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INPUTS RECEIVED FROM SAICM STAKEHOLDERS  

Following the 9th Bureau meeting and 1st teleconference held on 13 May 2020, the Secretariat requested 

the Bureau in an email dated 18 May for their inputs on the following: 

I. Date of the Fifth Session of the International Conference for Chemicals Management (ICCM5) to 

be held in Bonn, Germany from 5 to 9 July 2021.  

II. Comments or inputs to the attached Co-chair’s presentation on “Options for finalizing 

recommendations for Beyond 2020”; and  

III. Comments or inputs to the attached presentation on the three options proposed to hold the Fourth 

Meeting of the Intersessional Process considering the Strategic Approach and sound management 

of chemicals and waste beyond 2020 (IP4). 

IV. Additional considerations, such as regional meetings and additional technical briefings. 

 

This document presents the inputs and suggestions were received from Brazil, Colombia, Mr. Naziri, 

JUSSCANNZ, CEE, IOMC, IPEN, Group of NGOs, PAN International, ICCA, and detailed comments 

per stakeholder is included in the Annex to this document. 

 

I. General considerations 

 

Pandemic considerations: An international face to face meeting is contingent upon the safe arrival, 

participation and return of delegates. Treatments and vaccines for SARS-CoV-2 may not be globally 

available, so careful evaluation by public health authorities and WHO should be undertaken before such a 

meeting is held. The SAICM Secretariat and UNEP should not hesitate to delay the meeting if it cannot 

be held safely. (IPEN) 

 

Regarding the conduct of business until ICCM5, we think it is fundamental to achieve consensus among 

participants in every proposal to be made to ICCM5 and respect general provisions enshrined in the rules 

of procedure. (Brazil) 

 

II. Date of the Fifth Session of the International Conference for Chemicals Management 

(ICCM5) to be held from 5 to 9 July 2021 in Bonn, Germany 

 

There was general support to the proposed date and location of ICCM5. However, there are a few issues  

that need to be considered: 
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The proposed July 2021 schedule is busy for chemical safety delegates. A number of delegates who 

participate in SAICM and BRS COPs are also obligated to participate in Montreal Protocol meetings. 

(IPEN, Colombia, one country from JUSSCANNZ, Cote d’Ivoire, Asia Pacific). 

 

Dates Event 

5 – 9 July ICCM5 

11 July 66th meeting of the Montreal Protocol Implementation Committee 

12 – 16 July 43rd meeting of the Montreal Protocol OEWG 

19 – 30 July BRS Triple COP 

 

Even if only ICCM5 and the BRS Triple COP are considered, delegates outside of Europe will have two 

options: 1) travel back home and return in one week (climate impacts); or 2) stay in Europe for 

approximately one month (DSA impacts). (IPEN) 

This impacts small government delegations, especially from developing countries as well as public 

interest NGO participation due to lack of funding and logistics, compounded by the pandemic. (IPEN, 

NGOs and Brazil) 

 

There is concern that the crowded schedule could force government delegates to choose between 

participation in the BRS Triple COP and ICCM5. If this happens, then it is likely that most governments 

will choose a meeting concerning legally binding agreements (BRS) over a low-priority, non-legally 

binding agreement (ICCM5). In addition, technical teams from developing countries may not be able to 

spend a whole month abroad. (IPEN) 

 

ICCM5 is a very important meeting and deserves the full attention of chemical safety stakeholders. If 

Germany is constrained by meeting space availability and the upcoming election, then the BRS Triple 

COP should be delayed. It would be useful for the SAICM Secretariat or Germany (as President) to 

formally ask the BRS Secretariat if it would be possible to delay the Triple COP. Doing so would help 

ensure the success of both meetings. (IPEN) 

 

As discussed during the 9th Bureau meeting, the efforts made by the Governments of Germany and 

Switzerland about exploring options to provide additional financial assistance as well as workspace for 

funded delegates to stay in Bonn or Geneva between ICCM5 and the BRS COPs is welcomed and further 

work should be undertaken in this regard. (Colombia) 

 

There was a request to UNEP to make available a calendar of major events occurring over the Q1 and Q2 

period of 2021-2022.  It was also suggested that perhaps UNEP could coordinate among itself to see if it 

could reschedule some of the other meetings scheduled to occur during this time to reduce the burden on 

delegates. (JUSSCANNZ) 

 

Preliminary inputs from the Asia Pacific region include a proposal to change the date of ICCM5 to at least 

two weeks earlier than the proposed date. Otherwise, it is highly recommended that the Host Country 

explore other appropriate alternatives, i.e.  choose another city in Germany considering necessary 

preparedness ahead of the BRS COPs. It should be emphasized that back-to-back meetings would create 

serious difficulties for delegations, in particular from developing countries in preparation for these two 

very important international events. (Preliminary inputs from the Asia Pacific region) 

 

III. Co-chair’s presentation on “Options for finalizing recommendations for Beyond 2020” 

 

One Bureau member raised concerns that the virtual meetings (using the example of the 9th Bureau 

meeting) clearly indicated some shortcomings. The Bureau member stated that he cannot subscribe to any 
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possible conclusion on the establishment of the proposed VWG Including on the High-Level Declaration, 

as we still have serious problem with its mandate and its composition. 

 

Three options were presented in the Co-Chairs’ presentation: 

1. Defer further work until IP4 

 

This option represents a familiar process but assumes that IP4 will occur. Its main risks are loss of 

momentum and not taking advantage of the lead time to make progress before ICCM5. This option is the 

least useful and is not supported. (IPEN) 

 

2. Work virtually and finalize recommendations at IP4 

 

It was noted that, while the VWGs may prove a useful way to move forward important topics toward 

finalizing a Beyond 2020 instrument in line with the mandate of the intersessional process, they cannot 

and should not function as a venue for formal negotiation. The virtual setting does not provide the 

dynamic necessary for delicate negotiations, particularly for non-technical topics. (JUSSCANNZ) 

 

SAICM is one of the best examples of multistakeholder and multisectoral processes in the UN where 

there is good participation from relevant groups. We support the idea of preparing for IP4 and working 

further on the relevant documents virtually. However, we would like to express our concern that the 

access to internet and online work may be a major hindrance and disadvantage for some stakeholders and 

sectors who would like to participate, particularly from the developing and least developing countries. 

While we think that a small group working virtually may appear effective in the short term, in the long 

run it may significantly undermine the participatory and open process that has characterized SAICM, and 

that would not provide appropriate opportunities and space to bring up issues relevant to the various 

stakeholders. (PAN International) 

 

Though the IP meetings are carried out in English, we assume that the virtual working groups and 

documents will be conducted and available in the various UN languages in order to facilitate participation 

from all regions. (PAN International) 

 

This option would convene small virtual working groups to advance topics covered at the 3rd 

Intersessional Process meeting (IP3). We find it useful to take advantage of the time before ICCM5 to 

make progress on the many outstanding items needed to finalize a robust agreement. (IPEN) 

 

Membership and format of the VWGs 

Participation in the virtual working groups could simply mimic participation at IP meetings: Stakeholders 

that have participated in previous meetings would be invited to participate in any of the four groups. This 

open participation feature of IP meetings should translate well to the online format and provide an 

opportunity for greater participation that is not available for in-person meetings due to funding 

limitations. (IPEN) 

 

Developing a thoughtful and transparent process for equitable and meaningful participation is necessary 

to prevent inadvertent exclusion of views. The virtual working groups could work by email using written 

submissions based on the most recent versions of the compilation of recommendations. Sufficient time 

should be provided to send written inputs to ensure that stakeholders with connection problems can 

contribute. (IPEN) 
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There is ample experience with this type of work. For example, IPEN has participated as an observer in 

the Stockholm Convention POPs Review Committee since its formation in 2005. All working groups of 

the Committee have a chair and drafter and work intersessionally by email. Participation is open to 

Members and Observers who have participated in Committee meetings. (IPEN) 

 

Small virtual working groups (VWG) on key issues to make progress, based on stakeholder submissions 

on the Secretariat’s Compilation of recommendations (CoR)–similar to the Targets WG. How should 

VWG work? How can equal participation be guaranteed (time zones, internet access, stakeholder 

representation)? How the decision on the number of VWG members will be made? How will the 

nomination process be arranged within the stakeholder groups? For participants that had difficulties in 

attending an IP meeting (funding or otherwise) is their participation still guaranteed in a VWG? Will there 

be a possibility for observers to attend the VWG meetings? Instead of having one representative from 

labor, health and public interest groups, would it be possible to have three NGO/trade union/health 

representatives from three different regions, instead? (NGOs) 

 

As for next steps towards ICCM5, we kindly ask for clarification on how those small virtual working 

groups would work and what type of outcome is expected. From Brazil’s point of view, the main forum 

for international discussions and negotiations regarding the recommendations to be presented at ICCM5 is 

IP4. In our opinion, undertaking intersessional work until IP4 may allow deeper technical debates, the 

exchange of views and experiences among delegations, as well as the compilation of those opinions, 

especially on key issues. However, it should not play the role delegations have defined to IP4. The 

meetings of the intersessional process are the only legitimate arena for delegations to discuss and 

negotiate language and proposals about the future of SAICM – for further consideration by ICCM5 – on 

equal terms, ensuring transparency and inclusiveness. (Brazil) 

 

Regarding Co-chair’s presentation on “Options for finalizing recommendations for Beyond 2020”, 

Colombia has a preference for option number two, which refers to “undertake work on key issues through 

a variety of means, the outcomes of which will be discussed and finalized at rescheduled IP4”. Here, 

special consideration should be given to the number of working groups, virtual sessions not to be held in 

parallel, as well as the timely availability of information and ensuring inclusivity for participation by all 

stakeholders. Besides, Colombia would like to call attention to the importance of reaching consensus 

within all Parties regarding the development of these virtual working groups. (Colombia) 

 

Key considerations for setting up the VWGs from JUSSCANNZ 

(i) Strong need for transparency in any work undertaken by VWG in order to promote buy-in from 

all stakeholders and some feel that participation should be open partly to avoid spending a 

lengthy amount of time selecting representatives for VWGs. A key consideration must be the 

capacity of stakeholders to participate in virtual working groups, and special attention should be 

given to this factor when considering any potential hosting platform. 

(ii) The utmost care should be taken to ensure a country- and stakeholder-driven outcome. 

(iii) Additionally, as a matter of principle, ensure that the process does not leave some countries or 

stakeholders feeling excluded from meaningful participation, and also to preempt potential 

concerns about the legitimacy of the process that could jeopardize the progress made virtually.  

(iv) The VWGs should have specific and clearly defined mandates and there should be a shared 

understanding of the status of any outcomes from these groups. 

(v) There is a desire among JUSSCANNZ members that as much work be undertaken as possible in 

preparation for ICCM5, with the aim to minimize any outstanding work upon its conclusion. In 

particular, the instrument itself should be finalised at ICCM5 and the only outstanding pieces 

should be related to implementation of the ultimate agreement, such as detailed roadmaps, 

reporting questionnaire, and additional indicators. 
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(vi) Some JUSSCANNZ members have suggested that, in addition to the official VWGs, there may 

also be stakeholder driven groups on some topics, in much the same way as the governance 

meetings sponsored by Switzerland, Norway and Germany in 2020. (JUSSCANNZ) 

 

The recommendations state that the small VWG’s must be as regionally and sectorally representative as 

possible, however the mechanisms for this type of engagement are not detailed. We therefore would seek 

clarity on how sectoral representation is proposed to be attained. (IOMC) 

 

As regards the pathway toward ICCM5 and the co-chairs proposal of option 2 -Undertake work on key 

issues through a variety of means, the outcomes of which will be discussed and finalized at rescheduled 

IP4- we fully support the co-chairs views and share the desirability of this option. We recognize that 

virtual working groups -VWGs- may not have the same effectiveness as physical meetings, but it is far 

better than the option of deferring the work to a later phase. In addition, we have good experience in our 

working with VWGs -since a few years now- on chemicals regulatory cooperation in Latin America and 

Asian countries. These groups exist of both industry and regulator experts and allows for the continuation 

of work. We also believe the combination of VWGs with online consultations, request for input and 

briefings may help counter the issue of lack of IT means to contribute during VWGs. As indicated by the 

co-chairs, option 2 could also form the basis to continue valuable work in case no IP4 can be held 

physically. As such, full support from industry to continue our work by means of the option 2. (ICCA) 

 

The VWGs need to involve a broad range of stakeholders, whilst keeping the number of members at a 

reasonable level and their outcome should be submitted to all stakeholders in several rounds of comments 

to ensure broad ownership. Some countries propose to keep the number of VWGs to a minimum to ensure 

a coherent overall approach, but with the possibility to work in subgroups e.g. if a VWG is established for 

both targets and emerging issues. There were some concerns regarding the proposal to call for comments 

in May or June on the compilation of recommendations (CoR). That timeline is challenging and a round 

of comments is not required at this stage. (CEE) 

 

The VWGs shall not in any way be considered as a formal venue to exchange views. They should be 

informal nature. The members of the VWG would contribute to the outstanding issues as reflected in the 

Bangkok IP3 meeting compilation document. All inputs and possible outcomes of the VWG shall be 

forwarded to the IP4 to be considered along with compilation document prepared pursuant to the IP3 

which forms the basis for our deliberations and conclusion. The VWG at any stage of its work shall 

consider inputs from all stakeholders. The VWG shall be composed of at least seven members from each 

regional group. (Preliminary inputs from the Asia Pacific region) 

 

Mandates of the VWGs 

 

The Co-Chairs’ presentation describes these groups as being regionally and sectorally representative and 

having the following tasks: 

• Develop proposals on key issues, building on and continuing the work of working groups at IP3 and 

incorporating written input on Secretariat Compilation of Recommendations; 

• Make proposals on gaps identified; and 

• Proposals could be a compromise between options currently in the text or if no compromise is 

possible, reflect clear alternative options. (IPEN) 

 

Topics to be covered by the VWGs 

The four working groups at IP3 could be constituted as virtual working groups. These are:  

(i) Governance; 

(ii) Measures to support implementation;  
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(iii) Objectives and targets; and  

(iv) Finance.  

For continuity, it would be useful to continue with the same co-chairs. Virtual working group cochairs 

(with possible secretariat assistance) could compile comments, noting gaps and points of agreement and 

possible alternative texts. (IPEN) 

 

Inputs from CEE 

(i) Issues of concern are one topic that should be advanced virtually before IP4/ICCM5. If this 

topic is combined with the targets, the coordination and arrangements of the group should be 

carefully managed; 

(ii) Under mechanisms for implementation, there is no need to discuss a separate mechanism for 

updating the framework as the future conference could initiate such a process for updating if 

needed; and 

(iii) Financing and capacity building will be a challenging topic to discuss virtually due to the 

strong negotiation positions and complexity of the topic. Also, the limited participation in the 

VWG might be problematic to enable the participation of different donor countries that are 

not represented by regional groups in the same way as developing countries. (CEE) 

 

Topics proposed for VWGs by JUSSCANNZ members included, but are not limited to:  

(i) Governance; 

(ii) Multi-sectoral and multi-stakeholder engagement; 

(iii) Standards; 

(iv) Science-Policy Interface; 

(v) Targets and Indicators (continuation of, with the possible addition of milestones); and  

(vi) Issues of Concern – stressing that this should be a stand alone topic as discussions.   

It was further suggested that more technical topics—for example, targets and indicators—will be easier to 

advance in VWGs than topics such as finance and some of the governance issues. (JUSSCANNZ) 

 

Online consultations 

The thinking behind the online consultations was not clear in the Beyond 2020 Co-Chairs’ proposal. 

Online video consultations that could be recorded may be useful as informational presentations to 

supplement written communications by email. Participants could learn about the work of other virtual 

working groups. They should be available for participation by all SAICM stakeholders and held more 

than one time in a day to allow for greater participation in numerous time zones. (IPEN) 

 

Consider online briefings of VWG proposals and consultation on these with all interested stakeholders: 

Invite submission of written comments. What documents will the VWG will focus on: the outcome 

documents prepared by IP3 four thematic groups, or the CoR? Will there be an unlimited number of 

participants allowed in the open consultations following the VWG? If the VWG will focus on CoR, will 

the version of 13 February 2020 be used? We were told that comments to CoR of 13 February 2020 

provided by different stakeholders are available on SAICM website. Will it possible to share a link to 

stakeholders’ comments to CoR? We believe that stakeholders should be provided with an opportunity 

discuss all comments to the CoR before the Secretariat prepares a new version of CoR based on the 

comments received from stakeholders. (NGOs) 

 

Consultation and written inputs form the basis for Co-chairs further Compilation of Recommendations 

(CoR): Additional Technical Briefings –information online material that serves to inform but does not 

need in depth discussion at this time could be presented online. Will it be possible to have an on-line 

meeting with the stakeholders to discuss particular comments to CoR? Are there plans to hold on-line 

regional meetings to discuss stakeholder comments to CoR? (NGOs) 
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We also think that the opportunity to provide written responses should be given more time, given the new 

situation of the pandemic and the ongoing lockdowns which may curtail access to emails, computers, etc. 

in some countries and localities. The email responses of suggested text be given at least a fortnight for 

response as developing and least developed countries may need time to consult and respond. Similarly, 

for global networks such as ours, we too would like to have the possibility consulting our counterparts in 

other regions but also our constituencies of CSOs that represent small-scale farmers (both men and 

women), workers, indigenous peoples and consumers. We also believe that stakeholders should be given 

the opportunity to see and discuss all comments made to the Secretariat’s Compilation of 

recommendations and have the opportunity to add comments before the Secretariat prepares a new 

version of the document based on the comments received from stakeholders. (PAN International) 

 

3. Work virtually and finalize recommendations virtually if IP4 cannot be held 

 

This option addresses the possibility that the pandemic may prohibit a face to face meeting of IP4. At the 

Bureau meeting, UNEP noted the use of online decision-making in other UN processes. It is important to 

plan for this option as a possibility. Due to the difficulties surrounding equitable online access and the 

unknown conditions of countries due to the pandemic, online decision making should be used as a last 

resort and only for procedural matters. Even if matters are delayed, substantive decision-making should 

be saved for face to face meetings, even if they have to be delayed. (IPEN) 

 

4. Technical briefings 

 

The SAICM Secretariat proposed that the technical briefings that were originally scheduled for IP4 could 

be held on-line. Since there is ample time before ICCM5, other stakeholders, such as public interest 

NGOs, might wish to conduct briefings on topics relevant to the Beyond 2020 process. This could be 

useful in the process as long as the topics connect directly to the process. (IPEN) 

 

It is general support for that initiative since it will help to broaden the understanding and participation and 

possibly ownership. As regards the involvement of other sectors, It was noted that e.g. the health sector 

was not included. The other sectors should be actively approached and involved. Sector-specific briefings 

could be considered. (CEE) 

 

5. Compilation of recommendations 

 

It seems most useful to have the outcomes of the virtual working groups be meeting documents, in much 

the same way the Technical Working Group presented the outcome of their initial work. Unlike the initial 

outcome the Technical Working Group, all texts should be in tracking changes from the IP3 compilation 

of recommendations text, so that proposals for additions and changes are clear to all delegates. (IPEN) 

Greater clarity on the proposed process for the work of the VWGs is requested, including how this input 

would be used by the co-chairs to create a document for discussion at IP4 – with emphasis on the 

importance of maintaining the stakeholders' ownership of the compilation text. (JUSSCANNZ) 

 

We would also like to suggest that all documents have text in brackets if they are not agreed to. And these 

be resolved at any face-to-face meetings that will be organized in the future. (PAN International) 

 

There are some concerns considering uncertainty, how the groups will work, therefore we need to discuss 

a clear mandate with precise tasks (e.g. issues of concern, targets) as well as what to do with the VWGs 

outcome documents. I also notice some suggestions, that the outcome of the VWGs should be 

consolidated by the co-facilitators of the groups and become an annex to the compilation document 

prepared by the SAICM Secretariat as the outcome of IP3 for further consideration by IP4. Suggestion to 
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not call the document “Secretariat’s CoR”, since the document is owned by all stakeholders participating 

in the discussions. The later revised document should of the same reason rather be called the draft 

“Outcome document”. (CEE) 

 

6. Friends of the President working group on high-level declaration 

 

To advance a draft for a high-level declaration, Germany proposed establishing a small informal Friends 

of the President group. The proposal suggests three representatives from each region (15), and three 

representatives from each of the four sectoral groups (IOMC, industry, health, trade union, and public 

interest) (12). Since there was not sufficient time to discuss it, the President invited comments on this 

proposal. It is very useful to begin work on the High-Level Declaration and relevant elements from the 

Dubai Declaration should be included in the new draft. We support the formula for representatives 

outlined by Germany. (IPEN) 

Based on the information received from Bureau members, we understand that a high-level declaration for 

consideration at ICCM5 will be developed by a Friends of the President Group with the limited number of 

group members, with a maximum of 3 members per region and stakeholder group. We believe that 

limiting the number of participants to just 3 members per region and per stakeholder group will deprive 

many active SAICM stakeholders from providing meaningful input into the text of the high-level 

declaration. How will the members of the Group be selected? Will there be an open call for nominations? 

(NGOs) 

 

In view of the importance of the negotiation of a High-Level Declaration to be considered by ICCM5, we 

do not think the idea of establishing a group of “Friends of the President” is advisable for this purpose, in 

as much as this type of institutional arrangement is not capable of ensuring the necessary transparency 

and inclusiveness in the process. (Brazil) 

 

Regarding group “Friends of the President” group, Colombia is strongly interested in joining the group to 

support the development of the High-level Declaration for ICCM5. (Colombia) 

 

For the friends of the president group, the bureau formula supports representation of NGOs and industry 

from some (but not all) sectors but does not guarantee sectoral representation among the governmental 

participants or facilitate direct sectoral input from IGOs. Additional measures are needed to ensure a good 

balance of both sectors and stakeholders. (IOMC) 

 

With respect to the high-level declaration and formation of a Friends of the President’s group, 

JUSSCANNZ look forward to receiving more details, particularly on the composition of the group and its 

mandate. (JUSSCANNZ) 

That the virtual working groups including the Friends of the President, are open to more stakeholders and 

sectors. In addition to having one representative from labour, health and public interest groups, we 

propose participation of NGO/trade union/health representatives from three different regions. We are also 

concerned that a disproportionate number of representatives from chemical corporations and their 

organisations will be represented, as they have the resources and the internet facilities to participate. We 

suggest that such representation should be kept in check so that they do not overwhelm the processes. 

(PAN International) 

 

Proposal to establish the group of Friends of the President to develop a high-level declaration for 

consideration of ICCM5 was recognized as an appropriate setting for the task. I did not hear any 

opposition nor counter-proposals. (CEE) 
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Considering the possible High-Level Declaration (HLD), it is highly expected that the regional groups as 

represented in the Bureau discuss it first, and then contribute initially on its overall structure and 

elements. Thereafter, the Bureau based on the contributions made by the regional groups, might consider 

the appointment of Friends of the President to prepare any possible elements of the HLD to be endorsed 

by all stakeholders for further decision and appropriate action. Pursuant to the aforementioned steps 

outlined, i.e. seeking contributions from regional groups on possible elements of HLD, discussion by the 

Bureau and identification of key elements of possible HLD, thereafter, the President, in consultation with 

regional groups and taking into account views of the groups, might identify Friends of the President to be 

appointed in order to discuss the elements and forward the outcome by consensus to IP4 for consideration 

and any further decision. It should be emphasized that the principle of equitable geographical distribution 

shall be respected. (Preliminary inputs from the Asia Pacific region) 

 

7. Proposed calendar 

 

The Beyond 2020 Co-Chairs developed a possible calendar of events. It may that the schedule slips 

somewhat, so it would be useful to make this a living calendar on the SAICM website, so that delegates 

are aware of deadlines and the overall plan for the process. (IPEN) 

• May 2020 Draft scenario note by Beyond 2020 Co-Chairs 

• June/July 2020 Establish 1st round of virtual working groups 

• Sept 2020 Virtual working groups report back 

• Oct 2020 Online consultation with all stakeholders. Invite written comments on outcomes of 

virtual working groups 

• Oct/Nov 2020 Second round of virtual working groups 

• Dec 2020 Integrate feedback into Co-Chairs’ compilation of recommendations 

• Jan 2021 Possible second online consultation with all stakeholders. Invite written comments. 

• Feb 2021 Compilation of recommendations available; virtual technical briefings; possible IP4 

• April – June 2021 Possible regional meetings (maybe back to back with BRS regional meetings); 

virtual technical briefings 

• July 2021 ICCM5 

 

IV. Options proposed to hold the Fourth Meeting of the Intersessional Process considering 

the Strategic Approach and sound management of chemicals and waste beyond 2020 

(IP4) 

 

Pandemic considerations 

An international face to face meeting is contingent upon the safe arrival, participation and return of 

delegates. Treatments and vaccines for SARS-CoV-2 may not be globally available, so careful evaluation 

by public health authorities and WHO should be undertaken before IP4 is held. The SAICM Secretariat 

and UNEP should not hesitate to delay the meeting if it cannot be held safely. Based on current 

information, it is questionable whether the pandemic will allow for a face to face meeting to take place in 

early March. (IPEN) 

 

Location and timing 

Normally, if a government provides an invitation to hold a meeting and is willing to extend the offer after 

a postponement, then the meeting should be held in that country. In this case, it seems most appropriate to 

honor the invitation from Romania to hold the meeting in Bucharest. The option for holding the meeting 

in Nairobi appears to be based on the idea of holding it back to back with the UNEA5 meeting. However, 

in our experience of participating in UNEA and UNEP Government Council meetings, there is not a large 

overlap of delegates in the two processes. For this and the reasons stated above, we think it is most 
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appropriate to hold the meeting in Romania. Optimally, it would be useful to have IP4 separate from 

ICCM5, including a round of regional meetings prior to ICCM5 to allow for regional input. However, 

pandemic considerations make this possibility somewhat doubtful. There should be ample contingency 

planning for the possibility that no face to face meetings will be possible before ICCM5. (IPEN) 

 

Preparing an option if IP4 cannot be held 

It is important to plan for this option as a likely result of continuing concerns over the pandemic. Please 

see more about this below. If IP4 is not held, the importance of regional meetings increases. Regional 

meetings will provide a chance for the development of regional views and more effective ICCM5 

discussions and outcomes. Regional meetings could be held virtually in 2020, and possibly face-to-face in 

2021. (IPEN) 

 

We agree with the idea that the third option (2-3 days back-to-back with ICCM5) is not ideal and should 

only be considered in a worst-case scenario. (Brazil) 

 

The timing of IP4 should not be back-to-back with events attended primarily by environment ministries, 

in the interest of multisectoral participation and clear signaling of the multi-sectoral nature of SAICM. 

(IOMC) 

 

With regard to new options for IP4, we would favor Option 1 or 2 (stand-alone meetings, not back to back 

with ICCM5). (NGOs) 

 

Concerning the three options proposed to hold the Fourth Meeting of the Intersessional Process 

considering the Strategic Approach and sound management of chemicals and waste beyond 2020 (IP4), 

Colombia agrees with the representatives of GRULAC before the Bureau in highlighting the importance 

of holding a face-to-face IP4 meeting. In this sense, and considering the options, Colombia expresses a 

preference for the first two which refers to hold the meeting in Romania or Nairobi during Early March 

2021. Between them, Colombia would privilege the option of Nairobi since the country has a diplomatic 

mission in that place whose support is important for the national delegation. Also, the IP4 meeting is 

planned to be held immediately after UNEA-5 which may be an opportunity for diplomatic officials in 

charge of negotiations on chemicals-related issues to be in UNEA scenarios on these matters. In all cases, 

as it was stated in a previous email on 12 May 2020, before the 9th Bureau meeting, Colombia does not 

consider doable a contingency scenario where IP4 does not take place. (Colombia) 

Regarding the question of when/if to hold an IP4: Industry fully supports a physical meeting of IP4 ahead 

of ICCM5, if such big gatherings are indeed warranted/approved by leading experts on the Covid-19 

pandemic. On the venue and time, it would be challenging to held it back to back during UNEA5 as it 

would be difficult to prepare for both and it would require 3 weeks of negotiations in a row. In addition, 

Nairobi as the venue will be tricky to get to (currently, many companies have policies in place which do 

not allow for travel and request high hygiene standard guarantees from the host before agreeing sending 

employees abroad.  IP4 in March may be too “quick”, although this depends on how much progress the 

possible virtual groups will make.  The above leaves us with the option of holding the IP4 back to back 

with ICCM5 and while this option has disadvantages (no time to digest and iron out different positions of 

IP4 ahead of ICCM5), it seems as the most realistic option. (ICCA) 

 

Members of JUSSCANNZ are in favour of scheduling an in-person IP4, occurring in March or as early as 

reasonable in 2021, in order to provide sufficient time for delegates to consult their capitals and develop 

positions and inputs for ICCM5 in July 2021. Further, JUSSCANNZ welcomes Romania’s offer to host. 

Some expressed a preference for the meeting not to be held back to back with UNEA5. (JUSSCANNZ) 
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It is a general understanding that the IP4 meeting will be very important. The success of ICCM 5 and the 

future of the sound management of chemicals and waste strictly depends on finalization of 

recommendation regarding the Strategic Approach and the sound management of chemicals and waste 

beyond 2020. We welcome with appreciation that Romania is still ready to host the meeting and we are in 

favour of organizing IP4 in Romania. If this will not be possible then we could consider option II. (CEE) 

 

V. Other considerations 

 

1. Importance of regional meetings  

 

Since the participation in the Beyond 2020 process is limited to an agreed formula for funding, regional 

meetings provide an important opportunity for global input into the process. In the absence of face to face 

meetings, regional focal points may prepare a series of online briefings with logistical support from the 

SAICM Secretariat, that could be taped and viewed later if not everyone can participate at the scheduled 

time. These regional meetings should be open to all SAICM stakeholders within a region, in the same 

way face-to-face regional meetings are conducted. Regional meetings could be held virtually in 2020, and 

possibly face-to-face in 2021. (IPEN) 

The importance of regional preparation and the role of the Regional Meetings was underlined. The current 

situation also affects regional preparations, and therefore CEE Regional meeting which had been planned 

to take place from 25 to 27 August 2020 in Tallinn, will have to be postponed. It is very important to 

organize regional meetings in a face-to-face format, and there is concern that SAICM Budget for the year 

2021, those not reflect such a need. (CEE) 

 

2. Additional technical briefings 

 

PAN International would also like to organize a technical briefing on Highly Hazardous Pesticides 

(HHPs) and Human Rights, and also potentially a presentation on Double Standards in Trade of HHPs, as 

well as a public discussion of criteria for selection of new issues of concern. (See our papers: 

http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/IoC_2020_New_Mechanism_of_

Action.pdf and HHP case paper 

http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/Case-HHPs-PAN-INT.pdf) which 

we have sent to the Secretariat.) (PAN International)

http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/IoC_2020_New_Mechanism_of_Action.pdf
http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/IoC_2020_New_Mechanism_of_Action.pdf
http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/Case-HHPs-PAN-INT.pdf
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Annex: Detailed comments by stakeholder (as received chronologically) 

 

Stakeholder Issue Comments 

Mr. Naziri, SAICM 

Bureau member 

ICCM5 N/A 

IP4 N/A 

VWGs Unfortunately, this way (referring to the Bureau teleconference) of communication clearly indicated many 

shortcomings. It is a matter of regret despite of our serious observations made on the Virtual Working Groups. as 

well as on many other issues, none of them has been taken on board.   

 

We cannot subscribe to any possible conclusion on the establishment of the proposed VWG Including on the High-

Level Declaration, as we still have serious problem with its mandate and its composition.  

 

IPEN ICCM5 In general, we support the proposed date and location of ICCM5. However, there are a few actions that we think 

should accompany the plans for this meeting. 

 

Pandemic considerations 

An international face to face meeting is contingent upon the safe arrival, participation and return of delegates. 

Treatments and vaccines for SARS-CoV-2 may not be globally available, so careful evaluation by public health 

authorities and WHO should be undertaken before such a meeting is held. The SAICM Secretariat and UNEP 

should not hesitate to delay the meeting if it cannot be held safely. 

 

Unsustainability of meeting schedules 

The Conferences of the Parties of the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions (BRS Triple COP) will be held 

from 19 – 30 July 2021 in Geneva, Switzerland. This leaves only ten days between the end of ICCM5 and the 

beginning of the Triple COP. Apparently, despite UNEP coordinating both processes, there was no coordination in 

the setting of these dates. 

 

Moreover, the 66th meeting of the Montreal Protocol Implementation Committee meets on 11 July 2021 in 

Bangkok, Thailand and the 43rd meeting of the Open-Ended Working Group of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol 

meets 12 – 16 July 2021 in Bangkok, Thailand. Some delegates who participate in SAICM and the BRS COPs are 

obligated to participate in these meetings as well. 

 

The proposed July 2021 schedule is simply unsustainable for chemical safety delegates. 

 

Dates Event 

5 – 9 July ICCM5 
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11 July 66th meeting of the Montreal Protocol Implementation 

Committee 

12 – 16 

July 

43rd meeting of the Montreal Protocol OEWG 

19 – 30 

July 

BRS Triple COP 

 

Even if only ICCM4 and the BRS Triple COP are considered, delegates outside of Europe will have two options: 1) 

travel back home and return in one week (climate impacts); or 2) stay in Europe for approximately one month 

(DSA impacts).  

 

This will also have serious negative consequences for public interest NGO participation due to the lack of resources 

that has been compounded by the pandemic. In addition, the closeness of the two meetings reduces preparation time 

for the BRS Triple COP which is particularly important for small government delegations and public interest NGO 

participants. 

 

We are also concerned that the crowded schedule could force government delegates to choose between participation 

in the BRS Triple COP and ICCM5. If this happens, then it is likely that most governments will choose a meeting 

concerning legally binding agreements (BRS) over a low-priority, non-legally binding agreement (ICCM5). 

 

ICCM5 is a very important meeting and deserves the full attention of chemical safety stakeholders. If Germany is 

constrained by meeting space availability and the upcoming election, then the BRS Triple COP should be delayed. 

It would be useful for the SAICM Secretariat or Germany (as President) to formally ask the BRS Secretariat if it 

would be possible to delay the Triple COP. Doing so would help ensure the success of both meetings. 

 

IP4 Pandemic considerations 

An international face to face meeting is contingent upon the safe arrival, participation and return of delegates. 

Treatments and vaccines for SARS-CoV-2 may not be globally available, so careful evaluation by public health 

authorities and WHO should be undertaken before IP4 is held. The SAICM Secretariat and UNEP should not 

hesitate to delay the meeting if it cannot be held safely. Based on current information, it is questionable whether the 

pandemic will allow for a face to face meeting to take place in early March. 

 

Location and timing 
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Normally, if a government provides an invitation to hold a meeting and is willing to extend the offer after a 

postponement, then the meeting should be held in that country. In this case, it seems most appropriate to honor the 

invitation from Romania to hold the meeting in Bucharest. 

 

The option for holding the meeting in Nairobi appears to be based on the idea of holding it back to back with the 

UNEA5 meeting. However, in our experience of participating in UNEA and UNEP Government Council meetings, 

there is not a large overlap of delegates in the two processes. For this and the reasons stated above, we think it is 

most appropriate to hold the meeting in Romania. 

 

Optimally, it would be useful to have IP4 separate from ICCM5, including a round of regional meetings prior to 

ICCM5 to allow for regional input. However, pandemic considerations make this possibility somewhat doubtful. 

There should be ample contingency planning for the possibility that no face to face meetings will be possible before 

ICCM5. 

 

Preparing an option if IP4 cannot be held 

It is important to plan for this option as a likely result of continuing concerns over the pandemic. Please see more 

about this below. If IP4 is not held, the importance of regional meetings increases. Regional meetings will provide a 

chance for the development of regional views and more effective ICCM5 discussions and outcomes. Regional 

meetings could be held virtually in 2020, and possibly face-to-face in 2021. 

 

Regional 

mtgs 

Importance of regional meetings  

Since the participation in the Beyond 2020 process is limited to an agreed formula for funding, regional meetings 

provide an important opportunity for global input into the process. In the absence of face to face meetings, regional 

focal points may prepare a series of online briefings with logistical support from the SAICM Secretariat, that could 

be taped and viewed later if not everyone can participate at the scheduled time. These regional meetings should be 

open to all SAICM stakeholders within a region, in the same way face-to-face regional meetings are conducted. 

 

Regional meetings could be held virtually in 2020, and possibly face-to-face in 2021. 

 

VWGs Options for possible paths 

 

Three options were presented in the Co-Chairs’ presentation: 

1. Defer further work until IP4 

2. Work virtually and finalize recommendations at IP4 

3. Work virtually and finalize recommendations virtually if IP4 cannot be held 
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Option 1 represents a familiar process but assumes that IP4 will occur. Its main risks are loss of momentum and not 

taking advantage of the lead time to make progress before ICCM5. This 

option is the least useful and is not supported. 

 

Option 2 would convene small virtual working groups to advance topics covered at the 3rd Intersessional Process 

meeting (IP3). We find it useful to take advantage of the time before ICCM5 to make progress on the many 

outstanding items needed to finalize a robust agreement. Please see more comments below. 

 

Option 3 addresses the possibility that the pandemic may prohibit a face to face meeting of IP4. At the Bureau 

meeting, UNEP noted the use of online decision-making in other UN processes. It is important to plan for Option 3 

as a possibility. Due to the difficulties surrounding equitable online access and the unknown conditions of countries 

due to the pandemic, online decision making should be used as a last resort and only for procedural matters. Even if 

matters are delayed, substantive decision-making should be saved for face to face meetings, even if they have to be 

delayed. 

 

Virtual working groups 

The Co-Chairs’ presentation describes these groups as being regionally and sectorally representative and having the 

following tasks: 

• Develop proposals on key issues, building on and continuing the work of working groups at IP3 and incorporating 

written input on Secretariat Compilation of Recommendations; 

• Make proposals on gaps identified; 

• Proposals could be a compromise between options currently in the text or if no compromise is possible, reflect 

clear alternative options. 

 

The four working groups at IP3 could be constituted as virtual working groups.  

These are: governance, measures to support implementation, objectives and targets, and finance. For continuity, it 

would be useful to continue with the same co-chairs. Virtual working group cochairs (with possible secretariat 

assistance) could compile comments, noting gaps and points of agreement and possible alternative texts. 

 

Participation in the virtual working groups could simply mimic participation at IP meetings: Stakeholders that have 

participated in previous meetings would be invited to participate in any of the four groups. This open participation 

feature of IP meetings should translate well to the online format and provide an opportunity for greater participation 

that is not available for in-person meetings due to funding limitations. 
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Developing a thoughtful and transparent process for equitable and meaningful participation is necessary to prevent 

inadvertent exclusion of views. The virtual working groups could work by 

email using written submissions based on the most recent versions of the compilation of recommendations. 

Sufficient time should be provided to send written inputs to ensure that 

stakeholders with connection problems can contribute. 

 

There is ample experience with this type of work. For example, IPEN has participated as an observer in the 

Stockholm Convention POPs Review Committee since its formation in 2005.  

 

All working groups of the Committee have a chair and drafter and work intersessionally by email. 

 

Participation is open to Members and Observers who have participated in Committee meetings. 

 

Online consultations 

The thinking behind the online consultations was not clear in the Beyond 2020 Co-Chairs’ proposal. Online video 

consultations that could be recorded may be useful as informational presentations to supplement written 

communications by email. Participants could learn about the work of other virtual working groups. They should be 

available for participation by all SAICM stakeholders and held more than one time in a day to allow for greater 

participation in numerous time zones. 

 

Technical briefings 

The SAICM Secretariat proposed that the technical briefings that were originally scheduled for IP4 could be held 

on-line. Since there is ample time before ICCM5, other stakeholders, such as public interest NGOs, might wish to 

conduct briefings on topics relevant to the Beyond 2020 process. This could be useful in the process as long as the 

topics connect directly to the process. 

 

Compilation of recommendations 

It seems most useful to have the outcomes of the virtual working groups be meeting documents, in much the same 

way the Technical Working Group presented the outcome of their initial work. Unlike the initial outcome the 

Technical Working Group, all texts should be in tracking changes from the IP3 compilation of recommendations 

text, so that proposals for additions and changes are clear to all delegates. 

 

Friends of the President working group on high-level declaration 

To advance a draft for a high-level declaration, Germany proposed establishing a small informal Friends of the 

President group. The proposal suggests three representatives from each region (15), and three representatives from 



17 

 

Stakeholder Issue Comments 

each of the four sectoral groups (IOMC, industry, health, trade union, and public interest) (12). Since there was not 

sufficient time to discuss it, the President invited comments on this proposal. 

 

It is very useful to begin work on the High-Level Declaration and relevant elements from the Dubai Declaration 

should be included in the new draft. We support the formula for representatives outlined by Germany. 

 

Proposed calendar 

The Beyond 2020 Co-Chairs developed a possible calendar of events. It may that the schedule slips somewhat, so it 

would be useful to make this a living calendar on the SAICM website, so that delegates are aware of deadlines and 

the overall plan for the process. 

• May 2020 Draft scenario note by Beyond 2020 Co-Chairs 

• June/July 2020 Establish 1st round of virtual working groups 

• Sept 2020 Virtual working groups report back 

• Oct 2020 Online consultation with all stakeholders. Invite written comments on outcomes of virtual 

working groups 

• Oct/Nov 2020 Second round of virtual working groups 

• Dec 2020 Integrate feedback into Co-Chairs’ compilation of recommendations 

• Jan 2021 Possible second online consultation with all stakeholders. Invite written comments. 

• Feb 2021 Compilation of recommendations available; virtual technical briefings; possible IP4 

• April – June 2021 Possible regional meetings (maybe back to back with BRS regional meetings); virtual 

technical briefings 

• July 2021 ICCM5 

 

Brazil ICCM5 The fact that there are other important international events also scheduled for July 2021 may cause serious 

problems especially for developing countries in terms of funding and logistics. Many of them have limited financial 

and human resources. In many cases, their technical teams would not be able to spend a whole month abroad. In 

this regard, we think it would be advisable to delay some of those international meetings. 

 

IP4 We agree with the idea that the third option (2-3 days back-to-back with ICCM5) is not ideal and should only be 

considered in a worst-case scenario. 

 

VWGs As for next steps towards ICCM5, we kindly ask for clarification on how those small virtual working groups would 

work and what type of outcome is expected. From Brazil’s point of view, the main forum for international 

discussions and negotiations regarding the recommendations to be presented at ICCM5 is IP4. In our opinion, 

undertaking intersessional work until IP4 may allow deeper technical debates, the exchange of views and 
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experiences among delegations, as well as the compilation of those opinions, especially on key issues. However, it 

should not play the role delegations have defined to IP4. The meetings of the intersessional process are the only 

legitimate arena for delegations to discuss and negotiate language and proposals about the future of SAICM – for 

further consideration by ICCM5 – on equal terms, ensuring transparency and inclusiveness. 

 

In view of the importance of the negotiation of a High-Level Declaration to be considered by ICCM5, we do not 

think the idea of establishing a group of “Friends of the President” is advisable for this purpose, inasmuch as this 

type of institutional arrangement is not capable of ensuring the necessary transparency and inclusiveness in the 

process. 

 

Finally, regarding the conduct of business until ICCM5, we think it is fundamental to achieve consensus among 

participants in every proposal to be made to ICCM5 and respect general provisions enshrined in the rules of 

procedure. 

 

IOMC ICCM5 N/A 

IP4 The timing of IP4 should not be back-to-back with events attended primarily by environment ministries, in the 

interest of multisectoral participation and clear signaling of the multi-sectoral nature of SAICM.   

 

VWGs The recommendations state that the small VWG’s must be as regionally and sectorally representative as 

possible, however the mechanisms for this type of engagement are not detailed. We therefore would seek clarity on 

how sectoral representation is proposed to be attained.  

 

For the friends of the president group, the bureau formula supports representation of NGOs and industry from some 

(but not all) sectors but does not guarantee sectoral representation among the governmental participants or facilitate 

direct sectoral input from IGOs. Additional measures are needed to ensure a good balance of both sectors and 

stakeholders.  

 

NGOs 

HEJSupport, SSNC, 

PAN International, 

EEB, AWHHE, 

groundWork - 

Friends of the Earth 

South Africa, WECF, 

TOXISPHERA 

ICCM5 We would like to note that the BRS COPs and ICCM5 should not take place in the same month. Either BRS COPs 

or the ICCM5 should be postponed to the fall of 2021 to ensure the effectiveness of the work. 

  

IP4 With regard to new options for IP4, we would favor Option 1 or 2 (stand-alone meetings, not back to back with 

ICCM5). 

 

VWGs 1. Small virtual working groups (VWG) on key issues to make progress, based on stakeholder submissions on the 

Secretariat’s Compilation of recommendations (CoR)–similar to the Targets WG 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 

HEALTH 

ASSOCIATION 

 

 

1.1. How should VWG work? How can equal participation be guaranteed (time zones, internet access, stakeholder 

representation)?   

1.2. How the decision on the number of VWG members will be made? How will the nomination process be 

arranged within the stakeholder groups?   

1.3. For participants that had difficulties in attending an IP meeting (funding or otherwise) is their participation still 

guaranteed in a VWG?  

1.4. Will there be a possibility for observers to attend the VWG meetings?  

1.5. Instead of having one representative from labor, health and public interest groups, would it be possible to have 

three NGO/trade union/health representatives from three different regions, instead?  

  

2. Open online briefing of VWG proposals and consultation on these with all interested stakeholders: Invite 

submission of written comments. 

 

2.1. What documents will the VWG will focus on: the outcome documents prepared by IP3 four thematic groups, or 

the CoR?   

2.2 Will there be an unlimited number of participants allowed in the open consultations following the VWG? 

2.3. If the VWG will focus on CoR, will the version of 13 February 2020 be used?   

2.4. We were told that comments to CoR of 13 February 2020 provided by different stakeholders are available on 

SAICM website. Will it possible to share a link to stakeholders’ comments to CoR? 

 

We believe that stakeholders should be provided with an opportunity discuss all comments to the CoR before the 

Secretariat prepares a new version of CoR based on the comments t received from stakeholders. 

 

3. Consultation and written inputs form the basis for Co-chairs further Compilation of Recommendations (CoR): 

Additional Technical Briefings –information online material that serves to inform but does not need in depth 

discussion at this time could be presented online 

 

3.1 Will it be possible to have an on-line meeting with the stakeholders to discuss particular comments to CoR? 

3.2. Are there plans to hold on-line regional meetings to discuss stakeholder comments to CoR? 

 

4. Options for the development of a high-level declaration  
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Based on the information received from Bureau members, we understand that a high-level declaration for 

consideration at ICCM5 will be developed by a Friends of the President Group with the limited number of group 

members, with a maximum of 3 members per region and stakeholder group. 

 

4.1. We believe that limiting the number of participants to just 3 members per region and per stakeholder group will 

deprive many active SAICM stakeholders from providing meaningful input into the text of the high-level 

declaration. 

How will the members of the Group be selected? Will there be an open call for nominations? 

 

Colombia ICCM5 Regarding the proposal for the date of the Fifth Session of the International Conference for Chemicals Management 

(ICCM5) to be held in Bonn, Germany from 5 to 9 July 2021, Colombia understands that this could be the best 

possible option for Germany to host the event. 

 

Colombia does not have any objection to the proposed dates. Nevertheless, Colombia would like to call the 

attention with respect to the challenges that all, but specially small delegations, may face to attend other multilateral 

scenarios such as BRS COPs and Montreal Protocol OEWG meetings, that are expected to be held close to those 

dates. 

 

Having said that, and in line with what was discussed during the 9th Bureau meeting, Colombia considers important 

to work further in the announcement made by the Governments of Germany and Switzerland about exploring 

options to provide additional financial assistance as well as workspace for funded delegates to stay in Bonn or 

Geneva between ICCM5 and the BRS COPs. 

 

IP4 Concerning the three options proposed to hold the Fourth Meeting of the Intersessional Process considering the 

Strategic Approach and sound management of chemicals and waste beyond 2020 (IP4), Colombia coincides with 

the representatives of GRULAC before the Bureau in highlighting the importance of holding a face-to-face IP4 

meeting. In this sense, and considering the options, Colombia expresses a preference for the first two which refers 

to hold the meeting in Romania or Nairobi during Early March 2021. Between them, Colombia would privilege the 

option of Nairobi since the country has a diplomatic mission in that place whose support is important for the 

national delegation. Also, the IP4 meeting is planned to be held immediately after UNEA-5 which may be an 

opportunity for diplomatic officials in charge of negotiations on chemicals-related issues to be in UNEA scenarios 

on these matters. In all cases, as it was stated in a previous email on 12 May 2020, before the 9th Bureau meeting, 

Colombia does not consider doable a contingency scenario where IP4 does not take place. 
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VWGs Regarding Co-chair’s presentation on “Options for finalizing recommendations for Beyond 2020”, Colombia has a 

preference for option number two, which refers to “undertake work on key issues through a variety of means, the 

outcomes of which will be discussed and finalized at rescheduled IP4”. Here, special consideration should be given 

to the number of working groups, virtual sessions not to be held in parallel, as well as the timely availability of 

information and ensuring inclusivity for participation by all stakeholders. Besides, Colombia would like to call 

attention to the importance of reaching consensus within all Parties regarding the development of these virtual 

working groups. 

 

Lastly, about the group “Friends of the President”, Colombia is strongly interested in joining the group to support the 

development of the High-level Declaration for ICCM5. 

 

JUSSCANNZ ICCM5 Another country noted that while they definitely also understand the challenge to find venues and dates to host 

international meetings in 2021, for them the proposed July date is definitely not ideal with Triple COP starting on 

July 19. 

 

With respect to the scheduling of ICCM5 in July 2021, JUSSCANNZ thanks the Government of Germany for their 

ongoing efforts to ensure the meeting takes place. Recognizing that some delegations may also be attending other 

international meetings at that time, it would be helpful if UNEP would make available a calendar of major events 

occurring over the Q1 and Q2 period of 2021-2022.  It was also suggested that perhaps UNEP could coordinate 

among itself to see if it could reschedule some of the other meetings scheduled to occur during this time to reduce 

the burden on delegates. 

 

IP4 Greater clarity on the proposed process for the work of the VWGs is requested, including how this input would be 

used by the co-chairs to create a document for discussion at IP4 – with emphasis on the importance of maintaining 

the stakeholders' ownership of the compilation text. 

 

Consequently, the members of JUSSCANNZ are in favour of scheduling an in-person IP4, occurring in March or as 

early as reasonable in 2021, in order to provide sufficient time for delegates to consult their capitals and develop 

positions and inputs for ICCM5 in July 2021. Further, JUSSCANNZ welcomes Romania’s offer to host. Some 

expressed a preference for the meeting not to be held back to back with UNEA5. 

 

VWGs Noting that face-to-face meetings have always been at the heart of UN multilateral processes and can never fully be 

replaced by virtual meetings, in light of the unique challenges presented by the COVID-19 pandemic, 

JUSSCANNZ members would like to signal their support for the formation of VWGs to continue the work leading 

up to ICCM5, with the following notes: 
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• JUSSCANNZ members noted a strong need for transparency in any work undertaken by VWG in order to 

promote buy-in from all stakeholders and some feel that participation should be open   partly to avoid spending 

a lengthy amount of time selecting representatives for VWGs. A key consideration must be the capacity of 

stakeholders to participate in virtual working groups, and special attention should be given to this factor when 

considering any potential hosting platform.  

• The utmost care should be taken to ensure a country- and stakeholder-driven outcome. 

• Additionally, as a matter of principle, ensure that the process does not leave some countries or stakeholders 

feeling excluded from meaningful participation, and also to preempt potential concerns about the legitimacy of 

the process that could jeopardize the progress made virtually.   

• The VWGs should have specific and clearly defined mandates and there should be a shared understanding of 

the status of any outcomes from these groups 

• There is a desire among JUSSCANNZ members that as much work be undertaken as possible in preparation for 

ICCM5, with the aim to minimize any outstanding work upon its conclusion. In particular, the instrument itself 

should be finalised at ICCM5 and the only outstanding pieces should be related to implementation of the 

ultimate agreement, such as detailed roadmaps, reporting questionnaire, and additional indicators. 

• Some JUSSCANNZ members have suggested that, in addition to the official VWGs, there may also be 

stakeholder driven groups on some topics, in much the same way as the governance meetings sponsored by 

Switzerland, Norway and Germany in 2020. 

 

Topics proposed for VWGs by JUSSCANNZ members included, but are not limited to: Governance, multi-sectoral 

and multi-stakeholder engagement, Standards, Science-Policy Interface, Targets and Indicators (continuation of, 

with the possible addition of Milestones), and Issues of Concern – stressing that this should be a stand alone topic 

as discussions.  It was further suggested that more technical topics—for example, targets and indicators—will be 

easier to advance in VWGs than topics such as finance and some of the governance issues.   

 

It was noted that, while the VWGs may prove a useful way to move forward important topics toward finalizing a 

Beyond 2020 instrument in line with the mandate of the intersessional process, they cannot and should not function 

as a venue for formal negotiation. The virtual setting does not provide the dynamic necessary for delicate 

negotiations, particularly for non-technical topics. 

 

PAN International VWGs As far as we know, SAICM is one of the best examples of multistakeholder and multisectoral processes in the UN 

where there is good participation from relevant groups. We support the idea of preparing for IP4 and working 

further on the relevant documents virtually. However, we would like to express our concern that the access to 

internet and online work may be a major hindrance and disadvantage for some stakeholders and sectors who would 
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like to participate, particularly from the developing and least developing countries. While we think that a small 

group working virtually may appear effective in the short term, in the long run it may significantly undermine the 

participatory and open process that has characterized SAICM, and that would not provide appropriate opportunities 

and space to bring up issues relevant to the various stakeholders.  

 

We also think that the opportunity to provide written responses should be given more time, given the new situation 

of the pandemic and the ongoing lockdowns which may curtail access to emails, computers, etc. in some countries 

and localities. 

 

We therefore recommend: 

 

1. That the virtual working groups including the Friends of the President, are open to more stakeholders and sectors. 

In addition to having one representative from labour, health and public interest groups, we propose participation of 

NGO/trade union/health representatives from three different regions.  

 

We are also concerned that a disproportionate number of representatives from chemical corporations and their 

organisations will be represented, as they have the resources and the internet facilities to participate. We suggest 

that such representation should be kept in check so that they do not overwhelm the processes.  

 

2. The email responses of suggested text be given at least a fortnight for response as developing and least developed 

countries may need time to consult and respond. Similarly, for global networks such as ours, we too would like to 

have the possibility consulting our counterparts in other regions but also our constituencies of CSOs that represent 

small-scale farmers (both men and women), workers, indigenous peoples and consumers. We also believe that 

stakeholders should be given the opportunity to see and discuss all comments made to the Secretariat’s Compilation 

of recommendations and have the opportunity to add comments before the Secretariat prepares a new version of the 

document based on the comments received from stakeholders. 

 

3. Though we know the IP meetings are carried out in English, we assume that the virtual working groups and 

documents will be conducted and available in the various UN languages in order to facilitate participation from all 

regions. 

 

4. We would also like to suggest that all documents have text in brackets if they are not agreed to. And these be 

resolved at any face-to-face meetings that will be organized in the future. 
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PAN International would also like to organize a technical briefing on Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs) and 

Human Rights, and also potentially a presentation on Double Standards in Trade of HHPs, as well as a public 

discussion of criteria for selection of new issues of concern. (See our papers: 

http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/IoC_2020_New_Mechanism_of_Action.pdf 

and HHP case paper http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/Case-HHPs-PAN-

INT.pdf) which we have sent to the Secretariat.) 

 

ICCA ICCM5 N/A 

VWGs As regards the pathway toward ICCM5 and the co-chairs proposal of option 2 -Undertake work on key issues 

through a variety of means, the outcomes of which will be discussed and finalized at rescheduled IP4- we fully 

support the co-chairs views and share the desirability of this option.  

 

We recognize that virtual working groups -VWGs- may not have the same effectiveness as physical meetings, but it 

is far better than the option of deferring the work to a later phase. In addition, we have good experience in our 

working with VWGs -since a few years now- on chemicals regulatory cooperation in Latin America and Asian 

countries. These groups exist of both industry and regulator experts and allows for the continuation of work. 

We also believe the combination of VWGs with online consultations, request for input and briefings may help 

counter the issue of lack of IT means to contribute during VWGs. As indicated by the co-chairs, option 2 could also 

form the basis to continue valuable work in case no IP4 can be held physically. As such, full support from industry 

to continue our work by means of the option 2. 

 

IP4 Regarding the question of when/if to hold an IP4: Industry fully supports a physical meeting of IP4 ahead of 

ICCM5, if such big gatherings are indeed warranted/approved by leading experts on the Covid-19 pandemic.  

On the venue and time, it would be challenging to held it back to back during UNEA5 as it would be difficult to 

prepare for both and it would require 3 weeks of negotiations in a row. In addition, Nairobi as the venue will be 

tricky to get to (currently, many companies have policies in place which do not allow for travel and request high 

hygiene standard guarantees from the host before agreeing sending employees abroad.  

IP4 in March may be too “quick”, although this depends on how much progress the possible virtual groups will 

make.  

 

The above leaves us with the option of holding the IP4 back to back with ICCM5 and while this option has 

disadvantages (no time to digest and iron out different positions of IP4 ahead of ICCM5), it seems as the most 

realistic option. 

 

CEE ICCM5 N/A 

http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/IoC_2020_New_Mechanism_of_Action.pdf
http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/Case-HHPs-PAN-INT.pdf
http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/stakeholders/Case-HHPs-PAN-INT.pdf
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VWGs I heard a lot of support for a VWG as a way to keep the momentum and with the understanding that those working 

groups cannot replace IP4. 

 

Some countries propose to keep the number of VWGs to a minimum to ensure a coherent overall approach, but 

with the possibility to work in subgroups e.g. if a VWG is established for both targets and emerging issues. 

There are some concerns considering uncertainty, how the groups will work, therefore we need to discuss a clear 

mandate with precise tasks (e.g. issues of concern, targets) as well as what to do with the VWGs outcome 

documents. 

 

I also notice some suggestions, that the outcome of the VWGs should be consolidated by the co-facilitators of the 

groups and become an annex to the compilation document prepared by the SAICM Secretariat as the outcome of 

IP3 for further consideration by IP4. 

 

In regard to the VWGs I also received several more specific comments, which I would like to share with you:  

(i) PPT –slide 19 on the proposed timeline 2020: there were some concerns regarding the proposal to call for 

comments in May or June on the compilation of recommendations (CoR). That timeline is challenging and 

a round of comments is not required at this stage. 

(ii) Issues of concern are one topic that should be advanced virtually before IP4/ICCM5. If this topic is 

combined with the targets, the coordination and arrangements of the group should be carefully managed. 

(iii) Under mechanisms for implementation, there is no need to discuss a separate mechanism for updating the 

framework as the future conference could initiate such a process for updating if needed. 

(iv) Financing and capacity building will be a challenging topic to discuss virtually due to the strong 

negotiation positions and complexity of the topic. Also, the limited participation in the VWG might be 

problematic to enable the participation of different donor countries that are not represented by regional 

groups in the same way as developing countries. 

(v) The VWGs need to involve a broad range of stakeholders, whilst keeping the number of members at a 

reasonable level and their outcome should be submitted to all stakeholders in several rounds of comments 

to ensure broad ownership.  

 

In addition, I received the suggestion to not calling the document “Secretariat’s CoR”, since the document is owned 

by all stakeholders participating in the discussions. The later revised document should of the same reason rather be 

called the draft “Outcome document”. 

 

Regarding proposed technical briefings for all SAICM stakeholders; 
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It is general support for that initiative since it will help to broaden the understanding and participation and possibly 

ownership. As regards the involvement of other sectors, It was noted that e.g. the health sector was not included. 

The other sectors should be actively approached and involved. Sector-specific briefings could be considered.   

 

Regarding options for the development of a high-level declaration for consideration at ICCM5/the HL conference. 

Proposal to establish the group of Friends of the President to develop a high-level declaration for consideration of 

ICCM5 was recognized as an appropriate setting for the task. I did not hear any opposition nor counter-proposals.  

 

Regional 

mtgs 

Last but not least, I would like to underline the importance of regional preparation and the role of the Regional 

Meetings. The current situation affect also regional preparation, and therefore CEE Regional meeting which had 

been planned to take place from 25 to 27 August 2020 in Tallinn, will have to be postponed. I believe that it is very 

important to organize Regional meetings in a face-to-face format, and I note with concern, that SAICM Budget for 

the year 2021, those not reflect such a need. 

 

Cote d’Ivoire ICCM5 In agreement with the new dates of ICCM5, 5 – 9 July 2021 in Bonn, Germany. 

 

 VWGs No comment on the Co-Chairs presentation. 

 

 IP4 Preference for option (ii) or (iii) 

 

Asia Pacific 

preliminary inputs 

ICCM5 Regarding the divergent views among the parties on the suggested date and venue for the ICCM5 (Bonn in 

Germany, 5-9 June 2021), the Asia-Pacific group proposes that the date of the meeting should be arranged at least 

two weeks earlier than the proposed date. Otherwise, it is highly recommended that the Host Country explore other 

appropriate alternatives, i.e.  Choose another city of Germany as the host of the meeting considering necessary 

preparedness head of the BRS COPs. It should be emphasized that back-to-back meeting would create serious 

difficulties for delegations, in particular for developing countries in preparation for these two very important 

international events. 

 

 VWGs Virtual Working Group (VWG) shall not in any way be considered as a formal venue to exchange views. It shall have 

an informal nature. The members of the VWG would contribute to the outstanding issues as reflected in the Bangkok 

IP3 meeting compilation document. All inputs and possible outcomes of the VWG shall be forwarded to the IP4 to 

be considered along with compilation document prepared pursuant to the IP3 which forms the basis for our 

deliberations and conclusion. The VWG at any stage of its work shall consider inputs from all stakeholders. The 

VWG shall be composed of at least seven members from each regional group. 
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Taking into account the possible High-Level Declaration (HLD), it is highly expected that the regional groups as 

represented in the Bureau discuss it first, and then contribute initially on its overall structure and elements. Thereafter, 

the Bureau based on the contributions made by the regional groups, might consider the appointment of friends of the 

President to prepare any possible elements of the HLD to be endorsed by all stakeholders for further decision and 

appropriate action.  

 

Pursuant to the aforementioned steps outlined, i.e. seeking Regional groups contributions on possible elements of 

HLD, discussion by the Bureau and identification of key elements of possible HLD, thereafter, the President, in 

consultation with regional groups and taking into account views of the groups, might identify Friends to be appointed 

in order to discuss the elements and forward the outcome by consensus to the IP4 for consideration and any further 

decision.  

 

It should be emphasized that the principle of equitable geographical distribution shall be respected 

 

 


