
Comments from the United States on the June 2020 Agenda 
SAICM Bureau Meeting and Associated Documents 

 

1. Opening and Welcome 

2. Adoption of the Agenda 

 

3. Confirmation of the dates for ICCM-5 and IP Process 

• The United States appreciates and supports the work for the President to secure the July 

2021 date. 

• The United States appreciates the continued offer from Romania to host IP-4 and prefers the 

earliest possible in-person date in 2021, be that March or May.  

 

4. Discussion on next steps and timelines to develop recommendations for consideration of ICCM-5 

regarding SAICM Beyond 2020 

 

(a) Co-chairs’ draft scenario note 

 

• The United States appreciates the efforts of the co-chairs to capture the views expressed by 

the regions and the Bureau. These are unchartered waters and a very challenging situation. 

In our comments before the May Bureau meeting, we noted that among our biggest 

concerns is the need to ensure a transparent and inclusive process.  We think it is vitally 

important that the views of the JUSSCANNZ countries be presented and would hope that 

others share some of our concerns.  A few comments to illustrate what we mean by that are 

below. 

 

• Goals and Expectations (Page 2) -- It is not clear to us that there is agreement within the 

“goals and expectations” section of the draft scenario note. We, for example, understand 

the President’s interest in moving forward with a High-Level Declaration that meets the 

needs of all of the stakeholders, although we do not see it as a higher priority than some of 

the more immediate needs.  In terms of other illustrative examples, we think it is too early 

to agree that there are a number of issues that can be left for after ICCM-5, we are still unsure 

of what stakeholders are seeking in an “approach to science-policy” (although we have our 

own thoughts to present on what might be needed and might work), and we would like to 

see issues of “concern” also include issues of “interest” as some of the issues may not 

necessarily be “concerning”, but could provide the ability for SAICM to accelerate progress 

on the implementation of sustainable approaches.  So, there are still lots of details to be 

worked out.  

 

We therefore recommend that the co-chairs caveat this section significantly to be 

“potential” priorities and focus less on what the priorities may or may not be, and more on 

an outcome that the co-chairs and the Bureau believe will further the process.  

 

• Online Technical Briefings (page 3) -- The United States recommends that these briefings be 

kept to the bare minimum deemed necessary by the Bureau. As we all consider how best to 

ensure that connectivity issues are minimized to ensure a fully transparent and inclusive 



process, and available time is dedicated to making progress on the issues before us, we fail 

to see how a myriad of technical briefings is either useful or supportive of an inclusive 

process.  

 

To that end, we believe that at a minimum, the following are not necessary as their 

summaries or documentation have already been posted or the information has already been 

presented at least once and further available information can be found online. This does not 

mean the United States does not support the issues covered or the outcomes, but rather is 

of the view that the connectivity and time of the SAICM stakeholders is better spent 

elsewhere: 

- The January 2020 governance meeting (already 5 months old, summary online). 

- Targets, indicators, and milestones update (this can be done at the beginning of the 

next VWG of this group as those who are interested in this issue should be in 

attendance). 

- The High-Level Ambition Alliance (already briefed on multiple occasions). 

- GHS implementation (already briefed, information available online). 

 

• Topics of the Virtual Working Groups (page 4) -- We expressed our views in May that issues 

for virtual work should be carefully chosen, and suggested in its follow-up comments that 

the topics that could be best handled, at least initially, by the VWGs are those that are more 

technical in nature. We would suggest that the Bureau carefully consider whether the 

proposed groups are likely to be able to push the issues forward in a successful manner.  

 

For example, we are all aware that “issues of concern [or interest]” is likely to be of great 

significance to many stakeholders. We would therefore suggest that perhaps that be a topic 

for the second round of VWGs, not in the initial groups. We understand that it needs 

attention and focus, but we can see it moving forward as part of one of the other VWGs once 

we see how the VWGs are succeeding (we see some progress overall with targets, for 

example) – and it’s just too big of a bite for the initial round.  

 

We can also envision some of the implementation issues being addressed as a sub-group of 

governance and we see capacity-building as a topic related to finance, and not just 

implementation, and believe it would be of interest to a different group of stakeholders than 

those interested in discussing the science-policy interface. We would therefore suggest that 

capacity-building be its own VWG.  

 

So we could envision targets, governance, and capacity-building as a first round of VWGs 

with perhaps a technical briefing on the UNEP paper on possible approaches to science-

policy (to start).  We would also note that we think it is vitally important that there be at 

least some opportunity for the mandates (page 4) of the VWGs to be considered by the 

regions and stakeholders of the VWGs before they are finalized and posted. For the 

formation of a group at a meeting in person we would expect consensus on the group’s 

mandate before it could meet. 

  

Participants of the VWGs (page 4) – On this topic in particular we are a concerned that the 

views we and other JUSSCANNZ members expressed on our last call and in writing do not 

seem to be reflected well in this proposal. We are strongly of the view that limiting 



participation is detrimental to the process. In our view, inclusiveness is the only way that the 

results of the VWGs will be able to be brought into the process at IP-4. We do not understand 

the suggestion to limit participation to two representatives per region, not just for our own 

region, which does not have a coordinated position, but for the legitimacy of the process. 

Our preference is 100% open participation, much like a group would be at a normal SAICM 

meeting. We do not see a need to differentiate between participants and observers, allowing 

for a better chance at ownership of the recommendations at IP-4. To be clear, we see 

inclusiveness as the biggest issue at stake for SAICM Beyond 2020 with these VWGs. 

 

Task and Method (page 4) – We agree with the President’s statement in the May Bureau 

report that the outcomes of the VWGs will be annexed to the compilation text of IP-3. It 

would be our hope that the process will be such that the work of the VWGs can then be 

moved forward for consideration at IP-4. Hand in hand with open participation, comes the 

responsibilities of stakeholders to be active participants. We do understand that some 

regions may have connectivity challenges and those must be respected. That being said, we 

do have significant concern with the idea of “open online consultations” and, in our view, 

the overly burdensome written processes proposed, as they seem to undercut the 

participation of those who make the effort to attend the VWGs. We understand that these 

additional opportunities to send comments would be necessary if the VWGs have limited 

participation, but we believe a better process is open participation in the VWGs and some, 

but limited, opportunity to provide feedback for stakeholders with connectivity problems. 

 

In our view, these VWGs should be conducted via an online platform like Webex or Microsoft 

Teams, with optional conference call lines into the virtual platform. We do not see the value 

of an email or teleconference-only system. We do not understand the hesitancy to make use 

of the tremendous resources available to support real-time participation. The Secretariats of 

the Minamata Convention and the BRS Conventions, for example, have embraced such 

platforms and SAICM should do so as well. Human interaction is a critical component for 

VWGs to succeed. We are also again concerned with the idea of open posting for comments 

on the SAICM website for individual VWGs and a separate process that would call for further 

comments on the recommendations of the VWG during its work (the step described for 

October 2020). We think there are better, and more modern and informed ways of 

encouraging open participation and would advise the Bureau to consider the VWGs more 

akin to contact groups, which are negotiating recommendations for consideration at IP-4, 

than what is currently being proposed. The proposed process is simply too onerous and is 

unlikely to yield the desired results. 

 

• Outcomes (page 5) – We think it is too early to agree to a contingency plan for any of the 

recommendations if IP-4 cannot be held in person.  

 

(b) Draft Proposed Mandates for the VWGs 

 

• As noted above we think it is vitally important that there be at least some opportunity for 

the mandates (page 4) of the VWGs to be considered by the regions, stakeholders, and co-

facilitators of the VWGs before they are finalized and posted.  

 



(c) Considerations of the Development of a High-Level Declaration 

 

• Given the connectivity concerns and the need to reach an agreement on the best path 

forward for the VWGs, it is our contention that consideration of the development of a High-

Level Declaration should be delayed until the process for the VWGs can be agreed and those 

groups are initiated and working. Once that happens, the Bureau would then be able to 

discuss the merits, structure, and parameters of an HLD.  

 

• But should the Bureau discuss an HLD, we would like to reiterate our view that there must 

be a clear understanding that the HLD is short, direct, and is limited to addressing the Beyond 

2020 instrument. 

 

5. Discussion on Linkages to the post-2020 biodiversity framework 

 

• While there may be linkages to the post-2020 biodiversity framework, we do not see the 

need to spend a significant amount of time discussing those linkages when we there are 

more pressing issues on which we need to make progress. 

 

6. SAICM Budget for 2020 

 

• We have no comments on the budget at this time, but we would appreciate more clarity on 

costs associated with supporting travel for ICCM-5, including the cost differences associated 

with supporting delegates between ICCM-5 and the BRS COPs. 

The United States does not have any comments on the remaining agenda items. 


