATIES 365 (1961)  (“In our submission [the task of applying or
construing or interpreting a treaty] can be put in a single sentence; it can be described as the duty of giving
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international legal rules governing treaty interpretation thus acknowledge and respect the

sovereignty of all states party to a treaty.  At the same time, however, they assure the

integrity of the agreement and the credibility and reputation of the parties to it.

16. Article 32 of the Vienna Convention adds supplementary means of interpretation,

which include the preparatory work of the treaty and the circumstances of its conclusion.

These supplementary sources can be used to confirm the meaning resulting from

application of Article 31, to determine the meaning of the treaty’s terms where Article

31’s application results in ambiguity or obscurity, or where interpretation under Article

31 leads to a result that is “manifestly absurd or unreasonable.”9  Thus, where the text

alone does not render a clear answer, the intent of the parties can be sought in other

sources, provided any sources used shed light on the intent of the parties.  The means

provided for in Article 32 are merely supplementary ways of finding that intent.

17. Reference is also made in Article 31 to “good faith.”  Since it is the parties that

are usually called upon to interpret the treaty, Article 31 requires that such an

interpretation be done in “good faith,” so as not to contravene the intent of the parties at

the time the treaty was created.  While subsequent practice demonstrating agreement by

the parties may affect the interpretation of the treaty’s terms, as indicated in Article 31(3),

even such subsequent practice is restrained by the general duty of “good faith” placed on

parties to a treaty.  Article 26 of the Vienna Convention provides that “[e]very treaty in

force is binding upon the parties to it and must be performed by them in good faith.” 10

                                                                                                                                                

effect to the expressed intention of the parties, that is, their intention as expressed in the words used by
them in the light of the surrounding circumstances”) (emphasis in original).
9 Vienna Convention, art. 32.
10 See SINCLAIR, supra note 3, at 83 (citing the view of the International Law Commission, which drafted
the Vienna Convention, that the principle of pacta sunt servanda embodied in Article 26 of the Vienna
Convention is “the fundamental principle of the law of treaties”).
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b) The Vienna Convention in Practice

18. The Vienna Convention provides a general framework for the interpretation of

treaties, but it does not provide an operating manual.  It requires that specific treaty terms

be interpreted with reference to the parties’ intent as set forth in the objectives of the

treaty. In practice, however, intermediate principles are necessary to translate these

general principles into specific applications.  Over time, interpreters of treaties have

developed two principles that serve this purpose: the effectiveness principle and the

doctrine of implied powers.  These principles provide a kind of interpretive technology,

enabling a wide range of tribunals to interpret their respective treaties in line with the

framework set out in the Vienna Convention.  11

19. A treaty cannot advance its express object and purpose if it is not effective.

Conversely, in interpreting a treaty it is often necessary to determine which interpretation

of a particular treaty provision will be most effective in advancing the treaty’s object and

purpose.  This is the principle of effectiveness or effective interpretation.

20. The second form of concrete application of the Vienna Convention’s general

principle of interpretation is the doctrine of implied powers .  The need to imply certain

powers may arise from a need to ensure the effective operation of the treaty and its

regime.  In this sense, the doctrine of implied powers is the flip side of the principle of

effective interpretation.  In addition, implied powers are necessary where the means of

carrying out the express powers and duties under the treaty are not specified or are

ambiguous.

21. The precise import of both principles depends on the object and purpose of the

agreement under question.  For instance, the effective interpretation of the Treaty of

                                                

11 See MCNAIR, supra note 8, at 385 (“In short, we doubt whether this so-called rule [of effectiveness]
means more than to say that the contracting parties obviously must have had some purpose in making a
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Rome12 or the European Convention on Human Rights13 will clearly yield very different

outcomes than the effective interpretation of the NAAEC.  Similarly, the powers of the

Secretariat of the CEC will depend not on the powers granted to or developed by the

European Court of Justice or the European Court of Human Rights, but on the text of the

NAAEC.

22. Nevertheless, the invocation of effectiveness and the need for implied powers in

these institutions’ interpretation of their constituent treaties is relevant to the Secretariat

of the CEC.  The practice of the Human Rights Committee, acting under the International

Covenant on Civil and Political Rights,14 is similarly relevant.  The practice of all three

bodies demonstrates the specific techniques of treaty interpretation.  Thus, while the

outcome of particular cases cannot provide a model for the Secretariat, the process by

which these institutions reach those outcomes provides a model of interpretation that

must guide the Secretariat in interpreting its role under the NAAEC.

23. Further, the entities discussed below, and the treaty regimes under which they

function, are all concerned with more than the enforcement of reciprocal obligations

between states.  The aim of these regimes is not solely to benefit the signatory parties but

also to achieve a neutral, commonly agreed goal, which can be identified as the object

and purpose of the treaty.  Human rights regimes, like regimes developed to further

protection of the environment, are concerned not only with reciprocal obligations

between states, but also with the progressive development of human rights in the

signatory states.

                                                                                                                                                

treaty, and that it is the duty of a tribunal to ascertain that purpose and do its best to give effect to it, unless
there is something in the language used by the parties which precludes the tribunal from doing so”).
12 Treaty Establishing the European Economic Community, Mar. 25, 1957, 298 U.N.T.S. 11 (1958).
13 European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms, Nov. 4, 1950, 213
U.N.T.S. 222 [hereinafter European Convention].
14 International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and Optional Protocol, adopted Dec. 16, 1966, G.A.
Res. 2200, U.N. GAOR, 21st Sess., Supp. No. 16, at 52, 59, U.N. Doc. A/6316 (1966), 999 U.N.T.S. 171,
301 (1967) (entered into force Mar. 23, 1976) [hereinafter ICCPR and OP, respectively].
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24. The NAAEC has a similar aim with regard to the environment: the aim of

protecting and improving the environment is stated as the first objective of Article 1.15

The NAAEC’s objectives also include enhancing compliance with, and enforcement of,

environmental laws and regulations, and promoting transparency and public participation

in the development of environmental laws, regulations and policies.16  The application of

the principle of effective interpretation and the doctrine of implied powers by these

tribunals thus has direct relevance for interpretation of the NAAEC.

(i) Effective Interpretation

The European Court of Justice

25. The European Court of Justice (ECJ) has relied on arguments of effectiveness

since 1962 to further the object and purpose of the EEC Treaty.  In its foundational

opinion, Van Gend en Loos, the Court pointed out that the objective of the Treaty was to

“establish a Common Market,” which in turn meant that the Treaty did not merely create

mutual obligations between the contracting states, but also created both obligations and

rights for individuals.17  Referring to the objective of the EEC Treaty, the Court declared

that to “ascertain whether the provisions of an international treaty extend so far in their

effects it is necessary to consider the spirit, the general scheme and the wording of these

provisions.”18  Taking these considerations into account, the Court established the

doctrine of direct effect, which allows individuals to invoke certain provisions of

                                                

15 NAAEC, art. 1(a).  See also NAAEC, Preamble, para. 5.
16 NAAEC, art. 1(g) and (h).
17 Case 26/62, Van Gend en Loos v. Nederlandse Administratie der Belastingen, 1963 E.C.R. 1, 12.
18 Id.
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Community law before their domestic courts even before such provisions are

incorporated into domestic law.

26. In Costa v. ENEL, the ECJ established that Community law prevailed over

conflicting member state law.  Although the Treaty did not specify this hierarchy in

terms, the Court argued that the “executive force of Community law cannot vary from

one State to another …, without jeopardizing the attainment of the objectives of the

Treaty set out in Article 5(2) and giving rise to the discrimination prohibited by Article

7.” 19

27. Addressing the same issue in Administrazione delle Finanze dello Stato v.

Simmenthal SpA (II), the ECJ refused to accord legal effect to national legislation that

encroached on Community competences.  It reasoned that to grant such effect “would

amount to a corresponding denial of the effectiveness of obligations undertaken

unconditionally and irrevocably by the Member States pursuant to the Treaty and would

thus imperil the very foundations of the Community.”20  Here the logic of the

effectiveness principle is very clear.  If states mean what they say in undertaking an

obligation, then what they say must be interpreted so as to advance their meaning.

28. In recent cases, the ECJ has found that a state can be liable for damage caused by

its breach of Community law, even without an express provision to that effect in

Community instruments.  In Francovich v. Italian Republic, the Court reasoned that

“[t]he full effectiveness of Community rules would be impaired and the protection of the

rights which they grant would be weakened if individuals were unable to obtain redress

                                                

19 Case 6/64, Costa v. ENEL, 1964 E.C.R. 585, 594 (emphasis added).  Article 5 read: “Member States
shall take appropriate measures, whether general or particular, to ensure fulfillment of the obligations
arising out of this Treaty or resulting from action taken by the institutions of the Community.  They shall
facilitate the achievement of the Community’s tasks.  ¶  They shall abstain from any measure which could
jeopardize the attainment of the objectives of this Treaty.”  This provision is now Article 10 of the Treaty
of Amsterdam, 2 Oct. 1997, 37 I.L.M. 56 (1998).
20 Case 106/77, Administrazione delle Finanze dello Stato v. Simmenthal SpA (II), 1978 E.C.R. 629, para.
18.
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when their rights are infringed by a breach of Community law for which a Member State

can be held responsible.”21

The European Court of Human Rights

29. The principles of Articles 31 and 33 of the Vienna Convention have consistently

and expressly guided the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR) in its interpretation

of the provisions of the European Convention on Human Rights (European Convention),

applying this principle of interpretation to the particular objects and purposes of that

Convention. 22

30. Golder v. United Kingdom provides the most cogent explanation of the ECHR’s

approach, indicating that the object and purpose of the treaty are crucial factors in any

determination of the ordinary meaning of its words:

In the way in which it is presented in the "general rule" in Article 3l of the Vienna

Convention, the process of interpretation of a treaty is a unity, a single combined

operation; this rule, closely integrated, places on the same footing the various elements

enumerated in the four paragraphs of [Article 31 of the Vienna Convention].23

                                                

21 C-6 & 9/90, Francovich v. Italian Republic, 1991 E.C.R. I-5357, para. 33.  The ECJ confirmed this
approach in Brasserie du Pêcheur and Factortame III, noting the absence of an express provision in the
Treaty concerning liability for failure to correctly implement Community law. Cases C-46 & C-48/93,
Brasserie du Pêcheur and Factortame III, 1996 E.C.R. I-1134, para. 20.
22 See J.G. MERRILLS, THE DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNATIONAL LAW BY THE EUROPEAN COURT OF HUMAN
RIGHTS 69 (1993).  See also Golder v. United Kingdom, 18 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A), para. 29 (1975) (stating
that the Court should be guided by Articles 31 to 33 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties).
23 Golder v. United Kingdom, supra note 22, para. 30.  The four paragraphs of Article 31 of the Vienna
Convention referred to by the ECHR in Golder can be summarized as follows: (1) A treaty must be
interpreted in good faith in accordance with the ordinary meaning of its terms in their context and in the
light of its object and purpose (art. 31(1)); (2) Context includes the text, preamble and annexes, and also
includes any agreement and instrument made in connection with the treaty by the parties (art. 31(2)); (3)
Any subsequent agreement and subsequent practice between the parties, and any relevant rules of
international law applicable between the parties are to be taken into account (art. 31(3)); (4) A special
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In Golder, the ECHR espoused the principle of objective interpretation of the rights

protected under the Convention.  Here again, “object and purpose” is not a subsidiary

principle of interpretation, but rather a key parameter of meaning.

31. In seeking to apply this general principle of interpretation, the Court has

frequently invoked the effectiveness principle, both in determining its own role within the

regime created by the European Convention, and in interpreting the substantive

provisions of the Convention.

32. In Loizidou v. Turkey, for example, the Court, interpreting the Convention in the

light of Article 31 of the Vienna Convention, 24 noted that “the object and purpose of the

Convention as an instrument for the protection of individual human beings requires that

its provisions be interpreted and applied so as to make its safeguards practical and

effective.”25  In the Court’s opinion, states could not make a reservation to the

Convention that would remove the jurisdiction of the Court, given the role of the Court in

enhancing the effectiveness of the Convention.  Allowing such reservations, the Court

argued, “would not only seriously weaken the role of the Commission and Court in the

discharge of their functions but would also diminish the effectiveness of the Convention

as a constitutional instrument of European public order (ordre public).”26

                                                                                                                                                

meaning shall be given to a term if it is established that the parties so intended (art. 31(4)).  See Vienna
Convention, art. 31.  See also supra paras. 11-17 (discussing Article 31 of the Vienna Convention).
24 Loizidou v. Turkey, 310 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A), para. 73 (1995).
25 Id. para. 72.
26 Id. para. 75.  See also id.  para. 70: “The Court observes that Articles 25 and 46 of the Convention are
provisions which are essential to the effectiveness of the Convention system since they delineate the
responsibility of the Commission and Court "to ensure the observance of the engagements undertaken by
the High Contracting Parties" (Article 19), by determining their competence to examine complaints
concerning alleged violations of the rights and freedoms set out in the Convention.  In interpreting these
key provisions it must have regard to the special character of the Convention as a treaty for the collective
enforcement of human rights and fundamental freedoms.”
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33. Referring again to effectiveness, the ECHR has granted the admissibility of a case

even where the would-be litigant cannot show specific harm from a measure due to its

secrecy:

In the Court's view, the effectiveness (l'effet utile) of the Convention implies in such

circumstances some possibility of having access to the Commission.  If this were not so,

the efficiency of the Convention's enforcement machinery would be materially weakened.

The procedural provisions of the Convention must, in view of the fact that the

Convention and its institutions were set up to protect the individual, be applied in a

manner which serves to make the system of individual applications efficacious.27

34. In the interpretation of the substantive rights under the Convention, the Court has

similarly emphasized effectiveness.  Thus, in Airey v. Ireland, the Court rejected

Ireland’s argument that Mrs. Airey had access to the court because she could represent

herself even if she could not afford a lawyer.  As the Court said, “[t]he Convention is

intended to guarantee not rights that are theoretical or illusory but rights that are practical

and effective.”28  This need to ensure that the rights protected under the Convention are

practical and effective is evident in numerous cases.29

The Human Rights Committee

35. The practice of the European Court of Justice and the European Court of Human

Rights demonstrates both the necessity and value of the effectiveness principle in

enabling them to carry out their tasks. But these entities are charged with interpreting

treaties that impose a set of complex and far-reaching obligations on signatory states and

                                                

27 Klass v. Germany, 28 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A), para. 34 (1978).
28 Airey v. Ireland, 32 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A), para. 24 (1979).
29 See, e.g., The Belgian Linguistic Case, 6 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A), paras. 3 and 4 (1968).   Golder v. United
Kingdom, supra  note 22, para. 35.  Luedicke, Belkacem and Koç v. Germany, 29 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A),
para. 42 (1978).  Marckx v . Belgium, 31 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A), para. 31 (1979).  Artico v. Italy, 37 Eur. Ct.
H.R. (ser. A), para. 33 (1980).  Kamasinski v. Austria, 168 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A), para. 65 (1989).
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are themselves granted the full panoply of judicial powers.  Their construction of the

scope of these powers within the context of their respective treaties is correspondingly

bold and broad.  The Human Rights Committee stands on a different footing.  Its

application of the effectiveness principle thus leads to a different result.

36. Unlike the ECJ and the ECHR, the Human Rights Committee (HRC) is not a

judicial body. The Committee was established by the International Covenant on Civil and

Political Rights (ICCPR), under which it considers and studies national reports submitted

by states pursuant to the ICCPR.  It can also be declared competent to receive and

consider communications regarding the inter-state complaint procedure under the

ICCPR.30

37. In addition, under the First Optional Protocol (OP) to the ICCPR, 31 the Committee

considers written communications from individuals alleging personal harm due to a

violation of the provisions of the ICCPR.  In such cases it has taken on quasi-judicial

functions in interpreting the treaty. 32  It has accordingly relied on the principle of

effectiveness to further the object and purpose of the Optional Protocol.

38. In Antonaccio v. Uruguay, a submission was made to the HRC on behalf of Raúl

Antonaccio, then in detention, by his wife.  She requested that all written material

pertaining to the proceedings be sent to the alleged victim.  The Committee agreed.33

The Committee also agreed that the victim should be given the opportunity to

communicate directly with the Committee.  There is no express provision for either in the

Optional Protocol.  The Committee explained:

                                                

30 The Committee’s role and mandate under the ICCPR are set out in Articles 28 to 45 of the ICCPR.
31 Optional Protocol, supra note 14 [hereinafter OP].
32 Lawrence R. Helfer and Anne-Marie Slaughter, Toward a Theory of Effective Supranational
Adjudication, 107 YALE L.J. 273, 341 (1997).
33 Antonaccio v. Uruguay, Report of the Human Rights Committee, U.N. GAOR, 37th Sess., Supp. No. 40,
at 114, 117-8, paras. 10-11, U.N. Doc. A/37/40 (1982).
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If governments had the right to erect obstacles to contacts between victims and the

Committee, the procedure established by the Optional Protocol would, in many instances,

be rendered meaningless.  It is a prerequisite for the effective application of the Optional

Protocol that detainees should be able to communicate directly with the Committee.34

39. In considering burden of proof questions, the Committee has interpreted Article

4(2) of the OP to ensure that a state’s failure to cooperate cannot interfere with the

effectiveness of the OP procedure.  Article 4(2) requires the state party against whom a

complaint has been made “to submit written explanations or statements clarifying the

matter and the remedy, if any, that may have been taken by that State.”  According to the

Committee in Bleier v. Uruguay,  “[i]t is implicit in article 4(2) of the Optional Protocol

that the State party has the duty to investigate in good faith all allegations of violation of

the Covenant made against it and its authorities.”  Where the alleged victim has provided

information supported by substantial witness testimony, and where further clarification

depends on the state and is not forthcoming, the Committee “may consider [the]

allegations as substantiated in the absence of satisfactory evidence and explanations to

the contrary submitted by the State party.”35

(ii) Implied Powers

40. In the jurisprudence discussed above, the need to imply certain powers and rights

arises from the need to ensure the effective operation of the applicable treaty. 36  In

                                                

34 Id. at 120, para. 18.
35 Bleier v. Uruguay, Report of the Human Rights Committee, U.N. GAOR, 37th Sess., Supp. No. 40, at
130, 135, para. 13.3, U.N. Doc. A/37/40 (1982).  See also Birindwa and Tshisekedi v. Zaire, Report of the
Human Rights Committee (Volume II), U.N. GAOR, 45th Sess., Supp. No. 40, Annex IV (I), at 77, 83, para.
12.4, U.N. Doc. A/45/40 (1990).  Romero v. Uruguay, Report of the Human Rights Committee, U.N.
GAOR, 39th Sess., Supp. No. 40, at 159, 162, para. 12.3, U.N. Doc. A/39/40 (1984).  Scarrone v. Uruguay,
Report of the Human Rights Committee, U.N. GAOR, 39th Sess., Supp. No. 40, at 154, 157, para. 10.2,
U.N. Doc. A/39/40 (1984).
36 As noted above, supra para. 20, the effectiveness principle and the doctrine of implied powers are often
two sides of the same coin: the aim of ensuring that the intent of the parties are given effect in the
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addition, however, the principle that an organization established under a treaty has the

implied powers necessary to carry out its express powers stands as a doctrine in its own

right, expressly recognized by the International Court of Justice.37   Many other

international entities have found this doctrine essential to their interpretation of their

mandate.

The European Court of Justice

41. In addition to furthering the effectiveness of the Treaty through cases like those

discussed above, the ECJ has also found it necessary to find implied powers for other

institutions established by its founding Treaty.  Thus, the Court decided in Commission v.

Council (‘ERTA’) that, although the Treaty did not grant the Community express powers

to enter into agreements with a non-member, this power might in particular cases be

inferred from a general competence to deal with the issue concerned.38  In addition,

where this power could be found, either expressly or impliedly, the Court held that “the

                                                                                                                                                

interpretation of a treaty.  They are, therefore, often indistinguishable in the practice of tribunals and
international institutions.  See, e.g., Case 9/74, Casagrande v. Landeshauptstadt München, 1974 E.C.R. 773.
Under E.C. Regulation 1612/68, Article 12, the children of nationals of a member state working in another
member state were to be “admitted to the same general educational, apprenticeship and vocational training
courses under the same conditions” as the nationals of that state if they resided in the new state.  The
European Court of Justice was asked, in Casagrande, whether this included a right for a child to be given
the same grant given to low-income families who were nationals of the host state.  Although the
Community had no competence in the area of education at the time, the Court found that the right to
freedom of movement, and references in the Regulation to the need for obstacles to that right to be
removed, including obstacles to the integration of the worker’s family into the host country, meant that a
right to receive the assistance was presupposed.  Id. at paras. 6-9.  The Court continued, “[a]lthough
educational and training policy is not as such included in the spheres which the Treaty has entrusted to the
Community institutions, it does not follow that the exercise of powers transferred to the Community is in
some way limited if it is of such a nature as to affect the measures taken in the execution of a policy such as
that of education and training.”  Id. para. 12.
37 Reparations for Injuries [1949] I.C.J. Rep. 174, 182.  Advisory Opinion on the Legality of the Use by a
State of Nuclear Weapons in Armed Conflict, 8 July, 1996, para. 25.  See Donald McRae, Information
Developed by Independent Experts and the Autonomy of the Secretariat of the Commission for
Environmental Cooperation,  submitted to the Secretariat of the CEC, 7 February, 2000, at paras. 55-56.
38 Case 22/70, Commission v. Council (‘ERTA’), 1971 E.C.R. 263, paras. 12-16.
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Member States no longer have the right, acting individually or even collectively, to

undertake obligations with third countries which affect those rules.”39

The European Court of Human Rights

42. In its first decision, Lawless v. Ireland, the European Court of Human Rights had

to deal with a procedural challenge to the case at bar which concerned the powers of the

Convention’s European Commission on Human Rights.40  After deciding to refer the case

to the Court, the Commission had communicated its report to the original applicant and

solicited comments that it could then represent to the ECHR.  Under the Convention, the

individual petitioner has no right to be heard by the ECHR; the Commission had

developed the procedure at issue under its Rules of Procedure so that the individual

complainant’s views could be represented in the judicial proceeding.  The state

concerned, Ireland, objected and argued that due to the procedural violation, the Court

could not hear the case.   The ECHR, however, accepted the Commission’s argument that

“subject to the express provisions of the Convention, [the contracting states] had

conferred on it the necessary powers to fulfill effectively the functions entrusted to it by

Article 19 of the Convention.”41  The Court noted the absence of a provision in the

Convention forbidding the Commission from publishing its report or communicating it to

anyone it wished when it considered that the fulfillment of its functions so required.42

                                                

39 Id. para. 17.
40 Lawless v. Ireland, 1 Eur. Ct. H.R. (ser. A) (1960).
41 Id. at 12 (emphasis added).
42 Id.
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The Human Rights Committee

43. The European Union and the European Convention on Human Rights created

regimes with several institutions, a binding court, and specific obligations for the states

party.  Once again, the powers that must be implied for such systems to function will be

different from the powers of an institution with limited functions under a simpler treaty

regime.  The use of implied powers by the Human Rights Committee is therefore very

different from the interpretation of a doctrine of implied rights by the two courts

discussed above.  Yet the HRC’s practice indicates that certain implied powers are

necessary in order for the HRC to carry out its express functions.

44. Under the Optional Protocol, the HRC has established procedural rules in order to

allow it to perform its functions, since the Protocol did not elaborate those rules.  Some of

these rules adopt procedures not expressly provided for in the Protocol.  A provision for

interim measures, for example, is now contained in Rule 86.  Under this rule, the

Committee “may inform the State of its views whether interim measures may be

desirable to avoid irreparable damage to the victim of the alleged violation.”43  Although

these requests for interim measures, just like the final views of the Committee, are not

legally binding on states, this implied power has been used to important effect.  Stays of

execution have been requested and, occasionally, granted, for a number of individuals.44

Further, the HRC now has a special rapporteur on death penalty cases, authorized to take

Rule 86 decisions on behalf of the HRC.45

                                                

43 See DOMINIC MCGOLDRICK, THE HUMAN RIGHTS COMMITTEE 131 (1991).
44 Report of the Human Rights Committee, U.N. GAOR, 43rd Sess., Supp. No. 40, at 154, para. 655, U.N.
Doc. A/43/40 (1988) (reporting that, pursuant to Rule 86, stays of execution were requested of two states
parties for a number of applicants with cases before the HRC in 1988, and that stays of execution were
granted).  See generally MCGOLDRICK, supra note 43, at 131-132.
45 Report of the Human Rights Committee, supra  note 44, at 154, para. 656. See also MCGOLDRICK, supra
note 43, at 213, fn. 130.
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45. Under Article 5(4) of the Optional Protocol, the HRC “shall forward its views to

the State party concerned and to the individual.”46  This is the final outcome of the

Protocol’s individual petition process, and the OP says nothing more about the content of

these final views.  However, the HRC has developed the content of its final views under

the Optional Protocol procedure.  It now incorporates in these views a statement of the

view of the HRC on the ‘obligation’ of the state party in the light of the HRC’s findings,

some of which are quite specific, even though the Protocol does not provide for such a

statement.47  Further, since 1982, the letter accompanying the Committee’s views invites

the state party to inform the HRC of any action pursuant to its views.48

46. In addition, the Human Rights Committee performs functions under the ICCPR. 49

Here, the Committee has established procedures in order to enhance the effectiveness of

its mandate.  The Committee has produced guidelines for the assistance of states party in

complying with their reporting requirements.50  It has also developed a procedure for

examining the reports it does receive by questioning representatives of the state

concerned, a procedure that has made the examination “in most cases more rewarding

that the initial report itself.”51

47. The HRC’s mandate does not expressly provide for the receipt of information

other than from the signatory states.  Initially, in order to supplement the inevitably

subjective content of states’ reports, individual Committee members frequently drew on

their own personal knowledge, occasionally citing the source of their information, but

                                                

46 OP, art. 5(4).
47 See MCGOLDRICK, supra note 43, at 152-3.
48 Id. at 155. See, e.g., Birindwa and Tshisekedi v. Zaire, Report of the Human Rights Committee (Volume
II), supra  note 35, at 84, para. 14.
49 See ICCPR, Articles 23-45.
50 General Guidelines Regarding the Form and Content of Reports from States Parties under Article 40 of
the Covenant, Report of the Human Rights Committee, U.N. GAOR, 32nd Sess., Supp. No. 44, Annex IV, at
69-70, U.N. Doc. A/32/44 (1977).  See MCGOLDRICK, supra note 43, at 63.  Torkel Opsahl, The Human
Rights Committee, in  TORKEL OPSAHL, LAW AND EQUALITY: SELECTED ARTICLES ON HUMAN RIGHTS, at
465, 500-502 (1996) [hereinafter Opsahl].
51 Opsahl, supra  note 50, at 503.
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more frequently making no reference to a source.52  Over time, and increasingly since

1986, it has become accepted practice for the Committee to cite non-state and non-UN

sources of information, to maintain good relations with non-governmental organizations,

and to receive a wide range of material. 53  The use of outside information by Committee

members is no longer remotely controversial.54  The receipt of information not expressly

referred to under its mandate is crucial to ensuring that the HRC does not have to rely

only on the information received by the states.  It is therefore a necessary corollary to the

Committee’s role of overseeing the implementation of the ICCPR.

 IV. Applying Interpretive Principles to the NAAEC

48. A brief review may be helpful.  Under international law, treaty terms are to be

interpreted with reference to their context and their object and purpose.  These

injunctions are entirely consistent with the overarching duty of any treaty interpreter to

determine the intent of the parties.  That intent is itself expressed in the treaty as a whole ;

in its Preamble and statement of purpose just as much as in its substantive provisions. In

order to ascertain that intent, interpreters of treaties have developed two interpretive

technologies, the effectiveness principle and the doctrine of implied powers.

49. These interpretive technologies are highly context-specific.  They are text-based

and do not rely on any overriding view of what the parties should have agreed.  Thus,

while the interpretive principle remains the same from context to context, it is necessary

to consider the object and purpose of the treaty at hand in order to determine what will

make it effective and what powers may need to be implied.  The object and purpose of

                                                

52 MCGOLDRICK, supra note 43, at 77-78.
53 Id. at 79.
54 Id. at 79.  See also Opsahl, supra note 50, at 506-7.
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the NAAEC are thus central to any consideration of the Secretariat’s role under the

NAAEC’s submissions procedure.

50. The Secretariat of the CEC is an independent body, 55 entrusted in Article 14 with

the power to develop a factual record, subject to the initial approval by a two-thirds vote

of the Council and subject to the terms of the Agreement.

51. The NAAEC was established as an environmental side-agreement to the North

American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).  NAFTA includes in its Preamble a

resolution to strengthen “the development and enforcement of environmental laws and

regulations”56 and the NAAEC makes express reference to this provision of NAFTA in

its own Preamble.57  The objectives of the NAAEC, set out in Article 1, include

enhancing “compliance with, and enforcement of, environmental laws and regulations”

and promoting “transparency and public participation in the development of

environmental laws, regulations and policies.”58

                                                

55 Article 11(4) states: “In the performance of their duties, the Executive Director and the staff shall not
seek or receive instructions from any government or any other authority external to the Council.  Each
Party shall respect the international character of the responsibilities of the Executive Director and the staff
and shall not seek to influence them in the discharge of their responsibilities.”
56 North American Free Trade Agreement, Dec. 17, 1992, 32 I.L.M. 289, Preamble [hereinafter NAFTA].
57 NAAEC, Preamble, para. 5.  The Preamble to the NAAEC discusses both the importance of
environmental protection and the sovereign right of states to pursue their own environmental and
development policies.  The Preamble also emphasizes “the importance of public participation in
conserving, protecting and enhancing the environment.”  NAAEC, Preamble, para. 6.  See also Id., para. 9,
which recalls the parties’ “tradition of environmental cooperation” and expresses the parties’ “desire to
support and build on international environmental agreements and existing policies and laws, in order to
promote cooperation between them.”
58 NAAEC, art. 1(g) and (h).
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52. Similarly, in the CEC Council’s June 1999 Revised Guidelines for Submission on

Enforcement Matters under Articles 14 and 15 of the North American Agreement on

Environmental Cooperation,59 the Preamble recognizes that “the revisions are designed

to improve transparency and fairness of the public submissions process and are consistent

with Article 11(4) of the [NAAEC]60 and the Council’s commitment to a process that

honors the Secretariat’s decision-making role under Article 14 of the Agreement.” 61

53. Continuous improvement of the environment, transparency and public

participation, and effective enforcement of domestic environmental laws are therefore

key objectives of the NAAEC.  The preparation of a factual record under Article 15 of

the NAAEC is a crucial means of achieving these objectives.  The NAAEC provides for

arbitration between the parties related to a complaint by one party about a persistent

failure of effective enforcement by another party. 62  This process begins with

consultations, first between the parties concerned, and, second, if necessary, at Council

level, in order to reach a mutually satisfactory result.63  No minimum criteria are

specified for this result.  If the complainant party is still unsatisfied, the Council, by a

two-thirds vote, will convene an arbitral panel.  However, this arbitral panel is limited to

dealing with specified situations involving inter-state trade or competition. 64  Thus, the

process is limited in scope.   Further, experience with other tribunals shows that inter-

                                                

59 Revised Guidelines for Submission on Enforcement Matters under Articles 14 and 15 of the North
American Agreement on Environmental Cooperation [hereinafter Revised Guidelines].  Adopted by
Council Resolution 99-06, June 28, 1999.
60 See supra note 55.
61 The Revised Guidelines are not intended to alter the meaning of the NAAEC in any way.  See Revised
Guidelines, supra note 59, para. 18.1.
62 NAAEC, art. 22(1).  See generally NAAEC, arts. 22-36.
63 NAAEC , art. 22 and 23.
64 NAAEC, art. 24(1).  An arbitral panel will be convened on a two-thirds vote “where the alleged
persistent pattern of failure by the Party complained against to effectively enforce its environmental law
relates to a situation involving workplaces, firms, companies or sectors that produce goods or provide
services: (a) traded between the territories of the Parties; or (b) that compete, in the territory of the Party
complained against, with goods or services produced or provided by persons of another Party.”
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state dispute resolution procedures generate far fewer cases than dispute resolution

procedures involving individuals or private groups.65

54. The mechanism for private parties to make submissions concerning a failure in

effective enforcement and the possible preparation of a factual record thus provide a

parallel path to achievement of effective enforcement.  The Secretariat’s role in this

process is central.  The factual record, through the gathering and publication of

information, provides the means by which compliance can be monitored by the states

party and by the public.  As preparer of this factual record, the Secretariat must be

credible to a variety of constituencies.  To maintain this credibility, its autonomy must be

preserved and must be seen to be preserved.

55. To fulfill its functions, the Secretariat has a range of powers.  Some of these

powers are expressly set forth in the treaty.  66  Under Articles 14 and 15 of the NAAEC

the Secretariat may “consider a submission from any non-governmental organization or

person asserting that a Party is failing to effectively enforce its environmental law” if the

Secretariat determines that certain specified criteria are fulfilled.67

56. In deciding whether to request a response from the state party concerned, and in

deciding whether to recommend to the Council the preparation of a factual record, the

                                                

65 See Helfer and Slaughter, supra  note 32, at 286.
66 In addition to the submissions procedure under Articles 14 and 15, the Secretariat also has wide-ranging
power and discretion under Article 13 of the NAAEC to produce reports.  The powers of the Secretariat to
gather information and produce reports under Article 13 of the NAAEC demonstrate that among the
Secretariat’s most important roles is the gathering of information to enhance cooperation on protection of
the environment and thus aid in the continuous improvement of the environment.  NAAEC, art. 13.  The
Council can object to the preparation of a report by a two-thirds vote, but need not affirmatively approve it.
The Secretariat may not produce a report that includes issues related to whether a party is failing to
effectively enforce its environmental laws.
67 NAAEC, art. 14(1).  If the Secretariat determines that a submission merits a response from the party,
such a response will be requested, and should be supplied by the party.  NAAEC, art. 14(2) and (3).  If the
Secretariat then considers that the submission warrants developing a factual record, it will inform the
Council, providing reasons for its view.  NAAEC, art. 15(1).
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Secretariat has much discretion. 68  To determine whether a submission warrants the

preparation of a factual record, the Secretariat will have to assess and evaluate the

substance of the claim as a preliminary matter to determine whether the allegations made

have enough weight to go forward.

57. The Secretariat prepares a factual record if the Council, by a two-thirds vote,

instructs it to do so.69  In preparing this factual record, the Secretariat shall consider any

information furnished by a party, and is also given broad discretion to consider “any

relevant technical, scientific or other information: that is (a) publicly available; (b)

submitted by interested non-governmental organizations or persons; (c) submitted by the

Joint Public Advisory Committee; or (d) developed by the Secretariat or by independent

experts.” 70

58. The final draft of a factual record is submitted to the Council.  Any party may

submit comments “on the accuracy of the draft” within 45 days, which the Secretariat

shall incorporate as appropriate.  The final factual record is then submitted to the Council,

which may, by a two-thirds vote, make this record publicly available.71

59. In addition to its express powers, the Secretariat must have additional subsidiary

powers that are clearly necessary for it to fulfill its prescribed function.  In light of the

goals of the NAAEC, and the express functions of the Secretariat as preparer of the

factual record, the Secretariat must be able to determine what information is relevant and

to gather such information.  This power in turn requires that the Secretariat consider a

                                                

68 See NAAEC, art. 14(2) and 15(1).
69 NAAEC, art. 15(2).  The preparation of a factual record is without prejudice to any further steps that may
be taken with respect to any submission.  NAAEC, art. 15(3).
70 NAAEC, art. 15(4).  Cf. NAAEC, art. 30.  Article 30 deals with the powers of an arbitration panel set up
under Part V of the NAAEC to gather information.  Unlike the Secretariat, these panels’ ability to gather
information from experts is made expressly subject to the control of the Council: “On request of a disputing
Party, or on its own initiative, the panel may seek information and technical advice from any person or
body that it deems appropriate, provided that the disputing Parties so agree and subject to such terms and
conditions as such Parties may agree” (emphasis added).
71 NAAEC, art. 15(5)(6) and (7).
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range of issues that allow it to determine what is relevant and to present a complete

picture.  Thus, the Secretariat must be able to exercise the following powers as it gathers

information:

• The ability to determine what information is relevant and to gather such

information.

• The ability to consider alternatives to the enforcement activities actually

undertaken by the state party.

• The ability to anticipate current and potential obstacles to effective

enforcement.

• The ability to canvass the actual and likely outcome of any proposed

enforcement action.

• The ability to perform its functions without interference, although subject to

the overall control of the Council.

60. The Secretariat may consider all relevant information under Article 15.

Determining what is relevant, however, depends on both technical and legal context.  It

requires knowledge of which activities constitute enforcement activities and which

activities are effective.  For instance, it may require inquiry into the level of government

activity, including the level of government investment, the results of such activity, and

whether that activity is credible to the public as a good faith effort.  Determining

relevance may further require developing a standard of what effective enforcement would

entail as a means of assessing what information regarding actual enforcement practices is

relevant.  The Secretariat must have the power to gather all such information.

61. More generally, the Secretariat  must have the power to gather and consider

information on  alternatives to the enforcement actions actually undertaken.  Implicit in

the stated objectives of enhanced public participation and transparency is the requirement



26

that a factual record, if made public, have sufficient context for evaluation of technical,

scientific, and other information. 72  A particular course of action may appear to be

effectively implemented; it may only be relatively ineffective in comparison with other

possible and available practices.  To this extent, the Secretariat must have the power to

develop and publish such alternatives to ensure effective public participation.

62. The Secretariat must similarly be able to anticipate current and potential obstacles

to a state’s planned enforcement practices.  To the extent such obstacles are readily

apparent to environmental experts and policymakers, their emergence is a critical part of

the context in which information regarding current practices must be assessed.  The

Secretariat must be able to gather and consider the information that provides this context.

The public needs to know.  Equally important, however, state officials need to know to

improve their own performance.

63. Conversely, the Secretariat must also be able to gather and consider information

regarding the actual and potential impact of any enforcement action a party is taking or

proposes to take.  This may include possible effects on other environmental protection

efforts, either due to environmental side-effects or due to a shift in the resources towards

the matter under consideration.  Or it may mean gathering information about the net

impact of a proposed measure based on computer models or experience elsewhere.

Information concerning the degree of compliance with environmental laws on the part of

a regulated community is also clearly relevant in this regard.

64. The Secretariat is subject to the overall control of the Council.73  However, in

exercising such control, the Council cannot intervene in the necessary and effective

performance of the Secretariat’s mandate.  Allowing the Secretariat to carry out its

functions and to gather and present relevant information in a manner that will ensure its

                                                

72 NAAEC, art. 15(4).
73 NAAEC, art. 10(1)(c).
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legitimacy, credibility and independence conforms with the duty of good faith in Article

26 of the Vienna Convention.  The duty to allow the Secretariat to perform its functions

without interference also flows from the requirement in Article 11(4) of the NAAEC, that

“[e]ach Party shall respect the international character of the responsibilities of the

Executive Director and the staff and shall not seek to influence them in the discharge of

their responsibilities.”

65. In every case to date where the Council has approved the preparation of a factual

record, it has included in the Secretariat’s mandate instructions to consider whether the

party concerned is “failing to effectively enforce its environmental law.”74  The powers

described above are all integral to the ability of the Secretariat to fulfill this mandate.

These powers allow the Secretariat to gather and consider the information necessary for it

to fulfill its express powers in light of the object and purpose of the NAAEC.  On the

other hand, to “consider” is not to conclude.  The consideration of information related to

effective enforcement and the inclusion of such considerations in the factual record are

quite different from a legal determination concerning whether enforcement has been

effective under the definition of those terms in the NAAEC.75

                                                

74 Instruction to the Secretariat of the Commission for Environmental Cooperation with Regard to the
Assertion that Mexico is Failing to Effectively Enforce Articles 134 and 170 of the General Law on
Ecological Balance and Environmental Protection. (regarding SEM-98-007), Council Resolution 00-03,
May 16, 2000. Instruction to the Secretariat of the Commission for Environmental  Cooperation on the
Preparation of a Factual Record Regarding the “Effective Enforcement of s. 35(1) of the Fisheries Act with
respect to certain hyrdo-electric installations in British Columbia, Canada (SEM-97-001)”, (regarding
SEM-97-001), Council Resolution 98-07, June 24, 1998, Doc. C/C.01/98-00/RES/03/Rev.3.  Instruction to
the Secretariat of the Commission for Environmental Cooperation on the Preparation of a Factual Record
Regarding the “Construction and Operation of a Public Harbor Terminal for Tourist Cruises on the Island
of Cozumel, State of Quintana Roo, Mexico,” (regarding SEM-96-001), Council Resolution 96-08, August
2, 1996.
75 Under the definitions of Article 45, a party has not failed to effectively enforce its environmental law
where the action or inaction in question “(a) reflects a reasonable exercise of their discretion in respect of
investigatory, prosecutorial, regulatory or compliance measures; or (b) results from bona fide decisions to
allocate resources to enforcement in respect of other environmental matters determined to have higher
priorities.”  NAAEC, art. 45(1)(a) and (b).
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66. The Council has acknowledged the simple reality of the choices and judgments

involved in preparing a factual record for public consumption.  In instructing the

Secretariat to consider whether the party is failing to effectively enforce its environmental

laws, it acknowledges that the preparation of a factual record is not merely a technical

function or rote assignment.76  It is a complex task, requiring discretion on the part of the

Secretariat and the ability to exercise such discretion in the gathering of relevant

information.  Safeguarding the Secretariat’s autonomy to perform this function protects

the credibility of the parties and advances the effectiveness of the NAAEC as a whole.

 V. Conclusion

67. At international law, a treaty must be interpreted in accordance with the ordinary

meaning of its terms when viewed in their context and in the light of the treaty’s object

and purpose. These familiar cadences acquire concrete meaning through the application

of two intermediate principles of interpretation: the principle of effectiveness and the

doctrine of implied powers.  A wide range of international entities established under

specific treaties have relied on these principles to achieve specific results when

confronted with collisions between treaty provisions and the facts of actual cases.  The

results of these cases are generally inapposite to the CEC, but the practice of

interpretation offers a model for the Secretariat in exploring and defining the scope of its

own role within the CEC and under the NAAEC more generally.

68. The object and purpose of the NAAEC are expressly stated as including

continuous improvement of environmental quality, effective enforcement of the states

party’s domestic environmental law, and enhancement of public participation and

transparency. The submissions procedure under Articles 14 and 15 of the NAAEC is a

                                                

76 See supra note 74.
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key means of achieving these objectives, allowing citizens to make submissions directly

to the Secretariat in an effort, subject to Secretariat and Council discretion, to trigger a

process that will culminate in the provision of information back to the public.77

69. Under Articles 14 and 15, the Secretariat is charged with preparing a factual

record when it has determined that a submission is credible under criteria specified in the

NAAEC and when requested to do so by a two-thirds majority of the Council.  The

Secretariat has necessary discretion to determine what information is relevant to the

question of effective enforcement and to public participation in enhancing the process of

enforcement.  Such information can include a hypothetical standard of effective

enforcement, an elaboration of obstacles to effective enforcement, and alternatives to the

enforcement mechanisms proposed by the defending party.  It can also include an

assessment of the actual and likely impact of a present or future course of action

undertaken by a party.  The Secretariat has the power to gather such information and

include it in its factual record.  What the Secretariat may not do, however, is to reach any

final opinion or determination concerning whether a party’s practice would constitute

“effective enforcement” as a matter of law under the NAAEC.  “Effective” in this sense

is a term of art, to be determined only by an arbitrator or national legislator.

70. The guiding principle for the Secretariat must be the needs of the public in

accessing and digesting the factual record.  What does the public need to know to

participate more effectively in promoting enforcement of environmental laws and

actually enhancing the environment?  A patient cannot evaluate a proposed course of

treatment without knowing the alternatives and the actual and potential  outcomes of all

the therapies proposed, or indeed of having some measure of health itself.  No more can

                                                

77 The factual record will not be made public without the approval of two-thirds of the Council.  NAAEC,
art. 15(7). The Secretariat must safeguard from disclosure information that could identify a non-state party
making a submission, where they so request or where the Secretariat considers it appropriate, and must
safeguard from public disclosure any information designated as confidential or proprietary by the non-state
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the public make sense of facts concerning a particular case without supporting

information designed to create a context for evaluation.

71. The parties wish to engage the public in improving the enforcement of

environmental laws. This aim is one of the objects of the NAAEC. Articles 14 and 15

must be interpreted in light of this object.  The Secretariat must thus have the discretion

to determine what kinds of information are relevant to effective enforcement in such a

way as to facilitate the public in making its own assessment. The Council can always vote

not to instruct the Secretariat to prepare a factual record or not to make the resulting

record public. But it may not constrain or censor the preparation process beyond the

limitations expressly set forth in the NAEEC.

72. The autonomy of the Secretariat safeguards the credibility of the entire citizen

submission process. To the extent that the Secretariat is impartial and independent, and is

seen to be impartial and independent, all parties to a dispute concerning effective

enforcement of environmental laws have an incentive to resort to that process in

accordance with the terms of the NAAEC. That is the intent of the states party to the

NAAEC. Under the guiding principles of international law, as applied to the NAAEC, the

Secretariat has the discretion to make its own function effective in light of the goals the

treaty intends it to serve.

                                                                                                                                                

party which provided it.  NAAEC, art. 11(8).  Article 39 protects State parties from being required to
disclose certain information, including information that is confidential or proprietary.  NAAEC, art. 39.


