Draft new Strategic Framework: “Draft 3 – Discussion Paper – 14 December 2009”
NEW ZEALAND COMMENTS

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the third draft of the 2011-2020 new Strategic Framework (NSF). New Zealand participated in the Strategic Plan Consultative meetings held in December 2009 and commends the shorter and clearer NSF that resulted from these meetings. 
The following are New Zealand’s comments and suggestions aimed at further strengthening the draft text.  

Firstly New Zealand welcomes and supports the comments from the report of the consultative meeting on the NSF regarding keeping a realistic view on what could be achieved with the resources that may be available. We also support the suggestion that the SBC should have a facilitating role and the Secretariat use its limited resources to link up stakeholders to promote and stimulate the inclusion of hazardous waste issues and implementation into other organisations’ and bodies’ of work programmes.

We agree that the core business of the Basel Convention is the control of the transboundary movements of hazardous waste and other waste and secondly the environmentally sound management of waste. 
We agree that the proposed actions are illustrative only and specific actions could form part of or be translated into Basel Convention future programme-budget and not be part of the draft NSF text for the OEWG. We agree that indicators could be part of the Work Programme discussed at each COP but find their inclusion in the draft NSF documents confusing. Many are still not measureable and not able to be made into measureable indicators. Again, as previously commented, it is not clear if they are for domestic or international action. Do the indicators need to be provided? We recommend that any indicators, even those used for illustrative purposes, be measureable and kept at the national level. Consistency in the language used for the objectives and then the illustrative indicators may help with understanding.
We support the suggestion to keep the NSF targeted and higher level and avoid delineating a work programme through the NSF.
New Zealand is supportive of the need for a monitoring and evaluation framework and of the shorter, clearer NSF and the revised structure
We reiterate that the NSF should be consistent with, and  keep within the mandate and scope of, the Convention and note that this issue will be debated at the OEWG. Any move to expand the scope of the Convention should be approached with care and requires a proper discussion between the Parties at the OEWGs and the COP meetings and agreement among the Parties before being reflected in the NSF. 

In particular, we question the removal of reference to ‘disposal’ of hazardous wastes from the Vision statement. Article 4 of the Convention states that several of the General Obligations on Parties cover disposal of waste and that ‘disposal’ also means recycling. We recommend that ‘disposal’ as defined in Annex IV of the Convention is added to the Vision statement.
Further consideration is required on the connections between climate change and the transboundary movement and ESM of hazardous waste before any decision can be made about including Climate Change in the NSF.  While New Zealand notes the importance of connecting to other programmes, it is important that they are not duplicated by the Basel Convention, and other programmes should minimise duplications too. We note that the Global Platform on Waste Management has already identified the link between waste and climate change and appears to cover the domestic management of hazardous waste. It would be helpful to clarify what the ‘connections’ are envisaged to be between the different programmes. 
We question how the transboundary movement of hazardous and other waste and the ESM of these wastes directly link to climate change. The four links we see between waste and climate change do not relate to its transboundary movement which is the particular focus of the Basel Convention. 
· Saving energy – especially by reducing energy consumption associated with extracting, processing and transporting ‘virgin’ raw materials. Manufacturing with recycled materials uses less energy overall compared with manufacturing using virgin materials. However, this does not directly link to transboundary movements unless it is to reduce the movements to reduce emissions from freighting the material between countries.
· Increasing carbon uptake by forests - through the use of recycled paper, for example, (more trees to ‘hold’ carbon) but paper is not generally a hazardous waste.
· Reducing and eventually eliminating the need for landfills (which release methane) and incinerators (which waste energy relative to recycling and reuse). Emissions from landfill of greenhouse gases are predominantly from organic waste which is not generally subject to transboundary movements.  

· Methane capture from landfills and energy from waste have climate change links but again, no strong link to transboundary movement of waste. Is it an ESM consideration? Landfill and energy from waste are the lowest (and therefore should be the last) options for managing waste. 

In addition to these comments, New Zealand has provided some track changes and comments in the NSF Draft 3 document. 
