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Preface  
 
 The Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES) was established in 1997 
and has seven years of active history.  The Institute runs research projects in six thematic 
areas.  In addition, a programme area which focuses on cross-cutting issues was arranged so 
that, in principle, integrated approaches can be actuated to complex global environmental 
problems.  This research area is currently named “Long-term Perspectives and Policy 
Integration Project (LTP)”, and is expected to realise the most IGES-like characteristics and 
to play a role in overarching the individual projects in the Institute.  
 
 The three panel members mentioned below were requested to conduct a peer review 
of the activities of the LTP project.  According to the modus operandi of IGES, each 
strategic research project is expected to be evaluated for improvement or modification of 
future activities, if necessary. 
 
 The panel meeting was held on 6-8 April 2005, at the IGES office in Hayama, 
Kanagawa.  The intensive discussions with the President of IGES, Professor Akio 
Morishima, Project Leader Mr. Hideyuki Mori, Project Manager Dr. Akira Ogihara, Senior 
Policy Researchers Mr. Toru Hashi, Mr. Masakazu Ichimura and Mr. Masanori Kobayashi, 
Policy Researchers Dr. Moustapha Kamal Gueye, Ms. Yatsuka Kataoka, Mr Masahiro 
Takahashi, Ms. Nawon Kim and Dr. Puja Sawhney, and other group members were extremely 
fruitful and we were able to learn a lot about the LTP activities.  Also, logistical and other 
arrangements provided by the Project Secretaries, Ms. Hiroko Imai and Ms. Eriko Nakamura, 
and hospitality provided by all the staff headed by the Secretary-General, Mr. Hiroyasu 
Tokuda in IGES were highly appreciated, and facilitated our productive review schedules.  
 
We would like to express our sincere appreciation for their cooperation. 
 
        
 
Professor Dr. Ye Ruqui, China Environmental Protection Administration, China 
 
 
Professor Dr. Peter Hennicke, President of the Wuppertal Institute, Germany 
 
 
Professor Dr. Motoyuki Suzuki, the University of the Air, and United Nations University, 
Japan (Chair) 



 3

 
1. Terms of Reference  
 
 The review panel was requested to provide an assessment of the 2nd Phase of the 
LTP project from the following points of view: 
(1) Project mission, strategies and priorities in the context of IGES’s priorities and strategies 
(2) Quality and policy relevance of the Project plan 
(3) Effectiveness and efficiency of Project management 
(4) Impact of the Project’s products and other related activities on stakeholders, i.e. 
information outreach, multi-stakeholder dialogues, and capacity building initiatives 
 

The review panel tried to systematically assess the LTP project as a whole, the 
representative individual projects and the future plans from the standpoints of the relevancy 
and uniqueness of LTP concepts. 
 
 
2. General remarks on the LTP project 
 

The LTP project is ambitious and intends to establish the conceptual framework and 
the organisational umbrella of different types of projects and activities (e.g. commissioned 
research for UN organisations, consensus-building reports, specific IGES agenda-setting 
research etc.).  It is very impressive how much progress has been made by IGES in the last 
few years, and by the LTP project towards networking and facilitating a huge number of 
activities all over Asia; apparently IGES as a research organisation and the framework of the 
LTP project have been accepted in the Asian region as one key facilitator of stakeholder 
dialogues, workshops, conferences, policy papers etc. 
  

On the other hand, the scientific content, the innovative added value (uniqueness, 
IGES specific visions, agenda-setting ideas etc.) and the thematic focus of the LTP project as 
a common framework for all the subprojects and activities are not yet convincing and have to 
be further developed.  LTP mainly serves as an organisational umbrella for a great diversity 
of activities.  Though the White Paper intends to be a synopsis of selected policy advice 
(based on all IGES projects) and together with RISPO tries to establish a comprehensive 
framework (e.g. monitoring, assessment, instruments) for strategic policy options for the 
Asia-Pacific (RISPO), the vision, the theoretical concept and the guiding ideas behind all 
these activities are not clear, and are still in the process of developing. 
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LTP is to be considered not as a single project but as a conceptual overarching and 
integration group.  Three types of activities, i.e. targeted research, strategic synthesis of 
research outputs and mobilisation of research outcomes, should be considered as the three 
dimensions of LTP activities.  Research topics in this group can be re-organised more 
systematically according to the three dimensions rather than the current classification by 
source of funds. 
 

The diversity of Asian countries (ICs, DCs, and CITs) makes it necessary to 
differentiate between development status, and at the same time to explain what could be 
common and unique for the region and when talking about “Sustainable Asia”.  Could it be 
the vision of a “model region”, which establishes a new type of fair partnership and 
cooperation between industrialised countries (ICs) and developing countries (DCs) based on 
common culture and demonstrating what “sustainable globalisation” could look like?  To 
answer those questions, the idea of “common but differentiated responsibilities” is 
recommended for Asia-Pacific countries as one of the guidelines of the project. 
 

LTP needs a common conceptual framework for all the sub-research and networking 
activities; it should avoid the inflationary use of the word “sustainable” if it is not well 
defined.  One basic question is whether the LTP project could be a complementary and 
Asia-specific research initiative like “Sustainable Netherlands” or “Sustainable Germany” 
putting the interlinkages between ICs and DCs in a scientific focus.  This would really make 
a difference and could establish the first more concrete “plan of implementation” for the 
regional level based on the WSSD agenda.∗ 
 

As LTP addresses uncertain future developments it should be based on 
“back-casting” scenario analyses.  This does not imply building up its own modelling 
capacities, but intensifying the cooperation with NIES where IGES and LTP should take the 
lead in setting the targets and basic assumptions, and selecting appropriate tools and models.  
 

IGES should focus on the issues where IGES has its comparative institutional 
strength: “trade issues” can be a part of the work, but the research should be commissioned 
and conducted with close cooperation within IGES.  It would be useful to identify 
cross-cutting issues on which IGES has a potential of being a lead research institute on global 
                                                 
∗ The above-mentioned national “sustainability studies” had a great influence on public discussions and on 
disseminating the concept of sustainability in Germany, the Netherlands and in Europe.  They are based, 
e.g. for the environmental space concept, on a robust set of core indicators and on selected long-term 
quantitative reduction goals, e.g. for energy, emissions, resource flows and land use.  The combination of 
quantitative scenario analyses, narrative guidelines and stories in those studies has been appealing and 
convincing for the public. 
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environmental policy and sustainable development in Asia.  
 

The concept of sustainability should be clarified within the LTP project.  What is 
the concrete LTP understanding of “sustainability” for Asian countries, what dimensions of 
“sustainability” (social, economic, ecological, cultural?) are analysed, how are they 
interlinked, what conflicts between those dimensions exist in ICs and DCs and between ICs 
and DCs (e.g. externalisation of burdens on the environment), what set of indicators could be 
used, and what quantitative targets concerning core indicators are applied?  Necessary 
conditions for sustainability are “decoupling of growth of GDP and nature use” in different 
forms for ICs and DCs.  In the context of regional sustainability, the project perceives too 
much harmony between all these different partners and national interests, but isn’t there 
competition as well as cooperation?  What economic and political relationships and potential 
conflicts exist between a highly developed IC like Japan or rapidly developing countries like 
China or South Korea, and other developing countries in Asia?  
 

Forums, dialogues and networking alone will not change unsustainable relationships 
without a conceptual framework and a common vision.  It is necessary to identify potential 
conflicts as well as win-win options between ICs and DCs (e.g. based on the CDM perhaps) 
which are in the mutual interest of countries with a different status of development.  
Intensifying networks across countries with different development statuses could be used for 
leapfrogging and fostering capital, technology and know-how transfer as well as capacity 
building. 
 

It is not clear how the wealth of research within the other IGES projects is 
systematically transferred to the LTP “flagship” project.  Especially in the White Paper there 
is the intention to integrate findings and recommendations out of the other projects.  But up 
to now this seems to be very preliminary.  It would be a good exercise for trans-disciplinary 
work at IGES to organise another retreat of all the project leaders where they present 
advanced papers on the key outcomes of their projects, elaborate more in detail on their 
strategic policy findings and discuss the recommendations out of any project for the White 
Paper. 
 

Since cross-cutting activities and integration is a basic idea of LTP activities, 
integration of various activities not only within the LTP group but also within IGES should be 
pursued, so that activities of diversity in the Institute are better organised and coordinated. 
 

Each researcher in LTP has his or her targeted research topic, and also belongs to 
either a strategic synthesis subgroup or a mobilisation subgroup.  This mode of operation 
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might be advantageous in establishing compound eyesight.  At the same time, however, each 
researcher should not get lost in establishing his or her identity as a high-level specialist in 
some research area.  
 

There is some concern that fluctuation of members due to short contract period 
reduces research potential and collective knowledge memories of IGES.  We would 
recommend a certain share (30-40%) of permanent contract members within the researchers. 

 
The “projects” at IGES have developed de facto in the direction of “vertical” 

divisions.  To encourage cross-divisional (“horizontal”) research at IGES, it may be useful to 
install temporary task forces under the thematic framework of LTP to better link various 
IGES projects; e.g. one task force could be installed for “community-based biomass CDM for 
promoting sustainable rural livelihoods” that runs across various IGES project teams. 
 

There are also deficits of coordination and overlaps between the different parts of 
LTP which hinder the effective operation of the project.  Therefore a clear “division of 
labour” should be established to make the parts of LTP as mutually reinforcing as possible 
under the given resource constraints.  APFED is a forum of eminent persons and not an 
implementation body.  It puts forward strategic ideas, policy priorities and general guidance 
on crucial questions of sustainable development in the region.  As a strategic research 
project, RISPO on the other hand conducts studies on the development of APFED’s strategic 
ideas, by converting them into policies and setting up databases for good practices.  The 
project also works on dissemination and outreach of policy options and good practice to foster 
implementation.  The governments at different levels and multi-stakeholders in the region 
are the target audience for implementation of the recommendations of RISPO.  

 
It should be discussed whether the overarching LTP project should be renamed.  

Something like “Sustainability Policy Research Initiative for Asia” (SPRIA) could be 
appropriate to signal that the research on “long term perspectives” intends to identify societal 
goals, and the policies for how to get there.  

 
In general, IGES research outcomes must be much more advertised within Japan so 

that accountability of the activities can be appreciated, since a considerable amount of 
tax-payers’ money is introduced to the IGES budget.  
 
 
3. Assessment of Main Individual Projects (Subprojects) 
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(1) APFED  
 

The Asia-Pacific Forum for Environment and Development (APFED) was 
established by ECO ASIA in 2001 as a forum to address the pressing issues that Asia-Pacific 
countries were facing.  APFED consisted of 26 eminent members nominated by countries in 
the region and international organisations.  After six meetings of the APFED members and 
six additional expert meetings in different countries in the Asia-Pacific region, APFED 
concluded its three years activities by adopting a Final Report in March 2004.  The IGES 
LTP team played an important role by logistically supporting all the meetings and drafting the 
Report in collaboration with the APFED eminent members. 
 

It seems that all that supporting work has put a considerable burden on the LTP 
group of limited size.  On the other hand, IGES had this opportunity to build up a certain 
capacity by running the world’s top eminent persons forum, and was able to show its presence 
and capability throughout the Asia-Pacific region.  
 

The final report, “Paradigm Shift towards Sustainability for Asia and the 
Pacific—Turning Challenges into Opportunities”, identifies future scenarios for Asia and the 
Pacific and three groups of recommendations: (1) recommendations for an integrated 
approach to sustainable development, (2) recommendations for empowerment of 
multi-stakeholder partnerships, and (3) sectoral recommendations.  118 recommendations 
were listed to give a pathway to formulation of sustainability in the Asia-Pacific region.  
 

The cited scenarios (based on GEO-3) and recommendations are more likely to be 
general rather than specific to this area.  However, if these recommendations could be 
adapted to the concrete conditions of this region by fully exploiting the capacity of IGES, 
Asia-Pacific countries will appreciate IGES’s contribution.  But first of all it is necessary for 
each country to prioritise the topics to meet specific needs of the country.  For that purpose, 
the proposal for APFED II is to be considered carefully so that IGES can take a more 
proactive role in conceptualising an implementation plan and establishing a more concrete 
future vision for a sustainable Asia-Pacific. 
 

APFED activities brought about a proposal for initiating two databases: (1) Best 
Policy Practices (BPPs) and (2) Capacity Building Programmes (CBPs).  Both databases are 
still in embryo stage and may need a lot of effort so that they become effective.  The BPP 
database should be integrated with the Good Practice Inventory database of RISPO.  Also, 
since all the relevant databases need continuous maintenance and upgrading, establishment of 
sustainable management procedures should be considered from the beginning of their services.  
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In this sense, IGES can expand its outreach by establishing collaboration with other 
institutions, such as the Environmental Knowledge Centre newly founded by UNEP in 
Bangkok and the GEF (Global Environmental Facility).  
 

Concerning activities like APFED, where a lot of partners and options outside IGES 
are involved, the outcomes of these activities must be evaluated in the context of the specific 
goals, processes and actors, who have their own agendas, positions and so on, which could 
differ compared to the scientific advice prepared by IGES.  In other words, the input and the 
impact of IGES contributions cannot be identified and differentiated from contributions of 
other participating stakeholders. 
 
(2) RISPO 
 

RISPO is one of the three sub-projects of APEIS.  The project is important for IGES 
because it integrates results of other strategic research projects.  
 

The RISPO project aims to develop knowledge-based tools and proposals for 
strategic policy options in order to help policy-makers meet the challenges of sustainable 
development.  The project conducted ground-based field studies to identify good practices, 
and, based on this, to propose innovative policy options to be implemented by policy-makers.  
As expected outcomes, the project has compiled the Good Practices Inventory and Strategic 
Policy Options, based on literature review and field studies conducted by research teams.  
 

The project is still at the early stage, and much work has to be carried out on the 
outreach for the policy recommendations and their implementation by policy-makers and 
multi-stakeholders.  
 

It seems from the reports of the LTP project that there is still a lack of effective 
coordination among IGES research projects, so a mechanism within IGES on the integration 
of projects should be established. 
 

For the evaluation of the value of a policy recommendation, the most important 
criterion is its relevance for practical solutions and support for decision and policy-makers.  
As the project is still in the process of development, great effort should be made to 
disseminate the strategic policy options (SPO) to policy-makers or relevant stakeholders for 
implementation. 
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For the successful implementation of SPO, more detailed analysis of barriers as well 
as conditions for implementation is needed.  
 

Selection of cases as good practices should focus on strategic issues and needs in the 
region, which are different for different countries in the region.  For many developing 
countries in the Asian Pacific region, the major concern is poverty reduction and sustainable 
economic development, therefore policy options should reflect this concern more.  In order 
to better select cases for the inventory of good practices, it might be necessary to organise a 
series of workshops including panel reviews by relevant experts. 
 

In the chapter of the inter-boundary recycling market, emphasis should be placed on 
domestic waste issues, which are much more important and more urgent than the issues of 
trade of wastes, which generally occur between developed and developing countries because 
of lower costs in developing countries. 
 

In many cases, it seems that Japan is not included for analysis.  The role of Japan as 
a developed country in the region should be considered, for example with respect to 
differentiated responsibilities. 
 

The background and theoretical description of the report look like a textbook.  They 
could be more concise and shortened. 

 
On the whole, what is innovative about the proposed policy options is not very clear.  

It is necessary to have clear criteria for innovative policy.  For instance, the policy options in 
the chapter on environmental education are quite common in many countries, and are 
appropriate but may not necessarily be innovative. 
 
 (3) White Paper  
 

The White Paper in particular needs a common theoretical link and conceptual 
framework, and it needs an in-depth discussion process with all project leaders on 
recommendations.  It is clear that even well developed IGES recommendations cannot be 
comprehensive for “Sustainable Asia”.  But this selection will not be a problem, if it presents 
the scientific outcome of other IGES-projects. 
 

Nevertheless, it has to be decided what gaps between relevant sustainable 
development issues in Asia and the IGES White Paper topics have to be filled, if the White 
Paper should not present only IGES research work, but should also address broader issues of 
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Asia-Pacific sustainable development, i.e. more concrete recommendations for policies and 
measures for climate mitigation could be added.  
  

We agree that it has been decided by the President and the LTP staff that the 
“participatory approach” is not the only link between the sectoral analyses.  But the analyses 
should not be changed in the other direction.  Because it seems to be the case that more 
participation (not as a purpose itself, but as a means to foster sustainable development) is a 
crucial issue to implement sustainable development especially for Asia, it should be 
elaborated why and how real participation could be made to happen.  
 

Comparing the draft recommendations for the White Paper with other IGES papers 
and IGES discussions reveals some frustrations and, maybe, a different understanding of 
scientific policy advice within the staff.  Some recommendations in the draft are more up to 
the point, more critical, more provocative and more concrete than the often “smoother” 
formulations in final reports.  Producing scientific information to motivate and change 
policies and to influence decision makers and politicians needs first of all a very open minded, 
creative and (self) critical working atmosphere in a research institute.  Then it needs quality 
control and fair competition (including peer reviews) with other scientific concepts and ideas.  
Last but not least, it needs feedback from the clients on the relevance of the findings for 
problem solving and, if possible, a critical impact evaluation. 
 

There is a huge gap between the formal “target setting” of the UN (e.g. Millennium 
Development Goals, “Plan of Implementation” of the WSSD) and real implementation 
processes.  Who is responsible to implement the targets?  How could the global targets be 
broken down to regional, national and local levels?  The White Paper could be a scientific 
impulse to close this implementation gap for Asia.  To be useful as a tool for implementation, 
it should establish some key quantitative targets based on IGES and related research.  Maybe 
Post-Kyoto recommendations (out of the CP project) or suggestions for the speed of 
dematerialisation (e.g. resource productivity increase by a factor x up to 2010/2020, which 
could be based on the Kansai project) could be important. 

 
The conclusions and recommendations need to be further elaborated by moving away 

from general statements and presenting concrete recommendations based as much as possible 
on empirical study outcomes.  The recommendations should be presented in some gradation, 
e.g. of short-term and long-term policy goals with concrete or numerical targets where 
appropriate and where possible.  

 
It would raise the quality of the White Paper having a consultative discussion session 
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with outside experts in order to make the White Paper as relevant and convincing as possible.  
If the White Paper is accepted as being useful for politicians and decision makers, it should be 
decided to publish it regularly; and if it is to be regularised, the preparatory process must be 
integrated in the programme of each project team and for IGES as a whole.  In that case, 
proper budgetary allocation should be considered to support some authentic research work or 
studies, and to commission research to other institutes that would constitute the key part of the 
White Paper 
 
(4) Others. 
 

The specific project reports are informative as assessments and detailed descriptions 
of e.g. the state of the environment in the Asia-Pacific Region or Northeast Asia.  They give 
a useful and international comparative overview on the current state of the environment, 
general driving forces and current activities.  They often conclude that the trends are still 
unsustainable, without an in-depth discussion of what options are available to reduce 
shortcomings and to overcome barriers.  An analysis of barriers and market areas, and a 
discussion of policy mixes on how to overcome barriers would be important. 
 
 
4. Concluding Remarks 
 
 For the purpose of further development of the LTP project, a number of 
recommendations and comments were identified in the previous sections.  The main issues 
to be recommended are: 
 
(1) The integration of projects within IGES under the initiative and thematic umbrella of LTP 

should be pursued. 
(2) The concept and concrete vision of “Sustainable Asia and the Pacific” should be 

elaborated. 
(3) APFED and RISPO activities should be systematically coordinated. 
(4) The importance of the White Paper should be highly recognised, and Institute-wide 

cooperation for its preparation must be intensified. 
(5) For securing the continuity of the collective knowledge assets within IGES, modification 

of research personnel policy (a certain share of permanent contracts) is advised. 
  


