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Preface

The Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management (SAICM) was estab-
lished in 2006 as an outcome of the World Summit on Sustainable Development. Since 
then, SAICM has catalyzed action to achieve sound management of chemicals through-
out their life cycle by 2020, with a voluntary yet inclusive multi-sectoral and multi-stake-
holder approach. In October 2015, the fourth session of the International Conference on 
Chemicals Management launched an intersessional process to prepare recommenda-
tions regarding the Strategic Approach and the sound management of chemicals and 
waste beyond 2020.

This process provides an important opportunity to revitalize global action to strengthen 
the sound management of chemicals and waste beyond 2020 and to support implemen-
tation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which addresses chemicals and 
waste through several goals and targets, including sustainable consumption and produc-
tion, health, water, and cities and human settlements. Moreover, chemicals and waste 
relate implicitly to the goals on poverty, agriculture, oceans, decent work, and climate 
change. Evidently, the sustainable development goals cannot be met until the sound 
management of chemicals and waste is achieved.

Putting in place governance structures and operational modalities for achieving sound 
management of chemicals and waste is not an easy task. It is even less so with the pro-
jected rapid expansion of global chemical markets in societies already challenged with 
the unsound management of chemicals and wastes. However, trends can be reversed, 
and we can move towards a non-toxic environment by taking decisive action on gover-
nance reform in the design of the framework.

This report provides options for the effective governance of the sound management of 
chemicals and waste beyond 2020 by analyzing five selected functions for effective gov-
ernance: objectives and milestones, national action plans (NAPs), reporting, review, and 
scientific support. It draws from lessons learned about four international instruments 
that include a national action plan mechanism: the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change and the Paris Agreement, 
the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants, and the High-Level Political 
Forum. The study builds on and complements the earlier initiative of the Nordic Council 
of Ministers as well as the options and models proposed in the ‘Nordic Report’ of 2017. 

This report has been commissioned by the Ministry of the Environment of Finland to en-
rich the intersessional discussions and inform development of the Beyond-2020 Frame-
work, by complementing official documents prepared by the SAICM Secretariat as well 
as documents provided by other SAICM stakeholders. The report has benefitted from 
input and discussions with various experts in the field, but the views expressed and con-
clusions drawn are the sole responsibility of the author.
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Summary

The 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development places chemicals and waste at the heart 
of sustainable development, with a commitment to leave no one behind. Many goals and 
targets of the 2030 agenda address sound management of chemicals and waste, particu-
larly Targets 12.4 and 3.9. Together these targets reinforce the global goal agreed upon at 
the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development: ‘to achieve, by 2020, that chemicals 
are used and produced in ways that lead to the minimization of significant adverse ef-
fects on human health and the environment.’ Clearly, a fundamental transformation in 
the global production, use, disposal, and trade of chemicals and waste is necessary to 
achieve sustainable development. 

Sound management of global chemicals and waste relies on many international instru-
ments, both legally binding and voluntary in nature, that have emerged during the past 
thirty years. The Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management (SAICM) 
was developed in 2006 to complement legally binding agreements as a voluntary ap-
proach to deliver the 2020 goal with 46 objectives and almost 300 actions. The multi-
stakeholder and multi-sectoral character of SAICM has been welcomed due to its inclu-
sive and voluntary approach to sound management of chemicals and waste. However, 
despite significant action taken during the past decade, the international community is 
not on track to meet the 2020 goal. In fact, pollution from the production and use of 
chemicals is believed to constitute one of the most urgent global challenges, threatening 
humanity and natural ecosystems across political, geographical and legal bounds. This 
can be partly attributed to a global governance failure that must be addressed as a mat-
ter of urgency in face of projections that show sharp future increases in the production of 
chemicals, in particular in countries and regions that lack adequate safety measures for 
chemicals and waste. 

Against this backdrop, in October 2015, the Fourth International Conference on Chemi-
cals Management (ICCM4) decided to initiate an intersessional process to prepare rec-
ommendations regarding the Strategic Approach and the Sound Management of Chemi-
cals and Wastes Beyond 2020. Preparation for the Beyond-2020 Framework includes 
three intersessional meetings to provide recommendations for consideration at the Fifth 
International Conference on Chemicals Management to be held in 2020.  The first in-
tersessional meeting, held 7-9 February 2017 in Brasilia, Brazil, resulted in a co-chairs’ 
summary, subsequently developed into the ‘Co-chairs´ overview paper,’ which identifies 
several governance areas in need of improvement. Prior to this, the Nordic Council of 
Ministers published a report entitled ‘Global Chemicals and Waste Governance Beyond 
2020’ exploring possible functions and governance options for the new framework as a 
contribution to the intersessional process.  

To inform the intersessional process, this report analyzes five selected functions needed 
for effective governance that are addressed in the co-chairs´ overview paper: objectives 
and milestones, national action plans (NAPs), reporting, review, and scientific support. 
Most importantly, this report examines the feasibility of a national action plan approach 
for the global governance of chemicals and waste, which was proposed in the Nordic Re-
port, since it received interest during the first intersessional meeting as a possible mech-
anism for enhancing sound management of chemicals and waste. To this end, this report 
focuses on lessons learned from four international instruments that have a national ac-
tion plan mechanism: the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) and the Paris Agreement (PA), 
the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants (Stockholm Convention), 
and the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development and the High-Level Political Forum 
(HLPF). The first three of these instruments are legally binding conventions, whereas the 
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HLPF is a non-legally binding institutional mechanism for reviewing progress in imple-
mentation of the 2030 agenda. This report is exploratory in nature and does not represent 
an exhaustive analysis but suggests how the Beyond-2020 Framework could benefit from 
lessons learned from other international instruments. 

SAICM shows critical weaknesses in several functions examined for this report, includ-
ing the lack of measurable and time-bound objectives and milestones, a national action 
plan mechanism that lacks strategic focus, a weak reporting and review mechanism, and 
absence of a formal mechanism to provide scientific support. This is explained by the fact 
the SAICM was designed to work differently than conventional approaches by mobilizing 
support from other actors rather than actively participating in their delivery through in-
ternal structures. Consequently, the organizations in the Inter-Organization Programme 
for the Sound Management of Chemicals (IOMC) are expected to provide necessary in-
ternational coordination of many of the actions, but with minimal resources and often 
without any additional funding, since they are accountable to their own governing bod-
ies, not to ICCM. Similarly, governments are not bound by ICCM resolutions, making 
it challenging for countries to prioritize policy and obtain funding for related activities 
over competing activities linked with legally binding commitments. In essence, many of 
the implementation challenges are linked to the governance structure of SAICM and its 
interplay with other governance mechanisms. Nevertheless, SAICM´s unique ability to 
convene stakeholders from various sectors and catalyze action through the engagement 
of UN and other actors, as well as the creation of multi-stakeholder partnerships, should 
be the foundation for developing the future framework.

This report proposes a ‘Cooperative Framework for Action on the Sound Management of 
Chemicals and Wastes’ to address existing governance gaps of SAICM. The term ‘Cooper-
ative Framework’ refers to the joint commitment of key sectors (environment, health, ag-
riculture, labor, industry, development, finance, etc.) and relevant stakeholders, includ-
ing major downstream industry sectors that use chemicals in their products. To this end, 
the model envisions a holistic and inclusive framework to catalyze action at the national 
level through a national action plan mechanism. The development of multi-stakeholder 
and multi-sectoral nation action plans need to be strategically prioritized and directly 
linked to the implementation of time-bound objectives and milestones. Existing efforts, 
including SAICM implementation plans and national chemical profiles, provide a valu-
able basis for solidifying a national action plan mechanism. They should be complement-
ed and supported by successfully engaging UN-level, sub-national, and non-state actors 
through the preparation of other stakeholder action plans. The preparation of NAPs and 
other stakeholder plans should follow a bottom-up approach, allowing all stakeholders 
to determine priorities and actions and seeking to raise the level of ambition over time. 

The report proposes the development of time-bound and measurable objectives and 
milestones, based on the Overall Orientation and Guidance (OOG) document and in-
corporating other critical elements, including emerging policy issues, to raise the level of 
aspiration endeavoring to help mainstream sound management of chemicals and waste 
in all sectors of society. The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020, which includes five 
strategic objectives and twenty Aichi Biodiversity Targets, provides a valuable model for 
development of objectives and milestones that are SMART (specific, measurable, ambi-
tious, realistic and time-bound) yet limited in number to maintain strategic focus and to 
ease their communication beyond conventional actors. To ensure broad sectoral own-
ership and the creation of a genuinely cooperative and synergistic framework, the en-
tire chemicals and waste cluster, IOMC organizations and their memberships, and other 
stakeholders should be involved in the designing the objectives and milestones.   
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To ensure transparency and accountability of the Cooperative Framework, the model 
proposes introduction of voluntary reporting and review procedures. The development 
of measurable indicators will be essential to ensure proper follow-up of implementation; 
an expert working group could be established for their preparation and an international 
partnership created to ensure their diligent follow-up. The introduction of an iterative 
collective global stocktake is proposed to inform the revision of NAPs endeavoring to 
ensure progression over time. Based on global stocktaking reports, countries could re-
define objectives and milestones contained in the Cooperative Framework over time. In 
this way, the Cooperative Framework would remain a ‘living,’ dynamic instrument for 
global cooperation. Details on the global stocktake could be agreed after 2020. The global 
stocktake could be coupled with individual stakeholder reviews that could be piloted by 
interested countries and other stakeholders. The development of the review procedures 
should focus on constructive criticism following a ‘naming-and-acclaiming’ approach in 
contrast to a ‘naming-and-shaming’ approach) to overcome the political reservations to 
engage in accountability dynamics.

The ICCM-5 should signal the need to enhance the science-policy interface at all levels 
to ensure evidence-based and responsive decision-making. This will help minimize the 
time lag between scientific recognition of new problems and actions taken to address 
them. Options range from enhancing the linkage with existing science-policy processes, 
such as the Global Chemicals Outlook (GCO) and the Global Waste Management Out-
look (GWMO), to more ambitious proposals including institutionalizing science within 
the structures of the future framework through a subsidiary scientific body or establish-
ing an independent science-policy structure. One option includes the development of 
ad hoc technical expert groups with clearly defined objectives to provide scientific sup-
port and policy recommendations on specific topics. Ensuring legitimacy, salience, and 
credibility will be key to creating an effective science-policy interface. A process could be 
established to agree on details of the interface, with the goal of reaching agreement by 
2025 at the latest. A gap analysis could be conducted to increase understanding of the 
existing landscape of science-policy interfaces, helping to identify missing functions and 
the most suitable form for their delivery.  

These strategic functions hold the potential to strengthen sound management of chemi-
cals and waste, yet they will undoubtedly have costs that need to be carefully weighed to 
find cost-efficient solutions. The cost of inaction needs to be taken into account when 
considering the design of the future regime. Providing sufficient financial support for de-
veloping countries will be key. Thus, a resource mobilization strategy will need to be de-
veloped to tap into all sources of financing, including domestic and international flows, 
building on UNEP´s integrated approach to financing sound management of chemicals 
and waste. Financial support will be needed in particular for enabling activities, build-
ing on the valuable work of the Quick Start Programme (QSP), the Special Programme 
and the support provided by the Global Environment Facility (GEF). At the same time, 
NAPs will help tap into domestic resources and design economic instruments that can 
generate new streams of revenues. Also, it will be critical to internalize harms associated 
with hazardous chemicals and waste within relevant industries for mobilizing sufficient 
resources to implement the Beyond-2020 Framework. This could be achieved by first 
preparing a study to identify market-based instruments to internalize environmental 
externalities within relevant industries and then preparing a global cost internalization 
program for the Beyond-2020 Framework.
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Objective  
This report examines possibilities for strengthening sound 
management of chemicals and waste by establishing a NAP 
mechanism and associated policy instruments needed for 
effective governance, aiming to inform the Intersessional 
Process of the Strategic Approach and Sound Management 
of Chemicals and Waste Beyond 2020. 

1.2 Chemicals and waste in today’s world 
There is widespread recognition that governance of chemi-
cals and waste is not as effective as it could be and that the 
objective endorsed by the 2002 World Summit on Sustain-
able Development (WSSD) to achieve sound management 
of chemicals by 2020 might not be met. This has contrib-
uted to rising public concern and political interest in fight-
ing pollution in many ways, including tackling risks related 
to hazardous chemicals and waste. This was highlighted in 
the third session of United Nations Environment Assembly 
(UNEA3) organized in December 2017 in Nairobi, Kenya, 
which adopted a ministerial declaration ‘Towards a Pollu-
tion-Free Planet’ that states, inter alia, that it is ‘both inex-
cusable and preventable that tens of thousands of chemi-
cals are used in everyday objects and applied in the field 
without proper testing, labelling or tracking.’1 Increased 
political interest and public concern provide a rare window 
of opportunity to take decisive action to enhance global 
chemicals and waste governance beyond 2020.  

The number of chemicals in active use has rapidly grown in 
recent decades, bringing various benefits that support im-
portant sustainability goals, including combating climate 
change, advancing public health protection from vector-
borne diseases, ensuring food security, producing countless 
industrial and consumer goods, and providing clean water 
and sanitation. However, the proliferation of chemicals has 
also raised severe concerns about their effects on human 
health and the environment. To date, over 140 000 chemi-
cals have been introduced to the global markets, and most of 
these lack thorough estimation of their impacts on human 
health and the environment (UNEP 2012). Lack of safety or 
toxicity information results from the absence of minimum 
standards for the amount and type of data to be provided 
before a chemical is introduced into the global market (Ditz 
& Tuncak 2014). Of 5 000 chemicals that are produced in 
the highest quantities, only half have undergone any testing 
for safety or toxicity and less than 20% have information on 
developmental or reproductive toxicity despite their almost 
universal prevalence (Landrigan et al. 2017). 

Rigorous pre-market toxicity and safety testing of chemi-
cals has become mandatory in only the past decade and in 
only a few high-income countries (Landrigan et al. 2017). 
This includes the EU’s Registration, Evaluation, Authori-
sation and Restriction of Chemicals  (REACH) legislation, 
which aims to ‘ensure a high level of protection of human 
health and the environment, including the promotion of al-
ternative methods for assessment of hazards of substances, 
as well as the free circulation of substances on the internal 
market while enhancing competitiveness and innovation.’2 

The regulation is based on the principle that manufactur-
ers, importers, and downstream users must ensure that 
they manufacture, place on the market, or use substances 
that do not adversely affect human health or the environ-
ment. Its provisions are underpinned by the precautionary 
principle. 

The problems resulting from unsound management of 
chemicals and waste are multifold and pertain to all areas 
of society (Box 1). At the same time, the international com-
munity faces many new challenges, including plastic pollu-
tion and associated hazardous chemicals, which lacks an 
effective framework for its control (Simon & Schulte 2017) 
despite that 8,3 billion tonnes of plastics have been pro-
duced since the 1950s (Geyer et al. 2017) and the volume is 
expected to grow fivefold by mid-century (Galloway 2015). 
Currently, 80% of plastics are landfilled or enter the envi-
ronment (Geyer et al. 2017), thereby finding their way to 
water bodies directly affecting 700 species (Gall & Thomson 
2015). Plastics constitute a possible risk to human health 
for several reasons. Firstly, they absorb traces of dangerous 
pollutants like PCBs, DDT, and PAH in water bodies, rais-
ing concerns about biological magnification (Rochman et 
al. 2013). Secondly, they break down to microplasctics and 
nanoplastics, which can penetrate cell membranes, raising 
concern of possible intracellular effects (Yong 2015), such 
as brain damage evidenced in fish (Mattsson et al. 2017). 
Lastly, continuous daily interaction with plastic items al-
lows direct exposure to harmful chemicals in them (Gallo-
way 2015).

Long-range atmospheric and oceanic transportation of 
hazardous chemicals and waste makes their control a glob-
al challenge. Some hazardous chemicals bioaccumulate, or 
build up in the fatty tissue of organisms, thus further bio-
magnifying upwards through the food chain (Selin 2010). 
For example, traditional foods among Indigenous peoples, 
such as marine mammals, that are contaminated with 
mercury have caused intellectual disabilities in children in 
the Arctic region, despite being situated far from all emis-

1 UNEA-3 Ministerial Declaration (para 2)
2 Regulation (EC) No 1907/2006 (Art. 1)
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sions sources of mercury (Jacobson et al. 2015). Improved 
analytical technologies continue to reveal the presence of 
new chemicals that were not expected to be present in the 
Arctic: a recent study found 17 new ‘chemicals of emerging 
concern’ that could be considered for global and/or region-
al regulation (AMAP 2017). 

Chemicals play an important role in economic welfare, 
and their production has grown rapidly during the past 
half century; today chemicals constitute one of the largest 
manufacturing industries in the world. In the EU, chemi-
cals companies employ 1.14 million people (CEFIC 2017). 
In 2016, world chemical sales totalled 3.4 trillion USD (CEF-
IC 2017), which represents almost 5% of the global Gross 
Domestic Product (GDP). The largest share of sales derives 
from China (40%), followed by the EU (15%), and the US 
(14%) (CEFIC 2017). The production and use of chemicals is 
rapidly growing and shifting to the developing world, where 
safety standards are lower or non-existent (UNEP 2012). 
The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment (OECD) projects that the global chemical sales will 
grow about 3% per year until 2050 (OECD 2012).

Against this backdrop, environmental pollution caused by 
poorly managed chemicals and waste is one of the greatest 
causes of illness and deaths (UNEP et al. 2015). The World 

Health Organization (WHO) estimates that 1.3 million lives 
were lost in 2012 due to exposures to selected chemicals, 
such as lead and pesticides. However, data are only avail-
able for a few chemical exposures, although people are ex-
posed to many more chemicals in their daily lives (WHO 
2016).

Children and other vulnerable groups are often most se-
verely affected. This is true particularly for an array of 
widely used chemicals and pesticides with neurotoxic char-
acteristics, which have permanently injured the brains of 
millions of children worldwide (Grandjean & Landrigan 
2014). Given the growing number of neurotoxic chemicals 
on the markets (and many that have yet to be identified) 
researchers refer to a ‘global pandemic of developmental 
neurotoxicity’ that is silently eroding the intelligence of 
children (Grandjean & Landrigan 2014). 

The links between chemicals management and waste man-
agement are strong. Outdated or used hazardous chemi-
cals often become waste products and are designated for 
disposal. In addition, hazardous chemicals exist in various 
items, including large ships, industrial apparatus and medi-
cal equipment. Chemicals in such articles are released into 
the environment during recycling and disposal (Selin 2010).

BOX 1: Examples of existing challenges related to production and use of chemicals and waste

 E-waste is the fastest-growing part of the world´s waste stream, reaching 45 million metric tonnes in 2016, but 
only 20% is collected and recycled, whereas large quantities are managed informally by open burning or being 
placed in dumpsites. These processes pose a significant threat to human health and the environment (Baldé et 
al. 2017). 

 Lead exposure, resulting mainly from lead paints, lead-glazed potteries, and informal lead-acid battery recy-
cling sites, has serious health impacts, estimated to reduce the world economy by a value of nearly one trillion 
US dollars per year (Attina & Trasande 2013). 

 Highly hazardous pesticides have been linked to various human diseases, including cancer (Ki-Hyun et al. 
2017), but they also negatively affect non-human species, such as bees by causing ‘colony collapse disorder’ 
(Woodcock et al. 2017), and birds by weakening their migratory abilities (Eng et al. 2017). 

 Endocrine disrupting chemicals (EDCs), which are found in everyday consumer products, interfere with 
hormone receptors, hormone synthesis, and hormone conversion and have been linked to developmental and  
reproductive problems including infertility. Around 800 chemicals are known or suspected EDCs, and the  
majority lack proper testing for endocrine effects (UNEP & WHO 2012). 

 Nanomaterials have been introduced to a wide spectrum of products without proper toxicological testing, 
even though they are unintentionally released to the environment during use and result in human exposure. 
Concern has been raised, inter alia, about widely used carbon nanotubes, which have been found to share simi-
lar characteristics as asbestos (UNEP 2017a).
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1.3 The Beyond-2020 process in the context of global 
chemicals and waste management 
In response to the growing threats posed by the introduc-
tion of new chemicals to consumer markets, regimes have 
been created to protect human health and the environment 
from adverse effects of toxic chemicals and waste. Cur-
rently, global chemicals and waste management includes a 
number of international instruments developed mainly in 
the last thirty years. This includes four global legally bind-
ing treaties:  
• The Basel Convention on the Control of Transboundary 

Movements of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal 
(1989) aims to protect human health and the environ-
ment against the adverse effects of hazardous wastes by 
regulating their transboundary movement and disposal;

• The Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollut-
ants (2001) aims to protect human health and the envi-
ronment from persistent organic pollutants by regulating 
their production, use, trade, and disposal;

• The Rotterdam Convention on the Prior Informed Con-
sent Procedure for Certain Hazardous Chemicals and 
Pesticides in the International Trade (1998) aims to pro-
tect human health and the environment from harmful 
chemicals by regulating their international trade using a 
prior informed consent scheme; 

• The Minamata Convention on Mercury (2013) aims to 
protect human health and the environment from anthro-
pogenic emissions and releases of mercury and mercury 
compounds by regulating their production, use, trade, 
emissions, and releases.

Other important global legally binding instruments include:
• The World Health Organization’s International Health 

Regulations (2005), which require countries to prepare for 
and able to respond to chemical incidents; 

• The International Labour Organization’s conventions 
related to worker safety and specific chemicals, types of 
chemicals, or exposures;

• The International Maritime Organization’s conventions 
related to marine pollution;

• The Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons 
and their Destruction (1992).

In addition, other legally binding regional conventions for 
sound management of chemicals and waste have been ad-
opted, including the Bamako Convention on the Ban on 
the Import into Africa and the Control of Transboundary 
Movement and Management of Hazardous Wastes within 
Africa (1991); the Waigani Convention to Ban the Impor-
tation into Forum Island Countries of Hazardous and Ra-
dioactive Wastes and to Control the Transboundary Move-
ment of Hazardous Wastes within the South Pacific Region 

(1995); and conventions and legally binding instruments 
of the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe, 
including the Protocol on Persistent Organic Pollutants of 
the Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air Pollu-
tion (1998). 

Also, membership in OECD involves adherence to a suite of 
legal instruments, some of which relate to sound chemicals 
management, including the OECD Mutual Acceptance of 
Data. This legal backdrop is supported and complemented 
by the programmatic work of each of the IOMC organiza-
tions as well as a number of voluntary initiatives, such as:  
• The International Code of Conduct on Pesticide Manage-

ment of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the 
United Nations (FAO), which establishes voluntary stan-
dards of conduct for all public and private entities en-
gaged with the management of pesticides;

• The Globally Harmonized System of Classification and 
Labeling of Chemicals (GHS), which provides standards 
for classification of chemicals based on their hazards, in-
cluding labels and safety data sheets.

These legally binding conventions and voluntary initiatives 
have an important role to play, but their limited scope leaves 
many hazardous substances beyond control at the inter-
national level. In 2002, discussions on chemicals manage-
ment at the WSSD launched negotiations that led, in 2006, 
to the adoption of the Strategic Approach to International 
Chemicals Management (SAICM). SAICM was designed as 
a broader framework for global cooperation in the sound 
management of chemicals and waste, intended to comple-
ment the existing international intiatives. Although volun-
tary in nature, SAICM addresses issues that fall beyond the 
legally binding conventions, with the objective of achiev-
ing sound management of chemicals throughout their life 
cycle by 2020, as agreed by the WSSD.  The 2030 Agenda on 
Sustainable Development provides renewed political com-
mitment to sound management of chemicals and waste, as 
reflected throughout the SDGs. Annex 1 shows the SDGs 
and associated indicators that have the strongest links to 
chemicals and waste. Indeed, the 2030 agenda, particularly 
targets 3.9 and 12.4, reinforces the earlier global goal agreed 
upon at the 2002 WSSD. Furthermore, UNEA resolution 1/5 
outlines a long-term vision. Table 1 lists existing goals and 
provides clarification of their different nuances.  

The main policy instruments of SAICM are listed in Box 2. 
SAICM was designed with a minimalist governance struc-
ture so it could have a catalytic role engaging stakeholders 
across all sectors. To this end, the International Conference 
on Chemicals Management (ICCM) functions as the gov-
erning body, which meets at intervals decided in the SA-
ICM’s Overarching Policy Strategy (2009, 2012, 2015, 2020), 
and is supported by a small secretariat that functions under 
the overall administrative responsibility of the United Na-



10

TABLE 1: Existing goals for enhancing sound management of chemicals and waste

Goal  Clarification

SAICM Overarching Policy Strategy (para 13)
‘…to achieve the sound management of chemicals 
throughout their life-cycle so that, by 2020, chemi-
cals are used and produced in ways that lead to the 
minimization of significant adverse effects on human 
health and the environment.’ 

 Objective is to ‘minimize significant adverse effects’ 
instead of ‘eliminate’

 What constitutes ‘significant adverse effects’ remains 
undefined and open for interpretation

2030 agenda (SDG 12.4)
‘By 2020, achieve the environmentally sound manage-
ment of chemicals and all wastes throughout their life 
cycle, in accordance with agreed international frame-
works, and significantly reduce their release to air, wa-
ter and soil in order to minimize their adverse impacts 
on human health and the environment.’ 

 The goal includes ‘all wastes’
 Asks for significant reduction of releases and mini-
mization of adverse effects (without the qualifier 
‘significant’)

 Covers ‘environmentally sound management’ and 
‘releases to air, water and soil’ excluding occupa-
tional exposure or consumer product safety

UNEA Resolution 1/5 (Annex 1, para 5)
‘To achieve the sound management of chemicals 
throughout their life cycle and of hazardous wastes in 
ways that lead to the prevention or minimization of 
significant adverse effects on human health and the 
environment, as an essential contribution to the three 
dimensions of sustainable development.’ 

 The goal includes ‘hazardous wastes’
 Incorporates the concept of ‘prevention’ of adverse 
effects

BOX 2: Main policy instruments of SAICM

 The Dubai Declaration, which provides high-level political support.
 The Overarching Policy Strategy (OPS), which outlines five key thematic objectives, including risk reduction, knowl-
edge and information, governance, capacity building and technical cooperation, and illegal international traffic 
in chemicals.

 The Global Plan of Action (GPA), which lists 273 activities and associated indicators.
 The Overarching Orientation and Guidance (OOG), which lists eleven basic elements for achieving the 2020 goal.
 Six emerging policy issues: lead in paint, chemicals in products, hazardous substances within electrical and  
electronic products, nanotechnologies and manufactured nanomaterials, endocrine-disrupting chemicals, and 
environmentally persistent pharmaceutical pollutants.

 Two issues of concern: perfluorinated chemicals and highly hazardous chemicals.
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tions Environment Programme (UNEP). In 2009, ICCM-2 
established an Open-Ended Working Group (OEWG) as a 
subsidiary body to the conference, which convenes be-
tween conferences to prepare resolutions for ICCM. To date, 
ICCM has convened four times, with two OEWGs between 
them. The bureau consists of five governmental representa-
tives representing all UN regions and is supported by the 
attendance of four NGO representatives and the chair of the 
IOMC, which was established in 1995 as an international 
coordinating group to promote sound chemicals manage-
ment worldwide. 

ICCM has the mandate to review progress against the 2020 
target. In 2015, at its fourth session, ICCM initiated in Reso-
lution IV/4 an intersessional process to prepare recommen-
dations regarding the Strategic Approach and the sound 
management of chemicals and waste beyond 2020. The 
resolution outlines a meeting schedule for the intersessional 
process leading to the 2020 conference, where the new 
framework for sound management of chemicals and waste 
is envisaged to be adopted. The intersessional process in-
cludes three meetings. The first intersessional meeting was 
held 7-9 February 2017 in Brasilia, Brazil. The meeting at-
tracted high interest, bringing together 400 participants 
from governments, intergovernmental organizations, and 
NGOs. The meeting produced a co-chairs´ summary, which 
set out their views of the contributions of the attendees to 
the first meeting. The second meeting of the intersessional 
process occurred 13-15 March 2018 in Stockholm, Sweden.

Prior to the first intersessional meeting, the Nordic Coun-
cil of Ministers (NCM) published a ‘Nordic report’ to ex-
plore possible functions and forms for the new frame-
work entitled ‘Global Chemicals and Waste Governance 
Beyond 2020’ that was discussed in a subsequent Nor-
dic Seminar organized in 16-17 January 2017 in Helsinki,  

Finland (Honkonen & Khan 2017a, Honkonen & Khan 
2017b). This report makes an in-depth analysis of possibili-
ties for the elaboration of a national action plan approach 
for the global governance of chemicals proposed in the Nor-
dic Report (Honkonen & Khan 2017a) and other important 
areas. Since this report complements the Nordic Report, 
it does not discuss in depth many important functions in-
cluded therein, such as financing and stakeholder partici-
pation. This report has benefitted from comments received 
from various experts and feed-back received from an infor-
mal workshop held 19 January 2018 in Stockholm, Sweden, 
that focused on identification of objectives and milestones 
for the Beyond-2020 Framework, and where the prelimi-
nary results of the report were presented and discussed. 

1.4 Scope and structure of the study 
This report analyzes selected functions addressed in the co-
chairs´ summary and subsequent overview paper to fulfil 
information gaps and provide guidance for their opera-
tionalization as a possible way forward in the elaboration 
of the Beyond-2020 Framework. The functions were chosen 
for this report based on the perception that effective global 
governance should include the following features: 
• Time-bound objectives and milestones to raise aspirations

• National Action Plans for internalization

• Reporting to increase transparency 

• Review and monitoring to enhance accountability

• Scientific support to increase adaptiveness and respon-
siveness 

This report specifically examines these five functions, but 
also touches upon other important areas such as financing 
that are needed for effective governance. The selected func-
tions are closely linked and should be considered as a whole. 

Scientific 
support 

Objectives 
and 

milestones 

National 
Action Plans 

Reporting

Review and 
monitoring 

Transparency 

Accountability Internalization 

Aspiration 

Figure 1. The relationship between the five features analyzed in this report.
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Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the different 
functions examined. Time-bound objectives and milestones 
form the foundation, since they provide aspiration and guide 
work under all other areas. NAPs are intended to internalize 
objectives and milestones into national planning processes 
and mobilize stakeholders for broad-based implementation. 
Reporting is needed to take stock of national actions taken 
to achieve the objectives and milestones. Review and moni-
toring of performance against the objectives and milestones 
are needed to assess if implementation is progressing and if 
they need revision. Scientific support is needed to enhance 
evidence-based decision-making to ensure that the regime 
responds in a timely manner to new scientific knowledge 
and is reflected in the objectives and milestones. Annex 2 
shows how the co-chairs´ overview paper and scenario note 
address all these areas, anticipating detailed discussions 
most prominently on objectives and milestones in the sec-
ond meeting of the intersessional process. 

To understand how these functions can be operationalized 
in the Beyond-2020 Framework, four international regimes 
have been chosen for closer examination. These include: 
• Convention on Biological Diversity  

• United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change and the Paris Agreement

• Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants 

• The 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development and the 
High-level Political Forum

These regimes have been chosen as a reference point for 
various reasons. Most importantly, all the regimes have a 
NAP mechanism that constitutes the basis for this study. 
Furthermore, the CBD and UNFCCC constitute overarch-
ing approaches for dealing with broad environmental 
challenges that are comparable with the scope of sound 
management of chemicals and waste. The High-level Po-
litical Forum forms an interesting reference point due to 
the voluntary nature of the 2030 agenda that it oversees. 
The Stockholm Convention covers specifically hazardous 
chemicals and can therefore provide useful information 
for the Beyond-2020 Framework. Many other instruments, 
such as the Montreal Protocol on Substances that Deplete 
the Ozone Layer, would provide valuable information and 
have been referenced in Section 3 of this report, but have 
not been analyzed in detail.

The analysis includes both legally binding and voluntary 
regimes, since the five functions can be voluntary or le-
gally binding. The analysis aims to show the added value of 
the functions and their interlinkages to help tailor neces-
sary adjustment on a scale considered suitable for the Be-
yond-2020 Framework.

Section 2 of this report analyzes the four regimes. Section 
3 analyzes possibilities for operationalizing the differ-
ent functions for effective governance in the Beyond-2020 
Framework. Section 4 proposes the development of a holis-
tic and inclusive Cooperative Framework for Action on the 
Sound Management of Chemicals and Wastes to catalyze 
action at the national level and successfully engage UN-
system, sub-national, and non-state actors. Lastly, Section 
5 provides conclusions. 

The report aims to complement official documents pre-
pared by the SAICM secretariat, in particular the Pro-
posal for Objectives in Support for the 2030 Agenda on 
Sustainable Development (SAICM/IP.2/8), Financing the 
Sound Management of Chemicals and Waste beyond 2020  
(SAICM/IP.2/9), and Review of Existing Governance Mod-
els of Potential Relevance to the Sound Management of 
Chemicals and Waste, including Science-Policy Interfaces 
(SAICM/IP.2/10). 

1.5 Definitions 
Time-bound objectives and milestones 
Internationally agreed time-bound goals and targets  
adopted by governing bodies of international instruments 
to enhance global sustainability.

National Action Plans
Plans and strategies adopted by governments aimed at  
enhancing national implementation of a given international 
instrument. 

Reporting 
Standardized information disclosed by individual states 
about the national implementation process. When rules 
permit, reporting also can be carried out by stakeholders.

Review 
Evaluation of performance by a third party or secretariat 
either individually (country-specific) or collectively (on a 
regional or global scale). The report addresses only review 
of implementation and effectiveness; compliance review is 
beyond the scope of the study. 

Monitoring 
Measurement of progress against national, regional and/or 
global indicators. 

Science-policy interface
Interaction between scientists and policy-makers to enhance 
evidence-based decision-making.
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2. Governance functions in selected  
international regimes 
This section analyzes how five functions for effective gov-
ernance (time-bound objectives, national action plans, re-
porting, review and science-policy interface) have been car-
ried out in four selected international regimes. This section 
is intended to provide insight into the design of possible 
similar features in the Beyond-2020 Framework. 

2.1 Convention on Biological Diversity 
Time-bound objectives 

The overall objectives of the CBD are the conservation of bio-
logical diversity, the sustainable use of its components, and 
the fair and equitable sharing of benefits arising out of the 
utilization of genetic resources (Art. 1). In 2010, the Confer-
ence of Parties (COP) of the CBD adopted the Strategic Plan 

for Biodiversity 2011-2020 with a vision of ‘Living in harmo-
ny with nature,’ where ‘By 2050, biodiversity is valued, con-
served, restored and wisely used, maintaining ecosystem 
services, sustaining a healthy planet and delivering benefits 
essential for all people.’ The Strategic Plan includes a mission 
to ‘halt the loss of biodiversity by 2020’ and lists twenty Aichi 
Biodiversity Targets, grouped under five strategic goals, to be 
achieved by 2015 or 2020. One of the most symbolic is Target 
11, which calls for increasing the surface of protected land 
areas to 17% by 2020. The twenty targets are listed in Annex 3. 
The adoption of the Strategic Plan and the targets were noted 
with appreciation by the General Assembly.3 

The adoption of the Strategic Plan constitutes the culmi-
nation of 2010’s International Year of Biodiversity, which 
included numerous international meetings. Altogether, 
twenty informal workshops and two global workshops 
were held to prepare the Strategic Plan. Most importantly, 

BOX 3: Main elements of the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020

Vision
‘Living in harmony with nature’ where ‘By 2050, biodiversity is valued, conserved, restored and wisely used, main-
taining ecosystem services, sustaining a healthy planet and delivering benefits essential for all people.’

Mission
‘Take effective and urgent action to halt the loss of biodiversity in order to ensure that by 2020 ecosystems are re-
silient and continue to provide essential services, thereby securing the planet´s variety of life, and contributing to 
human well-being, and poverty eradication. To ensure this, pressures on biodiversity are reduced, ecosystems are 
restored, biological resources are sustainably used and benefits arising out of utilization of genetic resources are 
shared in a fair and equitable manner; adequate financial resources are provided, capacities are enhanced, biodi-
versity issues and values mainstreamed, appropriate policies are effectively implemented, and decision-making is 
based on sound science and the precautionary approach.’

Strategic Goals and Aichi Biodiversity Targets (keywords)
Strategic Goal A: Address underlying causes 
 1) Increase awareness 
 2) Integrate into national planning processes 
 3) Remove harmful subsidies 
 4) Promote sustainable consumption and  

production patterns 

Strategic Goal B: Reduce direct pressures 
 5) Habitat loss
 6) Unsustainable use 
 7) Unsustainable use 
 8) Pollution 
 9) Invasive alien species 
 10) Climate change  

Strategic Goal C: Enhance biodiversity status 
 11) Prevent extinction of species 
 12) Protect ecosystems
 13) Maintain diversity of genetic resources 

Strategic Goal D: Ensure delivery of benefits 
 14) Provide ecosystem services 
 15) Ensure ecosystem resilience 
 16) Ensure access to benefits of genetic resources 

Strategic Goal E: Enhance implementation 
 17) Ensure delivery of NBSAPs
 18) Respect traditional knowledge
 19) Solidify the science base
 20) Secure financing
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a High-level Meeting on Biodiversity in the General Assem-
bly held 22 September 2010 in New York convened heads 
of state to provide political guidance to the CBD COP-10. 
The President’s Summary of the meeting attaches great sig-
nificance to the successful adoption of the Strategic Plan 
and specifies that it should contain ambitious, measurable, 
and time-bound targets for 2020 (UN 2010). Prior to this, a 
high-level retreat was held for the secretariats of the biodi-
versity-related conventions on 1 September 2010 in Geneva, 
Switzerland, which helped to develop a broader approach 
to the implementation of the biodiversity-related Multilat-
eral Environmental Agreements (MEAs), instead of linking 
the only to the CBD.

The Strategic Plan will be implemented primarily through 
national and sub-national activities, with supporting action 
at the regional and global levels. The governing bodies of the 
other biodiversity-related MEAs have endorsed the Strate-
gic Plan, and the UN Environmental Management Group 
(EMG) has identified measures for effective implementa-
tion of the plan across the UN System. Most significantly, 
many of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets have been translated 
into the SDGs.

The architects of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets worked to 
formulate SMART (specific, measurable, ambitious, real-
istic, and time-bound) targets, since the preceding 2010 
Biodiversity Target (‘to achieve by 2010 a significant reduc-
tion of the current rate of biodiversity loss’) was considered 
ambiguous and difficult to quantify, and thus impaired ac-
countability and led to weak implementation (Maxwell et 
al. 2015). The Aichi Biodiversity Targets constitute an im-
provement, since they address the state of biodiversity and 
also focus on pressures on biodiversity, underlying drivers, 
policy responses, and integration of biodiversity issues 
across sectors (Butchart et al. 2016). Main elements of the 
Strategic Plan are shown in Box 3. 

However, despite the sincere attempt to create SMART tar-
gets, only 30% of the targets include quantifiable elements, 
meaning that there is no clear quantitative threshold to be 
met for the target to be achieved (Butchart et al. 2016). Lack 
of quantifiable targets reduces measurability of progress. 
Table 2 lists the quantifiable elements found in the Aichi 
Biodiversity Targets. Other issues hindering the achieve-
ment of the targets could include complexity and lack of 
clarity in wording (Butchart et al. 2016).

The fourth edition of the Global Biodiversity Outlook (GBO), 
which is directly linked to and reviews implementation of 
the Aichi Biodiversity Targets, shows significant progress 
towards meeting some components of the majority of tar-
gets, but in most cases progress will not be sufficient to 
meet the 2020 targets (Secretariat of the CBD 2014). This 
may be partly due to time lags between taking positive ac-
tions and discernable positive outcomes (Secretariat of the 
CBD 2014). Based on a recent survey that analyzed National 
Biodiversity Strategies and Action Plans (NBSAPs) and na-
tional reports submitted to the CBD, only 5% of countries 
are expected to meet their 2020 commitments (WWF et al. 
2016). Countries are progressing better on targets that are 
procedural in nature, such as Target 16 on ratification of the 
Nagoya Protocol, and Target 17 on updating the NBSAPs 
commitments (WWF et al. 2016). The iconic Target 11 con-
cerning work on protected areas is also progressing well – 
perhaps due to the long history of work in this area (WWF 
et al. 2016), whereas progress on Target 20 (resource mobili-
zation) is very weak, with over 85% of countries not meeting 
their commitments (WWF et al. 2016). 

The Strategic Plan was adopted with the understanding that 
effective mobilization of resources is needed for the timely 
implementation of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. To this 
end, in 2010, a resource mobilization strategy was adopted 
in conjunction with the Strategic Plan.4 The strategy high-

TABLE 2: Quantifiable elements with clear binary or numeric thresholds in the Aichi Biodiversity Targets 

Threshold   

Numeric

 

Binary

Quantifiable elements    

 Habitat loss is ‘at least halved’ (Target 5)
 Conservation of ‘at least 17% of terrestrial and inland water and 10% of coastal 
and marine areas’ (Target 11)

 ‘restoration of at least 15% of degraded ecosystems’ (Target 15)
 ‘the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented’ (Target 12)
 ‘the Nagoya Protocol… is in force’ (Target 16)
 each Party has ‘commenced implementing …a national biodiversity strategy and 
action plan’ (Target 17)
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lights the need to increase funding from all sources, includ-
ing official development assistance (ODA); domestic bud-
gets at all levels; the private sector; NGOs, foundations, and 
academia; international financial institutions; UN organi-
zations, funds and programmes; non-ODA public funding; 
South-South cooperation initiatives; and technical coop-
eration. In addition, the convention has developed a Global 
Platform on Business and Biodiversity to support business 
engagement, which has resulted to the launch of a Global 
Partnership for Business and Biodiversity. At the request of 
the COP, the secretariat is developing in cooperation with 
the Global Partnership a ‘Business Case and Framework for 
Involving Business in Achieving the Targets’5 to explain the 
Aichi Biodiversity Targets and to provide guidelines for rec-
ommended actions that can be taken by businesses to help 
achieve them.

Currently, the Strategic Plan and the Aichi Biodiversity Tar-
gets have been reviewed, and preparations for the Post-2020 
Biodiversity Framework have started. In December 2016, 
CBD COP-13 requested the secretariat and the bureau to 
prepare a proposal for a comprehensive and participatory 
preparatory process and timetable for the Strategic Plan in 
the post-2020 era.6

National Action Plans 

Article 6 of the CBD obliges countries to develop national 
strategies, plans, or programmes for the conservation and 
sustainable use of biological diversity to reflect the mea-
sures set out in the convention. The strategy should be 
mainstreamed into the planning and activities of all sec-
tors that have an impact on biodiversity. To this end, the 
National Biodiversity Strategy and Action Plans (NBSAPs) 
constitute the principal implementation tool for the CBD.

The CBD provides guidance for elaboration of NBSAPs 
through decisions IX/8 and X/2. The guidelines encourage, 
inter alia, gender mainstreaming; mobilization of financial 
resources; enhancing synergies with poverty eradication; 
mainstreaming of biodiversity into other national strate-
gies, development cooperation and national accounting; 
and improving the science-policy interface. The NBSAP 
preparation is intended to follow a multi-sectoral and 
multi-stakeholder approach, and the guidelines encourage 
participation of stakeholders from all major groups as well 
as indigenous people and local communities. The guide-
lines also highlight significance of regional networks and 
promoting local action. Parties are encouraged to establish 
national coordination mechanisms, including indicators 
for monitoring progress. The guidelines are regularly up-
dated by the COP. 

In 2010, in conjunction with the adoption of the Strategic 
Plan 2011-2020, parties were asked to develop and start 
implementing an updated NBSAP by 2015 to translate 
the Aichi Biodiversity Targets into action. Parties were en-
couraged to incorporate national and regional targets in 
NBSAPs by using the targets as a flexible reference.7 While 
the flexibility to develop national and regional targets has 
helped parties take into account national priorities and ca-
pacities, it has led to the use of different targets and thus 
weakens comparability. 

To date, 189 of 196 (96%) of the parties have developed 
a NBSAP. The CBD has not specified the periodicity of 
NBSAPs, but they can be divided into two categories: pre-
2010 and post-2010. A total of 137 parties have developed 
post-2010 NBSAPs that take into consideration the Aichi 
Biodiversity Targets. NBSAPs have contributed to better 
understanding of biodiversity, considerably extended the 
coverage of protected areas, enhanced protection of endan-
gered species and, in many cases, filled legal gaps in imple-
mentation (Pisupati & Prip 2015). 

Main challenges of NBSAPs (Pisupati & Prip 2015) include: 

• Lack of cross-sectoral coordination mechanisms 

• Lack of influence beyond the main national agency re-
sponsible for biodiversity 

• Poor correlation between NBSAPs and poverty alleviation

• Overly ambitious and prescriptive objectives and actions

• Lack of mechanisms for monitoring and review  

• Lack of strategies for communication and for financing

A significant feature of the Strategic Plan 2011-2020 is that 
it was designed as a broader framework so it would be rel-
evant to all the biodiversity-related MEAs. To this end, the 
Strategic Plan was intended to help align the activities of 
the other biodiversity MEAs in the NBSAPs to achieve a co-
herent approach to implementation. Two other biodiversity 
MEAs (CITES and CMS) have developed guidance on how 
to use NBSAPs as an implementing tool. Aligning activities 
of smaller biodiversity-related conventions in NBSAPs has 
helped these conventions tap into funding from the GEF 
that was previously inaccessible, since all except CBD lack 
a financial mechanism. Before this, for example, CITES 
had never benefited from the GEF, even indirectly through 
CBD (Tadanori 2008). However, few NBSAPs have explic-
itly incorporated measures to implement other biodiversity 
MEAs than the CBD (Pisupati & Prip 2015).

GEF support for NBSAPs falls under enabling activities. The 
average financial support for preparing a pre-2010 NBSAP 

5 UNEP/CBD/COP/XII/10 (para 3d)
6 UNEP/CBD/COP/XIII/1 (para 34)
7 UNEP/CBD/COP/X/2 (para 3)
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was around 200 000 USD (GEF 1998). GEF-5 (2010-2014) 
provided support to update NBSAPs in 137 countries (94% 
of all eligible countries) without significant changes in the 
level of support (CBD 2014). GEF-6 (2014-2018) did not al-
locate funding for updating NBSAPs (GEF 2014).

Reporting 

Article 26 of the CBD states that the objective of national re-
porting is to provide information on measures taken for the 
implementation of the convention and the effectiveness of 
these measures. The reporting interval is approximately ev-
ery four years. Parties are obliged to report periodically; to 
date, five reporting rounds have been carried out. The sixth 
national reports are due at the end of 2018. The CBD en-
courages broad multi-stakeholder participation in report-
ing.8 Unlike most other conventions, CBD asks for mainly 
open-ended questions in their reports. While this might 
have some merit in understanding better national concerns 
and circumstances, it does not allow efficient comparison 
of data between countries or enable visualizing of long-
term trends. The average reporting level is high (on average 
75%), but in the latest reporting round, countries submitted 
a record 190 reports (97%). The GEF provides support to as-
sist developing countries in reporting under enabling activ-
ities. During the last reporting period, 102 countries (70% 
of GEF-eligible parties) received such support (CBD 2012).  

Review and monitoring 

The secretariat is mandated to uptake collective review of 
progress through two separate procedures. First, the peri-
odic Global Biodiversity Outlook (GBO) report aims to pro-
vide parties with an overview of progress in implementing 
the convention drawing from NBSAPs, national reports, 
and other sources of information. The fifth edition of the 
GBO is intended to inform COP-15 (to be held in 2020). Sec-
ond, in 2014 COP-12 launched a process to review progress 
specifically focusing on the implementation of the Strategic 
Plan at each of its meetings until 2020, drawing from na-
tional reports and other information, including scientific 
assessments.

The development of a voluntary peer-review (VPR) process 
for individual country reviews has been discussed in the 
CBD since 2008. In 2014, COP-12 started to develop a VPR 
process to create greater transparency and accountability, 
as well as to provide opportunities for peer learning for par-
ties directly involved. The secretariat was requested to de-
velop a methodology, and an informal working group was 
established to support the work. A draft methodology was 
tested in two countries (India and Ethiopia) and resulted 
in a revised methodology (Secretariat of the CBD 2016). It 
was discovered that sufficient time is needed for review 

teams to understand the system and processes in the target 
country and to identify interviewees, allowing experts to fa-
miliarize themselves with the country’s governance system 
(Morgera 2017). The revised methodology outlines that in-
dividual reviews are expected to consist of a desk study (pri-
marily based on the last National Report and the NBSAP); 
an in-country visit (where governmental institutions and 
stakeholders can be contacted by the review team); a re-
port by the review team (which is to be sent to the reviewed 
party to respond); and an evaluation and progress report 
by the secretariat (comprising an evaluation of all country 
reviews undertaken, and a synthesis report on the VPR pro-
cess) (Ulloa et al. 2018). In 2016, COP-13 took note of this 
progress and asked to continue testing the methodology.9 

Since then, VPRs have been carried out in India, Montene-
gro, Uganda, and Sri Lanka. The VPRs are funded by volun-
tary contributions from Japan, Switzerland, and Norway.

Rapid development of online databases, indicators, and in-
dicator partnerships have improved the ability to quantify 
progress towards the Aichi Biodiversity Targets (Pimm et 
al. 2014). The Biodiversity Indicators Partnership (BIP) con-
sists of 59 partners that support the delivery of indicators to 
measure progress towards the targets. There are currently 
73 BIP indicators that provide information for the targets. 
However, an analysis reveals that several targets lack indi-
cators (2, 3, and 15) and that several other targets (1, 13, and 
16-20) have significant gaps (McOwen et al. 2016). 

Scientific support 

The CBD has a Subsidiary Body on Scientific, Technical and 
Technological Advice (SBSTTA) that provides the COP with 
timely advice relating to implementation. Its functions in-
clude providing assessments of the status of biological 
diversity; providing assessments of the types of measures 
taken in accordance with the provisions of the CBD; and 
responding to questions that the COP may put to the body. 
The secretariat is responsible for the preparation of official 
documents to SBSTTA meetings; the strongest mechanism 
on which the secretariat can draw is the Ad Hoc Techni-
cal Expert Group (AHTEG) (Koetz et al. 2008). AHTEG as-
sessments are mandated by the COP and are prepared by 
a maximum of 15 experts nominated by parties and a lim-
ited number of experts from appropriate organizations. The 
meetings of SBSTTA are open to all parties and are attend-
ed by about 500 participants (Koetz et al. 2008). However, 
the role of SBSTTA as a science-policy interface has been 
questioned, as it has developed into what many refer to as 
‘mini-COP’ – a body with strong political features negoti-
ating draft decisions in preparation for the COPs (Koetz et 
al. 2008). In 2009, a Nordic report exploring possibilities to  
enhance synergies among biodiversity-related MEAs  

8 UNEP/CBD/COP/XIII/27 (para 7)
9 UNEP/CBD/COP/XIII/25 (para 2)
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concluded that an independent science-policy platform is 
required to provide the CBD and other biodiversity-relat-
ed MEAs with timely and scientifically credible advice for 
achieving more coherent and effective decision-making 
(Urho 2009). Similarly, a gap analysis prepared by UNEP 
for facilitating discussions on improving the science-policy 
interface on biodiversity concluded that there is ‘a lack of 
regular processes providing periodic, timely and policy-
relevant information covering the full range of biodiversity 
and ecosystem service issues to the broader development 
community’ (UNEP 2009). 

Against this backdrop, governments felt the urge for a new 
mechanism to provide a stronger voice for evidence-based 
knowledge and to synthesize scattered data from different 
sources. In 2008, this led to negotiations for the creation 
of an independent science-policy interface to provide gov-
ernments with authoritative and scientifically credible in-
formation to stem biodiversity loss. Following a series of 
meetings, the Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform 
on Biodiversity and Ecosystem Services (IPBES) was es-
tablished in 2012. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) was used as a model, in particular its inter-
governmental feature, since it was considered pivotal to en-
sure sufficient buy-in from governments to the assessment 
reports. However, IPBES utilizes not only scientific knowl-
edge but also traditional and local knowledge that makes it 
different from IPCC. IPBES produces thematic reports on 
topics of particular interest (e.g., pollinators and invasive 
alien species), and provides global overviews of biodiversity 
and ecosystem services, with its first global assessment to 
be released in 2019. IPBES convenes regular plenary meet-
ings bringing together all member states and other states 
and observers. The work is supported between sessions by a 
bureau of ten members and a multidisciplinary expert pan-
el (MEP) of 25 members. Over the years, IPBES has evolved 
to a robust mechanism compromising of 127 governmental 
members with a secretariat in Bonn, Germany with approx-
imately 40 staff members. One thousand scientists from all 
over the world currently contribute to the work of IPBES on 
a voluntary basis. 

2.2 United Nations Framework Convention on Climate 
Change and the Paris Agreement 

Time-bound objectives 

The objective of the UNFCCC is stabilization of greenhouse 
gas concentrations in the atmosphere at a level that would 
prevent dangerous anthropogenic interference with the 
climate system (Art. 2). This level was defined in 2009 in 
Copenhagen and in 2010 in Cancún, where governments 
agreed on an aspirational goal of limiting global tempera-

ture increases to less than 2°C above pre-industrial levels. 
In 2015, governments adopted the Paris Agreement, which 
goes even further with a two-headed global long-term goal 
that urges ‘holding the increase in the global average tem-
perature to well below 2°C above pre-industrial levels and 
to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C 
above pre-industrial levels.’ This goal is the backbone of the 
Paris Agreement, since it provides a measurable goal that is 
based on science. However, the Paris Agreement does not 
establish a clear emissions reduction target or even specify 
when global emissions should peak or equal net zero.

National Action Plans 

In 2013, COP-19 invited parties to develop individual na-
tional climate action plans (so-called ‘Intended Nationally 
Determined Contributions,’ or INDCs) to mitigate climate 
change.10 For many countries this was the first time they had 
formulated a comprehensive vision for addressing climate 
change (Bodle et al. 2016). Almost all countries formulated 
their INDCs before the adoption of the Paris Agreement 
at COP-21 in December 2015. Article 4 of the Paris Agree-
ment cements the preparation of NAPs by obliging parties 
to ‘prepare, communicate and maintain’ successive nation-
ally determined contributions (NDCs). The Paris Decision, 
accompanying the Paris Agreement, ‘invites’ parties to sub-
mit their first NDCs at the latest by ratification.11 INDCs can 
also qualify for NDCs.  

The NDC sets out domestic efforts to combat climate 
change, including a mitigation goal corresponding to the 
party’s national contribution to global mitigation efforts 
(Desgain & Sharma 2016). At the national level, NDCs will 
be implemented through individual policies and measures, 
which countries are now in the process of designing (Des-
gain & Sharma 2016). All these policies and measures will 
undergo a measurement and reporting process nationally 
(Desgain & Sharma 2016). 

The Paris Agreement obliges each party to regularly pres-
ent an NDC and make it public but does not prescribe spe-
cific mitigation actions or which emission levels should be 
achieved by when (Bodle et al. 2016). To this end, the Paris 
Agreement gives parties flexibility in developing NDCs that 
has made it easy for countries to join the convention and 
to develop NDCs (Bodle et al. 2016). To date, 164 countries 
have submitted their first NDC. However, the lack of stan-
dards for the content of the NDCs makes it difficult to un-
derstand their potential impact on emissions, and to com-
pare them between parties (Bodle et al. 2016). Nevertheless, 
NDCs provide a tool to estimate if parties are on the track to 
meet the 2 °C goal and, thereby, provide feedback to adjust 
collective action accordingly.

10 UNFCCC/CP.19/1 (para 2b)
11 UNFCCC/CP.21/1 (para 22)
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Important elements of NDCs include the need to reflect the 
‘highest possible ambition’ and ‘progression’ over time. This 
means that parties are committed to raising the level of am-
bition over time. However, there is no guidance on how the 
concept of progression could be applied to the wide range 
of very different NDCs (Bodle et al. 2016). 

The NDCs have to be renewed every five years, and the first 
implementation cycle (or accounting period) covers the 
period 2021-2025. The NDCs are to be submitted five years 
ahead of the start of an implementation cycle. For example, 
NDCs for 2026-2030 should be submitted in 2020. However, 
at any time, parties can adjust their existing nationally de-
termined contribution with a view to enhancing its level of 
ambition

In response to the request from COP-19, the GEF provided 
support for INDC development in 46 countries, on average 
with 245 000 USD per country. Also the UNFCCC secretariat 
has an important role in supporting NDCs. The secretariat 
make NDCs available in a public registry and prepares a 
synthesis report of submitted NDCs. The secretariat also 
provides support for the elaboration of NDCs in developing 
countries. In total, 4.4 million Euros have been budgeted 
from supplementary funding sources to secretariat support 
for NDC preparation in 2018-2019.

Reporting 

Article 13 of the Paris Agreement lays down the ‘transparen-
cy framework’ and its two functional pillars: reporting and 
review. The aim of the transparency framework is to ‘build 
mutual trust and confidence and to promote effective im-
plementation’ through the generation of real-time informa-
tion that will dissipate fears of free-riding and competitive 
disadvantage (Tabau 2016). The ‘transparency framework’ 
builds on the Measurement, Reporting, and Verification 
(MRV) scheme put in place by the Cancun Agreements 
(Tabau 2016). The transparency framework will apply to all 
countries but provides ‘built-in flexibility’ to accommodate 
varying national capacities. 

Under the Paris Agreement, parties are instructed to report on: 
• national inventories of anthropogenic emissions; 

• information necessary to track progress made in imple-
menting and achieving NDCs;

• information related to climate change impacts and  
adaptation; 

• information on support provided and mobilized and to be 
provided;

• information on support received and needed.

Under the UNFCCC, two main modes exist for reporting fol-
lowing a common reporting format with open-ended ques-
tions (UNFCCC 2000). These include: 
• National communications (NCs) for all countries every 

four years, with information on activities undertaken to 
reach the objectives of the convention;

• Biennial reports (BRs) for developed countries and bien-
nial update reports (BURs) for developing countries to 
cover, inter alia, greenhouse gas emissions and trends;

The secretariat regularly prepares synthesis reports of infor-
mation provided in NCs and BRs/BURs. The average nation-
al reporting rate under the convention is 44%. Nevertheless, 
all developed countries and 61% of developing countries 
have submitted the sixth NC that was due 1 January 2014. 
The GEF provides support to developing countries´ report-
ing under enabling activities: 500 000 USD for NCs and 352 
000 USD for BRs. GEF-5 (2010-2014) provided support to 
more than a hundred countries in preparing their NCs and 
first BURs with 95 million USD. 

Review and monitoring 

Since 2010, the UNFCCC has included a robust individual 
review mechanism under the compulsory MRV system, 
with some differences between developed and developing 
countries. NCs and BRs from developed countries and BURs 
from developing countries are reviewed individually. Spe-
cific sessions are held in conjunction with the Subsidiary 
Body for Implementation (SBI) for in-depth discussions of 
country reviews. Normally, these sessions include an oral 
presentation by the party summarizing progress and an-
swering questions, with the participation of all parties.

Article 13 of the Paris Agreement establishes a technical ex-
pert review (TER) that broadens the scope of the review pro-
cess to track progress made in implementing and achiev-
ing NDCs and applies the review process to all countries, 
with more discretion for least developed countries (LDCs) 
and small island developing states (SIDS). The review is in-
tended to provide useful information to individual parties 
through identification of areas in need of improvement. 

The individual review process under the UNFCCC relies 
on three sources: desk reviews, where experts review the 
information at their office; centralized reviews, where ex-
perts meet together to review the information of various 
countries; and in-country reviews, where experts visit the 
country under review and engage with policymakers and 
other relevant national stakeholders (Dagnet et al. 2017). 
In-county reviews are the most labor-intensive but pro-
vide full dedication to the country and create the greatest 
capacity-building benefit (Dagnet et al. 2017). Currently, 
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the review process depends on volunteer experts (Dagnet 
et al. 2017). It is estimated that almost 800 experts will be 
needed to cover review obligations under the Paris Agree-
ment (Dagnet et al. 2017).

Individual reviews are coordinated by the secretariat and 
conducted by international expert review teams (ERTs). The 
reviews are conducted following review guidelines (Dec. 
13/CP.20) and result in country-specific review reports that 
are publicly available at the UNFCCC website. MRV techni-
cal review teams are appointed by the government of the 
country under review. As a consequence, the independent 
character of experts’ reviews in the climate regime has been 
questioned (Huggins 2015; Dannenmaier 2012), as well as 
the aim of the review process to increase public pressure 
and states’ accountability in the UNFCCC (Duyck 2015).

One of the new mechanisms aiming to keep the Paris 
Agreement dynamic and progressive is the global stock-
take, which aims to assess collective efforts of parties every 
five years. To provide a comprehensive outlook, it will be 
based not only on the information from NDCs and national 
reports, but also on other sources, including the reports of 
IPCC and subsidiary bodies (Tabau 2016). The details of the 
global stocktake are under negotiations, but it is expected 
to consist of a technical phase that includes an analysis of 
existing data and a political phase that endeavors to in-
crease ambition to the required level. The technical phase 
will aim to assess current status of actions in relation to the 
long-term goals and thereby identify the implementation 
deficit and actions required to fulfill it. The output of the 
technical phase will inform and serve as the basis for the 

political phase. The political phase will consist of political 
dialogue, possibly in form of a ministerial segment, to raise 
political awareness and increase collective pressure. The 
outcome of the global stocktake is intended primarily to 
inform the preparation of NDCs. Therefore, the first global 
stocktake has been scheduled for 2023, to allow for inclu-
sion of the results in the preparation of the next round of 
NDCs in 2025 (Bodle et al. 2016). 

In accordance with Articles 4 and 12 of the convention, 
parties are required to submit national greenhouse gas in-
ventories (GGIs) to the secretariat. GGIs provide a compre-
hensive accounting of total greenhouse gas emissions from 
both sources and sinks. The IPCC has produced and revised 
guidelines for national greenhouse inventories since 1994.

Scientific support 

The UNFCCC’s Subsidiary Body on Scientific and Techno-
logical Advice (SBSTA) provides timely advice to the COP 
on scientific and technical matters related to the conven-
tion. The SBSTA carries out methodological work under 
the UNFCCC, the Kyoto Protocol, and the Paris Agreement. 
The interaction between the IPCC and SBSTA is interesting, 
but the IPCC is recognized by the UNFCCC as its primary 
source of scientific information, since it is considered an in-
dependent and prominent source (Warrilow 2017). 

The IPCC was established in 1988 under the auspices of the 
World Meteorological Organization (WMO) and UNEP. The 
mandate of the IPCC is to ‘assess on a comprehensive, ob-
jective, open and transparent basis the scientific, technical 
and socio-economic information relevant to understand-

BOX 4: How is politico-scientific consensus achieved in the IPCC? 

A defining feature of IPCC is that the Summary for Policymakers (SPM) of the main reports are ‘approved’ – not 
merely ‘accepted’ – which fosters governmental ownership while retaining scientific credibility (Dubash et al. 2014). 
‘Approval’ of SPMs signifies that the material has been subject to detailed, line by line discussion and agreement 
(IPCC 1999). The first draft SPM is written by scientists summarizing the content of the assessment report. It is 
sent to governments for comments, which are reflected in the second draft prepared by the scientists. The second 
draft is then reviewed during a four-day plenary session comprising government delegations and observer organiza-
tions. Each review session is chaired by a leading scientist and includes a panel of other scientists. The draft SPM is 
displayed on a giant screen, and each sentence is discussed at length by the delegates and revised accordingly. All 
revisions are made under the full control of the chair and panel, thus ensuring that the SPM remains consistent with 
the scientific content of the full assessment report. Cases of high political sensitivity and failure to reach consensus 
are notable exceptions (Mach et al. 2016). The plenary session results in the approval of the SPM by consensus of the 
participating governments.
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ing the scientific basis of risk of human-induced climate 
change, its potential impacts and options for adaptation 
and mitigation’ (IPCC 2013). IPCC synthesizes existing re-
search but does not carry out its own research or monitor 
climate-related data. To date, IPCC has published five global 
assessment reports (1990, 1995, 2001, 2007, and 2013/2014), 
as well as numerous other reports that have given scientific 
input to strengthen the climate regime. Its first assessment 
report played an important role in the establishment of 
the UNFCCC at the 1992 Earth Summit (Skodvin & Alfsen 
2010). The second report provided key input to the nego-
tiations that led to the adoption of the Kyoto Protocol. The 
fifth report informed the climate negotiations resulting in 
the Paris Agreement. The IPCC has, over the years, been 
firmly established as an independent assessment mecha-
nism serving the SBSTA and the COP of the UNFCCC. 

The sixth assessment report is expected to be published 
in 2022 in time for the global stocktake foreseen under the 
Paris Agreement. The key design feature of IPCC is its inter-
governmental nature, which allows governments to achieve 
political and scientific consensus by approving a summary 
of the politically relevant conclusions of the main assess-
ment reports (Box 4). Another strength of the IPCC lies in 
its three working groups, which are supported by hundreds 
of scientists with proven track records, drawn from many 
disciplines and many countries (Warrilow 2017). In 2007, 
the IPCC was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize. 

2.3 Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic 

Pollutants 
Time-bound objectives 

The objective of the Stockholm Convention is to protect hu-
man health and the environment from persistent organic 
pollutants (Art 1). The convention includes a time-bound 
quantitative objective to ‘to detect a 50% decrease within 
a time period of 10 years’ of persistent organic pollutants 
(POPs) present in the environment, as stated in the Global 
Monitoring Programme (GMP) guidance document (UNEP 
2015). However, GMP guidelines are technical and do not 
have the political endorsement required to make the goal 
aspirational to the international community. Nevertheless, 
it is important to understand that commitments under the 
convention do not aim for achievement by a distant target 
date, but rather necessitate action within a relatively imme-
diate time frame (Kohler & Ashton 2010).

National action plans 

Article 7 of the convention obliges parties to develop and 
periodically update National Implementation Plans (NIPs) 
for the implementation of the obligations under the con-

vention. The NIP must be submitted within two years of the 
date on which the convention enters into force. The prepa-
ration of the NIP requires national consultation with rel-
evant stakeholders, including women´s groups and groups 
involved in the health of children. The convention also spec-
ifies that parties must endeavor to implement NIPs into 
sustainable development strategies. To date, 91% of parties 
have submitted NIPs covering the twelve initial POPs (Sec-
retariat of the Stockholm Convention 2017a).

Guidance for NIP preparation has been prepared and regu-
larly updated by the secretariat in cooperation with other 
relevant stakeholders. Essentially, the NIP should provide 
information about all the measures taken with regards to 
POPs, such as legislative and policy measures, preparation 
of action plans and setting up monitoring schemes related 
to the occurrence and releases of POPs, and efforts to re-
duce their environmental concentrations. NIPs are intend-
ed to be ‘living documents’ to be periodically updated as 
the convention evolves and new substances are listed in the 
annexes. However, since 2011, only around one quarter of 
NIPs have been updated to reflect the inclusion of new sub-
stances of the recent COPs (Secretariat of the Stockholm 
Convention 2017a). 

The GEF is the financial mechanism for the Stockholm Con-
vention. In the initial years of the Convention, 80% of the ac-
tivities supported by the GEF were directed to NIPs (Kohler 
& Ashton 2010). Prior to 2010, the GEF funded the prepara-
tion of initial NIPs in 138 countries with grant funding of 
68 million USD (GEF 2017). After 2010, only 10% of activi-
ties supported by the GEF have been allocated to updating 
NIPs, to which end they have been updated in 61 countries 
with 11.5 million USD of grant funding (GEF 2017). This 
means that the GEF has succeeded in making a shift in the 
development of NIPs to their implementation. Their costs 
also have come down from 0.5 million USD (initial NIPs) 
to 0.19 million USD (updated NIPs). Experience has shown 
that the development of a NIP requires three to four years 
(UNEP 2010).

Challenges encountered in the development of NIPs are 
listed below: 
• Due to lack of initial clear guidance, preparations were 

challenging and resulted in variation between countries 
(Secretariat of the Stockholm Convention 2017b). 

• Quality varies between countries, and they do not typical-
ly cover all sectors or the relevant time frame (Secretariat 
of the Stockholm Convention 2017b). 

• Many developing countries have failed to set an adequate 
baseline, and the distinction between baseline and incre-
mental costs has proven problematic (Secretariat of the 
Stockholm Convention 2017b).
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• NIPs have been treated as standalone endeavors lacking 
political engagement and not creating public awareness 
(UNEP 2010). 

• Lack of mainstreaming POPs management into national 
planning processes, for example through the provision of 
national budget resources, is low (Kohler & Ashton 2010). 

• The use of external consultants has hindered the original-
ly envisioned capacity building effect, especially in LDCs 
(Kohler & Ashton 2010). 

Reporting 

Article 15 of the convention obliges parties to report on 
measures taken to implement the convention and on the 
effectiveness of such measures in meeting the objectives of 
the convention. Reporting includes measures adopted to 
implement the convention and their effectiveness, as well 
statistical data on the production, import, and export of the 
listed chemicals. The reporting frequency is every four years 
and, to date three reporting cycles have been carried out 
(2002-2006, 2006-2010, and 2010-2014). The reporting tem-
plate is focused mainly on multi-choice questions, allowing 
for comparison between countries. The average reporting 
rate is only 44%, one of the lowest among MEAs. The report-
ing level dropped from the second cycle (56%) to the third 
(49%). This could be due to many factors, including difficul-
ties in accessing the online reporting tool (Secretariat of 
the Stockholm Convention 2017a). In addition, the absence 
of a feedback mechanism in the form of a synthesis report 
from the secretariat can discourage reporting (Honkonen 
& Khan 2017b). The recent effectiveness evaluation report 
highlights the lack of a compliance mechanism under the 
Stockholm Convention, which hinders the process of pro-
viding advice and assistance to countries facing problems 
with reporting (Secretariat of the Stockholm Convention 
2017a).  

Review and monitoring 

The convention includes a periodic effectiveness evalua-
tion, outlined in Article 16, which aims to assess how the 
convention has succeeded in achieving its objectives and 
identifies ways to improve effectiveness. The evaluation 
draws from many sources, including national reports, 
monitoring information, NIPs, and non-compliance infor-
mation. To date, the effectiveness evaluation has produced 
two reports (2009 and 2017). The second report relied on a 
framework that was adopted in COP-6 in 2013 and was car-
ried out by a committee of fourteen members (ten parties 
and four other experts) confirmed by the COP. The second 
effectiveness evaluation showed that the convention is suc-
ceeding in reducing levels of POPs in humans and the envi-
ronment, but limited data available from national reports 
and NIPs has been a key challenge.  

Article 16.2 sets the basis for a monitoring mechanism for 
chemicals listed under the convention and forms a cen-
tral component of the effectiveness evaluation. The Global 
Monitoring Plan (GMP) monitors the presence of POPs as 
well as their regional or global environmental transport. 
Samples are collected, analyzed, statistically treated, and 
reported in a uniform manner using the ‘living’ GMP guide-
lines document. Implementation of the GMP is facilitated 
by a global coordination group consisting of fifteen mem-
bers, supported by five regional organization groups with 
thirty members total. To date, two global monitoring re-
ports have been produced: the first (2009) provided infor-
mation on the baseline concentrations of the twelve legacy 
POPs in air and human matrices, whereas the second report 
(2017) provided the first indications of changes in concen-
trations of legacy POPs, as well as baseline information on 
the newly listed POPs. Over the years, a comparable dataset 
of twenty-three chemicals of concern has been generated 
(Magulova & Priceputu 2016). 

Scientific support 

The convention has a subsidiary scientific body, the Per-
sistent Organic Pollutants Review Committee (POP-RC), 
which reviews chemicals to be restricted. The committee 
consists of thirty-one government-designated experts in 
chemicals assessment or management. The COP confirms 
the appointment of experts nominated by parties on the 
basis of equitable geographical distribution, taking into ac-
count gender and the need for balance between different 
types of expertise. Each member serves for four years from 
the date of appointment, and for no more than two consec-
utive terms. 

2.4 High-Level Political Forum 
Time-bound objectives 

At the 2012 Rio+20 Conference, governments agreed to 
establish sustainable development goals that are ‘action-
oriented, concise and easy to communicate.’12 The goals 
were developed through a transparent intergovernmental 
process that was open to all stakeholders. An open-ended 
working group (OWG) was established in 2013, and in July 
2014, after thirteen sessions, the OWG put forward a pro-
posal including 17 goals and 169 targets. In September 2015, 
the UN Sustainable Development Summit adopted the 2030 
Agenda on Sustainable Development. 

The 2030 agenda includes a declaration that outlines a vi-
sion and includes other subsections, including shared prin-
ciples and commitments. Most importantly, the agenda in-
cludes a central commitment to ‘leave no one behind’ that is 
repeated throughout the agenda, signaling its inclusive and 
universal aspiration that everyone should benefit equally. 

12 A/RES/66/288 (para 247)
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The slogan has become an inherent part of the 2030 agenda. 
The term originates from a report of the secretary-general´s 
High-Level Panel on Eminent Persons on the Post-2015 
Development Agenda, which outlines five transformative 
shifts starting with ‘Leave no one behind’ (UN 2015). 

Paragraph 75 of the 2030 agenda specifies that the goals 
and targets need to be followed up and reviewed using a set 
of global indicators. A global indicator framework with 231 
indicators was developed by the Inter-Agency and Expert 
Group on SDG Indicators, then agreed by the UN Statistical 
Commission in March 2016 and, finally adopted in July 2017 
by the General Assembly.13

The SDGs build on the Millennium Development Goals 
(MDGs), which had only 18 targets and 48 indicators, sig-
nificantly broadening the scope and extending them from 
developing countries to all countries and the entire global 
community. SDGs are not legally binding, but national gov-
ernments have committed to achieving the goals and the 
2030 agenda at the highest political level. Situated in inter-
national law, the SDGs are a set of norms at the softest end 
of the ‘hard-to-soft’ continuum (Persson at al. 2016).

National action plans 

The 2030 agenda states that ‘cohesive nationally owned sus-
tainable development strategies, supported by integrated 
national financing frameworks, will be at the heart of our 
efforts.’14 Furthermore, paragraph 78 encourages govern-
ments to develop ambitious national responses to the over-
all implementation of the 2020 agenda, building on existing 
planning instruments such as national development and 
sustainable development strategies. However, specific guid-
ance for elaboration on sustainable development strategies 
is not given, so they play an ambiguous role in the 2030 
agenda. 

The failure to outline a NAP mechanism in detail may have 
resulted from mixed past experiences. Indeed, a NAP mech-
anism dates back to the Earth Summit in 1992, which called 
for the development of National Sustainable Development 
Strategies (NSDSs).15 They were considered important for 
internalizing sustainable development to national planning 
processes (Persson et al. 2016). In 1997, at the ‘Rio+5 Con-
ference,’ a goal was set for all countries to formulate NSDSs 
by 2002.16 However, in 2002, only 85 countries had devel-
oped NSDSs, and they varied in scope and quality (Report 
of the Secretary-General 2002). By 2009, 106 countries had 
formulated NSDSs (UNGA 2010). Relatively weak interest in 

NSDSs might be explained by the fact that the Commission 
on Sustainable Development (CSD) never dedicated time 
for their systematic review (Report of the Secretary-General 
2013). 

Reporting 

Paragraph 79 of the 2030 agenda encourages countries to 
‘conduct regular and inclusive reviews of progress at the 
national and sub-national levels which are country-led and 
country-driven.’ The voluntary national reviews (VNRs) 
form the backbone of the 2030 agenda, as it aims to take 
stock of the national mechanisms, policies, and measures 
in place, facilitate sharing of experiences and strengthen 
policies and institutions of governments and mobilize 
multi-stakeholder support for the implementation of the 
2030 agenda. The VNRs are intended to serve as a basis for 
the regular reviews by the HLPF. In practice, each country 
participating in preparation of VNRs presents a concise 
written report and makes a brief oral presentation during 
the HLPF. Countries are encouraged to report at least twice 
by 2030. In 2016, 22 countries conducted VNRs and, in 2017, 
the number rose to 43. In 2018, 51 countries have volun-
teered to submit VNRs. 

The secretary-general has prepared voluntary common re-
porting guidelines to help countries frame their VNRs. The 
reporting guidelines aim to introduce comparability among 
countries to make the discussion of good practices and the 
tracking of global trends more effective. Nevertheless, it is 
up to each country to decide the scope and format of its 
VNR. This creates many problems in terms of accountabili-
ty. It is unclear whether the VNRs should reflect the globally 
adopted goals and targets or nationally defined ones, or, if 
both, what the balance should be (Persson et al. 2016). In 
2017, a third of VNRs addressed all SGDs (UN 2017b). Simi-
larly, each country can decide whether to use national or 
global indicators to assess progress, which weakens com-
parability between countries. Furthermore, VNRs have lim-
ited potential to institutionalize sustainable development, 
since as a reporting tool they are retrospective in nature 
and do not provide for prospective policy planning. Never-
theless, it can be argued that in the implementation of the 
2030 agenda countries are primarily accountable to their 
own citizens and parliaments rather than to the UN. Also, 
since the prevailing circumstances and starting levels vary 
greatly between countries, it is often more useful to com-
pare performance across time within rather than between 
countries.

13 A/RES/71/313 
14 A/RES/71/313 (para 63)
15 Agenda 21 (chapter 8)
16 A/RES/S-19/2 (para 24)
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Review and monitoring 

The 2030 agenda relies on three principal mechanisms for 
collective periodic review. First, an annual progress report 
on the Sustainable Development Goals is prepared by the 
secretary-general in cooperation with the UN system that 
is based on the global indicator framework and data pro-
duced by national statistical systems and information col-
lected at the regional level. Second, the quadrennial Global 
Sustainable Development Report (GSDR) aims to strength-
en the science-policy interface and provide evidence-based 
information to support decision-making. Last, thematic re-
views of progress also take place at the HLPF. 

The development of a monitoring scheme has been out-
sourced to the United Nations Statistical Commission 
(UNSC). An Inter-Agency and Expert Group on Sustainable 
Development Goal (IAEG-SDG), consisting of 28 represen-
tatives mainly from national statistical offices, was appoint-
ed to develop a set of indicators. The global indicator frame-
work was adopted by UNGA in July 2017.17 The indicators 
are to be refined annually and reviewed comprehensively 
in 2020 and 2025. Official statistics and data from national 
statistical systems constitute the basis for the framework. 
A large number of UN bodies and other organizations are 
collaborating to support data collection and provide nec-
essary capacity support. In addition, countries are encour-
aged to complement global indicators with regional and 
national indicators. A Global SDG Indicators Database has 
been developed to provide open access to country-specific 
information.18 The secretary-general´s annual progress re-
port is based on the global indicator framework. 

Scientific support 

The Rio+20 Outcome Document, in paragraph 88 k), calls for 
strengthening ‘the science-policy interface through review 
of documentation, bringing together dispersed information 
and assessments, including in the form of a global sustain-
able development report.’ The modalities of the Global Sus-
tainable Development Report (GSDR) report were agreed 
in July 2016 as part of the HLPF ministerial declaration. Es-
sentially, the GSDR aims to provide scientific guidance to 
further the implementation of the 2030 agenda, including 
address new and emerging issues and highlight emerging 
trends and actions. The preparation of the report is steered 
by group of fifteen scientists who represent a variety of back-
grounds, scientific disciplines, and institutions, ensuring 
geographical and gender balance. The group is appointed 
for each GSDR report by the secretary-general. The group is 
supported by a task team co-chaired by six UN bodies that 
coordinate inputs from the UN system, the private sector, 
civil society, and academia. The report is published every 
four years, when the HLFP meets at the general assembly.

2.5 Summary of the functions  
A set of time-bound objectives have been adopted in the 
CBD and HLPF. National Action Plans are common in all the 
examined instruments. Reporting is a common feature in all 
instruments, but vary greatly in format from entirely open-
ended to fully structured. Review is most advanced in the 
UNFCCC/PA, which relies on both collective and individual 
review. The science-policy interface consists of both subsid-
iary and independent bodies, with two instruments (CBD, 
UNFCCC/PA) enjoying benefits of both. Table 3 summarizes 
main features of selected international instruments. SAICM 
has been included in the table as a reference point.
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TABLE 3: Main features of five functions needed for effective governance in selected regimes.

CBD UNFCCC/PA Stockholm 
Convention

HLPF SAICM

Time-bound  
objectives

Strategic Plan with 
a vision, 5 Strategic 
goals and 20 Aichi 
Biodiversity Targets 

Two-headed  
temperature limit  
(not time-bound) 
 

General objective 
(not time-bound) 

2030 agenda with 
vision, 17 SDGs  
and 169 targets 

Overarching Policy 
Strategy (OPS)  
with an overall  
objective for 2020 
and 46 objectives 

National Action 
Plans 

National Biodiversity 
Strategies and Action 
Plans (NBSAPs): 
Aichi Biodiversity
 Targets to be used as 
a flexible reference; 
Activities of other 
biodiversity MEAs can 
be included  

Nationally Determined 
Contribution (NDCs):
Should be ‘progres-
sive’ and reflect 
‘highest possible 
ambition’; Should 
include a goal 

National Implementa-
tion Plans (NIPs): 
To be updated  
after listing of  
new chemicals   

National Sustainable 
Development Strate-
gies (NSDSs):
Not specified by HLPF, 
but relies on NSDSs 
originating from 
Agenda 21  

Integrated national 
programmes;  
National profiles; 
SAICM implementa-
tion plans

Reporting Format: mainly open-
ended questions
Interval: every four 
years 
 

1) National commu-
nications (NCs) 
2) Biennial Reports 
(BRs) and Bien-
nial Update Reports 
(BURs) 
Format: mainly open-
ended questions;
Interval: every 2 
(BUs/BURs) and  
4 years (NCs) 

Format: mainly multi-
ple-choice questions;  
Interval: every four 
years
 

Voluntary National 
Reviews (VNRs)
Format: mainly open-
ended;
Interval: at least 
twice between  
2015-2030

Format: mainly 
multiple-choice  
questions;
Interval: every three 
years

Review Collective: 
Global Biodiversity 
Outlook (GBO) led by 
the secretariat every 
four years;
Individual: 
Voluntary peer-review 
mechanism (VPR)
 

Collective: 
Global stocktake 
(GS) every five years;
Individual: 
Compulsory mea-
surement, reporting 
and verification 
(MRV) system;
Technical expert 
review system 

Collective:  
Effectiveness Evalu-
ations led by parties 
and other experts 
every eight years 

Collective:
Global Sustainable 
Development Report 
(GSDR) every four 
years; SG`s annual 
progress report
 

Collective:
Secretariat´s prog-
ress report based on 
20 indicators every 
three years 

Monitoring  Biodiversity Indicators 
Partnership (BIP) 
consisting of  
59 partners with  
42 indicators 

Greenhouse gas 
inventories (GGI) 

Global Monitoring 
Plan (GMP) facili-
tated by 30 members 

IAEG on SDGs with 
231 indicators  
providing basis  
for SG´s annual 
progress report 

n/a

Scientific support Subsidiary body: 
SBSTTA; 
Independent body: 
IPBES providing 
thematic, global and 
regional assess-
ments  

Subsidiary body: 
SBSTA; 
Independent body: 
IPCC providing 
thematic and global 
assessments  

Subsidiary body: 
POP-RC 31 members 
(government-  
designated experts) 
providing recommen-
dations for  
listing chemicals  

Scientific panel 
for GSDR with 15 
members (govern-
ment- designated 
experts) supported by 
an UN inter-agency 
taskforce  

Process for taking up 
emerging issues estab-
lished; Emerging issues 
taken up by IOMC 
organizations and 
expert working groups 
are often established
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3. Opportunities for developing core  
functions of the Beyond-2020 Framework  
The section elaborates how the analyzed functions could be 
addressed in the Beyond-2020 Framework. Each subsection 
is divided into a brief overview of the current situation in 
SAICM, lessons learned from other instruments applicable 
to the new framework and recommendations for next steps.  

3.1 Time-bound objectives 
Current situation in SAICM

The overall objective of SAICM is ‘to achieve the sound 
management of chemicals throughout their life cycle so 
that, by 2020, chemicals are used and produced in ways 
that lead to the minimization of significant adverse effects 
on human health and the environment.’ The overall objec-
tive derives from paragraph 23 of the Johannesburg Plan 
of Implementation (JPOI) and is reiterated in paragraph 
13 of SAICM´s Overarching Policy Strategy (OPS). The OPS 
has five thematic focus areas with 46 objectives. The OPS is 
complemented by the Global Plan of Action (GPA) with 273 
activities and associated indicators. The numerous objec-
tives and specific actions display the overwhelming scope 
of the challenges but result in lack of strategic focus, divert-
ing attention from critical priorities and hindering efficient 
follow-up of progress.  

The overall objective may fall short of delivering, since it is 
heavily qualified: the objective is to ‘minimize significant 
adverse effects’ instead of to ‘eliminate,’ and what consti-
tutes ‘significant adverse effect’ remains undefined (Ditz & 
Tuncak 2014). Furthermore, its operationalization has been 
weakened by lack of strategic priority-setting, as evidenced 
by numerous objectives, activities, and indicators that all 
lack measurability. 

To provide strategic focus to SAICM, ICCM4 adopted, in 
2015, the Overall Orientation and Guidance (OOG) docu-
ment, which outlines in 11 basic elements what is critical at 
the national and regional levels to the attainment of sound 
chemicals and waste management. Furthermore, ICCM4 
decided that the intersessional process should consider the 
need to develop recommendations regarding measurable 
objectives in support of the 2030 agenda.19 The first meet-
ing of the intersessional process held in February 2017 in 
Brasilia, Brazil, asked for the development of a proposal 
on ‘objectives in support of the 2030 agenda and related 
milestones, with the objectives to be aspirational in nature, 
limited in number and centered on the 11 elements of the 
Overall Orientation and Guidance,’ which has been pro-
duced and made available (Doc. SAICM/IP.2/8) to support 
the deliberations of the second meeting of the Intersession-

al process (SAICM 2018a). A rare window of opportunity to 
design a set of measurable objectives and milestones for the 
Beyond-2020 Framework. 

Lessons learned from other instruments 

The Aichi Biodiversity Targets and the SDGs each consist 
of a set of non-legally binding goals and targets that are as-
pirational in nature, aiming to mobilize a broad group of 
stakeholders for their implementation. Arguably, the ‘soft-
ness’ and the low level of obligation associated with the 
SDGs and Aichi Biodiversity Targets make it possible to 
design ambitious and forward-looking goals that facilitate 
broad participation. In other words, when no legally bind-
ing obligations are at stake, states and other stakeholders 
may be willing to adopt an agenda that is more ambitious in 
scope and vision (Pogge & Sengupta 2015). The non-legally 
binding nature of such goals and targets provides an exem-
plary model for the development of time-bound objectives 
and milestones for the Beyond-2020 Framework. 

The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the 2030 
agenda both include taglines in the vision: (‘living in har-
mony with nature’) of the former and in the declaration 
(‘leave no one behind’) of the latter. Arguably, the slogans 
have brand value, since they provide easily memorable 
conceptual commitments aiming to influence people and 
provoke action. In this sense, they both constitute strong 
ideological commitments that aim to inspire everyone to 
become drivers of change. Similarly, the sound manage-
ment of chemicals and waste could benefit from an aspi-
rational commitment that would, ideally, be embedded 
in the vision of the Beyond 2020 Framework.’ An informal 
workshop was held on 19 January 2018 in Stockholm, Swe-
den, that discussed possibilities for a vision, objectives, and 
milestones for sound management of chemicals and waste. 
Possible keywords for the visions presented and discussed 
included the following six suggestions: non-toxic environ-
ment, pollution-free planet, no harm from chemicals, no 
harm to humans or biodiversity from chemicals, chemicals 
safety, and detoxified future (SAICM 2018b).

With regards to goal-setting, the development of the Be-
yond-2020 Framework is currently in the same situation as 
the biodiversity cluster was a decade ago, when the 2010 
Biodiversity Target (‘to achieve by 2010 a significant reduc-
tion of the current rate of biodiversity’) turned out to be 
ambiguous and difficult to quantify. This resulted in lack 
of accountability and, ultimately, weak implementation. 
These notions triggered the development of the Aichi Biodi-
versity Targets, which were intended to be SMART (specific, 
measurable, ambitious, realistic, and time-bound) and in-
tended to tackle biodiversity loss at different levels (state of 

19 SAICM/ICCM/IV/4 (para 10)



biodiversity, underlying drivers, policy responses, and inte-
gration across sectors). However, despite sincere efforts to 
create SMART targets, the Aichi Biodiversity Targets largely 
remain without quantifiable (numeric or binary) features 
and contain ambiguities and complexities. The Biodiversity 
Indicators Partnership (BIP) has developed 42 indicators to 
increase measurability of the Aichi Biodiversity Targets.

As said, SAICM´s 2020 objective for achieving sound man-
agement of chemicals and waste suffers from similar prob-
lems as the former 2010 Biodiversity Target with vague 
formulation and lack of detailed quantification. Arguably, 
a major advantage of designing truly SMART targets is that 
they are intended to hold signatories accountable by deter-
mining whether targets have been met (Maxwell et al. 2015), 
so it provides a good model for development of objectives 
and milestones for the Beyond-2020 Framework. Neverthe-
less, experiences from the Aichi Biodiversity Targets show 
that any future policy commitments concerning targets 
should include the adoption of a smaller number of more 
focused headline targets (alongside subsidiary targets) that 
are specific, quantified, simple, succinct, and unambiguous 
(Butchart et al. 2016). Lessons learned from Aichi Biodiver-
sity targets are shown in Box 5. 

A particular challenge will be to find the right level of ambi-
tion. That is, set the level of ambition too low, and the tar-
get becomes inconsequential and ineffective in addressing 
the problem the instrument is designed for. Set the level 
too high, and risk inability to implement it. Both pathways  
carry risks for credibility. Evidently, the Aichi Biodiversity 

Targets were created with a high level of ambition, consid-
ering that only 5% of countries are on track to meet them 
(WWF et al. 2016). Nevertheless, they have provided stra-
tegic focus to move forward and helped to assess progress. 

The Aichi Biodiversity Targets have provided a valuable 
showcase for enhancing synergies among biodiversity-re-
lated MEAs, thereby contributing to a more coherent inter-
national environmental governance (IEG) system. That is, 
they were designed as a framework for the entire biodiver-
sity cluster, as well as for the broader UN system and other 
stakeholders. Similarly, objectives and milestones for the 
Beyond-2020 Framework could create an umbrella to en-
hance sound chemicals and waste management of all rel-
evant entities ranging from the chemicals and waste cluster 
to the private sector, as demonstrated in Figure 2. In partic-
ular, the objectives and milestones could function as glue to 
solidify the chemicals and waste cluster by creating a joint 
approach to implementation of programmatic activities. 
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 Avoid ambiguity 
Refrain from the use of imprecise terms  
(e.g., ‘substantially,’ ‘significantly,’ ‘effective,’  
‘as appropriate,’ ‘where feasible,’ ‘take steps to 
achieve’) and poorly defined operational terms; 

 Maximize measurability  
Set clear binary or numeric thresholds to be met 
in order for the target to be achieved; and

 Seek simplicity 
Avoid complexity and redundancy (e.g., ‘at all 
levels,’ ‘consistent with national legislation’)  
by reducing the number of elements or  
components in each target. 

Source: Butchart et al. 2016

BOX 5: Lessons learned from wording in the Aichi 
Biodiversity Targets

Beyond-2020 framework 
Vision, objectives and 

milestones 

2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development 
and Sustainable Development Goals 

Governments MEAs 

IGOs 

Private Sector  NGOs 

Etc. 

Academia 

Figure 2. The vision, objectives and milestones should be 
designed to operationalize the SDGs of the 2030 agenda 
with relevance for chemicals and waste. The objectives and 
milestones could provide an overarching framework for ac-
tion to governments, MEAs, IGOs, NGOs, academia, and 
private sector and other relevant stakeholders.
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The Paris Agreement was able to agree on a two-headed 
temperature limit founded on science and that captured 
the attention of the general public. However, the Paris 
Agreement did not establish a clear emissions reduction 
target or even specify when global emissions should peak 
or equal net zero. Although not part of this analysis, one 
reason for the success of the Montreal Protocol in reducing 
the use and release of ozone-depleting substances is that 
the parties agreed to precise targets for phasing out the 
chemicals (Ditz & Tuncak 2014). Similarly, under the Be-
yond-2020 Framework, several technically oriented binary 
and/or quantitative milestones could be agreed for phas-
ing out hazardous chemicals in specific cases, such as lead 
in paint or highly hazardous pesticides. Alternatively, one 
milestone could include the commitment to develop plans 
of action for all existing and emerging SAICM policy issues 
by a certain year. 

Ultimately, large-scale transformation will only happen if 
businesses systematically internalize sound management of 
chemicals and waste into strategy-building, in line with the 
polluter pays principle. The UNFCCC has achieved unfore-
seen business engagement that has driven new innovations, 
forging partnerships, creating jobs, and increasing financial 
flows. The CBD is following closely behind and has devel-
oped a resource mobilization strategy and launched a global 
business and biodiversity partnership to increase business 
interest. Given the economic power of the chemicals in-
dustry, the size of international trade in chemicals, and the 
strong trade and market dimensions of chemicals manage-
ment, the Beyond-2020 Framework should help businesses 
to adapt their business models to meet the objectives and 
milestones and support national implementation.

Recommendations for the Beyond-2020 Framework

• In the run-up to the ICCM5 Conference, the development 
of a vision, objectives and milestones for sound manage-
ment of chemicals and waste should receive extensive 
technical consideration, but also high-level engagement 
across all relevant sectors with the aim to fulfill the com-
mitments of the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Develop-
ment concerning sound management of chemicals and 
waste. 

• The Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020 and the 
Aichi Biodiversity Targets provide a useful model, due to 
their aspirational and communicative nature, for develop-
ing a long-term vision and measurable time-bound objec-
tives and milestones for sound management of chemicals 
and waste, with the aim to guide national implementa-
tion and ensure broad ownership of the UN system and 
beyond. The vision should include a general commitment 
with carefully chosen aspirational keywords that help to 

brand and communicate the objectives and milestones. 
The Overall Orientation and Guidance document pro-
vides a holistic and strategic framework that could be 
translated into a focused set of measurable objectives 
and milestones for sound management of chemicals and 
waste. Also, specific objectives and milestones could be 
developed for other needs, including addressing emerg-
ing policy issues and enhancing global governance, with 
the aim of ensuring strategic focus by limiting the number 
of objectives to 2-5 and milestones to 15-20. See Box 6 for 
examples of possible measurable and time-bound objec-
tives and milestones. 

• To ensure broad sectoral ownership and a genuinely coop-
erative and synergistic framework for sound management 
of chemicals and waste, the entire chemicals and waste 
cluster, IOMC organizations and their memberships, and 
other stakeholders should be involved in the design of the 
objectives and milestones. The objectives and milestones 
should indicate their primary custodians to ensure that 
all relevant stakeholders and sectors are engaged, includ-
ing industry players along the value chain and the aca-
demic community.  

• A resources mobilization strategy should be developed to 
secure resources from all relevant stakeholders, building 
on the UNEP’s integrated approach to financing. 

• The measurable objectives and milestones should be de-
signed to be SMART as well as avoiding ambiguity, maxi-
mizing measurability and seeking simplicity, to ensure 
that they resonate with a broad audience and serve to 
track progress. 

3.2 National Action Plan Mechanisms 
Current situation in SAICM 

The Overarching Policy Strategy (OPS) and Global Plan of 
Action (GPA) include three key concepts that outline ele-
ments for a national action plan mechanism, but they are 
not guided by measurable and time-bound objectives and 
milestones. These include integrated national programmes 
(INPs), national profiles, and SAICM implementation plans. 
These are explained in detail below with conclusions at the 
end of this section.

Integrated National Programmes 

Paragraph 16b of the OPS outlines the objective to ‘promote 
the sound management of chemicals within each relevant 
sector and integrated programmes for sound chemicals 
management across all sectors.’ The GPA includes a work 
area for ‘implementation of integrated national pro-
grammes for the sound management of chemicals at the 
national level in a flexible manner.’ As specified in activity 
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BOX 6: Examples of possibilities for developing measurable and time-bound objectives and milestones for 
sound management of chemicals and waste  

Objective 1: Enhance domestic efforts for sound management of chemicals and waste, in line with the 
overall orientation and guidance (OOG) 
 By 2030, each country has developed legal frameworks that address the life-cycle of chemicals and waste, includ-
ing have functional enforcement and compliance mechanism in place; 

 By 2035, each country has established a system and are able to collect, with support of industries and other stake-
holders, health and safety data and information on chemicals and waste throughout the life-cycle, and are making 
it publicly available;

 By 2040, each country has included sound management of chemicals and waste in national health, labor, social, 
environment and economic budgeting processes and development plans. 

Objective 2: Minimize production and use of and exposure to hazardous chemicals and waste, including 
address emerging policy issues  
 By 2030, global action plans have been developed for emerging policy issues with the aim to: 

  By 2030, launch risk management action plans for 50% of identified EDCs 
   By 2030, phase out lead in paint
   By 2040, achieve environmentally sound disposal and management of E-waste
 By 2050, chemicals of global concern have been phased out;
 By 2030, harmonize hazard classifications according to the Global Harmonized System (GHS) for x number of 
chemicals generated.

Objective 3: Develop global governance of hazardous chemicals and waste
 By 2025, a dynamic science-policy interface for sound management of chemicals and waste has been developed 
and is operational; 

 By 2025, a mechanism to assess collective progress through a global stocktake has been developed with the view 
to carry out the first global stocktake in 2028;

 By 2030, criteria to identify new global chemicals of concern, using a grouping of chemicals approach, have been 
prepared and adopted; 

 By 2040, a monitoring system has been developed and is monitoring the occurrence and effects of x number of 
toxic chemicals in the environment and in humans.

Objective 4: Enhance stakeholder participation and sectoral engagement to provoke a system-wide  
transformation in chemical and wastes management 
 By 2025, each country has developed, adopted and commenced the implementation of National Action Plans and 
all relevant stakeholders have prepared their own plans to enhance sound management of chemicals and waste, 
covering all key sectors, including environment, health, agriculture, labor, industry, development, finance etc.;

 By 2030, each country has formed a national multi-stakeholder and multi-sectoral platform for the follow-up of 
the objective and milestones for sound management of chemical and waste;

 By 2030, a global cost internalization program for sound management of chemicals and waste has been prepared 
endeavoring to increase private sector engagement and financing;

 By 2035, each country has required science-policy mechanisms in place to promote evidence-based decision- 
making and policy formulation for sound management of chemicals and waste.

Objective 5: Enhance chemically sound circular economy policies and promote application of sustainable 
and green chemistry 
 By 2030, define principles and guidelines for sustainable chemistry for major downstream and retail industry  
sectors and launch a global campaign to promote their wide-spread use;

 By 2035, prepare and adopt global standards for enhancing traceability of chemicals of global concern throughout 
their life-cycle.
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166 of the GPA, the following activities are suggested for 
INPs:
• Develop comprehensive national profiles.

• Formalize inter-ministerial and multi-stakeholder co-
ordinating mechanisms on chemicals management is-
sues, including coordination of national government and 
multi-stakeholder positions in international meetings. 

• Develop national chemical safety policies outlining stra-
tegic goals and milestones towards reaching the Johan-
nesburg Summit 2020 goal. 

• Develop national chemicals safety information exchange 
systems. 

• Develop national strategies to mobilize national and ex-
ternal resources and to raise the importance placed on 
chemicals management within national sustainable de-
velopment frameworks. 

• Develop policies of systematic stakeholder involvement, 
bringing synergies from related initiatives on chemicals 
management.

The specific indicator for activity 166 is as follows: ‘All coun-
tries have developed integrated national programmes for 
the sound management of chemicals.’ A five-year timeframe 
(2006-2010) has been given to achieve this.  

SAICM Implementation Plans

Paragraph 22 of the OPS states that ‘Implementation of the 
Strategic Approach could begin with an enabling phase to 
build necessary capacity, as appropriate, to develop, with 
relevant stakeholder participation, a national Strategic Ap-
proach implementation plan, taking into consideration, as 

appropriate, existing elements such as legislation, national 
profiles, action plans, stakeholder initiatives and gaps, pri-
orities, needs and circumstances.’ In 2006, the first sessions 
of ICCM encouraged ‘governments to focus their initial 
implementation work on those activities that will facilitate 
a prompt start in efforts to achieve the Johannesburg Plan 
of Implementation 2020 goal and the objectives set forth in 
the Strategic Approach, such as by continuing to facilitate 
existing international chemicals management priorities 
and considering additional efforts that are needed to de-
velop a national Strategic Approach implementation plan.’20

Guidance for the development of SAICM implementation 
plans was developed in 2009 by the SAICM Secretariat and 
the United Nations Institute for Training and Research 
(UNITAR) in collaboration with the IOMC (SAICM 2009a). 
The guidance document outlines four phases for prepara-
tion on the action plans: 

1) Establishment of a coordinating mechanism and organi-
zational considerations

2) Assessment of national infrastructure and capacity 

3) Development of a SAICM implementation plan

4) Implementation of a SAICM implementation plan

The Quick Start Programme (QSP) was established in 2006 
with a voluntary time-limited trust fund to assist imple-
mentation of SAICM in developing countries, including 
‘… development and strengthening of national chemicals 
management institutions, plans, programmes and activi-
ties to implement the Strategic Approach.’21 An impact eval-
uation of the QSP showed that national strategies or plans 
for sound management of chemicals have been produced in 

BOX 7: SAICM Implementation Plan for Guyana

The SAICM implementation Plan for Guyana (2012-2015) aims to strengthen national policies, programmes, net-
works and other mechanism to ensure sound management of chemicals. The plan is based on a multi-sectoral ap-
proach, involving all institutions, organizations and disciplines that take part in chemicals management in Guyana. 
It identifies seven priority areas of work deriving from the GPA, including risk assessment, research and laboratory 
capacities, waste management, education and awareness raising, stakeholder participation, preventing illegal traf-
ficking and emergency planning. The plan builds on valuable worked done by the proceeding QSP project ‘Develop-
ing an Integrated National Programme for the Sound Management of Chemicals and SAICM Implementation in 
Guyana’ that was carried out by UNITAR with support of 80 000 USD that enabled to, inter alia, establish an inter-
ministerial committee, prepare a national chemicals profile to take stock of existing national efforts and to prepare 
a national capacity assessment to identify priority work areas. In other words, the implementation plan constitutes 
of a logical continuum of prior work that had helped to establish necessary institutional capacities to deliver an 
action-oriented plan.

Source: Government of Guyana 2011.

20 SAICM/ICCM/I/1 (para 2)
21 SAICM/ICCM/I/4 (Appendix 1, para 3b)
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many projects under various titles, such as National Imple-
mentation Plans, National Chemical Management Policies, 
roadmaps for GHS implementation, Libreville Declaration, 
implementation strategies, integration of sound chemical 
management into national development plans, and devel-
opment of national chemicals safety plans (Nurick & Touni 
2015). A case study from Guyana (Box 7) provides insight 
into a SAICM implementation plan. 

Chemical Profiles 

GPA activity 166 specifies that INPs for the sound manage-
ment of chemicals should include, inter alia, the develop-
ment of comprehensive national profiles. Other GPA ac-
tivities are to specify the role of national profiles, including 
activity 165, which encourages putting in place sectoral and 
multi-stakeholder mechanisms to develop national profiles 
and priority actions; activity 207, which calls for assistance 
and training for the development of national profiles; and 
activity 211, concerning the need to promote programs to 
develop chemicals management instruments (including 
national profiles). 

The national profiles derive from the Intergovernmental Fo-
rum on Chemical Safety (IFCS), the predecessor of SAICM. 
In 1994, the first meeting of IFCS recognized national pro-
files as a priority action to implement Chapter 19 of Agenda 
21 and recommended that ‘National Profiles to indicate 
the current capabilities and capacities for management of 
chemicals and the specific needs for improvements should 
be elaborated as soon as possible and no later than 1997.’  In 
1997, the final report of the second meeting of IFCS encour-
aged ‘countries to prepare and continuously update nation-
al profiles, using the UNITAR/IOMC guidance document.’  
In 2000, the third meeting of the IFCS adopted a declaration 
with the following commitment: ‘By 2002: Most countries, 
through a multi-stakeholder process, will have developed a 
National Profile on chemicals management.’ 

In 2001, the seventeenth Council Meeting of GEF, acting 
in the capacity of the interim financial mechanism for the 
Stockholm Convention, recommended the development 
or updating of a National Profile for SAICM in conjunction 
with developing NIPs for the Stockholm Convention.  In ad-
dition, the guidelines suggests ‘Countries which have not 
prepared a National Profile are encouraged to do so (using 
UNITAR/IOMC guidance).’ To date, 30 countries have re-
ceived support from the GEF for preparation of a National 
Profile as part of the development of NIPs under the Stock-

holm Convention. Over 55 countries have also received sup-
port for preparing or updating national profiles under the 
Quick Start Programme. 

The UNITAR/IOMC guidelines for the development of na-
tional profiles were developed in 1996 and revised in 2012. 
The guidelines clarify the primary objective of national 
profiles, which is to develop an official national reference 
document providing a clear picture of the national legal, 
institutional, administrative, and technical infrastructure 
for national chemicals management. They can also assist 
in the identification of infrastructure-related strengths, 
weaknesses, and gaps, as well as identifying priority needs 
for national action and external technical assistance. Last, 
they can provide a nationally recognized information base 
against which progress in meeting specific national or in-
ternational targets may be judged. Over 120 countries have 
prepared national profiles following the UNITAR/IOMC 
National Profile Guidance Document. The vast majority of 
national profiles have been developed in the 1990s or 2000s. 
An online registry has been created to access them. 

Conclusions

SAICM includes duplicative features for development of na-
tional action plans that include three concepts, including 
integrated national programmes, national profiles, and SA-
ICM implementation plans. They have been implemented 
in developing countries since the mid-90s, starting with 
national profiles that focus on taking stock of existing ef-
forts and then evolving to a more programmatic level with 
the creation of SAICM implementation plans. However, no 
comprehensive analysis has been made of the preparation 
of integrated national programmes, national profiles, and 
SAICM implementation plans. Arguably, the lack of a stra-
tegically prioritized NAP mechanism has resulted in an ad 
hoc and sporadic approach to development of NAPs with 
different names and approaches, making it challenging to 
assess collective progress. Nevertheless, existing work pro-
vides a solid basis to formalize the NAP mechanism as key 
instrument for delivering the proposed time-bound objec-
tives and milestones by giving it more strategic focus. 

Lessons learned from other instruments 

The analysis shows that a NAP mechanism is commonly 
used to enhance implementation in international frame-
works that have broad scope, such as the CBD, UNFCCC/
PA and HLPF, but is also prevalent in regimes with a nar-

22 IPCS/IFCS/94.8Res.2
23 IFCS/FORUM-II/97.25w (para 76 A)
24 IFCS/FORUM III/23W
25 GEF/C.17/4
26 http://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/nphomepage/np3_region.aspx
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row scope, like the Stockholm Convention. The study also 
shows that a NAP mechanism is not limited to legally bind-
ing regimes, but is also deployed by voluntary frameworks, 
including the 2030 agenda. The NAP mechanism, across 
all analyzed instruments, encourages stakeholder engage-
ment and mainstreaming into broader development plan-
ning and, thereby, constitutes a central pillar for internal-
ization of their objectives. In other words, it provides a 
unique bottom-up mechanism by deploying a wide range 
of national stakeholders across sectors to identify policies 
and carry out actions, in accordance with national priori-
ties and capabilities. 

The NAP mechanism facilitates prospective policy plan-
ning and stakeholder engagement and, thereby, anchors 
the international framework at the national level. Most 
importantly, NAPs provide an operational tool for the mea-
surable objectives and milestones that are fundamental to 
provide real effect. Evidently, the lack of a requirement for 
a formal NAP mechanism in the 2030 agenda is a challenge 
for the operationalization of SDGs at the national level. It 
is worthwhile to note that Agenda 21 included a process to 
develop National Sustainable Development Strategies (NS-
DSs) with the aim to internalize sustainable development 
to national planning processes. Initially, NSDSs received 
interest from many countries but lost impetus over time, 
since they lacked a uniform indicator framework and were 
never properly followed up. 

NAPs provide an important tool for the mobilization of 
resources from national budgets, as specifically outlined 
in NBSAPs under the CBD and NIPs under the Stockholm 
Convention, since their preparation is expected to bring 
together stakeholders from all sectors of government and 
beyond. Nevertheless, it is expected that financial sup-
port is needed for the development of NAPs in developing 
countries. The preparation of NAPs under the Beyond-2020 
Framework would be likely to follow the bottom-up ap-
proach model of NBSAPs or NDCs. NBSAPs have been sup-
ported by the GEF on average by 200 000 USD per country, 
although this has often included support also for reporting. 
The GEF provided support for INDCs under the UNFCCC 
to 46 countries with an average of 245 000 USD per country. 

The NDCs constitute a powerful tool and was key for reach-
ing agreement on the Paris Agreement. They are simple 
documents, often only few pages long, and contain the 
commitments that countries are willing to put on the table 
to achieve the 2°C degree goal. Most importantly, collective-
ly they inform parties of progress in achieving the goal and 
thereby help indicate whether the ambition level needs to 
be scaled up and to what extent. In the biodiversity regime, 
however, it is impossible to create an aggregate the NBSAPs 
to determine if parties are on the path to meet the mission 

to halt biodiversity loss by 2020. It can be argued that due 
to the complexity of biodiversity loss it is very difficult to 
identify a single benchmark or ‘tipping point’ against which 
to assess progress like the 2°C degree goal for the Paris 
Agreement. Similarly, sound management of chemicals and 
waste can be regarded as a more complex challenge, con-
sidering the number of chemicals on the markets, so it can 
be next to impossible to identify a single benchmark for as-
sessing progress. 

All in all, despite their slight differences, the NBSAPs and 
NDCs are useful models for the Beyond-2020 Framework, 
due to their bottom-up natures. Hence, the challenges in 
chemicals and waste management differ greatly between 
countries, requiring flexibility to address national circum-
stances. In this context, the NDCs are particularly relevant, 
due to their open approaches for how to achieve reductions 
and what parties promise to do. This is in the spirit of the 
Paris Agreement, which does not prescribe specific mitiga-
tion actions or which emission levels should be achieved by 
when. In addition, there is no obligation to fulfil the NDC 
(Bodle at al 2016), but each party is obliged to publicly pres-
ent an NDC every five years, which regularly undergoes in-
dividual review and collective stocktake. A unique feature 
of NDCs is the commitment to regularly scale up action 
and reflect the highest possible ambition that should be the 
starting point for the NAP mechanism in the Beyond-2020 
Framework.

The relevance of non-state actors in mitigating sustainabili-
ty challenges has increased rapidly during the past decades, 
and their role was discussed in the run-up to the Paris 
Agreement. A working paper from the World Resources In-
stitute (WRI) suggested allowing competent international 
and non-governmental organizations, as well as subna-
tional authorities, to submit input to the 5-year reports for 
the sake of ‘procedural equity’ (Oberthür et al. 2015). Multi-
stakeholder participation is at the heart of SAICM, which 
is expected to continue in the Beyond-2020 Framework. A 
good model for enhancing sectoral engagement is provided 
by the WHO Chemicals Road Map, which was approved in 
July 2017 to increase health sector engagement towards the 
2020 goal and beyond (WHO 2017). See Box 8 for more in-
formation on the WHO Chemicals Roadmap. 

The development of a NAP mechanism usually follows a se-
quence of steps starting with identifying stakeholders and 
taking stock of existing information. The expectation is that 
the process ends in the adoption of the action plan at the 
highest level helping to ensure political commitment and 
sufficient resources. 

Figure 3 aims to capture main phases needed for NAP devel-
opment and implementation at the national level. 
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BOX 8: WHO Chemicals Road Map

In May 2017, the 70th World Health Assembly approved the WHO Chemicals Road Map to enhance health sector 
engagement in the strategic approach to international chemicals management towards the 2020 goal and beyond. 
The road map identifies actions where the health sector has either a lead or important supporting role to play, 
recognizing the need for multi-sectoral and multi-stakeholder cooperation. These actions are organized into four 
areas: risk reduction; knowledge and evidence; institutional capacity; and, leadership and coordination. The road 
map outlines responsibilities for both member states and the WHO secretariat. This means that member states 
and other stakeholders are encouraged to define their own implementation plans for the road map. The road map 
will be updated according to the outcome of the intersessional process to prepare recommendations regarding the 
strategic approach and the sound management of chemicals and waste beyond 2020.

Source: WHO 2017. 

Figure 3. The NAP cycle includes distinct phases starting from preparation of the plan through review of progress. 
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Recommendations for the Beyond-2020 Framework 

The internalization of the objectives and milestones across 
all sectors of society will be key for the success of the frame-
work. To this end, this report proposes strategic action 
plans consisting of NAPs and other stakeholder plans to en-
courage governments and other stakeholders to undertake 
robust policy-planning measures to meet the objectives 
and milestones:    
• NAPs need to be strategically prioritized and directly 

linked to the implementation of the global objectives and 
milestones. NAPs should be developed by governments in 
cooperation with relevant stakeholders and sectors, using 
the objectives and milestones as a flexible reference, and 
based on national priorities, circumstances, and capa-
bilities. NAPs should be accompanied by national multi-
stakeholder and multi-sectoral platforms to enhance 
sound management of chemicals and waste. Guidelines 
should be prepared to guide development to ensure con-
sistency and comparability between countries in assess-
ing progress. Updating of NAPs could take place every 5 
or 10 years depending on the level of ambition, coupled 
with an attempt to progressively scale up activities in each 
successive round. Existing work, including integrated na-
tional programmes, SAICM implementation plans and 
national profiles, should be strategically evaluated, to un-
derstand lessons learned for the development of a NAP 
mechanism for the implementation of the objectives and 
milestones in the Beyond-2020 Framework.  

• In line with the multi-sectoral and multi-stakeholder 
character of SAICM, other relevant stakeholders, includ-
ing individual organizations from industry or civil society, 
should be encouraged to develop plans that outline con-
crete activities for their stakeholders towards the imple-
mentation of the objectives and milestones. This would 
more clearly define roles and responsibilities, including 
areas of shared responsibility and possible collaboration, 
and would foster broader ownership and catalyze action 
in the UN-system and among all relevant stakeholders, 
including major downstream industry sectors that use 
chemicals in their products. This should be complement-
ed with multi-stakeholder partnerships and joint strate-
gic policy development to ensure collaboration across dif-
ferent constituencies.  

3.3 Reporting 
Current situation in SAICM 

In 2009, ICCM2 adopted modalities for reporting under 
SAICM that consists of 20 indicators to review progress to-
wards the 2020 goal. Reporting is carried out approximately 
every three years and, to date, two reporting rounds have 
been completed. In addition, the Global Plan of Action 
(GPA) includes 273 activities with associated indicators, but 

these activities are commonly not reported and followed-
up. The indicators were adopted with the understanding 
that additional indicators need to be developed to assess 
the effectiveness of the efforts undertaken, such as levels of 
chemicals in environmental and human media, but no such 
indicators have been developed to date (SAICM 2009b).

A critical weakness of the main indicator framework and 
many of the GPA indicators is that they measure more the 
existence of certain mechanisms at the national level than 
their actual implementation and enforcement (Senuagwa 
and Persson 2014). All 20 main indicators begin with ‘The 
number of…’ which provides quantifiable information but 
fails to accurately reflect actual progress and gaps in imple-
mentation (IPEN 2015). The latest progress report shows 
that LDCs and other low-income countries were report-
ing fewer activities overall compared to the first reporting 
period, whereas lower middle-income and higher-income 
countries were reporting more activities. However, this 
does not provide an accurate picture of progress of trends, 
as reporting on activities does not translate directly to 
progress, demonstrating clearly the problems of the current 
reporting format. There is growing awareness that current 
indicators are ineffective in assessing progress; as a result 
several initiatives have been set up to tackle the problem 
(Senuagwa and Persson 2014). 

In 2015, the IOMC proposed the introduction of a set of in-
dicators that would help relevant IOMC organizations to 
track progress in 10 areas by analyzing data from verifiable 
sources and for which global data are available (SAICM 
2015a). The proposed set of indicators is applicable for eight 
out of eleven basic elements of the Overall Orientation and 
Guidelines document. The indicators are in use, and are 
published on the IOMC website. The data will be provided 
by IOMC to the SAICM secretariat to supplement the prog-
ress report.

Lessons learned from other instruments 

Analyzing and processing the information contained in na-
tional reports is essential to determine if countries have es-
tablished the institutional, technical, and regulatory frame-
works that will contribute to the solution of environmental 
problems. To this end, reporting has emerged as a critical 
function in international environmental instruments. All 
four analyzed instruments have developed detailed report-
ing procedures, with the UNFCCC having the most exten-
sive procedures. Online reporting tools are frequently used 
for submitting national reports under all instruments.

The interval for reporting varies greatly between the differ-
ent instruments. The Stockholm Convention and the CBD 
have a reporting interval of four years, whereas reporting 
under the UNFCCC is every four years for national com-
munications (NCs) and every two years for biennial reports 
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(BRs) and biennial update reports (BURs). The voluntary 
national reviews (VNRs) under the HLPF follows a less 
strict reporting schedule; countries are required to report 
at least twice during 2015-2030. However, some countries 
(including Finland) have decided to follow a stricter report-
ing schedule and provide VNR reports every four years to 
honor the four-year cycle of the HLPF. In general, the re-
porting schedule is linked to the meeting schedule of the 
given instrument, but a four-year reporting cycle seems to 
be the most common, as it usually encompasses the period 
between three governing body meetings. 

The reporting formats place varying emphasis on open-
ended versus multiple-choice questions in the instruments. 
The reporting under the CBD consists largely of open-end-
ed questions, resulting in a descriptive analysis of progress, 
which significantly weakens comparability between coun-
tries and across time. This also affects the follow-up of the 
Aichi Biodiversity Targets, since there are no standards or 
methodology for countries to report on. Reporting under 
the Stockholm Convention is focused on multiple-choice 
questions that provides information of trends over time 
and between countries. The VNRs of the 2030 agenda con-
stitute the most open reporting format, since only general 
guidelines have been prepared to support consistency and 
comparability of reporting, which provides countries great 
freedom about what to report. In this sense, the VNRs form 
a self-assessment tool rather than a mechanism to measure 
overall progress, as information cannot properly be drawn 
together from the national reports to see trends over time. 
Nevertheless, a unique feature of VNRs is that the role of 
civil society, private sector, and other stakeholders empha-
sized. To this end, many governments have included stake-
holders’ views and actions in their VNRs – both in written 
reports and in oral presentations at the HLPF.

The average reporting rate varies across the instruments, 
ranging from 44% (Stockholm Convention and UNFCCC) to 
75% (CBD). However, all three conventions have seen major 
improvements in reporting rates over time; in particular, 
the latest reporting rates for CBD (97%) and UNFCCC (70%) 
have been considerably high. It is worth noticing that the 
latest reporting rate for developed countries is significantly 
higher than for developing countries. For example, 100% 
of developed countries have submitted the sixth national 
communication of the UNFCCC, and 80% have submitted 
the third national report of the Stockholm Convention. To 
this end, reporting seems to be a challenge explicitly to 
developing countries. The GEF supports reporting in de-
veloping countries for UNFCCC (500 000 USD for national 
communications and 352 000 USD for biennial update re-
ports) and CBD (NBSAPs development and national report-
ing jointly normally for 220 000 USD). However, reporting 
under the Stockholm Convention is not supported by GEF 
funding, since funding is confined to NIP preparation. This 

could at least partly explain the lower level of reporting for 
the Stockholm Convention. 

Reporting under HLPF is not directly comparable with 
reporting under MEAs. The open-ended nature of the 
VNRs and the lack of a common reporting cycle creates 
an entirely different reporting ambience characterized by 
creativity, in comparison to regular and more structured 
reporting under MEAs. However, the limited number of 
national reports that are published and discussed every 
year in the HLPF creates more pressure among countries 
to succeed in reporting. Arguably, the fact that the VNRs 
are introduced and discussed among other member states 
and observers encourages countries to put more effort into 
reporting. However, the open-ended structure can also re-
sult in the provision of selective information to portray a 
more positive than realistic picture of progress. To this end, 
open-ended reporting should be coupled with peer review 
to ensure that it shows a realistic picture of progress both in 
terms of achievements and implementation gaps. 

Reasons for complying with national reporting obligations 
under various international environmental instruments is 
still to a large extent unclear, as this topic has received rela-
tively little academic interest. The first comprehensive as-
sessment of national reporting among selected MEAs was 
carried out by the Center for Governance and Sustainability 
of the University of Massachusetts Boston, which resulted 
in the development of the Environmental Conventions 
Index (ECI). The assessment has identified some factors 
that affect the reporting rate. To this end, there is much to 
learn, in particular, from the Ramsar Convention on Wet-
lands, which has an average reporting rate of 86%—one of 
the highest among MEAs despite the large number of ques-
tions. The high reporting rate and ontime reporting is ex-
plained by the Ramsar Secretariat´s support and active en-
gagement through a network of regional focal points. Also, 
reporting has been encouraged by the secretary-general´s 
report on progress, which synthesizes information from 
national reports, showing parties that reporting matters. 
In other words, countries are more likely to report if they 
understand that information contained in their national 
reports will be used to assess overall progress. 

Recommendations for the Beyond-2020 framework 

• An indicator framework needs to be developed to support 
the effective review of the objectives and milestones un-
der the Beyond-2020 Framework. To this end, a specific 
expert working group could be created for the formula-
tion of indicators, and a multi-stakeholder partnership 
consisting of IOMC organizations and other stakeholders 
could be established for follow-up.  

• National reporting needs to be developed by formulating 
indicators so that they provide information on how es-
tablished mechanisms or institutional strategies are used 
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(instead of measuring merely their existence). The report-
ing format needs to be simple and rely mainly on quantita-
tive information to help measure progress over time and 
across regions. In addition, specific indicators could be 
developed to assess the effectiveness of the measures (e.g., 
levels of chemicals in environmental and human media). 

• All relevant indicators for chemicals and waste found in 
the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (in par-
ticular regarding SDGs 3.9, 6.3, 12.4, 12.5 and 14.1) should 
be incorporated with the indicator framework for the Be-
yond-2020 Framework. This will help align the objectives 
and milestones with the follow-up of the 2030 agenda. 

 

3.4 Review and monitoring 
Current situation in SAICM 

SAICM does not have a review mechanism to assess individ-
ual reports, although it would provide countries with useful 
feedback on progress. Instead, the SAICM secretariat com-
piles a collective global progress report every three years, 
based on the twenty indicators from the submitted stake-
holder reports that provides data on regional differences. 
The first progress report covered 2009-2010 and the second 
progress report 2011-2013. The first reporting round received 
108 responses from 78 governments, 11 IGOs, and 19 NGOs, 
whereas the second reporting round received 85 responses 
from 68 governments, 5 IGOs, and 12 NGOs. The average re-
porting rate by governments has been 40%, the same level for 
conventions in the chemicals and waste cluster.

ICCM4 asked the secretariat to develop a third progress 
report including achievements, strengths, and weaknesses 
for 2014–2016 and an analysis of the twenty indicators of 
progress for consideration by the third meeting of the Open-
ended Working Group (OEWG3). ICCM4 also directed the 
OEWG3 to consider a report for the period 2017–2019 for 
review by ICCM5.

Lessons learned from other instruments 

Review represents an opportunity to provide transparency 
of state behavior as well as a mechanism for mutual learn-
ing about successful policies and possibilities for develop-
ment, thereby enhancing trust, cooperation, and steward-
ship (Ulloa et al. 2018). This analysis shows that review 
mechanisms are not constrained to legally binding instru-
ments but are also common practice in voluntary frame-
works. In fact, review has proven to be an indispensable 
feature of governance frameworks and thus is becoming 
common practice in multilateral processes. 

Review mechanisms take various forms and should be al-
ways designed with a clear understanding of what needs 

to be reviewed, as well as who should be responsible for 
carrying out the reviews and for what purposes. Introduc-
ing a review process can entail increased costs to a regime 
but is often based on voluntary participation of experts, 
helping to keep costs at minimum. Review mechanisms 
can be grouped in two main categories: individual reviews 
(country-specific) and collective reviews (regional or global 
scope). 

Individual reviews 

The UNFCCC has most advanced individual review mecha-
nism through its compulsory measurement, reporting, and 
verification (MRV) system, since it is based on reviews of 
national reports that result in country-specific reports that 
are discussed by all parties in dedicated sessions. Further-
more, the MRV is complemented by the technical expert re-
view (TER) system outlined in the Paris Agreement, which 
extends the scope of reviews to include NDCs. 

The CBD has recently made progress towards the develop-
ment of a voluntary peer review (VPR) mechanism, which 
is now in a pilot phase. Unlike the MRV it is voluntary in na-
ture, but that does not de facto represent a weakness, since 
it plays the same function as MRV and allows for learning 
and capacity building over time. The VPR also differs from 
MRV in that the former is carried out by peers (CBD focal 
points and other experts directly involved in the conven-
tions) and the latter by external technical experts (Ulloa et 
al. 2018). To this end, VPRs function not only for evaluation 
but also for peer learning. 

A weakness of the individual review processes under the 
UNFCCC and CBD is that neither provides a role for civil 
society organizations, since the review is undertaken solely 
by government-appointed representatives. Though not dis-
cussed in this report, the universal periodic review of the 
United Nations Human Rights Council is of interest, as it 
appears to have a more comprehensive review process 
through giving a formal role to CSOs in the review of states’ 
performance (Ulloa et al. 2018). 

Collective reviews 

The Paris Agreement includes a new innovative feature – a 
global stocktake every five years to assess collective prog-
ress drawing on national reviews and other sources of in-
formation to inform the development of NDCs to ensure 
progression over time. The global stocktake has two phases 
planned, starting with extensive analysis drawing from 
various sources of information to determine to what degree 
action corresponds with the goals. Following this will be a 
political phase consisting of ministerial-level discussions. 
The global stocktake is still under development, so it is  
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impossible to assess its effectiveness, but it has inspired dis-
cussions for the development of collective review in other 
international instruments. 

The Stockholm Convention includes a unique effectiveness 
evaluation that provides a feasible model for considering 
how to carry out collective review. This evaluation has been 
carried out by a committee consisting of parties and other 
experts every eight years and has provided valuable infor-
mation to cost-effectively assess performance. The Global 
Biodiversity Outlook, prepared by the CBD secretariat, pro-
vides another feasible option, since it is directly linked to 
the follow-up on the Aichi Biodiversity Targets. Both mod-
els draw information from reporting, national action plans 
and other sources (including monitoring data), but differ in 
that the Stockholm Convention´s effectiveness evaluation 
is run mainly by parties and the Global Biodiversity Outlook 
by the secretariat. 

The review of the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development 
represents perhaps the most independent form of review; 
its Global Sustainable Development Report is to be carried 
out by a committee of fifteen scientists and supported by 
an UN inter-agency taskforce. However, the first report has 
not yet been published, making it difficult to evaluate its 
performance.

In conclusion, the development of a possible individual re-
view mechanism should be based on provision of feedback 
and mutual learning – as opposed to a stricter assessment 
of individual country performance or a ‘naming-and-sham-
ing’ approach. In other words, the development of a pos-
sible review mechanism should be focused on constructive 
criticism following a ‘naming-and-acclaiming’ approach. 
This could help states to overcome the political reserva-
tions to engage in accountability dynamics. 

Recommendations for the Beyond-2020 Framework

A review mechanism provides the opportunity for con-
structive learning and is important for effective governance 
by strengthening accountability and enhancing implemen-
tation, thus, constituting a highly beneficial element for the 
Beyond-2020 Framework. In line with examples from other 
governance frameworks, the review mechanism could con-
sist of two basic elements: collective progress reviews (A) 
complemented by individual stakeholder reviews (B).

A: Collective progress reviews 

1) Secretariat´s collective progress report  
At minimum, the secretariat´s collective progress 
report, which synthesizes the reporting data from 
stakeholder reports, should continue to regularly 
inform stakeholders of its progress. This report could 

be supplemented with information harvested from 
other sources (e.g., BRSM, ILO and International Health 
Regulation) that are easily available to fill data gaps and 
solidify the analysis. 

2) Collective global stocktake 
More ambitiously, a collective global stocktake of the 
implementation of National Action Plans and other 
stakeholder plans, and other data by an independent 
review body or the secretariat, could provide construc-
tive feedback into international decision-making. 
Based on global stocktaking reports, stakeholders 
could redefine objectives and milestones contained in 
the Beyond-2020 Framework over time. In this way, the 
framework would remain a ‘living’ dynamic instrument 
for global cooperation. It should draw from various 
sources including national reports, NAPs and the 
clearing-house mechanism. The global stocktake could 
take many forms, based on models such as: 
• the two-phased approach of the Paris Agreement, con-

sisting first of a technical analysis of the sufficiency of 
existing efforts and then a political phase to provoke 
shared political understanding;

• the Stockholm Convention, which has undertaken pe-
riodic effectiveness evaluations to determine how well 
it has done in achieving its objectives, led by a small 
committee representing both appointed parties and 
other experts;

• the Global Sustainable Development Report (GSDR) of 
the HLPF, which is led by an UN inter-agency taskforce, 
supplemented by a small number of appointed scien-
tific experts; 

• the Global Biodiversity Outlook, which gives the secre-
tariat responsibility for review. This model could build 
on UNEP´s Global Chemicals Outlook by designat-
ing it as the formal follow-up mechanism for the Be-
yond-2020 Framework.

The secretariat’s progress report and the global stocktake 
are not mutually exclusive approaches. For example, they 
could be adjusted so that the secretariat´s progress report 
would be prepared more frequently (every 3-4 years), where-
as the global stocktake would provide a more comprehen-
sive analysis less frequently (every 5-10 years). The intervals 
of the collective reviews would naturally depend on the in-
terval of the governing body that is to be determined. For 
instance, a two-year interval of the governing body could 
mean that the secretariat´s progress report is prepared ev-
ery four years and the global stocktake every eight years. 
Nevertheless, the global stocktake should be timed primar-
ily to inform updating of the objectives and milestones and 
the revision of national action plans. 
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B: Individual stakeholder reviews

Individual stakeholder reviews could be launched on an ex-
ploratory basis, including two elements: voluntary national 
reviews and other voluntary stakeholder reviews. 

Voluntary national reviews
• Voluntary independent expert reviews ( following the 

model of the UNFCCC) would enable governments to 
appoint independent expert review teams to conduct 
country reviews, but input could also be welcomed 
from other stakeholders to ensure procedural equity. 

• VPRs ( following the model of the CBD) would provide 
interested governments the chance to review country 
performance as peers (rather than through the ap-
pointment independent expert review teams). 

Other voluntary stakeholder reviews 
• Voluntary national reviews could be complemented by 

reviews of other stakeholders, either individually or by 
sector. 

The development of individual stakeholder reviews could 
start by developing a draft methodology for voluntary na-
tional reviews and other voluntary stakeholder reviews and 
then asking interested countries and other stakeholders 
to pilot it. This would provide valuable information about 
possible adoption of the voluntary review process and, if 
adopted, enable interested countries to sign up for review.

3.5 Mechanism for scientific support 
Current situation in SAICM 

One of the functions of SAICM, as set out in paragraph 24k 
of the Overarching Policy Strategy, is to promote informa-
tion exchange and scientific cooperation. Science is par-
ticularly important to the implementation of the Strategic 
Approach with respect to risk reduction, knowledge and 
information, and capacity-building and technical coopera-
tion (SAICM 2009c).

SAICM includes an important feature that aims to bring 
emerging challenges based on scientific evidence to the at-
tention of governments and other stakeholders: a mecha-
nism allowing individual stakeholders to bring proposals 
for addressing new emerging policy issues for the consider-
ation of the sessions of the ICCM, as outlined in paragraph 
24j of the OPS. The modalities for considering emerging 
policy issues are set out in the annex to ICCM resolution 
II/4, which states that emerging policy issues need to be 
submitted 18 months before the conference session. Pro-
ponents need to provide information why an issue is con-
sidered an emerging policy issue based on current level of 
scientific information about significant adverse effects on 
human health and/or the environment. The emerging pol-
icy issues are usually taken up by the IOMC organizations 
(without any additional funding being provided). For some 
emerging policy issues, a working group was established 
that included technical experts from governments and 
other stakeholders to develop a work plan on the issue. To 
date, ICCM has recognized six emerging policy issues and 
two issues of concern. 

BOX 9: Global Chemicals Outlook

In 2012, the first edition of the Global Chemicals Outlook (GCO) was published, providing a comprehensive assessment of the 
trends and changes affecting the production and use of chemicals, their health and environmental effects, economic implica-
tions, and policy options throughout their life cycle. The report was prepared to give policy advice aimed at meeting the 2020 goal 
and focused particularly on the economic aspects of chemicals management and the challenges and opportunities facing devel-
oping countries. The first GCO report was compiled by UNEP. It did not significantly influence decision-making under SAICM. 
While published in advance of ICCM3 in 2012, the meeting´s resolutions made no reference to the report. ICCM4 refers twice 
to the GCO in Res. IV/4 concerning the intersessional process, nothing that the GCO shows an increase in chemical production 
and use worldwide continuing beyond 2020. In a separate paragraph, ICCM 4 requested the independent evaluation of SAICM 
to use GCO as one source of information

In 2013, UNEP´s Governing Council welcomed the GCO report and its Synthesis Report for Decision Makers and requested 
UNEP to continue to work on the GCO, particularly in areas where data were found to be lacking or inadequate, with a view to 
developing a tool for assessing progress towards the achievement of the sound management of chemicals and hazardous waste, 
including the 2020 goal (decision 27/11). In 2016, UNEA provided additional guidance for the updating of the GCO and requested, 
inter alia, to address SAICM emerging policy issues and other issues where evidence indicates a risk to human health and the 
environment, develop options for the implementation of relevant SDGs, and to complete the report by the end of 2018 (Res. 2/7). 
The second edition of the GCO will address key management topics considered relevant for chemicals and waste management 
beyond 2020, which were developed using a back-casting approach.



To date, experience in addressing the five emerging policy 
issues in SAICM has demonstrated that they tend to be 
most successful when resources are made available and 
when activities are mapped to the needs set out by stake-
holders. Arguably, the EPI nomination process has had 
some success in raising awareness of emerging issues, but 
it lacks proper monitoring, and accountability of follow-up 
actions is weak. 

While the ICCM has not directly engaged in the prepara-
tion of scientific assessments, several IOMC organizations 
have supported SAICM priorities by preparing scientific as-
sessments on an ad hoc basis. Arguably most important is 
UNEP´s Global Chemicals Outlook (Box 9). In 2012, UNEP 
and WHO produced a report on the state of endocrine-dis-
rupting chemicals (UNEP & WHO 2012). Other examples 
include reports from OECD on nanomaterials; from FAO on 
highly hazardous pesticides; from UNEP on lead, mercury 
and cadmium; and from WHO on public health impacts of 
chemicals.

Despite having a stakeholder-driven process to address new 
challenges on an evidential basis, SAICM does not rely on a 
permanent internal or external mechanism for exchange 
of views between the scientific community and policy-
makers. In other words, SAICM lacks a subsidiary scientific 
body and is not serviced by any independent scientific body 
to facilitate joint construction of knowledge with the aim 
of enriching decision-making. In practice this means that 
there is no mechanism to provide early warning for emerg-
ing policy issues or follow up. More broadly, scientific sup-
port in the day-to-day business of SAICM relies largely on 
IOMC organizations, with limited if any additional funding 
to carry out tasks allotted to them. The GCO exhibits prom-
ise as a comprehensive new approach to assessing progress 
towards the 2020 goal. 

To this end, decision-making is not supported by timely sci-
entific data that can result in a significant time lag between 
the scientific recognition of new problems and action taken 
to deal with them. In fact, an analysis of major pollution ar-
eas shows a considerable time lag between the emergence 
and availability of scientific knowledge on pollution issues 
and policy action: lead, DDT, PCBs and asbestos are some of 
the toxic chemicals for which governments have responded 
extremely slowly to scientific evidence of their detrimen-
tal impacts on human health and the environment (UNEP 
2017b). Deferred action induces higher costs, since it is far 
more cost-effective to invest in prevention of emerging en-
vironmental problems than to attempt to manage them 
once they have escalated into serious global threats (UNEP 
2017b).

In summary, the challenge is not lack of science, but lack 
of a science-policy nexus to induce dialogue between the 

scientific community and policymakers. The added value 
of a science-policy interface is to keep decision-makers in-
formed with timely and policy-relevant information that 
will enable then to build a responsive and dynamic regime. 
This should take place at both global and national levels, 
though this study focuses on the global level. The premise 
is that actions taken globally will need to be reflected at the 
national level. 

Lessons learned from other instruments 

The role of science in global governance has changed since 
the 1980s toward greater institutionalization of scientific in-
put into global policy fora, often through globally organized 
assessments or scientific bodies (Gupta et al. 2012). Follow-
ing this trend, all the analyzed regimes have institutional-
ized scientific input into their governance frameworks. Sci-
entific bodies can be categorized broadly into two groups: 
1) internal/subsidiary bodies that have formalized their 
relationship to the scientific community within their own 
structures, and 2) external bodies that are independent in 
their scientific analysis but service one or several normative 
regime. These are not mutually exclusive approaches, and 
regimes can benefit from both. These entities have been de-
veloped to meet various needs and therefore vary greatly in 
scope and structure; there is no ‘one-type-fits-all’ solution 
to the question of which is the most effective science-policy 
interface (Koetz et al. 2008). Salience, credibility, and legiti-
macy have been identified as key qualities for achieving sci-
entific authority (Mitchell et al. 2006) (Box 10).
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BOX 10: Key qualities for achieving scientific 
authority in science-based initiatives

 Salience (directly relevant to the needs of users) 
derives from: 1) the comprehensive and integrated 
nature of their products, 2) the independent na-
ture of scientific advice, and 3) the application of a 
solution-oriented approach.

 Credibility (based on authoritative and convinc-
ing information and analysis) derives from 1) the 
application of peer review, 2) the credentials of in-
dividual members, and 3) the number of scientific 
entities involved. 

 Legitimacy (enjoys endorsement of the main tar-
get audience) derives from 1) representation of 
various scientific fields and consideration of geo-
graphical and gender balance; 2) formal recogni-
tion by the UN system; and 3) participation of non-
academic actors.

 Source: van de Hel and Biermann 2017. 
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Subsidiary scientific bodies constitute the main form of 
scientific support in the examined instruments. In general, 
their design ranges from loose ad hoc arrangements with 
few formalized instructions and irregular meeting sched-
ules to standing committees with detailed rules for par-
ticipation and work procedures that meet at set intervals 
(Mitchell et al. 2006). All the analyzed international instru-
ments have formalized their relationship to the scientific 
community within their own structures. The Global Sus-
tainable Development Report (GSDR) is designed to ser-
vice the follow-up and review function of the HLPF through 
an innovative hybrid model consisting of 15 scientists ap-
pointed by the UN secretary-general assisted by a UN inter-
agency task force. The Persistent Organic Pollutants Review 
Committee (POP-RC) constitutes a committee of 31 COP-
appointed scientific experts mandated to specifically help 
identify chemicals for listing under the Stockholm Conven-
tion. The subsidiary scientific and technical bodies of the 
CBD (SBSTTA) and UNFCCC (SBSTA) work through open-
ended meetings with high participation from both scien-
tists and governmental experts, but these meetings are 
often characterized by strong political features focusing on 
negotiating draft decisions in preparation for subsequent 
meetings of the COPs (Koetz et al. 2008).

It is worthwhile noting that the CBD SBSTTA relies on ad 
hoc technical expert assessments authored by small groups 
of scientists on topics outlined by the COPs. This provides 
a useful model for chemicals and waste. Although not cov-
ered in this report, UNEP´s Global Mercury Assessment 
provides a valuable example of a thematic approach to as-
sessments: it has been able to strengthen the scientific ba-
sis of sources, releases, and emissions of mercury and thus 
significantly contributed to the development of the Mina-
mata Convention on Mercury (UNEP 2002, UNEP 2008, and 
UNEP 2013). 

Independent scientific bodies form a special category in 
science-policy interfaces. The CBD and UNFCCC/PA are 
supported by external intergovernmental science-policy 
interfaces (IPBES and IPCC) that respond to enquiries for 
scientific or technical information from various COPs. Ar-
guably, the independent nature of these bodies brings au-
thority and scientific credibility that can help to solidify the 
regimes over time. IPBES and IPCC have many functional 
similarities. Most importantly, they include procedures to 
ensure a politico-scientific consensus, providing a strong 
basis for negotiations in respective regimes that they ser-
vice. In this regard, a report’s summary for policy-makers 
constitutes a key feature, because it is approved line-by-line 
by governments. A guiding principle is that reports should 
be policy relevant but not policy prescriptive. Both mecha-
nisms produce a variety of products, including periodic 
global assessments reports featuring status and trends, 
reports on specific thematic issues, and technical reports 

such as methodological guidelines. Both mechanisms oper-
ate with an annual budget of approximately 5 million USD, 
but actual authorship is largely carried out by scientists on 
a voluntary basis. 

While not part of the analysis, the Montreal Protocol, 
through its three subsidiary assessment panels, provides an 
interesting reference point. The Scientific Assessment Pan-
el (SAP), Environmental Effects Assessment Panel (EEAP), 
and Technology and Economics Assessment Panel (TEAP) 
carry out a periodic assessment at least every four years, 
and the key findings of the panels are synthesized into a 
short report. The SAP consists of scientific steering com-
mittee with eight members (including four co-chairs) and 
hundreds of scientists that assess the status of the ozone 
layer and bring emerging scientific issues of importance to 
the attention of the meetings of the parties. Through inde-
pendent technical and scientific information, these panels 
have helped the parties reach informed decisions to suc-
cessfully phase out ozone-depleting substances and help 
the ozone layer recover (UNEP 2017).

Against this backdrop, the Beyond-2020 Framework could 
significantly benefit from a science-policy interface. Key 
considerations for the development of a scientific body in-
clude identification of key functions, determining if mem-
bership is open-ended or restricted, and deciding if it is 
independent or subsidiary in relation to the framework. 
The development of a scientific body should include careful 
consideration to ensure salience, credibility, and legitimacy 
of its work. In this context, the procedure for nominating 
scientists is very important, as are the processes for ensur-
ing technical adequacy, such as peer review. Combining 
natural scientists with economists, political scientists, and 
social scientists is important (UNEP 2017c). 

Recommendations for the Beyond-2020 Framework 

Considering the magnitude of problems linked to toxic 
chemicals and waste, their potential risks to human health 
and the environment, and the imminent emergence of new 
threats, clearly the science-policy interface needs to be con-
sidered as part of the overall governance of the Beyond-2020 
Framework. Possible gaps in evidence or in the productive 
exchange of information through a science-policy inter-
face often means that desired outcomes are unlikely to be 
achieved. The preparation of a gap study of existing sci-
ence-policy interfaces in the sphere of chemicals and waste 
management would provide useful information helping to 
identify possible missing functions and solutions to address 
them. To this end, political commitment for developing a 
science-policy interface should be signaled in ICCM5, but 
details could be agreed through a separate process, with a 
goal of reaching agreement on the interface by 2025. 
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The following options represent a growing level of ambition 
to enhance the science-policy interface. The options are not 
mutually exclusive. 

1) Enhancing links with existing science-policy interfaces 
• Existing scientific processes and platforms already 

dealing with chemicals and waste could be given a 
more formal status to function as a science-policy in-
terface for the Beyond-2020 Framework. This could in-
clude, inter alia, the Global Chemicals Outlook and the 
Global Waste Management Outlook.

• Existing scientific processes and platforms that oper-
ate in areas that have links to chemicals and waste, 
but do not cover them directly, could be used more 
efficiently to address chemicals and waste in their as-
sessments. This could include, for instance, UNEP´s 
International Resources Panel (IRP) that has already 
up taken work on metals, and the Intergovernmental 
science-policy Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 
Services (IPBES). 

2) Institutionalizing scientific input in the Beyond-2020 
Framework
• Ad hoc expert groups could be established to prepare 

focused thematic reports at the request of the govern-
ing body to inform its subsequent sessions. This would 
provide the possibility to review emerging policy issues 
or address other issues of interest to stakeholders on 
a case-by-case basis. The number of issues to be re-
viewed in each session of the governing body could be 
limited to just a few, to allow for focused discussions.  

• A small subsidiary scientific advisory body could be es-
tablished to help enhance interaction between the sci-
entific community and policy makers and thus achieve 
more timely and evidence-based decision-making. Its 
functions could include bringing emerging scientific is-
sues to the attention of stakeholders and/or reviewing 
progress towards achieving objectives and milestones. 
Functions could also include responding to requests 
for information on specific technical or scientific top-
ics, such as preparation of guidelines or development 
and revision of indicators. Its structure could resemble 
the Montreal Protocol´s Scientific Assessment Panel. 

3) Strengthening the science-policy interface through an 
external body 
• An independent scientific advisory body, with a fixed 

number of permanent members and a roster of experts 
who could be called upon for specific purposes, could 
increase scientific credibility and provide independent 
support for stocktaking. This body could be supported 
by an UN inter-agency task force to facilitate network-
ing with civil society and the private sector. 

• An independent intergovernmental science-policy in-
terface with open-ended participation could be estab-
lished to ensure the production of authoritative and 
scientifically credible reports, following procedures to 
achieve politico-scientific consensus, following the ex-
amples of IPBES and IPCC. 



4 What could the new framework look like? 
This report has shown that SAICM has critical weaknesses 
in several examined functions. These include lack of time-
bound and measurable objectives and milestones; a NAP 
mechanism that lacks strategic focus; a weak reporting and 
review mechanism; and absence of a formal mechanism to 
provide scientific support. This section presents a coherent 
governance model for the Beyond-2020 Framework that 
aims to specifically address these shortcomings by incor-
porating useful features from the analyzed international 
regimes to improve legitimacy, accountability, institution-
alization, responsiveness, and aspiration. 

4.1 Cooperative framework for action 
A Cooperative Framework for Action on Sound Manage-
ment of Chemicals and Waste is proposed here to address 
institutional gaps by creating a governance structure that 
specifically encourages active, results-based implementa-
tion, includes a follow-up mechanism to assess implemen-
tation, and provides an effective interface for constructive 
dialogue with the scientific community to enable govern-
ments to make informed decisions. One strength of SA-
ICM is its capability to convene stakeholders and catalyze 
action, which has been accepted as the starting point for 
the Framework; thus it is intended to create a joint commit-
ment of key sectors (environment, health, agriculture, labor, 
industry, development, finance etc.) and relevant stake-
holders, including major downstream industry sectors that 
use chemicals in their products. Hence, this proposal pro-
vides a model for a governance framework that will focus 
on national implementation, will provide for continuous 
progress review through collective- and self-assessment, 
and will involve pathways for the readjustment of objec-
tives and actions. The proposed governance mechanism is 
contemporary and forward-looking in its inclusivity, self-
learning, and iterative in design.

The development of a new framework requires careful 
consideration, and all components need to be carefully 
weighed to find a balanced outcome. Arguably, measurable 
objectives and milestones form the heart of the new frame-
work, since they provide aspirational guidance for imple-
mentation and are inherently linked to other functions, 
providing more meaningfulness. Most importantly, NAPs 
provide for prospective policy-planning to identify actions 
and engage stakeholders and, ultimately, institutionalize 
the implementation of the framework at the national level. 
Furthermore, reporting is needed for retrospective self-
evaluation, helping to measure progress over time. To this 
end, NAPs and reporting form key supportive components 

that go hand-in-hand with measurable objectives and mile-
stones, which need to be agreed as a matter of priority to 
fully operationalize the framework (Figure 4).  

The full model for the proposed framework is illustrated 
in Figure 5, drawing on best practices from other inter-
national regimes. Any of the functions can be adjusted or 
remodeled as necessary to suit the needs and interests of 
stakeholders. In line with existing procedures of SAICM, the 
Cooperative Framework could consist of a governing body 
that convenes governments and stakeholders to make deci-
sions and a secretariat that provides support for organiza-
tion of meetings and production of documents. The vision, 
objectives, and milestones would guide the development 
of NAPs by governments, in cooperation with relevant na-
tional stakeholders. NAPs could be complemented by other 
stakeholder plans by UN bodies and other relevant global 
and regional actors. The action plans could be updated ev-
ery ten years (or every five if needed) with the goal of scal-
ing up activities in each round. Reporting would be carried 
out regularly to assess progress. Interested countries could 
be encouraged to take part in voluntary national reviews, 
focusing on reviewing NAPs and national reports. Reviews 
could be conducted to assess other stakeholder plans. In 
addition, a collective global stocktake could be carried out 
every five to ten years to assess overall progress to inform 
the updating of national action plans, ensuring progres-
sion over time, and helping to revise the objectives and 
milestones in 2030. The science-policy could include many 
functions, such as providing early warning, responding to 
specific requests for scientific and technical information, 
supporting development and revision of indicators of prog-
ress, and providing support to the global stocktake.
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Objectives 
and 

milestones 
NAPs Reporting

Prospective
policy-planning  

Retrospective 
evaluation 

Figure 4. The measurable objectives and milestones form 
the foundation of the framework, but require both prospec-
tive and retrospective tools to ensure their effective opera-
tionalization and follow-up.
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4.2 The first decade of the Cooperative Framework 
2020-2030 
Careful institutional design will help to craft a framework 
that is coherent and supports effective decision-making. 
Figure 5 illustrates how the meetings of the governing body, 
the reporting schedule, the secretariat´s collective progress 
report, and the global stocktake could be adjusted coher-
ently. First, it is important to align the reporting schedule 
with meetings of the governing body so that reporting takes 
place between the meetings of the governing body. This will 
give the secretariat time to synthesize the information and 
give the governing body a progress report. 

Countries could be asked to submit their first NAPs before 
2025 to allow enough time to coordinate at the national lev-
el, secure sufficient funding, and recruit participants. NAPs 

could be submitted every five or ten years depending on the 
level of ambition. The global stocktake could take place in 
2029 to ensure sufficiency of information on implementa-
tion. The first global stocktake could not only inform the 
meeting of the governing body in 2030, but also the HLPF, to 
assess progress in achieving the SDGs and to provide neces-
sary information for revising the sustainable development 
agenda after the 2030 meeting. 

Consideration also needs to be given to harmonizing the 
meetings of the governing body with the meetings of the 
COPs of the BRS and Minamata Conventions, as well as ses-
sions of the UNEA and the World Health Assembly (WHA). 
In this context, special consideration needs to be given to 
creating a fruitful interaction of the governing body with 
the WHA and UNEA. 
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Figure 5. Some best practices of analyzed functions from other international instruments for the new framework,  
showing their mutual interlinkages. 
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4.3 Financial considerations 
The formulation of a new framework for sound manage-
ment of chemicals and waste needs to give due consider-
ation to financial resources. This includes looking into both 
funding the effective operation of the secretariat and de-
ploying adequate financial resources to support developing 
countries. The cost of inaction should also be included. 

The secretariat plays an important role in convening stake-
holders regularly, providing necessary support for govern-
ments, and producing requested meeting documents. To 
date, SAICM has received voluntary contributions from 18 
entities, including 15 countries, the European Commission, 
UNEP, and the International Council of Chemical Associa-
tions (ICCA). Consequently, SAICM operates with an an-
nual budget of 1.3 million USD to fund six secretariat staff 
members. The presented functions could entail an increase 
in the budget, so that the secretariat would be allocated a 
support function for NAP development (if not externalized 
to specialized bodies). In addition, the possible creation of 
a subsidiary scientific body would bring costs through the 
preparation of requested scientific documents and organi-
zation of meetings. To this end, it will be fundamental to 
broaden current level of funding of SAICM by attracting 
new donors.

The delivery of time-bound objectives and milestones will 
undoubtedly require additional resources from both do-
mestic and international sources. NAP development will 
play an important role in helping to better deploy domes-
tic resources and to design policies and financial incen-
tives to attract new revenues. UNEP´s integrated approach 
to financing for the sound management of chemicals and 
waste forms a crucial instrument to boost national action, 
since it consists of three mutually reinforcing components: 
mainstreaming, industry involvement, and external financ-
ing. Furthermore, the development of a resource mobiliza-
tion strategy will be necessary to mobilize sufficient action 
from all sources, including the private sector, NGOs, foun-
dations, academia, international financial institutions, UN 
organizations, funds and programmes, non-ODA public 
funding, South-South cooperation initiatives, and techni-
cal cooperation. IGOs have an important role to play, and 
system-wide contributions to support sound management 
of chemicals and waste should be broadened and deepened 
by continuing to fully mobilize the IOMC organizations. 

Official development assistance (ODA) forms an important 
stream of funding for activities in developing countries. 
Box 11 shows existing instruments financed with ODA 
funding that are in place to support SAICM activities. The 
delivery of enabling activities (NAP development and re-

2024 2028

2020 2022 2024 2026 2028 2030

Meetings of the governing body 

1st stakeholder 
reports submitted 

1st Global 
stocktake  

2029
1st progress 

report  

1st NAP cycle 

2023 2027
2nd stakeholder 

reports submitted  

2nd progress 
report  

Figure 6. The timeline shows how the proposed reporting schedule, the meetings of the governing body, the NAP cycle, the 
secretariat´s progress reports and the global stocktake could be co-adjusted coherently. The global stocktake should inform 
in a timely manner the meetings of the governing body and HLPF that will assess and revise the 2030 Agenda on Sustain-
able Development. Although the NAP cycle is shown as taking ten years, meetings of the governing body should occur every 
two years to ensure regularity, continuity, and ownership of stakeholders.
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porting) needs to be secured following the example of CBD, 
UNFCCC, and the Stockholm Convention. UNEP´s Special 
Programme provides an ideal mechanism for supporting 
the Beyond-2020 Framework, due to its overarching nature 
that is compatible with the broad scope of the envisioned 
objectives and milestones. In addition, increased support 
from the GEF could be expected by enhancing linkages to 
health, water, and sustainable production and consump-
tion to reach the SDGs, or by addressing core issues through 
‘impact programmes’ (UNEP 2018). The preparation for 
GEF-7 (2018-2022) includes proposals for such impact 
programmes, with two having clear links to chemicals and 
waste: the Food Systems, Land Use, and Restoration Impact 
Programme, and the Sustainable Cities Impact Programme.  

Private sector financing forms an underutilized stream 
of financing. The internalization by relevant industries of 
harms associated with hazardous chemicals and waste will 
be critical for mobilizing sufficient resources to implement 
the Beyond-2020 Framework. In other words, appropriate 
economic incentives need to be identified and utilized so 

that the full cost of negative externalities is borne by the 
producer, not by taxpayers. Internalizing costs externalized 
by industry to the public and environment is even more im-
portant, considering that the global turnover of the chemi-
cals industry represents 5% of the global GDP. The Inter-
national POPs Elimination Network (IPEN) has proposed 
developing a global approach to cost internalization by 
applying a marginal levy of only 0,1% on the chemicals in-
dustry, which would yield over 4 billion USD annually (IPEN 
2017). The internalization of costs could be initiated step-
by-step, starting with a study of market-based instruments 
to internalize costs within relevant industries, aiming to 
be completed by 2023. Initially, the report could be used to 
provide legal and policy training on global and regional cost 
internalization and, then to develop a global cost internal-
ization program to be finalized by 2028.

4.4 Summary of recommendations 
Table 4 summarizes the main recommendations of Sec-
tions 3 and 4. 

BOX 11: Main funding instruments to support SAICM activities in developing countries

Quick Start Programme (QSP) 
Since its inception in 2006, the QSP has approved 184 projects to support enabling activities with donations from 23 donors 
consisting of 49 MUSD, but with non-trust fund cash and/or in-kind contributions the funding sums up to 136 MUSD (SAICM 
2018c). This program will end in 2019. 

Global Environment Fund (GEF) 
Since 2010, the GEF has supported activities under SAICM in response to the call from ICCM-2 to facilitate the implementation 
of the strategic approach. In 2010-2018, the GEF has replenished 23 MUSD to address SAICM priorities, specifically e-waste, lead 
in paint, and chemicals in products (SAICM 2015c). 

Special Programme 
The Special Programme was established in 2015, as part of UNEP´s integrated approach to support activities of the five instru-
ments in the chemicals and waste cluster that fall beyond the mandate of GEF. To date, the Special Programme has mobilized 17 
MUSD from nine donors and approved funding for 17 projects.
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Function

Objectives and 
milestones

National Action 
Plans

Reporting

Review

Science-policy 
interface 

Other  

Timeline

2020

2020

2020

2020

2020-
2021

2020-
2030

2020-
2022

2020-
2030

2020-
2025

2028-
2029

2024-
2026

2020-
2025

2020-
2022

2020-
2022

2019-
2023

2023-
2028

Actors

All stakeholders 

Governments, 
relevant national 
stakeholders 

Secretariat

IOMC; subnational 
and non-state actors

Secretariat; 
IOMC 

Governments; IOMC; 
Subnational and non-
state actors

All stakeholders
(expert working 
group)

IOMC; NGOs;  
academia

All stakeholders

Secretariat /
scientific community /
IOMC /

All stakeholders 
(expert working 
group)

All stakeholders

Secretariat; UNEP

Secretariat; IOMC

Secretariat; IOMC

All stakeholders

Recommendation

Adopt measurable and time-bound objectives and milestones 
based on the OOG document, and incorporate other critical 
elements, such as emerging policy issues and global gover-
nance of sound management of chemicals and waste.

Launch a NAP mechanism to encourage governments to 
enhance the implementation of the time-bound objectives 
and milestones.

Evaluate SAICM implementation plans and associated  
instruments to inform the development of a strategic national 
action plan mechanism for the Beyond-2020 Framework.

Launch a process to develop plans to encourage other  
stakeholders to implement objectives and milestones.

Prepare guidelines for the preparation of NAPs and other 
stakeholder plans to ensure consistency and comparability 
among governments and other stakeholders.

Initiate the first round of NAPs and other stakeholder plans 
endeavoring that plans have developed and commenced their 
implementation by 2025.

Develop an indicator framework for the objectives and 
milestones, incorporating relevant indicators of the 2030 
Agenda.

Establish a multi-stakeholder partnership to follow up the 
indicator framework for the objectives and milestones.

Initiate a collective global stocktake in ICCM5 to provide 
constructive feedback on implementation and establish an 
expert working group to agree on details.

Carry out the first global stocktake to inform the revision of 
NAPs and other stakeholder plans in the post-2030 era and 
to help the HLPF assess the achievement of SDGs relevant 
to chemicals and waste.  

Initiate the preparation of voluntary stakeholder reviews in 
ICCM5 by requesting the development and piloting of a draft 
methodology.

Signal political commitment for developing a science-policy 
interface for sound management of chemicals and waste in 
ICCM5, with the goal of reaching agreement by 2025.

Prepare a gap analysis to increase understanding of the 
existing landscape of science-policy interfaces for chemicals 
and waste, thus helping to identify possible missing  
functions and the most effective form for their delivery.

Prepare a resource mobilization strategy to help tap into 
all resources, including domestic flows and private sector 
financing.

Prepare a study to identify market-based instruments to inter-
nalize environmental externalities within relevant industries.

Prepare a global cost internalization program for the  
Beyond-2020 Framework.
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5. Conclusions 
The international community is more than ever at a critical juncture to protect the planet 
and its citizens from ‘gross chemical contamination, with grave damage to human health, 
genetic structures and reproductive outcomes, and the environment,’ which was first 
stated in Chapter 19 of Agenda 21 a quarter century ago. Given the rapidly increasing 
levels of chemicals in production and the continuous introduction of new substances to 
the markets, regulation and legislation at the national level need to keep pace and proac-
tively respond to future trends. This will require efficient global governance of chemicals 
and waste to support the creation of strong institutional arrangements at the national 
level. Despite significant action taken to date, global chemicals and waste governance 
is still in its infancy and is not equipped to safeguard human health and the environ-
ment from adverse effects of chemicals and waste—and is even less so in light of future 
prospects showing rapid expansion of global chemicals markets. To this end, decisions 
for governance reform cannot be deferred to the future but need to be taken now in the 
design of the Beyond-2020 Framework. 

Against this backdrop, this report has fleshed out several important strategic functions 
that deserve attention in future negotiations leading to the adoption of the Beyond 2020 
Framework. First and foremost, the future regime needs to build on the strengths of SA-
ICM, including strong stakeholder participation and active engagement of the UN sys-
tem. To this end, this report has proposed the development of a Cooperative Framework 
for Sound management of Chemicals and Wastes to step up stakeholder participation 
and sectoral engagement through introduction of vital functions that serve this purpose 
and include other benefits. The functions can be designed to be legally binding or volun-
tary depending on the level of ambition.  

The creation of time-bound objectives and milestones form the heart of the proposed 
framework, since it anchors all the other governance features within its remit. Proper-
ly designed, and associated with suitable indicators, the objectives and milestones can 
inspire governments and stakeholders to navigate step-by-step toward a common vi-
sion and goals. The objectives and milestones should be anchored to the implementa-
tion of the 2030 Agenda on Sustainable Development, in particular targets 3.9 and 12.4. 
The Overall Orientation and Guidance document provides an important basis for the 
development of objectives and milestones to stimulate action at the national level, but it 
should also address emerging policy issues and other critical global objectives in a bal-
anced manner, while maintaining strategic focus through a limited set of goals. The ob-
jectives and milestones should resonate with other important areas within the environ-
ment sphere (biodiversity and climate change) and beyond (health, agriculture, labor, 
industry, development, finance, etc.), helping to mainstream sound chemicals and waste 
management into national planning processes, including United Nations Development 
Assistance Frameworks (UNDAFs). 

The NAP mechanism is a common feature in international instruments that operate 
in the field of sustainable development. Due to their bottom-up nature, the NDCs and 
NBSAPs of the climate and biodiversity clusters provide a model particularly well suited 
to the Beyond-2020 Framework, because its broader framework is comparable with the 
scopes of the CBD and UNFCCC. A NAP mechanism should be designed to be simple, 
encouraging stakeholders to put their commitments forward and start implementation, 
coupled with an intention to progressively scale up the ambition level. An inherent weak-
ness of existing SAICM implementation plans and national profiles is that they are not 
tracked internationally. Nevertheless, work already done in form of national profiles and 
SAICM implementation plans, including through enabling activities supported by the 
QSP programme and GEF, provides a logical continuum to adopt a more strategic NAP 
mechanism that is directly linked to implementation of globally agreed objectives and 
milestones and is periodically reviewed to ensure progression over time.   
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Providing timely scientific and empirical information in an accessible manner to policy-
makers is critical for achieving progress. The lack of a science-policy interface in SAICM is 
a particularly disturbing feature in the broader landscape of international environmental 
instruments, which has seen the phenomenal institutionalization of science within gov-
ernance frameworks mainly since the 1990s, making it a prevalent feature of any credible 
regime—whether voluntary or legally binding—that seeks to make decisions affecting 
future generations based on scientific evidence. A credible and relevant science-policy in-
terface also has the potential to inform the public opinion on dangers related to hazard-
ous chemicals and waste, thus activating ordinary citizens and CSOs as strong agents for 
change, as has happened for climate change with the release of influential IPCC reports. 
However, integrating a scientific and technical culture into decision-making processes 
and governance structures is not an easy process and should be based on careful assess-
ment of options through a gap analysis. At minimum, action should be taken to forge 
stronger links with existing science-policy interfaces, in particular the Global Chemicals 
Outlook and the Global Waste Management Outlook, which could assess progress in 
reaching the objectives and milestones and provide other necessary data to show the 
status and trends in global chemicals and waste management. More ambitiously, decisive 
action could be taken to institutionalize scientific input to the Beyond-2020 Framework 
or even create an independent scientific body with authority to catalyze profound soci-
etal change, following the example of the biodiversity and climate clusters, to ensure that 
the pollution of the planet and its citizens does not remain unaddressed and that a non-
toxic environment can be ultimately reached. 

Reporting and review are imperative to track progress and elicit constructive feedback, 
thus helping to adjust future action. A specific expert working group could be created 
for the formulation of indicators, and a multi-stakeholder partnership, consisting of 
IOMC organizations and other stakeholders, could be established for their follow-up. A 
collective progress report should be carried out by the secretariat, based on submitted 
stakeholder reports and supplemented by information from other sources. More ambi-
tiously, a collective global stocktake could be established to provide timely feedback to 
update NAPs and other stakeholder plans and to revise objectives and milestones. Differ-
ent options for a collective global stocktake mechanism could be assessed to identify the 
most suitable model for the Beyond-2020 Framework. Collective review could be coupled 
with individual stakeholder reviews to be piloted by a few interested countries and other 
stakeholders that would provide them valuable learning opportunities, as well as pro-
duce outputs to feed into the global stocktake. 

Financing from both domestic resources and international flows will likely remain a 
challenge as long as the framework remains non-legally binding, since countries will have 
difficulties prioritizing actions and channeling financing over competing concern linked 
with legally-binding commitments. However, the new framework will need to properly 
address financing to become truly effective. One of the underlying challenges is that en-
vironmental and social costs of chemicals management have not been internalized glob-
ally through market or regulatory instruments. This could be tackled by developing a 
global cost internalization program. 
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SDGs Indicators

3.9
By 2030, substantially reduce the number of deaths and 
illnesses from hazardous chemicals and air, water and soil 
pollution and contamination.

6.3 
By 2030, improve water quality by reducing pollution, 
eliminating dumping and minimizing release of hazardous 
chemicals and materials, halving the proportion of untreat-
ed wastewater and substantially increasing recycling and 
safe reuse globally.

12.4
By 2020, achieve the environmentally sound management 
of chemicals and all wastes throughout their life cycle, 
in accordance with agreed international frameworks, and 
significantly reduce their release to air, water and soil in 
order to minimize their adverse impacts on human health 
and the environment

12.5
By 2030, substantially reduce waste generation through 
prevention, reduction, recycling and reuse

14.1
By 2025, prevent and significantly reduce marine pollution 
of all kinds, in particular from land-based activities, includ-
ing marine debris and nutrient pollution

3.9.1    
Mortality rate attributed to household and ambient air pol-
lution.

3.9.2    
Mortality rate attributed to unsafe water, unsafe sanitation 
and lack of hygiene (exposure to unsafe Water, Sanitation 
and Hygiene for All (WASH) services)

3.9.3    
Mortality rate attributed to unintentional poisoning

6.3.1   
Proportion of wastewater safely treated 

6.3.2   
Proportion of bodies of water with good ambient water 
quality

2.4.1 
Number of parties to international multilateral environmen-
tal agreements on hazardous waste, and other chemicals 
that meet their commitments and obligations in transmit-
ting information as required by each relevant agreement 

12.4.2 
Hazardous waste generated per capita and proportion of 
hazardous waste treated, by type of treatment

12.5.1 
National recycling rate, tons of material recycled

14.1.1 
Index of coastal eutrophication and floating plastic debris 
density

Annex 1. Sustainable Development Goals and associated indicators with direct links to sound management of 
chemicals and waste
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Objectives and 
milestones 

In line with paragraph 10 of resolution IV/4, and 
in consultation with relevant stakeholders, the 
secretariat has been requested to develop a 
proposal for objectives in support of the 2030 
Agenda and related milestones, with the vision 
to be aspirational in nature, objectives limited in 
number and achievable and measurable mile-
stones centred on the 11 elements of the Overall 
Orientation and Guidance and the paper to be 
developed through an intersessional working 
group open to all stakeholders. This document 
is available to stakeholders and will be a helpful 
starting point.
   
Regardless of the form of the future approach, 
measurable objectives will be needed.  It is impor-
tant to provide a practical program of work that is 
measurable, to make and track progress toward 
achieving the vision, noting that not all countries 
and stakeholders are starting at the same level.
 
The Aichi targets for biodiversity were referenced 
as a potential model approach. The international 
governance of the biodiversity cluster, similar to 
the chemicals and waste cluster, includes autono-
mous legally binding multilateral environmental 
agreements as well as voluntary approaches. 
Biodiversity, as chemicals and waste management, 
requires action in many sectors of government 
(environment, agriculture, industrial development 
etc.), by different key actors, and at various levels 
of governance (i.e. international, regional, national, 
sub-national and local). The approach taken in the 
biodiversity cluster through the Aichi targets has 
been accepted by a wide range of governments 
and stakeholders as a means of addressing a 
complex policy issue through global and national 
action. It also has proven to be an effective way to 
measure progress in achieving the overall vision of 
biological diversity conservation. 

Early progress in establishing objectives and 
milestones and in identifying specific stakehold-
ers will help clarify the needs and priorities for the 
beyond 2020 context, and may serve to guide the 
development of implementation and governance 
arrangements moving forward.  

10. At this second meeting, emphasis will be 
placed on developing the overall vision and policy 
principles, as well as measurable objectives and 
milestones, for consideration by the third meeting 
of the Open-ended Working Group.

21. The SAICM secretariat has been requested 
to develop a proposal for objectives in support of 
the 2030 Agenda and related milestones. This 
document is a starting point for stakeholders to 
consider.   

22. Stakeholders may wish to review the proposed 
objectives and milestones and consider if those 
objectives would support a programme of work be-
yond 2020 that will deliver the overall vision that 
will be developed by the present meeting.

Annex 2. Reference to the five areas required for effective governance in the ‘Co-chairs´overview paper’ and the 
‘Scenario note’ prepared for the second meeting of the Intersessional Process on the Strategic Approach and 
Sound Management of Chemicals and Waste.

Co-chairs´ overview paper Scenario note 
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NAPs

Reporting

Review and  
monitoring 

National action plans were noted as a possible 
tool for addressing the sound management of 
chemicals and waste, focusing in particular on 
building in-country capacity to address the 11 
basic elements, issues of concern and fostering 
multisectoral and multi-stakeholder engagement.  
National action plans should build on any existing 
efforts under Strategic Approach, the multilateral 
environmental agreements and other voluntary 
efforts such as the WHO “Road map to enhance 
health sector engagement in the strategic ap-
proach to international chemicals management 
towards the 2020 goal and beyond”.

Once more detailed and measurable actions and 
indicators are agreed, it will be important to re-
flect upon an effective and appropriate approach 
to reviewing implementation and advancement of 
the sound management of chemicals and waste 
beyond 2020.
  
It would be desirable to start considering how to 
ensure appropriate review and follow-up, including 
in the context of the 2030 Agenda and without 
creating additional mechanisms or reporting obli-
gations.  In principle, the information and reporting 
mechanisms already existing under the various 
relevant organizations and instruments, as well as 
implementation of the 2030 Agenda, should be 
used to gather the necessary information.

If appropriate, voluntary peer review processes, 
focusing on the objectives and milestones could 
be considered.  While this would be subject to 
further discussion, these would be open to non-
governmental stakeholders and provide an oppor-
tunity for information exchange and learning.
Furthermore, any review process should be linked 
to national action plans, if such an approach is 
agreed upon in moving forward.

28. Regions may also wish to reflect on the 
advantages and disadvantages of developing 
national action plans and regional action plans 
as a method to support the implementation of 
the sound management of chemicals and waste. 
The merit of “mentoring” programmes should be 
considered to support developing countries in 
establishing and implementing national actions.

23. Stakeholders may also wish to reflect upon 
an effective process for undertaking reviews and 
performance measurement.  In doing so, stake-
holders may wish to consider:  

i. Whether a review mechanism should be estab-
lished, that could involve voluntary national and 
stakeholder reporting and the sharing of best 
practices? 

ii. How reporting could be coordinated with efforts 
under relevant international agreements in order 
to support the overall sound management of 
chemicals and waste and to contribute towards 
the achievement of the 2030 Agenda?

Co-chairs´ overview paper Scenario note 
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Co-chairs´ overview paper Scenario note 

Scientific support The need to explore opportunities to strengthen 
the link between science, public health, socio-
economic information and policy in chemicals and 
waste governance has also been identified, with 
particular emphasis on decision-making at the 
national level and, at the multilateral level, without 
interfering with the tasks of existing mechanisms 
for the provision of reliable, scientifically valid and 
evidence-based advice on chemicals and waste 
management by intergovernmental and interna-
tional bodies such UNEP, WHO, OECD and the 
chemicals and wastes conventions.  

The secretariat was requested to develop an 
information document on the science-policy inter-
faces in other clusters such as climate change, 
biodiversity and other relevant areas for the 
second meeting of the intersessional process.  
In addition, the WHO, UNEP, and chemicals and 
wastes secretariats are planning a paper on the 
science-policy interface on chemicals. In consid-
ering options in this area, stakeholders should 
consider both the functions and the value-added 
of any new mechanism or body.  

34. In addition, stakeholders may wish to reflect 
upon the following:

ii. How can issues of concern be defined? What 
criteria should be used? How can issues of 
concern be linked to measurable objectives and 
milestones?
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Strategic Goal A
Address the underlying 
causes of biodiversity loss 
by mainstreaming biodi-
versity across government 
and society

Strategic Goal B
Reduce the direct pres-
sures on biodiversity and 
promote sustainable use

Target 1
By 2020, at the latest, people are aware of the values of biodiversity and the steps they can 
take to conserve and use it sustainably.

Target 2
By 2020, at the latest, biodiversity values have been integrated into national and local develop-
ment and poverty reduction strategies and planning processes and are being incorporated into 
national accounting, as appropriate, and reporting systems.

Target 3
By 2020, at the latest, incentives, including subsidies, harmful to biodiversity are eliminated, 
phased out or reformed in order to minimize or avoid negative impacts, and positive incentives 
for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity are developed and applied, consistent 
and in harmony with the Convention and other relevant international obligations, taking into ac-
count national socio economic conditions.

Target 4
By 2020, at the latest, Governments, business and stakeholders at all levels have taken steps 
to achieve or have implemented plans for sustainable production and consumption and have 
kept the impacts of use of natural resources well within safe ecological limits.

Target 5 
By 2020, the rate of loss of all natural habitats, including forests, is at least halved and where 
feasible brought close to zero, and degradation and fragmentation is significantly reduced.

Target 6 
By 2020, all fish and invertebrate stocks and aquatic plants are managed and harvested 
sustainably, legally and applying ecosystem based approaches, so that overfishing is avoided, 
recovery plans and measures are in place for all depleted species, fisheries have no significant 
adverse impacts on threatened species and vulnerable ecosystems and the impacts of fisher-
ies on stocks, species and ecosystems are within safe ecological limits. 

Target 7 
By 2020, areas under agriculture, aquaculture and forestry are managed sustainably, ensuring 
conservation of biodiversity. 

Target 8 
By 2020, pollution, including from excess nutrients, has been brought to levels that are not 
detrimental to ecosystem function and biodiversity. 

Target 9 
By 2020, invasive alien species and pathways are identified and prioritized, priority species 
are controlled or eradicated, and measures are in place to manage pathways to prevent their 
introduction and establishment. 

Target 10 
By 2015, the multiple anthropogenic pressures on coral reefs, and other vulnerable ecosystems 
impacted by climate change or ocean acidification are minimized, so as to maintain their integ-
rity and functioning.

Annex 3. Aichi Biodiversity Targets in the Strategic Plan for Biodiversity 2011-2020. 

Aichi Biodiversity TargetsStrategic Goals  
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Strategic Goal C
To improve the status of 
biodiversity by safeguard-
ing ecosystems, species 
and genetic diversity

Strategic Goal D
Enhance the benefits to 
all from biodiversity and 
ecosystem services

Strategic Goal E
Enhance implementation 
through participatory  
planning, knowledge 
management and capacity 
building

Target 11
By 2020, at least 17 per cent of terrestrial and inland water, and 10 per cent of coastal and 
marine areas, especially areas of particular importance for biodiversity and ecosystem services, 
are conserved through effectively and equitably managed, ecologically representative and well 
connected systems of protected areas and other effective area-based conservation measures, 
and integrated into the wider landscapes and seascapes. 

Target 12
By 2020 the extinction of known threatened species has been prevented and their conservation 
status, particularly of those most in decline, has been improved and sustained. 

Target 13 
By 2020, the genetic diversity of cultivated plants and farmed and domesticated animals and  
of wild relatives, including other socio-economically as well as culturally valuable species, is 
maintained, and strategies have been developed and implemented for minimizing genetic  
erosion and safeguarding their genetic diversity.

Target 14 
By 2020, ecosystems that provide essential services, including services related to water, and 
contribute to health, livelihoods and well-being, are restored and safeguarded, taking into  
account the needs of women, indigenous and local communities, and the poor and vulnerable.

Target 15
By 2020, ecosystem resilience and the contribution of biodiversity to carbon stocks has been 
enhanced, through conservation and restoration, including restoration of at least 15 per cent of 
degraded ecosystems, thereby contributing to climate change mitigation and adaptation and to 
combating desertification. 

Target 16
By 2015, the Nagoya Protocol on Access to Genetic Resources and the Fair and Equitable  
Sharing of Benefits Arising from their Utilization is in force and operational, consistent with 
national legislation.

Target 17
By 2015 each Party has developed, adopted as a policy instrument, and has commenced imple-
menting an effective, participatory and updated national biodiversity strategy and action plan. 

Target 18 
By 2020, the traditional knowledge, innovations and practices of indigenous and local communities 
relevant for the conservation and sustainable use of biodiversity, and their customary use of 
biological resources, are respected, subject to national legislation and relevant international 
obligations, and fully integrated and reflected in the implementation of the Convention with the 
full and effective participation of indigenous and local communities, at all relevant levels. 

Aichi Biodiversity TargetsStrategic Goals  
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