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SUMMARY OF WORKSHOP ON THE ELEMENTS OF A NEW GLOBAL AGREEMENT TO 
COMBAT MARINE PLASTIC LITTER AND MICROPLASTICS 

 
Workshop date: 16-17 September 2019 
Location: Reykjavik, Iceland 
 
Background  
The workshop took place as follow-up to the Nordic Ministerial declaration and the decision 
to provide funding for a Nordic Report on elements for a new global agreement to combat 
marine litter and microplastics. Iceland hosted the workshop as chair of the Nordic Council 
of Ministers.  
 
The objective of the expert workshop was to engage with key stakeholders and experts to 
discuss the draft outline of the Nordic report, intending to inform the report writers of which 
elements of a new global agreement to combat marine plastic litter and microplastics could 
be included. Respecting differences in view, the workshop discussed if a new global agreement 
is to be established, what could then be regulated at the global level and which elements are 
to be considered in designing a new agreement. Workshop participants recalled the mandate 
given by the ministers on 10 April in the declaration.  
 
The input received from the workshop will be used to guide research and writing of the 
report. The final report is to be published in June 2020.A revised outline for the report will 
be discussed at a 2nd Workshop to take place in Janaury 2020 in Copenhagen. Dates TCB 
 
The objective was not to reach consensus but to provide an open and free discussion on the 
options and challenges for each of the primary elements. Chatham House rules were 
observed. Below is a summary of the main elements in the discussion.  
 
Summary of discussions 
Workshop participants recognised that political will has grown significantly over recent years 
and there is much activity at the national level. In addition, a number of new initiatives are 
emerging, but the sum of this is not going to bring us where we are.  Further discussions took 
place of the guiding, functional and operational elements to be included in such an 
agreement.  
 
Participants underlined that when assessing the issue of marine litter and microplastics, taking 
into account the whole life cycle of plastics, the report should take as a starting point the 
need for improved waste management systems and from there systematically analyse 
relevant actions and measures of a gradually more "upstream" and preventive nature. 
Participants suggested a global goal as agreed by UNEA-3 of long-term elimination of all 
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discharge of marine litter and microplastics, and a bottom-up commitment by governments, 
that could be operationalised further to different degrees of specificity and / or 
operationalised around some basic requirements, on how to contribute to this. 
 
Discussions emerged around to what extent the agreement should take form as a framework 
agreement or be more specific as to what it should regulate across the life-cycle.  
 
The roles and responsibilities or possible division of labour between the regional and the 
global level was mentioned, as well as uncertainty about what the regional level in its present 
form and structure could deliver and the need to improve standards overall.  Some well- 
functioning action plans such as in OSPAR or the Mediterranean Action Plan were mentioned 
as templates for enhancing performances in other regions.  
 
Some participants underlined the need for flexibility and a possibly for the agreement to 
evolve over time, and include new elements as knowledge and information increases. Others 
warned against too much flexibility and suggested provisions targeting production and 
consumption.  
 
 One idea proposed was national Plastic Pollution Reduction Plans (PPRP) that would provide 
a framework/roadmap for national implementation of the global commitment, including 
cooperation with all relevant stakeholders. National inventories could be linked to the PPRP 
as well as issues related to production and consumption.  
 
 Participants also discussed the need for harmonized monitoring of progress and a solid 
scientific basis to inform policy-making. An important element in a new agreement could be 
a scientific body that also will take direction from the parties, bring to their attention emerging 
issues of concern and ensure coordination with other scientific bodies and mechanisms. The 
need for a mechanism to establish ad hoc task teams and committees on other specific issues 
was also recognized.  
 
Another key functional element for a new agreement discussed was funding and financing, 
including how to access financing available for this topic and how to link funding to obligations 
under the agreement. Participants also discussed how to create systems for sustainable 
financing for waste management. A new agreement could also help prioritizing and 
coordinating of available resources.  
 
The role of industry and private sector was also discussed, including a mechanism for 
effective engagement of these actors in a new agreement.  
 
A new agreement should also include a mechanism for reporting towards a global goal and 
a review mechanism to provide information as to whether we are hitting the target. One 
suggestion was a five year cycle, starting with 2020 as a baseline. This would provide one cycle 
before the SDG 14.1 date expires. The global stocktake under the Paris Agreement was 
mentioned as a model.  Complementing such a review by individual country reviews inspired 
by mechanisms from the CBD and the human rights treaties were also mentioned.  
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The issue of impact and outcome indicators were discussed, but it was understood that it is 
premature to discuss these before there is a clear understanding of what tne is trying to 
measure. It may also be subject to further technical work once the basic framework is 
established, for instance under a technical advisory committee of some sort.  
 
The reduction of virgin plastics production was mentioned as an ultimate outcome of all other 
measures, if implemented effectively. Some participants argued that the building blocks to 
reduce virgin production should be included in the agreement, e.g. reporting on virgin 
production. Other pointed to the need to make sure the link to the issue of marine plastic 
litter and microplastics as the rationale for developing a global agreement is not lost. 
 
On the issue of clean-up, there was a consensus among participants that prevention is the 
priority and that the waste hierarchy should serve as the guiding framework. Some referred 
to the UNEA-decisions which include some basic principles for clean-up for instance how to 
prioritise such action. Elements regarding production and consumption must be linked to 
marine plastic litter and microplastics.  
 
Product design for increased recyclability, higher levels of secondary raw materials and 
labelling was also discussed, as well as possible regulatory approaches used elsewhere, how 
to engage with industry and how to address consumer behaviour.  Principles for substitution 
as well as considering the whole lifecycle of alternatives to plastics was high-lighted. As plastics 
is everywhere there will be a need to clearly define the scope of the new agreement some 
participants underlined. Participants also recognized the limits of approaching this as a 
product-by-product agreement, as opposed to more general approaches in the agreement, 
referring specific solutions to be the responsibility of the industry.  
 
The role of informal sector in a number of countries with large challenges related to waste 
management was discussed. Innovation and information for consumer-awareness was 
discussed, but not entirely evident how to link this to a global agreement but innovation 
challenges and research grants were mentioned.  
 
Microplastics is identified as a cross-cutting theme for the report, as measures for tackling 
this issue differs as to whether it is primary (intentionally added)  or secondary microplastics 
or from abrasion/ wear and tear. The agreement could differentiate between the point and 
diffuse sources of microplastics participants suggested. Participants pointed to the issue of 
microplastics to be treated separately in the report.  
 
Finally, participants recognized the important role to be played by the regional level, and 
important to map the contributions of the Regional Seas Conventions. Some participants 
pointed to monitoring and reporting on the regional level, as research and sharing 
experiences. Some indicators exist at the regional level that can be relevant to the global 
level.  
 
Timetable for the Nordic Report  
 

ACTIVITY DUE DATE 

Workshop – Reykjavik 16-17 September 2019 
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Surveys distributed (anonymous) 14 October 2019 

Surveys returned 31 October 2019 

Presentation – Our Oceans, Oslo 25 October 2019 

Presentation, Annotated report outline - AHEG #3, Bangkok 18-22 November 2019 

Advisory Group – individual discussions December 2019 

Report submission – First Draft 31 December 2019 

Workshop – Copenhagen 15-16  January 2019 

Report submission – Second Draft 28 February 2019 

Report submission – Final Draft for editing 31 March 2019 

Presentation, Report Final Draft - AHEG #4,  April 2020 

Report submission – Final (edited, translated with layout) 15 May 2019 

Launch of final report - SDG 14 Conference Lisbon 2-6 June 2020 

 
 
Attendees: 
Country/Organization  , Name  
Environmental Investigation Agency (EIA) - Tim Grabiel 
CIEL - David Azoulay 
WWF Norway - Inger Haugsgjerd 
WWF Norway - Thorbjørn Graff Hugo  
Finland - Vilja Klemola  
Finland - Maria Laamanen  
Sweden - Pernilla Åhrlin  
Switzerland - Sibylle Vermont 
Denmark - Charlotte Betina Mogensen  
European Commission - Gordana Topic 
Iceland - Stéfan Einarsson  
United Kingdom - Julius Piercy  
Germany - Christoph Epping 
Germany - Ingo Stürmer 
Norway - Mona Aarhus 
Norway - Kirsten Jacobsen  
Norway - Erlend Draget 
Norway - Ingeborg Mork-Knutsen  
Norway - Gunnhild Eriksen 
Consultant - Karen Raubenheimer, University of  Wollongong 
Consultant - Niko Urho, University of Massachusets, Boston  
 
 
Chairs: 
Karen Raubenheimer - University of Wollongong, Australia (consultant). 
Niko Urho - University of Massachusetts, Boston, USA (consultant). 
 
Annex : Summary notes by the consultants to inform their report writing.  


