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 I. Introduction 

1. In resolution 5/14 of 2 March 2022 entitled “End plastic pollution: towards an international 

legally binding instrument”, the United Nations Environment Assembly of the United Nations 

Environment Programme requested the Executive Director of the United Nations Environment 

Programme (UNEP) to convene an intergovernmental negotiating committee to begin its work during 

the second half of 2022, with the ambition of completing that work by the end of 2024. The 

Environment Assembly also decided that the intergovernmental negotiating committee was to develop 

an international legally binding instrument on plastic pollution, including in the marine environment, 

which could include both binding and voluntary approaches, based on a comprehensive approach that 

addressed the full life cycle of plastic, taking into account, among other things, the principles of the 

Rio Declaration on Environment and Development, as well as national circumstances and capabilities, 

and including provisions described in the resolution. 

2. Accordingly, the first session of the intergovernmental negotiating committee to develop an 

international legally binding instrument on plastic pollution, including in the marine environment, was 

held at the Punta del Este Convention and Exhibition Centre, Punta del Este, Uruguay, from 

28 November to 2 December 2022. The second session of the intergovernmental negotiating 

committee was held at the headquarters of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 

Organization (UNESCO) in Paris from 29 May to 2 June 2023. The third session of the 

intergovernmental negotiating committee was held at the headquarters of UNEP in Nairobi from 

13 to 19 November 2023. The fourth session of the intergovernmental negotiating committee was held 

at the Shaw Centre in Ottawa from 23 to 29 April 2024. The first part of the fifth session of the 

intergovernmental negotiating committee was held at the Busan Convention Centre, Busan, Republic 

of Korea, from 25 November to 1 December 2024. The second part of the fifth session of the 

intergovernmental negotiating committee was held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, from 

5 to 14 August 2025. 

 II. Opening of the session 

3. The second part of the fifth session of the intergovernmental negotiating committee, 

hereinafter “the committee”, was declared open by Luis Vayas Valdivieso (Ecuador), Chair of the 

committee, at 10.10 a.m. on Tuesday, 5 August 2025 and the 5th plenary meeting of the fifth session 

was called to order. 
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4. Opening statements were delivered by Mr. Vayas Valdivieso, Chair of the committee; 

Inger Andersen, Executive Director of UNEP; Katrin Schneeberger, Director of the Federal Office for 

the Environment, Switzerland; and Jyoti Mathur-Filipp, Executive Secretary of the committee. 

5. In his opening remarks, Mr. Vayas Valdivieso reminded participants of the shared mission that 

had brought them to Geneva to complete the work that countries had started together. He emphasized 

that 14 August 2025 was not only a deadline but an opportunity for achievement. He highlighted that, 

for the first time in history, the world was close to creating a legally binding international agreement to 

end plastic pollution. Urging participants to take on that important and challenging task, he noted that 

the Palais des Nations had been the site of significant milestones in multilateral diplomacy and was the 

right place for members to fulfil the mandate given to the committee by Environment Assembly 

resolution 5/14. He affirmed that the best available science had shown that an effective instrument 

addressing all stages of plastics could make a meaningful difference. Acknowledging the progress 

made toward resolving complex issues, he called on members to use their political will to overcome 

the remaining differences. He encouraged them to seize the unique opportunity to reach an agreement 

that was effective, inclusive, practical and capable of evolving. 

6. Thanking everyone who had contributed to reaching the current critical point, he said that he 

had collaborated closely with the Bureau and the secretariat to develop a tailored work plan, which 

aimed to ensure rapid progress and produce tangible results from the beginning of the resumed fifth 

session. The global crisis of plastic pollution, which damaged ecosystems and human health, 

threatened biodiversity and hit the most vulnerable the hardest, was caused by human choices, habits, 

and systems, and must be addressed through human effort and international cooperation. Recognizing 

the important role of observer organizations in actively helping delegations to bridge differences, he 

encouraged pragmatic and collaborative engagement to find shared solutions. He said that the common 

good should not conflict with national interests, and that solutions could come from a careful and 

courageous balancing of both. Time being of the essence, he called on delegations to support the 

Co-Chairs of the contact groups in guiding discussions and to approach the session constructively in 

order to build collective ownership and achieve the results expected by the world. 

7. In her remarks, Ms. Andersen said that the surge in diplomacy and engagement since the first 

part of the fifth session of the committee had been critical in ensuring progress towards the finalization 

of a treaty on plastic pollution. In that connection, upholding a spirit of solidarity, compromise and 

understanding throughout the intensive negotiations that lay ahead was key. The United Nations had 

long embodied the notion that countries could solve problems together, a tradition that should serve as 

inspiration in navigating the way forward. The recently established Intergovernmental Science-Policy 

Panel on Chemicals, Waste and Pollution served as proof that environmental multilateralism could 

deliver and, moreover, could contribute important science to inform an instrument on plastic pollution.  

8. She urged participants, during the upcoming negotiations, to recall that the international 

community was watching in a state of outrage and preoccupation that was fully justified: plastic 

pollution was already widespread and predicted to grow, implying massive consequences for human, 

economic and planetary health. UNEP remained committed to supporting participants in order to 

transform the challenge of plastic pollution into an opportunity for solutions. The final negotiated 

agreement should draw on the many existing areas of convergence and include scope for further 

development, thus forging the path towards a world that was definitively free of plastic pollution. 

9. Ms. Schneeberger welcomed participants to Geneva, which she described as the embodiment 

of dialogue, cooperation and commitment to multilateralism and a global hub for environmental 

governance, particularly in the field of chemicals and waste. While the reason for gathering in Geneva 

was to end plastic pollution and protect human health and the environment, it was also important to 

acknowledge that multilateralism was facing challenges, and that geopolitical tensions and financial 

crises could hinder the ability to act collectively. She called on participants to demonstrate to the world 

that multilateralism was effective and that countries were willing to find sustainable solutions. That 

would mean engaging constructively, taking collective action and delivering concrete results, and in 

the form of a robust legally binding international treaty that was inclusive and science-based, united all 

countries around shared objectives and responsibilities and supported implementation on the ground. 

Noting that all eyes were currently on Geneva, she said that, in addition to mitigating the 

environmental, social and economic threats posed by plastic pollution, a successful outcome would 

send a strong signal for multilateralism. In closing, she wished participants productive negotiations, a 

spirit of openness and a session that met the urgency of the challenges and hopes that had brought 

them together in Geneva. 
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10. Ms. Mathur-Filipp began by welcoming the participants to the resumed fifth session of the 

committee and thanking the Government of Switzerland for hosting the session. She thanked donors 

who had contributed to making the session possible, including the Governments of Australia, Austria, 

Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Japan, Monaco, Netherlands 

(Kingdom of the), New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, the Republic of Korea, Spain, Sweden, 

Switzerland, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the United States of America, 

and the European Commission. She also thanked the members of the committee for their steadfast 

commitment; the observer organizations for their engagement; and the Chair for his leadership, 

together with his team. The current session brought together an experienced team from a variety of 

UNEP divisions and multilateral environmental agreements, alongside the secretariat, all working to 

ensure that negotiations were conducted in a focused, productive and inclusive manner. Hosting the 

current session at the Palais des Nations in Geneva situated the committee within a long tradition of 

crucial multilateral negotiations, diplomatic breakthroughs and international legal frameworks. 

Accordingly, the session should conclude with an international instrument to end plastic pollution, 

crafted through collective determination, dialogue and shared commitment. 

 III. Election of officers 

11. At the 5th plenary meeting of the fifth session, on Tuesday, 5 August, in considering 

item 3 (c), organization of work, the Chair recalled that, at the first part of its fifth session, the 

committee had elected a Vice-Chair from the Asia-Pacific States. There had been no further 

developments regarding officers and thus the consideration of the item was closed. 

 IV. Organizational matters 

 A. Adoption of the rules of procedure 

12. At the 5th plenary meeting, on Tuesday, 5 August 2025, in considering item 3 (c), organization 

of work, the Chair recalled that that the sub-item had been considered at the first part of the fifth 

session and said that no further developments had arisen since that time. He also recalled that, in 

accordance with the decision of the committee at its first session, the draft rules of procedure, as set 

out in document UNEP/PP/INC.5/3, continued to apply to the work of the committee with the 

exception of the bracketed text in rule 37. Recalling the interpretive statement relating to rule 38, 

paragraph 1, of the draft rules of procedure, adopted by the committee at its second session, he 

expressed the hope that the committee would complete its work at the current resumed session in a 

spirit of good faith and cooperation.  

 B. Adoption of the agenda 

13. At the 5th plenary meeting, on 5 August 2025, in considering item 3 (c), organization of work, 

the Chair recalled that, at the first part of its fifth session, the committee had adopted the following 

agenda on the basis of the provisional agenda, which was set out in document 

UNEP/PP/INC.5/1/Rev.1: 

1. Opening of the session. 

2. Election of officers.  

3. Organizational matters: 

(a) Adoption of the rules of procedure; 

(b) Adoption of the agenda; 

(c) Organization of work. 

4. Preparation of an international legally binding instrument on plastic pollution, 

including in the marine environment. 

5. Other matters.  

6. Adoption of the report of the session.  

7. Closure of the session. 
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 C. Organization of work 

14. At the 5th plenary meeting, on 5 August 2025, in resuming the consideration of the sub-item, 

the Chair drew attention to the scenario note for the resumed fifth session (UNEP/PP/INC.5/INF/13) 

and presented the proposed organization of work, including the nomination of two Co-Chairs to 

replace the two previously appointed Co-Chairs who were no longer available to continue in that 

capacity. The Chair recalled the mandates of the contact groups as agreed at the first part of the fifth 

session and proposed a slight adjustment thereto. 

15. One representative, speaking on behalf of a group of countries, said that, in order to make 

effective use of the time available, any issue on which consensus was not easily reached during contact 

group meetings should be discussed in informal meetings. In order to ensure that all Member States, in 

particular those with small delegations, were able to participate effectively in the current resumed 

session, any informal meetings should be organized in a clear and transparent manner, the number of 

such meetings should be limited, and all the meetings of contact groups should conclude by 9 p.m. 

Another representative said that, in order to reach consensus at the current session on an efficient and 

balanced instrument, it was critical that all members approach discussions in a spirit of flexibility and 

realism, without prejudice, and bearing in mind such core principles as common but differentiated 

responsibilities and the sovereign right of each country to decide how to use its own natural resources. 

16. Another representative, speaking on behalf of a group of countries, reiterated a request, which, 

she said, had been raised at a recent informal meeting of heads of delegation, that meetings of contact 

groups 1 and 3 should not be held in parallel at the resumed fifth session. Another representative who 

took the floor confirmed that the issue had been raised in a letter to the Chair and the secretariat, and 

subsequently in the Bureau, and stressed that the views of his region should be taken into account. In 

response, the Chair proposed instead that the meetings of contact groups 1 and 4, and of contact 

groups 2 and 3, be held in parallel. Several representatives, noting that they had planned the work of 

their delegations based on the organization of work that had been circulated prior to the session, said 

that they were nonetheless willing to show flexibility regarding the Chair’s proposal. One 

representative said that late changes to the organization of work presented significant logistical 

challenges, in particular for small, two-person delegations such as hers, preventing them from 

engaging in and contributing to the negotiations in an effective manner. A number of representatives 

requested that no further changes be made, both regarding the order in which the proposed articles 

would be discussed in the contact groups and the pairing of the contact groups to be held in parallel. 

Furthermore, one representative expressed the view that such organizational matters were the 

responsibility of the Bureau and that the consideration of such matters should be avoided in plenary 

meetings to the extent possible.  

17. One representative, noting that Environment Assembly resolution 5/14 referred to the 

convening of a diplomatic conference of plenipotentiaries upon completion of negotiations by the 

committee for the purpose of adopting the instrument and opening it for signature, expressed the view 

that the diplomatic conference should be entirely ceremonial in nature. It was not appropriate, he said, 

to identify issues to be discussed at that conference or in the period before the first meeting of the 

conference of the parties to the proposed instrument. 

18. The committee agreed to organize its work as described in the scenario note for the session 

(UNEP/PP/INC.5/INF/13), subject to the changes proposed by the Chair. Accordingly, the four 

contact groups established during the first part of the fifth session would continue their work to 

finalize the text of the instrument and present proposals for consideration by the committee, using as a 

starting point for negotiations the Chair’s text of 1 December 2024. Contact group 1 would be 

co-chaired by Maria Angelica Ikeda (Brazil) and Axel Borchmann (Germany), contact group 2 would 

be co-chaired by Tuulia Toikka (Finland) and Peter Justice Dery (Ghana), contact group 3 would be 

co-chaired by Kate Lynch (Australia) and Gwen Sisior (Palau), and contact group 4 would be 

co-chaired by Linroy Christian (Antigua and Barbuda) and Go Kobayashi (Japan).  

 D. Attendance 

19. Representatives of the following States attended the session: Albania, Algeria, Angola, 

Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahamas (The), Bahrain, 

Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cabo Verde, 

Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Cook Islands, Costa Rica, 

Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechia, Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Democratic Republic 

of the Congo, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, 

Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Estonia, Eswatini, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Gambia, 
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Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Grenada, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Holy See, 

Honduras, Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, 

Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kiribati, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lao People’s Democratic 

Republic, Latvia, Lesotho, Liberia, Libya, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Madagascar, 

Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Micronesia (Federated 

States of), Monaco, Mongolia, Montenegro, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Nauru, Nepal, 

Netherlands (Kingdom of the), New Zealand, Niger, Nigeria, Niue, North Macedonia, Norway, Oman, 

Pakistan, Palau, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, 

Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Rwanda, Saint Kitts and 

Nevis, Saint Lucia, Samoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Serbia, Seychelles, Sierra 

Leone, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia, Solomon Islands, Somalia, South Africa, South Sudan, Spain, 

Sri Lanka, State of Palestine, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Switzerland, Syrian Arab Republic, 

Tajikistan, Thailand, Timor-Leste, Togo, Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Türkiye, Tuvalu, 

Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 

United Republic of Tanzania, United States of America, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, Venezuela 

(Bolivarian Republic of), Viet Nam, Yemen, Zambia and Zimbabwe. 

20. Representatives of the European Union also attended the session. 

21. The following intergovernmental organizations and other entities were represented as 

observers: Asian Development Bank, Centre for Environment and Development for the Arab Region 

and Europe, Economic Community of West African States, Economic Research Institute for the 

Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and East Asia, Global Environment Facility, Global 

Green Growth Institute, International Chamber of Commerce, International Union for Conservation of 

Nature, League of Arab States, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 

Organization of the Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries, Organization of the Petroleum Exporting 

Countries, Secretariat of the Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP), South Asia 

Cooperative Environment Programme.  

22. The following United Nations bodies, secretariat units and convention secretariats were 

represented as observers: Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, International 

Atomic Energy Agency, International Labour Organization, International Maritime Organization, 

Office of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights, secretariat of the Basel, 

Rotterdam and Stockholm conventions, secretariat of the Convention on Wetlands of International 

Importance especially as Waterfowl Habitat, United Nations Capital Development Fund, 

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, United Nations Development Programme, 

United Nations Environment Programme, United Nations Industrial Development Organization, 

United Nations Institute for Training and Research, United Nations Office for Disaster Risk 

Reduction, United Nations Office for Project Services, World Bank, World Health Organization, 

World Trade Organization.  

23. A total of 412 non-governmental organizations were also represented as observers. The list of 

participants is set out in document UNEP/PP/INC.5/INF/18. 

 V. Preparation of an international legally binding instrument on 

plastic pollution, including in the marine environment 

24. At the 5th plenary meeting, on 5 August 2025, in resuming the consideration of the item, the 

Chair recalled that members, regional groups and groups of members had been asked to submit any 

statements in writing through the in-session document platform.1 He also noted, however, that, as 

mentioned in the scenario note for the meeting, the formal intergovernmental process offered limited 

opportunities for interventions by observers. On the proposal of the Chair, the committee agreed to 

allocate 30 minutes to hear from observers representing different broad constituencies.  

25. Consequently, at the 5th plenary meeting, on 5 August 2025, the committee heard statements 

delivered by 12 representatives of observers, including intergovernmental organizations, a 

United Nations system entity and non-governmental organizations. The full text of statements made by 

observers, when submitted, can be found on the website for the session. 

26. At the 6th plenary meeting of the fifth session, on Saturday, 9 August 2025, at the invitation of 

the Chair, the committee began by observing a minute of silence in memory of the Minister of 

Environment, Science and Technology of Ghana, Ibrahim Murtala Muhammed, and the Minister of 

 
1 Written statements submitted during the session are available at www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution/session-

5.2/statements.  

http://www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution/session-5.2/statements.
http://www.unep.org/inc-plastic-pollution/session-5.2/statements.
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Defence of Ghana, Edward Omane Boamah, both of whom had tragically passed away on 6 August 

together with other government officials. 

27. The Chair recalled the profound role played by Indigenous Peoples as knowledge holders, 

environmental stewards and defenders of rights. He said that, as part of the commemoration of the 

International Day of the World’s Indigenous Peoples, he would hold a moment of observance, together 

with the International Indigenous Peoples’ Forum on Plastics, at 3 p.m. on the afternoon of 

Saturday, 9 August, and invited all participants to join the event. 

28. Subsequently, the Chair said that the main purpose of the current plenary meeting was to take 

stock of the progress made and the outcomes of the contact groups, as well as to decide on the way 

forward. Recalling the agreement reached at the opening plenary that the progress of discussions in the 

contact groups would be assembled into a single document, he said that the relevant document was set 

out in a conference room paper. The assembled document represented a snapshot of the status of 

discussions in the contact groups as at the evening of Friday, 8 August, and had been put together for 

informational purposes. 

29. Subsequently, the committee heard reports from the Co-Chairs of the four contact groups on 

the progress achieved in those groups. 

30. The Co-Chair of contact group 1 said that the group had met five times to discuss the articles 

under its mandate. An informal consultation had been established on article 3 on plastic products, as 

contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024 (UNEP/PP/INC.5/8, annex), co-facilitated by 

Brazil, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia and Singapore, and had been requested to discuss the relevant 

elements of the Chair’s text and proposals by members. Subsequently, the informal consultation had 

reported back and had requested and been given more time to work. On article 5 on plastic product 

design, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, four comprehensive proposals had 

been presented, before discussion of the way forward. An informal group, led by Argentina and the 

Kingdom of the Netherlands, had then been requested to analyse the Chair’s text, as amended by 

contact group 1, to incorporate member views with a view to streamlining the text and supporting 

compromise. Informal consultations had then been held on articles 3 and 5, following which the 

contact group had heard reports from the informal consultations, and discussed its progress and the 

way forward. Subsequently, another informal discussion had been held on article 3, which was not 

reflected in the report of the group or in the assembled document, however, its outcomes were 

available on the online portal. The assembled document before the committee at the current plenary 

meeting represented a snapshot of the present state of progress, as clarified in the document footnotes. 

No text had been forwarded to the committee for its consideration and onward submission to the legal 

drafting group. 

31. On scope, further discussion was required. Many differing views had been expressed by 

members, including on whether or not to insert an article into the text. Some members had indicated 

that they considered the scope to have been described in resolution 5/14. The assembled text included 

a placeholder for an article on scope, which was positioned after the objective; it included a footnote 

stating that it constituted a placeholder for an article on scope without prejudging its integration or 

potential location in the final text.  

32. Turning to article 2 on definitions, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, 

he said that differing views had been voiced on the need for a dedicated article on definitions, as well 

as on which terms should be defined. Submissions had been received with proposed text on definitions 

and for the inclusion of new terms. Based on the discussions and text proposals, there appeared to be 

growing support for addressing the definitions of at least four key terms in the instrument, namely: 

“plastic”, “plastic products”, “plastic waste” and “plastic pollution”, regardless of their placement. The 

discussion had also covered terms that were currently included in the Chair’s text, but might have 

widely agreed definitions, such as “party”. The Chair’s text for article 2 was included in the assembled 

text, with a footnote stating that such language reflected the original formulation in the Chair’s text; no 

agreement had been reached in that regard, and no textual negotiations had been undertaken on its 

content. More time was needed for discussion on definitions, which could take place once greater 

clarity had been reached on the provisions of the instrument.  

33. During discussions on article 3, differing views had been expressed. An informal group had 

therefore been set up to facilitate progress. Submissions had been received and were available on the 

in-session documentation platform. No agreement had been reached on the text, which instead 

reflected the status of the wording of article 3 as at Friday, 8 August 2025, providing a snapshot of 

progress. The informal group discussions on article 3 had included a first complete reading. However, 

there had been insufficient time for a report back to the contact group on the most recent progress. 

More time was needed for discussion of article 3. Meanwhile, article 4 on exemptions, as contained in 
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the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, had been discussed in the contact group together with 

article 3. The Chair’s text for article 4 was included in the assembled text, with a footnote stating that 

such language reflected the original formulation in the Chair’s text. So far, no agreement had been 

reached in that regard, and no textual negotiations had been undertaken on its content. More time was 

thus needed for discussion on article 4, particularly in connection to article 3.  

34. On article 5, the contact group had completed a full reading and an informal group had been 

set up to advance the text. The text that had been posted by the informal groups reflected the status of 

the wording for article 5 on 8 August 2025 and was included in the assembled text. As reported by the 

co-facilitators, following efforts to ensure the incorporation of all views on paragraph 1, the informal 

group had agreed that the text, as adapted, provided a sound basis to commence negotiations, and had 

begun to find common ground. More time was also needed for discussion on article 5.  

35. Turning to article 6, entitled “[Supply][sustainable production]”, as contained in the Chair’s 

draft text of 1 December 2024, he said that more time was needed for discussion. Many different 

views had been heard, including those of members who had favoured a standalone article, bridging 

proposals, as well as from members who did not wish to see the article reflected in the text. 

Submissions had been received on article 6 that were available on the in-session documentation 

platform. The Chair’s text for article 6 was included in the assembled text, with a footnote stating that 

it reflected the original formulation in the Chair’s text. No agreement had been reached on article 6, 

and no textual negotiations had been held on its content to date.  

36. The Co-Chair proposed that the two informal groups continue to make progress on articles 3 

and 5, given that the reports from the informal groups had highlighted the need for more time for 

consideration of those articles. Once the contact group had heard the reports from the informal 

discussions on those articles, the next steps to be taken would be determined.  

37. The Co-Chair of contact group 2 said that the group had met five times and had completed a 

first round of textual negotiations on all four articles under its mandate. It had held one informal 

consultation on article 8 on plastic waste management, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 

December 2024, together with separate informal informal consultations on article 7 on releases and 

leakages, article 9 on existing plastic pollution and article 10 on just transition, as contained in the 

Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024. Chile and Switzerland had co-facilitated the informal 

consultation on article 8; the United Kingdom had led informal informal consultations on article 7; 

Antigua and Barbuda, on behalf of the Alliance of Small Island States, and the European Union had 

led informal informal consultations on article 9; and Cameroon had led informal informal 

consultations on article 10. The status of the textual negotiations on each of the four articles as at 8 

August 2025 had been reflected in the assembled text posted on the website for the session. The group 

had also decided to include footnote references in article 7 with a view to clarifying the status of 

discussions. The Co-Chair noted that the expansion of the text was part of the process of 

multilateralism and it signalled progress, reflecting the views of members and serving as a strong basis 

for further negotiations. Moreover, areas of convergence had been found on some of the paragraphs. 

Three further informal consultations had also been established on articles 7, 8 and 9. Members had 

demonstrated a will to work arduously towards consensus with a view to achieving a clean text on the 

articles under consideration. 

38. The Co-Chair of contact group 3 said that the group had met five times, including to discuss 

the financial mechanism under article 11 entitled “Financial [resources and] mechanism”, as contained 

in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024. Early sessions had focused on hearing the views of 

members and reviewing proposals submitted at both the first and second parts of the fifth session of 

the committee. The contact group had mandated the Co-Chairs to prepare a comparison table to map 

how elements of the article were reflected in a selection of proposals, including the Chair’s text and 

multi-country submissions. Following additional exchanges, and with the aim of simplifying the text 

where possible to facilitate structured textual negotiations, the Co-Chairs had been mandated to 

prepare a revised iteration of the text for article 11, drawing from the Chair’s text dated 

1 December 2024; the proposals and views expressed during the first and second parts of the fifth 

session of the committee; and the informal consultations held on article 11 on Thursday, 

7 August 2025. The aim of the document was to reorder and simplify text where possible in order to 

facilitate structured textual negotiations; it had been welcomed by members as a useful but not 

exhaustive starting point for further textual negotiations. The text in question was set out in the 

assembled document.  

39. On article 12 on capacity building, technical assistance and technology transfer, including 

international cooperation, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, given that the 

structure of the article had generally been met with support, the contact group had agreed with the 
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suggestion of the Co-Chair to begin line-by-line negotiations using the Chair’s text as the starting 

point. Following the initial exchanges on paragraph 1, the group had requested that the Co-Chairs 

prepare a revised version of the text for paragraphs 2 to 7 that integrated the written submissions 

uploaded to the online portal for the meeting during the current session. The purpose of that version 

was to accelerate the pace of textual negotiations, as delegations would not need to take the floor to 

repeat proposals that were already reflected in the draft. Thereafter, the contact group had proceeded 

with paragraph-by-paragraph discussions on the version prepared by the Co-Chairs, and a first round 

of textual negotiations had been conducted for paragraphs 1 to 4. During the discussion, several 

suggestions had been made to restructure paragraphs and simplify text, although that work was yet to 

be completed by the contact group. Further discussion on paragraphs 5 to 7 remained pending. An 

informal informal discussion was scheduled to be led by Brazil later in the day on 9 August to further 

discuss its proposal for article 12, paragraph 5, on a cooperation mechanism. The different statuses of 

the paragraphs under article 12 were reflected in the assembled document.  

40. With regard to informal and informal informal discussions, an informal group had met on 

7 August, co-facilitated by Austria and Costa Rica, to discuss areas of convergence and divergence on 

article 11 with a view to facilitating future negotiations. The outcome had been the production of a 

non-negotiated summary table capturing elements of convergence and divergence across the different 

proposals, which had been used to inform the Co-Chair’s revised text and had been accepted by the 

contact group as the basis of further work on article 11. An informal informal discussion was 

scheduled to be led by Brazil later in the day on 9 August to further discuss its proposal for article 12, 

paragraph 5, on a cooperation mechanism. In terms of the need for further work and possible avenues 

and options to reach agreement, on article 11, members had expressed a readiness to begin textual 

negotiations using the text proposed by the Co-Chairs, which consolidated views expressed at the first 

and second parts of the fifth session of the committee. Members had acknowledged that some matters, 

including the design and structure of the financial mechanism, and related matters, such as its 

operation and governance, would benefit from discussion in an informal setting. On article 12, 

paragraphs 5 to 7 required a first reading in the contact group and further discussion in the context of 

continued negotiations on the full article. The next stage would involve refining the text for all the 

paragraphs in the article, addressing outstanding divergences, and encouraging flexibility from 

members in order to facilitate convergence. 

41. The Co-Chair of contact group 4 said that the group had met six times to consider the 

preamble and the 23 articles under its mandate. Despite the extensive scope of its mandate, initial 

discussions had been held on all the articles assigned to the group thanks to the collaborative spirit of 

members. However, owing to time constraints, some members had been unable to intervene on articles 

14 to 18 and the preamble, and would be given the opportunity to do so at the group’s next meeting. 

Consequently, the outcomes as reflected in the assembled text constituted a snapshot of the progress 

on each article, and not an agreed outcome of the group’s work. While the document aimed to reflect 

all the deliberations from the previous four days, it might not comprehensively capture the full range 

of views expressed, nor those that had been uploaded on the in-session documentation platform after 

the secretariat had begun to compile the assembled text. In addition, specific proposals shared via the 

in-session portal but not discussed in the contact group were generally not reflected in the text, as was 

the case for article 20 on conference of the parties, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 

2024, as indicated in its footnote. However, the following omissions in the submitted status of work 

document should have been reflected in the assembled text: for article 1bis on principles and 

approaches and article 19 on health, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, the text 

should be in square brackets and include the no-article options; and for article 14 on national plans, 

paragraph 1, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, textual proposals that had 

previously been omitted had been introduced. The group was therefore in the process of releasing an 

updated version of the status of work document. Meanwhile, the contact group had agreed to forward 

article 31 on the depositary and article 32 on authentic texts, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 

1 December 2024, to the committee for consideration and possible onward transmission to the legal 

drafting group for its consideration. 

42. The Co-Chairs had invited members to discuss certain matters in an informal setting, with a 

view to bridging divergences of opinion and enabling progress towards a clean final text. Those 

matters were as follows: four textual options on principles or principles and approaches, facilitated by 

Saudi Arabia; provisions relating to the conference of the parties and subsidiary bodies, co-facilitated 

by the European Union, Palau and Peru; and matters relating to health, facilitated by Brazil. The 

outcomes of the deliberations from those informal meetings had been duly reported back to contact 

group 4 and incorporated into the respective status of work documents for contact group 4, and 

subsequently into the assembled text for consideration by the committee.  
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43. During the first meeting of the group, members had found convergence on article 31 on 

depositary and article 32 on authentic texts, as reflected in the status of work document on the online 

portal for the meeting. Several other articles had seen some level of convergence, but required further 

refinement in the contact group, including those on national plans; reporting provisions; effectiveness 

evaluation; public awareness and education; and on the final provisions, such as those related to 

amendment procedures and entry into force.  

44. Some elements of the text required further work, and proposals were being gathered on 

possible ways forward. During the deliberations of the contact group, new articles had been proposed 

to introduce concepts that were not included in the Chair’s text. The group sought the Chair’s guidance 

on how to proceed on that regard. It had also begun to identify cross-cutting elements that might 

warrant further consideration across articles. They included: the nature of decision-making, in 

particular whether to make decisions by consensus only or include the possibility of voting when all 

efforts at consensus had been exhausted; the number and characteristics of any subsidiary bodies that 

might be established; and the issue of trade under the international legally binding instrument. The 

group had also compiled proposed next steps, including the immediate opportunity for members who 

remained on the speaker list for articles 13 to 18, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 

2024, and the preamble to offer their interventions in the contact group setting. Thereafter, a variety of 

modalities could be used to expedite the work of the group, for example, textual engagements by 

members in an informal setting; the development by the Co-Chairs of streamlined text with a view to 

bridging divergences; and joint consideration with other contact groups, if necessary. Some of the 

above-mentioned cross-cutting items warranted further consideration. 

45. Following the reports back from the Co-Chairs of the contact groups, the Chair acknowledged 

that insufficient progress had been made in contact groups. He proposed that the committee transmit 

articles 31 and 32 to the legal drafting group, on the understanding that nothing was agreed until 

everything was agreed in a plenary meeting. Further, noting that several articles had gained a 

significant level of understanding but still required further refinement within the contact groups, he 

proposed that the contact groups continue to review those articles with the aim of producing final texts 

for the legal drafting group. Finally, he said that he would continue to work with the contact group 

Co-Chairs to identify the articles on which little progress had been made toward a common 

understanding. As soon as broad alignment was reached on additional articles, he would organize a 

plenary meeting to transmit such articles to the legal drafting group. 

46. The Chair then opened the floor for comments on the reports by the contact group Co-Chairs. 

47. Many representatives, including several speaking on behalf of groups of countries, thanked the 

contact group Co-Chairs for their efforts over the preceding days, as well as the facilitators of the 

informal consultations and the Chair, for their efforts in guiding the discussions. While several of 

those who spoke mentioned that negotiations were proceeding in a spirit of positivity and cooperation, 

almost all expressed concern at the slow pace of progress, with many, including one speaking on 

behalf of a group of countries, saying that a change in approach was needed.  

48. Commenting on the assembled text, a number of representatives, including several speaking on 

behalf of groups of countries, said that it did not reflect the views of their delegations or that it 

contained gaps or inaccuracies. Several noted with alarm that the text had expanded considerably and 

contained a much higher number of brackets than previously, and one said that some articles contained 

as many brackets as words and suggested they be completely rewritten. 

49. In terms of the overall approach going forward, several representatives indicated their support 

for the Chair’s proposal and many, including several speaking on behalf of groups of countries, 

offered their views on what was needed to change course and produce results. 

50. Many representatives, including several speaking on behalf of groups of countries, called on 

the Chair to establish a clear process for the ongoing work. One specifically asked for clarity on how 

to move forward from the contact groups and another, speaking on behalf of a group of countries, 

requested clarity on how text negotiated in smaller groups would come back to the Member States. 

One also asked the Chair, in line with rule 20 of the draft rules of procedure, to clearly instruct 

delegations to avoid making general statements and to provide time limits for statements. Another 

requested clarity on the process to be followed, once text was approved, to prepare for entry into force 

and the first meeting of the conference of the parties, saying that such clarity was crucial to 

delegations’ ability to resolve issues at the current meeting. 

51. Several representatives spoke about what should be done over the following two days. Some 

said that if significant progress was not made another stocktake plenary should be convened promptly 

to decide on what steps to take. One, stressing that the committee should not avoid discussing issues 
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that had strong support among delegations, said that points of divergence on such issues should be 

resolved by the end of Sunday, 10 August to enable progress as of the start of the next week. Another 

echoed that point, saying that cross-cutting issues should be resolved quickly to enable the committee 

to move forward on critical items. 

52. Several representatives indicated that they agreed with the proposal by the Chair to classify 

articles into categories for discussion. One added that it would, however, be important for delegations 

to understand which specific articles the Chair saw in each category, especially the proposed 

categories 2 and 3, to enable small delegations to organize their work. Another encouraged the Chair, 

with the help of the contact group Co-Chairs, to identify the articles and elements in category 3. For 

her delegation, such articles and elements could consist of those on which views on inclusion in the 

instrument diverged. Such articles and elements could then be addressed in a new setting, such as a 

meeting of heads of delegation.  

53. Many representatives, including several speaking on behalf of groups of countries, highlighted 

the importance of transparency and inclusivity for maintaining trust in the process. In that regard, 

several asked that information on meetings, including all informal meetings, be made available in a 

timely manner. One asked that meeting rooms be of adequate size, to ensure that no one was excluded 

from the discussion, and another asked that careful consideration be given to the representation of 

smaller delegations, including consideration of how the outputs of informal and breakout groups 

would be integrated into the formal work of the contact groups. 

54. Several representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, mentioned 

the need for all decisions to be taken by consensus, while several others said that consensus should not 

be used as justification for not achieving the committee’s objective. Another representative said that 

all decisions should be taken by consensus pending the adoption of the rules of procedure.  

55. A number of representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, 

appealed to the Chair to take a larger role in seeking consensus. One representative, speaking on 

behalf of a group of countries, suggested that the Chair intervene in a timely and creative manner 

when a shift in working arrangements was needed to increase the pace of progress, and that he engage 

more actively in the negotiation process by undertaking activities such as informal consultations with 

delegations. That appeal was echoed by another representative, who said that it was very important in 

such a process for the Chair to carry out extensive and intensive consultations with countries and 

regions in an effort to understand their greatest concerns and determine whether there was a possibility 

of convergence. Another representative asked that the Chair, in his involvement in the consultations, 

prioritize issues where members were further apart, as those issues were an integral part of the treaty 

and could not be left to the final days of negotiation.  

56. Several representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, asked the 

Chair to strengthen the facilitation of the ongoing discussion in the contact groups. The representative 

speaking on behalf of a group of countries encouraged the Chair to make use of other formats, such as 

informal consultations, where appropriate, and another representative suggested that the contact group 

Co-Chairs be given more leeway to receive proposals and reach a consensus text. Several other 

representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, asked that the Chair mandate 

the contact group Co-Chairs to clean up the text by streamlining what was already there, and another 

representative speaking on behalf of a group of countries suggested that the Chair consider convening 

more than two contact groups to run in parallel.  

57. Representatives also had suggestions for the Co-Chairs of the contact groups. Several, 

including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, encouraged the Co-Chairs to make more use 

of informal informal and breakout groups, although another asked that the use of informal discussions 

be minimized, saying that they led to questions about transparency. Several representatives, including 

one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, asked the Co-Chairs to provide clear, transparent, 

consistent terms of reference to the informal consultations and the informal informal groups. The 

representative speaking on behalf of a group of countries also asked the Co-Chairs not to limit the 

number of delegations that could participate in such sessions, and another representative asked that 

informal groups have the flexibility to run in parallel and to consider cross-cutting issues across 

groups. Another representative, speaking on behalf of a group of countries, stressed that all informal 

discussions should be announced by the Co-Chairs and agreed to by the contact group. He also asked 

that informal informal groups, even though they could be formed by the Member States themselves, 

nevertheless be better organized in order to foster transparency and inclusivity.  
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58. One representative urged the Co-Chairs to enable consideration of the interplay between 

certain key articles, including articles being considered by different contact groups, which, he said, 

would also mean being open to looking at alternatives to the current structure and the format of certain 

articles. 

59. One representative, speaking on behalf of a group of countries, recommended that the 

Co-Chairs start considering which portions of the text might be excluded from the final outcome 

owing to irreconcilable differences. 

60. With regard to the work of the contact groups themselves, several representatives 

recommended a focus on the core elements needed for an effective treaty, with individual 

representatives singling out articles 3, 5, 6, 11, 12, 19 and 20 as requiring priority attention.  

61. One representative, speaking on behalf of a group of countries, stressed that insufficient time 

had been devoted to discussing the scope of the future treaty, and several others said that establishing 

the scope of the future treaty as a priority would facilitate subsequent progress on other articles. 

Several of them also advised agreeing on the definitions of terms used in the text and one also 

advocated focusing on the objective of the treaty, again with a view to enable faster progress on other 

issues.  

62. Many representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, also called for 

more effort and flexibility from delegations. Several, including the representative speaking on behalf 

of a group of countries, urged delegations to trust the contact group Co-Chairs and respect their clear 

mandates, and to focus on streamlining and refining the text. Several, including one speaking on 

behalf of a group of countries, also appealed for an end to the use of working methods, procedural 

excuses and other delaying tactics to obstruct the process, and several asked delegations to avoid 

repeated restatement of entrenched positions. One requested that delegations avoid the proliferation of 

similar proposals.  

63. One representative reported that his delegation had submitted text regarding the seat of the 

secretariat and asked that it be reflected in the assembled text. Another representative said that his 

delegation had also proposed text on the matter, in reaction to another delegation’s submission, and 

requested that the next version of the assembled text reflect their proposal. He expressed the view, 

however, that the matter should be taken up by the conference of the parties at its first meeting rather 

than by the committee at the current session. 

64. Many representatives, including several speaking on behalf of groups of countries, also took 

the opportunity to reiterate their general views and aspirations for the treaty as expressed in previous 

meetings.  

65. Following the discussion, the Chair acknowledged members’ desire to speed up the pace of 

work and reach concrete achievements, and comments regarding the need to increase the use of 

informal meetings to find common ground and move forward with cleaning up the text. Noting that no 

formal meetings were scheduled for the following day, Sunday, 10 August, he urged members 

nevertheless to continue to consult among themselves, including in informal informal meetings, in 

order to make the most of the time available.  

66. The Committee transmitted the text of articles 31 and 32 to the legal drafting group, on the 

understanding that nothing was agreed until everything was agreed in a plenary meeting. 

67. At the 7th plenary meeting of the fifth session, on Wednesday, 13 August 2025, the committee 

heard reports from the Co-Chairs of the four contact groups and the legal drafting group on progress in 

their work.  

68. The Co-Chairs of contact group 1 said that the group had convened eight times in contact 

group settings, eight times in informal sessions, and in various formats of member-led, informal 

informal and bilateral discussions, with a mandate to discuss scope, articles 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6, and the 

identification of relevant issues for consideration by the diplomatic conference. The status of the 

group’s work had been reflected in a conference room paper, which was available on the web page of 

the resumed fifth session. The group had not produced additional written outcomes for the 

consideration of the committee. 

69. The Co-Chairs of contact group 2 updated the committee on the work of that group, which was 

to address articles 7, 8, 9 and 10. Since the 6th plenary meeting, on 9 August 2025, the contact group 

had met on two occasions, making significant progress, including completing a round of textual 

negotiations on all four articles under its mandate and bracketed text. In relation to article 7, there was 

substantial agreement on the importance of addressing plastic releases and leakages, but divergence 

remained with regard to the scope of the article and whether elements thereof could be addressed 
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under other articles. In discussions on article 8, the environmentally sound management of plastic 

waste was considered to be crucial, while opinions continued to diverge on addressing the 

transboundary movement of plastic waste not covered by the Basel Convention on the Control of 

Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes and Their Disposal and the best way to adequately 

reflect the concept of extended producer responsibility in the text of the proposed future instrument. 

With regard to article 9, convergence existed on the importance of addressing plastic pollution in a 

standalone article, of measures to address plastic pollution in areas within national jurisdiction, and of 

the identification of zones affected by plastic pollution. Divergence remained, however, on 

terminology, in relation to “existing” versus “legacy” plastic pollution and approaches and obligations 

regarding plastic pollution in areas beyond national jurisdiction, as well as the existence, format and 

scope of the proposed remediation mechanism. In relation to article 10, convergence existed on the 

importance of protecting those disproportionately impacted by plastic pollution; divergence remained 

around the framing and scope of the just transition, and the need for and the role of the proposed 

subsidiary body. Interlinkages with other articles had been acknowledged, including on reporting and 

means of implementation. 

70. The Co-Chairs of contact group 3 reported that the group had completed first readings of 

articles 11 and 12. With regard to article 11, to reflect its work, the group had mandated the Co-Chairs 

to prepare a new iteration of paragraphs 1 to 7, which, while not reflecting all the views or proposals 

of members and being non-exhaustive, could serve as a constructive basis for engagement moving 

forward. The group had completed a first reading of article 12, and the final iteration of that text would 

be made available shortly.  

71. The Co-Chairs of contact group 4 reported that, since the opening plenary on 5 August 2025, 

the group had held 11 contact group sessions and 13 informal consultation meetings, successfully 

beginning discussions on the preamble and all of the 23 articles under its mandate. Members had also 

participated in informal informal discussions with a view to better understanding other delegations’ 

positions on outstanding issues. The Co-Chairs had striven to allocate time to the text proposals that 

had been submitted on new articles and alternatives to existing articles, but it had not been possible to 

give in-depth consideration to all the issues raised. The status of work documents on the web page of 

the resumed session reflected, to the extent possible, efforts to date. The contact group had agreed to 

forward the text of article 30 on withdrawal as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, 

to the committee for its consideration and possible onward transmission to the legal drafting group.  

72. On the proposal of the Chair, the Committee agreed to conclude the work in the contact 

groups.  

73. The committee transmitted the text of article 30 to the legal drafting group, on the 

understanding that nothing was agreed until everything was agreed in a plenary meeting of the 

committee. 

74. The Co-Chairs of the legal drafting group updated the committee on progress in the group’s 

work. The group had been requested to review articles 31 and 32 and had considered the signature 

block in its review of article 32. Thanking all the legal experts who had participated, the Co-Chairs 

said that productive discussion at its meeting on 11 August had enabled the group to swiftly complete 

its review of the text that had been forwarded, in which it had identified only minor editorial issues 

and had proposed the text for consideration by the committee. The group had included its comments in 

an output document posted on the web page of the resumed fifth session.  

75. The committee took note of articles 31 and 32, as set out in the outcome document of the legal 

drafting group, on the understanding that nothing was agreed until everything was agreed, and that 

references to the name of the future instrument would need to be consistently reviewed and reflected 

across the text.  

76. The Chair informed the committee that, since the 6th plenary meeting, on 9 August 2025, he 

had continued to hold consultations with the contact group Co-Chairs and with members of the 

committee regarding the issues for which a resolution had not be achieved under the working methods 

the committee had established, as well as regarding possible alternative working methods. On 

Monday, 11 August 2025, he had convened a meeting attended by a representative group of members 

of the committee, both geographically and in terms of viewpoints. He had requested those members to 

communicate to all other members the discussions at that meeting. As a result of those discussions, as 

well as of inputs from the Bureau and the contact group Co-Chairs, he had requested the 

representatives of Chile (Julio Cordano) and Japan (Ryo Nakamura) to hold bilateral meetings on his 

behalf regarding articles 11 and 6, as contained in the Chair’s draft text of 1 December 2024, 

respectively, and that such bilateral meetings would continue after the current plenary meeting, as 

needed.  
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77. The Chair presented his draft text proposal of 13 August 2025 to the committee for its 

consideration. He said that the draft text proposal had been developed based on the reports of the 

contact group Co-Chairs, consultations with members of the committee and inputs from the 

co-facilitators of bilateral meetings. The draft text was intended to capture elements that could form 

the foundation of an instrument that would fulfil the mandate of Environment Assembly resolution 

5/14, and reflected areas of convergence of views among members. In order to ensure a transparent, 

member-driven process, he intended to meet with regional groups to hear the views of members on the 

draft text and would use the input from those meetings, as well as from bilateral meetings, to prepare a 

revised draft text in advance of the next plenary meeting for consideration by the committee. When the 

committee deemed it appropriate, it would forward the draft to the legal drafting group. Once the 

revised draft text had been reviewed by the legal drafting group, the committee in a final plenary 

meeting would consider the text for approval with a view to sending to the diplomatic conference of 

plenipotentiaries for adoption. 

78. Many representatives raised points of order regarding the Chair’s proposal for the way work 

should proceed. Many representatives, including a number speaking on behalf of groups of countries, 

said that they could not accept the Chair’s draft text of 13 August 2025 as a basis for negotiations, as it 

was not balanced and fell short of the minimum required to fulfil the mandate of Environment 

Assembly resolution 5/14. Several representatives, including a number speaking on behalf of groups of 

countries, said that the draft text crossed many of their previously stated red lines. In addition, several 

representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, raised concerns regarding a 

lack of transparency and equitable representation in the proposed discussion of the draft text in 

regional groups. A number of representatives requested that the Chair provide more clarity regarding 

the next steps of the negotiation process, with one representative underscoring that small delegations 

in particular seemed to be excluded from discussions. A number of representatives, including some 

speaking on behalf of groups of countries, proposed that, in order to ensure inclusivity, rather than 

holding discussions in regional groups, the Chair should convene a meeting with heads of delegation. 

Other representatives, however, supported the discussion of the draft text in regional groups and with 

individual delegations before possibly holding discussions in other formats, with one representative 

suggesting that any meeting of heads of delegation should also include up to two other representatives 

from each Member State, and another suggesting a meeting of chief negotiators rather than heads of 

delegation. 

79. Many representatives expressed grave concern regarding specific elements that were missing 

from the articles in the Chair’s draft text, namely references to the full life cycle of plastics, 

sustainable product design, chemicals of concern and overconsumption of plastic, as well as the lack 

of reference to Indigenous Peoples and their rights and knowledge, local communities and States with 

specific vulnerabilities, such as archipelagic countries. Some representatives also deemed insufficient 

the coverage in the draft text of the issues of microplastics, plastic products and product design, 

circularity, transboundary waste and human health, with a number of representatives expressing the 

view that there should be a stand-alone article on human health. Several representatives said that they 

were concerned by the lack of adequate financial support and technology transfer mechanisms for 

developing countries, as well as by the absence of adequate reference to the polluter pays principle and 

to the principle of a just transition, in particular for waste pickers.  

80. Several representatives, including some speaking on behalf of groups of countries, reiterated 

the need for the text to include articles on scope and definitions. Several representatives, including one 

speaking on behalf of a group of countries, also expressed the view that new categories of countries, 

namely “parties with financial capacity to do so”, should not be introduced into the text, and one 

representative underscored the importance of reaffirming the sovereign right of States to define their 

own environmental and developmental pathways. 

81. Some representatives expressed regret that the draft text was not founded on a science-led 

approach. In addition, several representatives expressed grave concern that the draft text did not 

contain any legally binding obligations at the global level, with a number of representatives voicing 

their extreme disappointment that the draft text was focused solely on waste management and on 

actions at the national level. Furthermore, a number of representatives noted that a proposal submitted 

by 120 countries regarding an effective decision-making process for the proposed conference of the 

parties had not been included in the draft text, with one representative underscoring that 

decision-making by consensus could severely impair the effectiveness of the future instrument.  

82. Other representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, expressed the 

view that the decision-making processes of the future instrument needed to be consensus-based to 

ensure that it united rather than divided people. A number of representatives, including one speaking 

on behalf of a group of countries, also highlighted the need for the future instrument to be based on the 
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principle of common but differentiated responsibilities, providing flexibility in relation to developing 

countries, in order to ensure that those countries were not penalized. One representative stressed that 

such an approach was not a case of lowering ambition but of ensuring that the future instrument would 

be practical and implementable. 

83. One representative expressed the view that the meetings of the conference of the parties of the 

future instrument should be convened by UNEP in Nairobi and that the secretariat of the future 

instrument should be hosted by UNEP, given that the creation of the instrument had been instigated by 

the Environment Assembly, and bearing in mind the commitment made to strengthening the role of 

UNEP in the outcome document of the United Nations Conference on Sustainable Development, “The 

future we want”. 

84. Following a proposal by the Chair that an informal meeting for heads of delegation and one 

additional representative for each Member State be held that evening, 13 August 2025, several 

representatives reiterated that the current draft text could not be used as a basis for discussion. They 

proposed that the Chair prepare a revised draft text based on the comments made at the current plenary 

meeting before convening a meeting of heads of delegation in the morning of Thursday, 14 August 

2025. Others said that consultations, whether in regional groups or in a meeting for heads of 

delegation, should continue that evening on the basis of the current draft text. One representative also 

noted that any revised draft text should be presented to the committee in a plenary meeting before 

being discussed in any other meeting format. Some representatives, including one speaking on behalf 

of a group of countries, suggested that any discussions should also allow for reference to previous 

versions of the Chair’s draft text. 

85. The Chair informed that he intended to hold consultations with regional groups and individual 

members that evening, 13 August 2025, which, he stressed, did not preclude the possibility of holding 

a meeting of heads of delegation on 14 August 2025. 

86. At the 8th plenary meeting, on 14 August 2025, the Chair informed the committee that 

consultations were ongoing and that the current plenary meeting would be adjourned to be reconvened 

in the morning of Friday, 15 August 2025.  

87. At the 9th plenary meeting, on 15 August 2025, the committee took note of article 30, as 

contained in the outcome document of the legal drafting group made available on the web page of the 

resumed fifth session, which the group had considered to be legally sound.  

88. The Chair informed the committee that on 14 August 2025 he had convened a small informal 

working group, co-facilitated by Julio Cordano (Chile) and Ryo Nakamura (Japan), intended to 

represent the spectrum of views of committee members. The group, which had been tasked to work 

towards a package of provisions that could serve as a basis for reaching consensus on some of the 

outstanding issues, had made good progress although some differences remained.  

89. Reaffirming that his role was to act as facilitator of the committee’s work, ensuring that the 

outcomes of its sessions reflected a balance of members’ views, the Chair presented his revised draft 

text proposal of 15 August 2025 for the consideration of the committee. He said that the revised draft 

text proposal had been developed following consultations with regional groups on the draft text of 

13 August and taking into account the work of the small informal working group. He noted that the 

revised draft text represented his best attempt to capture in a balanced manner the views of members 

expressed throughout the consultations and was intended to serve as a tool to facilitate discussions, 

thereby moving members closer to the draft text of a legally binding instrument to combat plastic 

pollution. 

90. In the ensuing discussion, many representatives expressed gratitude to the Chair for preparing 

the revised draft text proposal. Many representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of 

countries, stressed that consensus had not been reached on the use of either of the Chair’s texts of 

13 or 15 August 2025 as the basis for continued negotiations. Several representatives said that the 

revised draft text proposal was imbalanced, with one noting that the draft text of 13 August had also 

been imbalanced. Several representatives said that the revised draft text failed to reflect the views of 

many members, with one adding that any instrument developed on that basis could only be ineffective. 

Many representatives said that they rejected the revised draft text proposal. Others noted that support, 

as well as rejection, had been expressed by various members in relation to both of the new draft texts 

presented by the Chair during the current resumed session, which indicated that overall there was no 

consensus on them. One representative said that he had supported the revised draft text proposal of 

15 August in the informal heads of delegation discussions as it aligned with the mandate of resolution 

5/14; while another expressed the view that it strayed too far from the mandate. 



UNEP/PP/INC.5/9 

15 

91. Many representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, said that the 

revised draft text proposal of 15 August improved upon the draft text of13 August; some 

acknowledged that it remained imperfect. Several representatives, including some speaking on behalf 

of groups of countries, said that they could accept the revised draft text proposal of 15 August as a 

basis for future negotiations. One representative proposed that the Chair’s text of 1 December 2024 be 

used as the basis for negotiations at a further resumed session and that the committee take note of the 

two later iterations.  

92. A very large number of representatives, including several speaking on behalf of groups of 

countries, expressed disappointment that the committee had been unable to reach agreement on the 

text of the future instrument at the current session.  

93. Several representatives expressed concerns regarding the process and indicated that clarity, 

transparency and inclusiveness needed to be enhanced in future discussions, with one noting the late 

release of the draft text and lack of transparency and inclusiveness in some of the informal 

consultations in the last stages of the session. One representative said that the committee should 

reconsider its working methods, while another reiterated a request that the committee’s rules of 

procedure be finalized.  

94. Many representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, said that some 

progress had been achieved at the current resumed session, with some noting that valuable information 

and agreement had emerged. One representative said that valiant efforts to make progress had been 

punctuated by regular debates over red lines and immovable positions. Yet another said that a small 

number of States that did not want an agreement had blocked the negotiations while one said that 

positions had remained far apart. One representative said that the failure to reach consensus had not 

been due to a lack of commitment, while another said that it reflected the current challenges facing 

global environmental governance.  

95. Many representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, underlined the 

continuing importance of delivering on the mandate given to the committee by Environment Assembly 

resolution 5/14. Several representatives cautioned against exceeding that mandate, which, said one 

representative, meant addressing only plastic pollution while avoiding overlap with the mandates of 

other multilateral environment agreements or instruments and bodies. One representative proposed 

that the United Nations Environment Assembly agree on a new mandate for the development of a 

treaty on plastic pollution at its upcoming seventh session.  

96. Many representatives stressed the urgency of the need to tackle plastic pollution, with one 

saying that the pressing nature of the committee’s work could not be overstated. The problem was 

particularly acute for developing countries, island nations and vulnerable communities, said one 

representative; while others said that a treaty that adequately responded to the urgency of that 

challenge must be strong; include the principle of proportionality; and balance urgency with the 

consideration of legitimate economic interests. Another representative said that the failure to reach 

agreement was a reflection of the urgency of the situation, and of its scale and complexity. Other 

representatives also underlined the complexity of agreeing a treaty on plastic pollution, which, one 

representative said, had only become clear once work on the future instrument had begun, as it 

affected the entire chain of production, consumption, recycling, and waste management, and the 

development models of over 190 States Members of the United Nations. Many representatives said 

that the failure of the committee to reach agreement had real-world consequences, as plastic pollution 

continued to accumulate in water and human bodies; threatened more homes, lives and livelihoods; 

and imposed higher costs on ecosystems, economies and human health. One representative said that 

the failure to reach agreement should sound an alarm about the consequences of prioritizing short-term 

interests over environmental concerns; to counter that, he said, States needed to act boldly and with 

genuine political will. 

97. Several representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, said that the 

draft text of the future instrument should include reference to landlocked developing countries, 

alongside least developed countries and small island developing States, as the need to reflect their 

particular development challenges in international processes had been affirmed at the Third 

United Nations Conference on Landlocked Developing Countries. Several representatives underlined 

the importance of addressing the needs of vulnerable groups, including Indigenous Peoples, as a 

matter of priority.  

98. Many representatives commented on the means of implementation of the future instrument, 

which, one said, should be ambitious; another said should be robust, along with any decision-making 

mechanisms; and which a third said should be agile enough to adapt to an ever-changing world. One 

representative said that balancing obligations would be important to ensure that compliance 
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requirements imposed on developing countries were matched by obligations on developed countries, 

which were largely responsible historically for plastic production, to ensure the availability of the 

necessary financial and technological resources for implementation. Another representative expressed 

concern that the treaty might be developed without robust means of implementation based on the Rio 

principles.  

99. One representative said that a financial mechanism that failed to take into account the Rio 

principles, which were well-established and referenced in resolution 5/14, along with consideration of 

national circumstances and capabilities, would place undue burden on developing countries, defeating 

the purpose of the treaty. A number of representatives said that an adequately resourced, stable 

financial mechanism was essential to an effective treaty, while several others, including a number who 

spoke on behalf of groups of countries, said that ensuring access to financing was particularly 

important for African countries to be able to implement the future treaty at scale, and to ensure that 

small island developing States did not bear the brunt of yet another environmental crisis to which they 

had barely contributed. Some representatives underlined the importance of ensuring the availability of 

training, technical assistance and technological solutions. One representative highlighted a proposal 

for a hybrid financing model, involving the Global Environment Facility and public-private 

partnership, in order to provide accessibility and predictability.  

100. Several representatives underlined the importance of common but differentiated 

responsibilities, with one requesting that specific reference be made to those principles in the operative 

paragraphs of the future treaty, rather than merely in the preamble. Another, stressing the importance, 

in that regard, of respecting national circumstances and capabilities, said that his delegation could not 

accept caps, or global targets, on production and consumption.  

101. Several representatives expressed support for the proposal that the secretariat of the new 

instrument be based in Nairobi. 

102. One representative said that the session had shown that the necessary conditions for reaching 

an agreement that was acceptable to all had not yet been met. A large number of representatives 

expressed support for continuing negotiations, almost all of whom agreed that work at a further 

resumed session should build on the work carried out to date, including at the current session. Several 

representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, said that existing working 

methods should be changed at a further resumed session. They made various suggestions in that 

regard, including the incorporation of a deadlock-breaking mechanism, the avoidance of 

discriminatory approaches to decision-making, and the avoidance of repeated statements of entrenched 

positions. One representative said that without change it was not reasonable to expect a different 

outcome. Another said that all decisions in the negotiations should be based on consensus to ensure 

that no one was left behind, while another said that overreliance on consensus had often caused the 

process to stall.  

103. One representative urged the committee not to rush into a possible resumption of negotiations, 

saying that time was needed to reflect on possible improvements to committee procedures, on work 

with existing institutions and conventions, and on pathways that could lead to the establishment of a 

meaningful global agreement. A session similar to the current one would not necessarily deliver the 

ambition and the breakthroughs needed. 

104. One representative proposed that any resumed negotiations should begin with a blank slate, 

while another cautioned that restarting the process would be unfair to all those members that wanted to 

move forward in good faith.  

105. Several representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, commented 

on work to be undertaken during the intersessional period before a possible resumption of 

negotiations. One representative speaking on behalf of a group of countries urged the Chair to 

mobilize political momentum during the intersessional period, while another said that consultations 

should continue on the understanding that members with specific red lines should act with caution and 

consider compromise. One representative proposed that an intersessional meeting be held to discuss 

the Chair’s revised draft text proposal.  

106. Many representatives, including one speaking on behalf of a group of countries, said that they 

would continue to work in good faith, with one expressing gratitude to members that had approached 

the negotiations in that spirit, and several saying that continuing to negotiate in good faith was the 

expression of a commitment to resolving the deadlock, which was a duty to future generations.  

107. Several representatives requested that the Chair provide guidance on the next steps for the 

committee. 
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 VI. Other matters 

108. At the 6th plenary meeting of the fifth session, on 9 August 2025, the Chair, recalling that 

resolution 5/14 mandated the Executive Director to convene the diplomatic conference, said that he 

had requested the secretariat to prepare draft elements of the possible resolutions of the diplomatic 

conference, to be provided to the committee by the evening of Monday, 11 August 2025. He would 

inform delegations of the subsequent steps to be taken in due course. 

109. At the 7th plenary meeting, on 13 August 2025, the Executive Secretary drew attention to a 

conference room paper, which presented possible elements for draft resolutions for consideration by 

the diplomatic conference of plenipotentiaries. The possible elements were based on the common 

provisions of existing multilateral environmental agreements. In preparing them, the secretariat had 

focused on elements that were typically included in treaties, regardless of the specificities of their 

subject matter. The draft resolutions were without prejudice to the agreement of the committee in 

relation to the future instrument and the decisions of the diplomatic conference.  

 VII. Adoption of the report of the session 

110. Recalling that the committee, at the first part of its fifth session, had adopted the draft report 

on that part of the session on the basis of the draft that had been circulated and on the understanding 

that it would be invited to adopt the remainder of the report, once drafted and circulated to all 

members, at the resumed fifth session, the Rapporteur introduced the completed draft report of the first 

part of the session, as set out in document UNEP/PP/INC.5/8, as well as the draft report of the 

resumed fifth session.  

111. The committee adopted the report of the first part of the fifth session, as contained in 

document UNEP/PP/INC.5/8. The committee also adopted the report of the resumed fifth session on 

the basis of the draft that had been circulated and on the understanding that the finalization of the 

report would be entrusted to the Rapporteur, working in conjunction with the secretariat. 

 VIII. Closure of the session 

112. A representative of an observer delivered a statement. The full text of statements made by 

members and observers, when submitted, can be found on the website for the session. 

113. Two representatives took the floor to seek clarification from the Chair on next steps. Upon 

clarification by the Chair, the session was adjourned at 9.10 a.m. on Friday, 15 August 2025, to be 

resumed at a later date. 

     

 


