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First want to thank FCTC, organizing/hosting this event   
Glad to see that now not only WHO but  UNEP getting involved in some way
Given that 5% of global deforestation is caused by tobacco, 
Given that tobacco companies have the carbon footprint of various countries: Globally, the tobacco supply chain contribute greenhouse gas emissions s/ about 84 Mt CO2 (84 million tons) equivalent in emissions to the combined footprint of Denmark, Luxembourg, Latvia and Lithuania combined or almost as high as the greenhouse gas emissions of Peru or Israel.
Combined green house emission of tobacco is equal to one fossil fuel company, 
addressing tobacco should be a low hanging fruit for governments who want to address environmental issues.  And if we are not able as a society to address the harm caused by tobacco, then it does not bode well for our future

My brief presentation will address the concept of Extended Producer Responsibility  EPR as it could  apply to tobacco product waste and I will suggest some recommendations for the tobacco control movement to consider
 
 
OUTLINE�
Brief overview of EPR, but tobacco industry is not like any other industry – EPR = different for this sector, So while EPR is a useful principle, there are dangers in using EPR for tobacco industry
·  EPR could be an important tool to address tobacco harms if certain conditions are met
·  EPR and tobacco current examples: EU directive on Single-Used Plastics SUP 
·  To avoid France example, transposition of EPR-obligation SUP directive is in contradiction with Art 5.3 + greenwashing. (France example….)
·  Recommendations (such as 5.3 compliance, filter ban), EU directive due diligence and human rights environmental Directive on corporate sustainability due diligence. Which lays out rules for companies to respect human rights and environment in global value chain 
Future COPs, addres Art 18 separately, not in  conjunction with Art 17, 
engage in other treaties and global environmental processes, UN FCCC, UN Deforestation 
 




FCTC Objective

“The objective of this Convention and its protocols is to protect present 
and future generations from the devastating health, social, 
environmental and economic consequences of tobacco…”
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 FCTC does not reference environmental treaties, but it does address the environment in its objective







FCTC Article 18: Protection of the 
environment and the health of persons 

“ In carrying out their obligations under this Convention, the Parties agree to 
have due regard to the protection of the environment and the health of persons 
in relation to the environment in respect of tobacco cultivation and manufacture 

within their respective territories” 
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 Anecdote, African Regional meeting, COP 3?? Philip Karugaba from Uganda, African position, Made it into the treaty

Most too linked to Article 17 of the FCTC (Alternative livelihoods), so no focus on 18

There was an opportunity at last COP, but inadequate communication between FCTC Sec and NGOs, and we missed the opportunity.

Something to continue pushing 







“
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Lindhqvist definition of 
Extended Producer 

Responsibility (EPR)

“An environmental policy protection strategy to reach an environmental 
objective of a decreased total environmental impact from a product, by 
making the manufacturer of the product responsible for the entire life-cycle 
of the product and especially for take-back, recycling and final disposal of 
the product.”
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   The Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) concept dates to the early 90s when Thomas Lindhqvist, a Swedish grad student, prepared a report for Sweden’s Ministry of the Environment that called for making manufacturers of products responsible for the entire lifecycle of the products they produce 
He defined it as “An environmental policy protection strategy to reach an environmental objective of a decreased total environmental impact from a product, by making the manufacturer of the product responsible for the entire life-cycle of the product and especially for take-back, recycling and final disposal of the product.”






3 key elements

• To internalize the environmental cost of products into their 
retail price.

• To shift the economic burden of managing toxicity and other 
environmental harm associated with post-consumer waste 
away from local governments and taxpayers and on to 
producers.

• To provide incentives to producers to incorporate 
environmental considerations in the design of their 
products.
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3 key elements:
To internalize the environmental cost of products into their retail price.
To shift the economic burden of managing toxicity and other environmental harm associated with post-consumer waste away from local governments and taxpayers and on to producers.
To provide incentives to producers to incorporate environmental considerations in the design of their products.

EPR has been applied in various countries to numerous products, often through legally binding measures for plastics, paint, batteries, beverage containers, pesticide containers, electronics, packaging, cell phones, etc…
and it is interesting to compare differences for a given product when EPR is applied or not.  
For example, when addressing refrigerators and ozone depleting substances, difference between US and Europe 
North America enacted “product stewardship policie” that fail to require producers to take physical or financial responsibility for recycling or for environmentally sound disposal, so that releases of ozone depleting substances routinely occurred, which contribute to ozone depletion. 
Conversely, Europe's Waste Electrical and Electronic Equipment (WEEE) Directive required extended producer responsibility, whereby producers collected and manage their own post-consumer waste products. Resulting in high recycling rates of greater than 85%, reducing ozone-depleting emissions and greener production methods, replacing greenhouse gas refrigerants with environmentally friendly hydrocarbons and more reuse of refrigerators in the EU in comparison with North America.
So clearly, a EPR can have a positive impact
And such environmental platforms could be very useful in reducing both environmental, health and economic harms caused by tobacco industry
but the tobacco industry is not like any other industry 
So while EPR is a useful principle, there are risks in using EPR for tobacco industry that must be taken into consideration and  certain conditions need to be met to ensure that EPR is appropriately applied to the tobacco industry






Opportunities



“The advent of 
COVID-19 and 

consequent 
proliferation of 

SUPPs have added 
urgency to this issue. 

Yet, the pandemic 
has also provided us 

with a unique 
opportunity to reflect 

on the changes 
required to build 
back greener and 

secure a sustainable 
future”
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“The advent of COVID-19 and consequent proliferation of SUPPs have added urgency to this issue. Yet, the pandemic has also provided us with a unique opportunity to reflect on the changes required to build back greener and secure a sustainable future.”




EPR and Tobacco, Current  
Examples and Entry Points

 European Green Deal: Circular 
Economy

 Single Use Plastics Directive
(SUP)

 Directive on corporative due 
diligence  
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Circular Economy Package and Action Plan (adopted in 2015) announces the adoption of a strategy on plastics in the circular economy, addressing issues such as recyclability, biodegradability, the presence of hazardous substances in certain plastics, and marine litter.

Strategy on plastics (adopted in 2018) is a part of the transition towards a more circular economy:
Under the new plans, all plastic packaging on the EU market will be recyclable by 2030, the consumption of single-use plastics will be reduced and the intentional use of microplastics will be restricted.

Single-Use Plastics (SUP) directive (adopted June 2019):  

Corporate sustainability due diligence On 23 February 2022, the Commission adopted a proposal for a Directive on corporate sustainability due diligence. The aim of this Directive is to foster sustainable and responsible corporate behaviour and to anchor human rights and environmental considerations in companies’ operations and corporate governance. The new rules will ensure that businesses address adverse impacts of their actions, including in their value chains inside and outside Europe.

SUP
Preamble
Tobacco product filters containing plastic are the second most found single-use plastic items on beaches in the Union. The huge environmental impact caused by post-consumption waste of tobacco products with filters containing plastic, discarded directly into the environment, needs to be reduced.


Article 7 marking requirements
Tobacco products with filters and filters marketed for use in combination with tobacco products: from two years after entry into force clearly legible and indelible marking on their packaging or on the product itself informing consumers of the following: 
(a) appropriate waste management options for the product or waste disposal means to be avoided for that product in line with the waste hierarchy,  
(b) the presence of plastics in the product and the resulting negative environmental impacts of littering or other inappropriate waste disposal of the products.




On 23 February 2022, the Commission adopted a proposal for a Directive on corporate sustainability due diligence. The aim of this Directive is to foster sustainable and responsible corporate behaviour and to anchor human rights and environmental considerations in companies’ operations and corporate governance. The new rules will ensure that businesses address adverse impacts of their actions, including in their value chains inside and outside Europe.


BUT SOME CAUTION WHEN APPLYING EPR TO TOBACCO PRODUCT WASTE

Tobacco is unique

Unlike glass bottles for example, tobacco products may not quite fit in a circular economy
cigarette filters have higher metal content and toxicity than other plastics , they are not recyclable , as a result, cigarette butt leachates are extremely toxic for a wide range of organisms including the most resilient and tolerant forms 

Challenges in existing measures. 


A problem with the SUP initiative is that it calls on govs to work with industry, inappropriate in the case of tobacco” Also invites Member States to work together with industry to encourage the private sector to innovate and find affordable and environmentally friendly alternatives to single-use plastic products and to promote business models that take into account the full environmental impact of their products; “ https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/28473/English.pdf?sequence=3&isAllowed=y


To give and example from the EU :
European Green Deal: Circular Economy Package and Action Plan (adopted in 2015) adopted  a strategy on plastics in the circular economy, addressing issues such as recyclability, biodegradability, the presence of hazardous substances in certain plastics, and marine litter.
The Strategy on plastics (adopted in 2018) as part of the transition towards a more circular economy: Under this plan plastic packaging on the EU market will be recyclable by 2030, the consumption of single-use plastics will be reduced and the intentional use of microplastics will be restricted.
Single-Use Plastics (SUP) directive (adopted June 2019)
Which addresses tobacco in  its preamble 
As it recognizes that “Tobacco product filters containing plastic are the second most found single-use plastic items on beaches in the Union. The huge environmental impact caused by post-consumption waste of tobacco products with filters containing plastic, discarded directly into the environment, needs to be reduced.”
And imposes marking requirements (SUP Directive Art 7)  
But problems arose when applying EPR to tobacco product waste at the national level 
In part because the SUP directive which  “invites Member States to work together with industry to encourage the private sector to innovate and find affordable and environmentally friendly alternatives to single-use plastic products and to promote business models that take into account the full environmental impact of their products”  is inappropriate when it comes to tobacco industry

minimise the scope of EPR
downplay the costs of collection and waste management costs of cleaning their waste 
use the SUP directive to connect with public authorities, municipalities and… NGO’s (Australia, US, France, Spain, Belgium, Switzerland …)
put the focus on the individual responsibility of the smoker (instead of TI - Home (worldnoashtray.com)) by promoting portable pocket ashtrays and financing awareness campaigns 
wants to be involved in the establishment of the EPR scheme and subsequently be part of the eco-organism overseeing the technical implementation of the EPR scheme






Spain
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But, The Devil is in the details, 


Spain for example, industry has given portable ashtrays to some communities, and in the the circular economy proposal, “cost effective”

Spain, articulo 60, obligará a las industrias a que se responsabilizen por el costo de la limpieza
 
 https://ec.europa.eu/info/business-economy-euro/doing-business-eu/corporate-sustainability-due-diligence_en


‘En el caso de los productos de tabaco, sus productores sufragarán también los costes de la recogida de los residuos de dichos productos desechados en los sistemas públicos de recogida, incluidos la infraestructura y su funcionamiento y el posterior transporte y tratamiento de los residuos. Los costes podrán incluir el establecimiento de infraestructura específica para la recogida de los residuos de dichos productos, como receptáculos apropiados para residuos en lugares donde se concentra el vertido de basura dispersa de estos residuos. Asimismo, podrán incluir costes asociados a medidas para el desarrollo de alternativas y a medidas de prevención con la finalidad de reducir la generación de residuos e incrementar la valorización material. ”

“4. Los costes que deban sufragarse conforme a los apartados 2 y 3 no serán superiores a los costes necesarios para la prestación de dichos servicios de manera económicamente eficiente y serán determinados de forma transparente entre los agentes implicados….

Spain, circular economy platform, fine of up to 2,000 Euros (useful, but only local level and still much of the onus is on individuals 





Similarly, in Spain, a recently adopted law , Proyecto de ley de residuos y suelos contaminados para una industria circular “ law to fight against waste and contaminated grounds for a circular economy 
while it calls on  tobacco producers to “bear the cost of cleaning” tobacco wasts it states that it must be done in a “economically efficient way” which is an ambiguous 
and in some local communities the industry has also given portable ashtrays, using this as CSR and putting again the onus on the person who smokes.
We finds similar examples, Switzerland, , Belgium, Australia US with Keep America Beautiful and others. ….





France
 Objective : to “reduce the presence of butts 

thrown inappropriately in the public space”
 An eco-organisation directly linked to the 

tobacco industry 
 What the specifications set provides: 

 Street ashtrays
 Pocket ashtrays
 Covering the costs from cleaning-up cigarette-ends
 The organisation of awareness campaigns
 Financial support for R&D projects.
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Same happened in France, Spain, Switzerland, US with Keep America Beautiful ….

From the SUP directive to Alcome and eco organization 


w No. 2020-105 of 10 February 2020 on the fight against waste and the circular economy (AGEC law) : treating AND preventing wastes
Concrete obligations for manufacturers
Establishment of collective structures, or eco-organisations

Problem with Alcome

A denegation of the EPR principle 
A violation of France's international commitments
Indirect partenership between the TI and pubic authorities
Incomplete and counterproductives solutions
A CSR tool for tobacco industry 


Proven to be ineffective
Placing the ONUS on the individual who smokes, rather than the corporation responsible for the polluting product


France The SUP directive led  Law No. 2020-105 of 10 on the fight against waste and the circular economy: 
Objective : to “reduce the presence of cigarette butts thrown inappropriately in the public space”
Establishment of collective structures, or eco-organisations in this case an org called  Alcome
Unfortunately Alcome linked to the tobacco industry 
As a result, ineffective and counter productive measures such as   
Street ashtrays and Pocket ashtrays, putting the burden on the individual rather than the corporation
A clear CSR tool for tobacco industry 
Facilitating partnership between the TI and pubic authorities
A violation of FCTC article 5.3, which does not allow the tobacco industry to interfere in public health policy






Recommendations
 Maximize on environmental platforms like the SUP Directive, Circular Economy, EU Directive on corporative 

sustainability due diligence  

 And promote EPR, but beware of greenwashing, ensure FCTC Art 5.3 compliance, no industry interference

 Taking into account a key principle of EPR: “to provide incentives to producers to incorporate environmental 
considerations in the design of their products” 
 BAN FILTERS

 An environmental policy protection strategy to reach an environmental objective of a decreased total environmental 
impact from a product, by making the manufacturer of the product responsible for the entire life-cycle of the product 
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Recommendations 

Unfortunately, recent tobacco atlas irelease suggests an increase number of smokers, so we risk seeing an increase in tobacco related environmental impact so we must act
Maximize on the SUP Directive, circular economy other Directives such as EU directive due diligence and human rights environmental Directive on corporate sustainability due diligence. Which lays out rules for companies to respect human rights and environment in global value chain (DO NO HARM)
5.3 compliance, , DEFINE GUIDELINES FOR EU, Other Jurisdictions considering such platforms, revise eco organization system, and be cognizant that tobacco is unique and cig butts do not really fit in a circular economy, they are not like glass bottles, cig filters are toxic and can be recycled
it is crucial to ensure that any proposed policy to deal with tobacco industry’s greenwashing or environmental impact, including the application of EPR, should be consistent with WHO FCTC, particularly Art 5.3 (Protection against Tobacco Industry Interference) and Art 13 (Tobacco Advertising and Sponsorship Ban) 
Future COPs, could further address Article 18 Protection of the environment and the health of persons in carrying out their obligations under this Convention, the Parties agree to have due regard to the protection of the environment and the health of persons in relation to the environment in respect of tobacco cultivation and manufacture within their respective territories. 
and Art 18 should be given special attention separately, not in  conjunction with Art 17, COP 10 could consider a binding Decision strengthening between the FCTC and environmental treaties 
Engage in other treaties, UN FCCC, United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), and upcoming plastic treaty 
This includes using reporting mechanisms associated with these environmental treaties as well as Human Rights treaties CRC, CEDAW, etc as well as the UPR Human Rights Council to expose
Finally, if we take into account a key principle of EPR, To provide incentives to producers to incorporate environmental considerations in the design of their products, this would require banning filters, given that they do not protect health (on the contrary linked to increase risk of adeno carcinoma)
In the case of tobacco products, and SUPs associated with tobacco products, EPR is not enough, it really should require banning filters.  And I also want to remind the audience about the conclusion taken by the Danish institute for Human Rights, “there can be no doubt that the production and marketing of tobacco is irreconcilable with the human right to health. For the tobacco industry, the UNGPs therefore require the cessation of the production and marketing of tobacco.”
Go beyond applying a polluter pay principle to single use plastics associated with tobacco products (wrapping, filter, single use e-cig components, but apply to to the entire life cycle of tobacco products  ) 
Linquist: “An environmental policy protection strategy to reach an environmental objective of a decreased total environmental impact from a product, by making the manufacturer of the product responsible for the entire life-cycle of the product 
Australia, Feb 1, 2023, numerous single use plastic products will be banned (straws, cutlery including knives, forks, spoons, chopsticks, sporks, splades, food picks and sporks
If the goal is ”zero waste” then banning the filters would be a very appropriate solution for governments 
So govs must and address the environmental consequences of tobacco through the entire chain from  agriculture, manufacturing, distribution and use. An EPR model should take this into account.
(for example should take into account the 5 % global deforestation attributable to tobacco)
The industry must be held accountable for the costs of tobacco product waste mitigation. 
tobacco industry should be obligated to submit information, among others, about product toxicity in order to fill data gaps about the toxicity of tobacco product waste.  
Consider treating tobacco as toxic waste rather than household waste






FCTC compliance 5.3 COMPLIANCE
Yes, we should use the EPR principle and maximize on environmental platforms like the SUP Directive and Circular Economy platforms 
But  ensure that any proposed policy to deal with tobacco industry’s environmental impact, including the application of EPR, should be consistent with WHO FCTC, particularly Art 5.3 (Protection against Tobacco Industry Interference) and Art 13 (Tobacco Advertising and Sponsorship Ban). 
This means not tolerating any industry interference whatsoever, and not allowing for greenwashing 
SUP EU directive recommendation to include industry is not applicable to the tobacco industry
So exclusion form SUP directive is critical, and also aligns with UN Global Compact decision to remove tobacco from its membership
DEFINE GUIDELINES FOR EU and any other Jurisdictions considering such platforms, 
revise eco organization system to avoid such conflict of interests
recognizing that tobacco is unique and cig butts do not really fit in a circular economy, they are not like glass bottles, cig filters are toxic and can be recycled
Replicate some best practices like the city of, San Francisco California in the US, where a fee has been imposed on industry to cover cost of cleanup 
 
 
BAN FILTERS
We also should apply a key principle of EPR: “to provide incentives to producers to incorporate environmental considerations in the design of their products”
given that filter do not protect health (on the contrary linked to increase risk of adeno carcinoma) , to incorporate environmental considerations in the design of tobacco products  would require banning filters, 
The majority of countries that have banned single use plastics (SUP)s focused on straws, bottles/ food packaging and shopping bags, but have not addressed cigarette filters. 
Australia, as of Feb 1, 2023, numerous single use plastic products will be banned (straws, cutlery including knives, forks, spoons, chopsticks, sporks, splades, food picks and sporks), why not include cig filters?
NZ had proposed it within its tobacco free plan, but unfortunately this measure seems to be off the table
If the goal is ”zero waste” then banning the filters would be a very appropriate solution for governments 

BEYOND POST CONSUPTION TO ENTIRE LIFE CYCLE 
Remember Linquist’s definition of “An environmental policy protection strategy to reach an environmental objective of a decreased total environmental impact from a product, by making the manufacturer of the product responsible for the entire life-cycle of the product 
An EPR model should take this into account.
When applying a polluter pay principle we need to go beyond merely the industry accountable for the costs of tobacco product waste mitigation and addressing single use plastics associated with tobacco products (wrapping, filter, single use e-cig components), and need to apply it to the entire life cycle of tobacco products  
This means  demand that jurisditions address the environmental consequences of tobacco through the entire life chain from agriculture, to manufacturing, distribution,  use and post use. 
Includes holding tobacco industry accountable for the 5 % global deforestation attributable to tobacco
tobacco industry should also be obligated to submit information about the toxicity of tobacco product waste  
And governments should consider treating tobacco as toxic waste rather than household waste





Recommendations
 Upcoming COPs should expand on Art 18

 Engage in environmental treaties and platforms

 UN Ocean Conference 

 UN Framework Convention Climate Change  (FCCC)  COP 27 Egypt

 United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD) COP 16 Saudi Arabia 

 upcoming international legally binding agreement to “end plastic pollution” 2024)

 Engage in reporting mechanisms associated with environmental treaties and Human Rights 
treaties to expose environmental impact of tobacco and promote EPR for tobacco
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Recommendations 
Future COPs, could further address Article 18 Protection of the environment and the health of persons in carrying out their obligations under this Convention, the Parties agree to have due regard to the protection of the environment and the health of persons in relation to the environment in respect of tobacco cultivation and manufacture within their respective territories. 
and Art 18 should be given special attention separately, not in  conjunction with Art 17, COP 10 could consider a binding Decision strengthening between the FCTC and environmental treaties 
Engage in other treaties, UN FCCC, United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), and upcoming plastic treaty 
This includes using reporting mechanisms associated with these environmental treaties as well as Human Rights treaties CRC, CEDAW, etc as well as the UPR Human Rights Council to expose
Finally, if we take into account a key principle of EPR, To provide incentives to producers to incorporate environmental considerations in the design of their products, this would require banning filters, given that they do not protect health (on the contrary linked to increase risk of adeno carcinoma)
In the case of tobacco products, and SUPs associated with tobacco products, EPR is not enough, it really should require banning filters.  And I also want to remind the audience about the conclusion taken by the Danish institute for Human Rights, “there can be no doubt that the production and marketing of tobacco is irreconcilable with the human right to health. For the tobacco industry, the UNGPs therefore require the cessation of the production and marketing of tobacco.”
Go beyond applying a polluter pay principle to single use plastics associated with tobacco products (wrapping, filter, single use e-cig components, but apply to to the entire life cycle of tobacco products  ) 
Linquist: “An environmental policy protection strategy to reach an environmental objective of a decreased total environmental impact from a product, by making the manufacturer of the product responsible for the entire life-cycle of the product 
Australia, Feb 1, 2023, numerous single use plastic products will be banned (straws, cutlery including knives, forks, spoons, chopsticks, sporks, splades, food picks and sporks
If the goal is ”zero waste” then banning the filters would be a very appropriate solution for governments 
So govs must and address the environmental consequences of tobacco through the entire chain from  agriculture, manufacturing, distribution and use. An EPR model should take this into account.
(for example should take into account the 5 % global deforestation attributable to tobacco)
The industry must be held accountable for the costs of tobacco product waste mitigation. 
tobacco industry should be obligated to submit information, among others, about product toxicity in order to fill data gaps about the toxicity of tobacco product waste.  
Consider treating tobacco as toxic waste rather than household waste



MAXIMIZE ON THE FCTC
 
Remember that FCTC Article 3, Objective of the FCTC “The objective of this Convention and its protocols is to protect present and future generations from the devastating health, social, environmental and economic consequences of tobacco…”
And FCTC Article 18 Protection of the environment and the health of persons. “ in carrying out their obligations under this Convention, the Parties agree to have due regard to the protection of the environment and the health of persons in relation to the environment in respect of tobacco cultivation and manufacture within their respective territories.” 
Future COPs, could further address the environmental impact of tobacco.
Upcoming COPs should expand on Art 18 and further address and Art 18 should be given special attention separately, not in conjunction with Art 17, maybe future COPs for the FCTC could consider a binding Decision strengthening synergy between the FCTC and environmental treaties 
Expand liability measures, Art 19 of the FCTC, to address environmental impact of tobacco manufacturers       



INCREASE SYNERGY BETWEEN FCTC AND  OTHER UN TREATIES, ENVIRONMENTAL , HUMAN RIGHTS  AS WELL AS OTHER INTERNATIONAL LEGAL FRAMEWORKS 

Engage in other treaties, UN Framework Convention Climate Change (FCCC) , 
United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD)
Engage in other treaties, UN FCCC, United Nations Convention to Combat Desertification (UNCCD), 
and upcoming plastic treaty (the international legally binding agreement to “end plastic pollution” 2024)
Engage in reporting mechanisms associated with environmental treaties and Human Rights treaties to expose environmental impact of tobacco and promote conflict free EPR for tobacco
For example using reporting mechanisms associated CRC, CEDAW, the UPR Human Rights Council and others to expose environmental impact of tobacco industry
In addition to instruments like the SUP Directive, circular economy other Directives such as EU directive due diligence and human rights environmental Directive on corporate sustainability due diligence. Which lays out rules for companies to respect human rights and environment in global value chain (DO NO HARM) could be a useful tool to address the negative impact tobacco has on the environment 
And I also want to remind the audience about the conclusion taken by the Danish institute for Human Rights, “there can be no doubt that the production and marketing of tobacco is irreconcilable with the human right to health. For the tobacco industry, the UNGPs therefore require the cessation of the production and marketing of tobacco.”
Given that 5% of global deforestation is caused by tobacco,  and given that tobacco companies have the carbon footprint of various countries as  the global tobacco supply chain contributes 84 million tons of greenhouse gas emissions, the equivalent in emissions to the combined footprint of Denmark, Luxembourg, Latvia and Lithuania 
addressing tobacco should be a low hanging fruit for governments who want to address environmental issues.  And if we are not able as a society to address the harm caused by tobacco, then it does not bode well for our future
 




SIGN ON LETTER

https://actionnetwork.org/petitions/make-big-tobacco-pay/

https://www.corporateaccountability.org/resources/infographic-make-big-tobacco-pay/ 
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