7th Annual Subcommittee meeting of the Committee of Permanent Representatives to the UNEP 
(Nairobi, 12-16 October 2020)
Agenda Item 4: Consideration of a draft UNEP Medium Term Strategy (MTS) 2022-2025 and Programme of Work (PoW) 2022-2023

Comments by the United Kingdom

Overarching comments – Medium Term Strategy and Programme of Work
· The UK would like to reiterate the importance of UNEP working alongside other relevant institutions, paramount amongst those being other UN bodies, where UNEP has a clear opportunity to ensure that those entities are working in ways that support the 2030 agenda. This should be reflected in both the Medium Term Strategy and Programme of Work. Whilst UNDP is mentioned, there are many other bodies and, it would be useful if those were also referenced and worked with. In this respect, points 5 and 6 (p.15 MTS) should be strongly supported, with a comment that other programmes and funds should also be the focus of joint work and cooperation. Central is also synergies and collaboration across MEAs.
· With regard to the Covid-19 pandemic and a ‘green recovery’, many countries’ economies will have been hit very hard and it will take many years for the recovery to take hold and realise results.  Ensuring that UNEP’s plans and strategies, as well as national plans of member states, strive for a recovery that is truly green provides a huge opportunity to change the level of action. If achieved, this could make an enormously positive difference, but if it is missed it could result in massive steps backwards.  The vision of the Medium Term Strategy does not appear to reference this either specifically or more importantly regularly.  The UK would welcome additional focus to represent this point and add detail to plans for a ‘green recovery’.
· Both documents should also take account of the sentiments expressed at the recent UN Biodiversity Summit (30 Sept).  For example, a growing number of countries (77 to date) signed the Leaders Pledge for Nature during UNGA.  The UK will be championing the Pledge as a real game changer, signed up to at leadership level, and the actions agreed there (if not the Pledge itself) should also form part of UNEP’s vision and work so that the growing numbers of countries who have signed the Pledge (including many developing countries) can be supported to achieve those game changing actions.

Specific comments on the Nature Action section:
· The UK welcomes commitments to strengthen UNEP partnerships with other agencies to deliver for people and nature.
· The thematic subprogramme on Nature Action seems well aligned with CBD objectives, and proposed actions and priorities are consistent with what needs to be done to support implementation of the post-2020 framework.
· Outcome 1: Establishing pathway to “net zero loss” and “net gain” by 2025 is ambitious and we support all the actions underneath this, particularly: UNEP’s development of, and advocacy on economic measures and incentives that address biodiversity loss (read across with Dasgupta review) and UNEP’s commitment to support national development of policy, legislation and strategies to implement commitments under MEAS.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Outcome 2: We support that sustainable management of nature adopted and implemented within development frameworks, especially: UNEP’s work to ensure post-2020 framework is implemented and mainstreamed in national processes, UNEP’s work to develop and promote framework and norms for biodiversity and nature positive financing and infrastructure; and UNEP work to promote sustainability and transparency of value chains and production (read across here to COP26 objectives and due diligence consultation).

Specific comments on the Chemical and Pollution Action section:
· The UK is pleased to see the references to the importance of tackling chemicals, pollution and waste in the context of biodiversity and climate. Particularly the references for the need to strengthen the science-policy interface on chemicals and waste. Broadly supportive of the focus on reducing pollution, their support for the B2020 process, and the shift away from production and use of hazardous and toxic chemicals. There is a need to emphasise the importance of tackling pollution and improving regulation of chemicals/waste and the environment internationally (a key driver of biodiversity loss) to protect biodiversity, halt biodiversity loss and reduce emissions. However, there seems to be some disparity between the work programme and their goal to ‘work towards a pollution-free planet’ (p.26). 
· We are supportive of the need for time bound actions under environmental agreements where possible such as under the beyond 2020 framework on chemicals and waste (SAICM).
· We support the focus on enhancing institutions and capacity perhaps through the Special Programme and MEAs. 
· There are a number of targets set out on p.26 and the origin of these is not entirely clear nor what their purpose will be: some seem to be derived from the SDGs and the UN Environment Pollution Plan. With this in mind it is difficult to comment on the targets. By way of an example, a global mapping of contaminated sites seem fine from waste perspective and the 20% recycling target might not be as relevant to us our recycling rate is already well over 40%. Similarly, the target on open burning – this is already banned in the UK. 

Specific comments relating to Air Quality
Relating to air quality relevant aims, we have a couple of questions:
By 2025:-
· 30% of the world’s population lives in areas where WHO Air Quality interim targets for air pollutants are attained (e.g., for soot and smog pollutants). – How does UNEP see this being achieved? According to the WHO, currently 91% of the world’s population lives in places where air quality exceeds WHO limits.  In addition the biggest progress will likely need to be made in middle/low income countries i.e. those who are most likely to be impacted by the global Covid-19 recession. 
· Open burning is banned to stop the release of unintentionally produced persistent organic pollutants. Is UNEP suggesting this will be banned globally in by 2025? How realistic is that given that middle-low income countries still rely on open burning for cooking/heating etc? (There is an estimated 3bn people globally, who cook over open fires[endnoteRef:1]). [1:  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/media/57a0897f40f0b649740000e4/61150_State_of_Global_Clean_Improved_Cooking_Sector_96499.pdf] 



