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1.         The third meeting of the Open-ended Working Group (OEWG3) requested the secretariat to develop a 

simple Strategic Approach progress report for the period 2017ï2019 that, using existing data, would provide an 

overview of the Strategic Approach activities, accomplishments, and challenges for consideration by the 

International Conference on Chemicals Management at its fifth session (ICCM5).   

  

2.        The Annex to this report responds to the request from OEWG3. The report was prepared in 2020 and 

reviews the overall progress made in Strategic Approach implementation, providing an overview since the 

baseline report of 2006-2008 using the existing data.    

  

3.         The draft report was presented to the ICCM5 Bureau at their Sixteenth meeting held on 19 May 2021 

and was subsequently circulated for review. By the deadline of 18 June 2021, comments were received from 

GRULAC (Argentina), WEOG (European Union, Sweden, USA) and CSO (Pan International).  

 

4.           Substantive comments were received regarding the structure of the report, and these suggestions will 

be addressed for the next progress report. 

 

5.           The Bureau may wish to take note of the report and request the secretariat to disseminate the report to 

SAICM stakeholders and on any proposed next steps related to the report and other activities related to progress 

reviews. 
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 POLICY SUMMARY  

1. The Overarching Policy Strategy, in paragraph 24, provides that the International Conference on Chemicals 

Management (ICCM) will undertake periodic reviews of Strategic Approach implementation.  

2. The modalities for reporting on SAICM strategic objectives we re further elaborated at the second session 

of the International Conference to Chemical Management (ICCM2) (Geneva, May 2009) to include two 

distinct tracks:  

a. Arrangements for the preparation of a baseline report concerning all stakeholders for the period 2006-

2008, based on the most recent data, and 

b. Arrangements for subsequent periodic reporting to sessions of the Conference.  

3. The third meeting of the Open-ended Working Group (OEWG3) requested the secretariat to develop a 

simple progress report for the period 2017 2ͮ019 that, using existing data, would provide an overview of 

the Strategic Approach activities, accomplishments, and challenges for consideration by t he International 

Conference on Chemicals Management at its fifth session (ICCM5). Accordingly, the SAICM secretariat 

has prepared a progress report of SAICM implementation for 2017 -2019 as requested by OEWG3 and set 

out in document SAICM/IP.3/11, reviewing  the overall progress made in the period and providing an 

overview since the baseline report of 2006 -2008 using the existing data.  

4. The progress report on the Overall Orientation and Guidance (OOG) for achieving the 2020 goal of sound 

chemicals management,  as requested in Conference Resolution IV/1, is merged into this progress report 

for the period 2017-2019 to provide one comprehensive overview.  

5. The progress review for the period 2017-2019 is based on the progress reports submitted by the 

stakeholder groups including the Inter -Organization Programme for the Sound Management of Chemicals 

(IOMC) as well as individual progress reports for the reporti ng period from the World Health Organization, 

the International POPs Elimination Network (IPEN), and the International Council of Chemical Associations 

(ICCA).   

6. Furthermore, the current report analyzes regional and global progress towards the SAICM Overar ching 

Policy Strategy Objectives and 20 progress indicators based on stakeholder data that was submitted via 

the online questionnaire over three reporting periods (i.e. 2009 -2010, 2011-2013, and 2014-2016). The 

data was carefully reanalyzed to evaluate the  collective progress made toward SAICM 2020 goal. This 4 th 

Project Report (PR4) uses SAICM regional grouping for much of the analysis of the data collected by 

SAICM: Africa (AFR), Asia-Pacific (ASP), Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), Latin America and the 

Caribbean (LAC), and Western Europe and Others Group (WEOG).   

7. While the overall objective of the Strategic Approach to achieve the sound management of chemicals 

throughout their life -cycle by 2020 is not reached, the analysis of stakeholder progress repor ts 

demonstrated significant advancement towards several indicators . This includes completion of 85 per 

cent of all activities on average (of all stakeholder submissions) under indicator 9 on websites; an increase 

of more than 40 per cent since the first pr ogress report. Indicator 2 on hazardous waste management 

arrangements and indicator 3 on mechanisms in place for setting priorities for risk reduction each reached 

84 and 83 per cent completion of activities on average for all respondents. Attendance at SA ICM related 

meetings and active engagement in SAICM activities both received substantial attention over the years; 

so much that more than 80 per cent of the respondents reported their participation.   

8. Looking over the three reporting periods, Objective B (Knowledge and information) showed the greatest 

progress since PR1 (between 2009 and 2016) with an average of 26 per cent growth in the number of 

activities that were completed by all respondents. Objective E (Illegal international traffic) stood second 

with a growth of nearly 25 per cent in number of completed activities on average since PR1.     

9. It is notable to recognize that the ASP, CEE, LAC, and WEOG regions made the largest progress towards 

Objectives A (Risk reduction), B, and E (not in that order) since PR1. The AFR region had demonstrated the 

largest progress under Objectives B, E, and D (Capacity-building and technical cooperation). The AFR 
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region has done better than the other regions under Objective D, when the data submitted to PR1, PR2, and 

PR3 are taken as reference.   

10. The progress towards Objectives C (Governance) and D has been slow and inconsistent over the years. 

Only slightly more than 40 and 30 per cent of all activities under Objectives C and D, respectively, were 

completed by the stakeh olders on average by the end of 2016. The stakeholders may wish to give more 

collective attention to these areas in the future framework. Moreover, indicator 10 on the commitment to 

the implementation of the Strategic Approach has improved from 33 per cent  to only 48 per cent on 

average by all respondents to PR1, and PR3, respectively.   

11. In addition, the current report (i.e. PR4) provides a comprehensive analysis of data collected by the 

Participating Organizations (POs) of IOMC on eight indicators in the p eriod 2017-2019.   

12. Moreover, an analysis of 61 projects funded by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) on the sound 

management of chemicals and waste in the period 2017 -2019 was conducted to provide a better picture 

of global status in this reporting peri od. The current report also analyzes the projects funded by the QSP 

trust fund over its 14 rounds of applications.   

13. The outputs of the projects funded by the Quick Start Programme (QSP) Trust Fund, the Special 

Programme, and the GEF were not specifically tracked to the SAICM objectives and indicators. Thus, the 

progress made towards the sound management of chemicals and waste through the implementation of 

the funded projects is not systematically captured in the progress evaluation, unless the stakeholder 

attempts to make that reflection manually in the online questionnaire. Linking the outputs of the funded 

projects to the future targets, indicators, and milestones of SAICM beyond 2020 can significantly 

contribute to progress assessment.   

14. To understand th e gender distribution of the participants at SAICM meetings, an analysis of the registered 

participants, and the funded participants at the first, second, and third sessions of Intersessional Process 

and the third Open-Ended Working Group was conducted and is presented in Annex II of this report. The 

distribution of registered participants has been rather equal with the share of female varying between 50 

and 55%; while funded participants were a majority of male with 65% at IP1 and IP2 but decreased to 55% 

at IP3 and 60% at OEGW3.  

15. There has been limited success in reporting progress using the online questionnaire over the years. The 

decreasing response rates are also documented in the Independent Evaluation of SAICM 1. In fact, the 

number of submissions via  the online questionnaire declined over the years from 40 per cent government 

responses in the period 2009-2010 to 28 per cent for the period 2014 -2016.   

16. To understand the underlying reasons for low reporting rates, the SAICM secretariat conducted a surve y. 

While the overall feedback on user experience was positive, a majority of respondent cited lack of 

resources as the main reason for not submitting a progress report.    

17. In moving beyond 2020, it is of utmost importance to encourage broader and resource efficient 

participation of stakeholders in meaningful periodic progress review towards the achievement of targets, 

towards indicators and milestones. The stakeholders made some suggestions via the secretariat survey 

to improve progress report submission rates, such as (i) the provision of training and guideli nes for 

progress report submissions, (ii) acknowledging stakeholders with consistent submissions, (iii) 

discussing the results of the progress reports during SAICM meetings, (iv) identifying and highlighting 

potential benefits of progress report submission s.  

18. Looking forward, any future SAICM progress reporting mechanism could consider the development of 

baseline data that accounts for the capacity that is already built and the measures that are put in place. 

As a result, countries (and potentially stakehol ders) would obtain a baseline score and build up their 

progress from that baseline, where the data is available. It is recommended that the future reporting 

 

 
1 SAICM/IP.3/INF/3  
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mechanism systematically accumulates the submitted progress data and could display them for each 

stakeholder individually . Thus, stakeholders can see the level of progress made in each reporting period 

and account for any further progress or setback.    

19. Making use of supplementary sources of data that are objectively and independently verifiable and are  

quantitative for certain core capacities on chemical and waste management like that of IOMC indicators 

can provide a more reliable picture of global progress.   

20. Finally, the future reporting mechanism should ensure that the progress of implementing the basic 

elements of achieving SMCW and that all stakeholders in particular that of non -government organizations 

such as NGOs, Civil Society, and private sector is tracked and more effectively captured via quantitative, 

objective, and impactful targets and indicators.   

1. INTRODUCTION   

21. The fourth SAICM progress report (PR4) reviews and presents the global and regional progress made 

toward SAICM 2020 goal by all stakeholders including governments, IGOs, NGOs, private sector, and civil 

society since the baseline report based on the existing data collected by the secretariat over three 

reporting periods.  

22. PR4 provides an overview of all the data collected via the SAICM online questionnaire tool over three 

reporting periods of: 2009 -2010 (PR1), 2011-2013 (PR2), and 2014-2016 (PR3). Existing data from the 

three previous progress reports were carefully reviewed and analyzed to attain a quantitative status of 

global and regional progress over the years since the baseline report in 2006.  

23. The progress report on the Overall Orientation and Guidance (OOG) for achieving the 2020 goal of sound 

chemicals management, as requested in Conference Resolution IV/1, is merged into the progr ess report 

for the period 2017-2019 in order to provide one comprehensive overview. Thus, this report provides the 

progress made towards the six core activities of the overall orientation and guidance based on the data 

received from the stakeholder groups,  the IOMC organizations, the Special Programme secretariat, the 

GEF, and the secretariat of the Quick Start Programme Trust Fund.   

24. The report is structured in five sections: (a) Policy summary, (b) Introduction and data collection, (c) 

Progress results over three reporting periods since 2009, (d) Progress towards the Overall Orientation and 

Guidance document, and (e) Discussion and Conclusions.  

Å The policy summary provides an overview of the content of the progress report, achievements, 

and the considerati ons for monitoring progress beyond 2020.  

Å The introduction and data collection provide details on the progress reports submitted by the 

stakeholders, and the methodology for the analysis of the data collected through the online 

questionnaire over three reporting periods.   

Å The section on the progress results over three reporting periods is presented in three subsections: 

a) the global progress from previous progress reports data (i.e. PR1, PR2, and PR3); b) the regional 

progress towards the SAICM Strategic Objectives, and; c) the collective progress towards the 20 

indicators.   

Å The section on the progress of the OOG provides a summary of the activities, contributions, and 

progress made by SAICM stakeholders to each of the six core activities, as received fro m the 

stakeholders. It also provides lessons learnt and observations from the Independent Evaluation 

of SAICM under the sixth core activity on ͺassessing progress towards the 2020 goal of 

minimizing the adverse effects of chemicals on human health and the environment: identifying 

achievements, understanding the gaps in implementation, and prioritizing actions for 

achievement by 2020ͻ. This section also provides a summary of the data that was collected 

through a short survey, conducted by the secretariat, to  evaluate the experience of the 

stakeholders in using the online questionnaire for report submissions.  
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Å The discussion and conclusions section assesses the progress towards the 2020 goal of 

minimizing the adverse effects of chemicals on human health and th e environment: identifying 

the SAICM success in several areas, the global achievements towards implementation of SAICM 

Strategic Objectives, and finally understanding the gaps in implementation and prioritizing 

actions for beyond 2020.   

  

1.1 Data collection and analysis 2006 -2019  

25. The data that the SAICM stakeholders submitted directly to the secretariat via the online questionnaire 

over three reporting periods of 2009 -2010, 2011-2013, and 2014-2016 were re-analyzed collectively.   

26. The scoring methodology has been identical in the three progress reports for consistency purposes. The 

online questionnaire consisted of two sections of general information and contact information sections 

and then five sections each covering one of the five Overarching P olicy Strategy categories (including the 

five Strategic Objectives and the 20 indicators) agreed by ICCM2 2. The online questionnaire is activity  

based so that each indicator is evaluated through several activities in the form of multiple -answer 

questions.  In the previous three progress reports, the responses to each activity in the online questionnaire 

were scored. Two scoring methodologies are used in order to quantitatively analyze the responses 

provided by the stakeholders. The first metric is the per c entage of total respondents who selected a 

certain activity. The second metric assigns a point to the answer provided to every activity selected by 

each respondent. A completed activity received one point, an activity in progress or under development 

received 0.5 point, and no reported activity received zero point (including responses such as ͺNot 

applicableͻ, ͺNot knownͻ, etc.). The average per centage of all possible activities selected in each question 

is expanded by calculating individual respondentsͻ per centage and aggregating these ͺscoresͻ per 

questions, indicators, and objectives. The score is presented as a per centage of the total possible 

activities and expressed as a number between 0 and 100 per cent. Each SAICM region obtained a score, 

between 0 and 100 per cent, under each of the 20 indicators and the five objectives during each reporting 

period. The ͺGlobalͻ average is calculated from the average regional scores under each objective and each 

indicator; it represents the average number of activ ities completed by the respondents in every reporting 

period.   

27. Furthermore, the SAICM secretariat invited all the stakeholder groups to submit progress reports to the 

International Conference on Chemical Management at its fifth session (ICCM5) by 28 Febru ary 2020. The 

following stakeholders submitted progress reports for the period 2017 -2019; the Inter-Organization 

Programme for the Sound Management of Chemicals (IOMC) on the progress made by each of its member 

organizations (the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the United Nations 

Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), the United Nations 

Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR), and the World Health Organization (WHO), the World Bank, 

the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the International Labour Organization 

(ILO), the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO)), the International POPs 

Elimination Network (IPEN), and the International Council of Chemical Associations (ICCA). All reports were 

carefully reviewed and a summary is included in the PR4. The submitted reports were also uploaded on 

SAICM website in the form that they were received3.   

 

 
2 The online questionnaire for the period 2014 -2016 can be found here:  
https://drive.google.com/file/d/18jiRzrn362oMHzxHlgU00x9z3A2HAa3J/view?usp=sharing    
 
3 http://www.saicm.org/Implementation/Reporting/tabid/5462/language/en-US/Default.aspx  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/18jiRzrn362oMHzxHlgU00x9z3A2HAa3J/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/18jiRzrn362oMHzxHlgU00x9z3A2HAa3J/view?usp=sharing
http://www.saicm.org/Implementation/Reporting/tabid/5462/language/en-US/Default.aspx
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28. An online survey consisting of 15 questions was developed by the secretariat to evaluate the stakeholdersͻ 

experience with the online questionnaire for submitting reports 4. A total of 52 responses were received. All 

responses were thoroughly analyzed and are presented anonymously in this progress report. The data 

from this survey is helpful for the considerations of ICCM5 in shaping the beyond 2020 reporting 

mechanism and review process.   

29. At ICCM4, (SAICM/ICCM.4/15) paragraph 39 of section IV on the progress and challenges towards the 

achievement of the 2020 goal of sound chemicals management, the IOMC proposed a set of quantitative 

indicators from verifiable sources and for which global data are available. For this current progress report, 

similar to PR3, data and discussion on progress o n the eight IOMC indicators have been provided under 

relevant core activities of OOG.   

30. The eight indicators tracked by the IOMC are as follows: Indicator A on number of countries with National 

Profiles (UNITAR); Indicator B on number of countries with a Pollutant Release and Transfer Register 

(PRTR) (UNITAR); Indicator C on number of countries with poison centres (WHO); Indicator D on number 

of countries with control for lead in decorative paint (WHO and UNEP); Indicator E on countries which have 

implemented pesticide legislation based on the International Code of Conduct on Pesticide Managem ent 

of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and WHO; Indicator F on number of 

countries that have achieved core capacities for chemicals under the International health Regulations 

(WHO); Indicator G on number of parties to the Basel, Rotterdam, Stockholm, and Minamata conventions 

(UNEP); Indicator H on implementation of the Globally Harmonized System of Classification and Labelling 

of Chemicals (GHS) (UNECE and UNITAR). The report uses the regional groupings of IOMC organizations 

for the eight IOMC indicators as received from each organization.  

31. PR4 provides an overview of the achievements of the Quick Start Programme (QSP) Trust Fund over 14 

application rounds including the regional distribution of the projects, the strategic ob jectives addressed in 

the projects, and the regional distribution of the funds.   

32. An analysis of more than 50 projects that are approved for funding in the period 2017 -2019 by the Global 

Environment Facility (GEF) was conducted. The objectives of the funded projects were linked to five SAICM 

objectives.   

2. PROGRESS RESULTS OVER THREE REPORTING PERIODS (2009-2016)  

2.1 Global overview of progress submissions   

33. The data from the three previous progress reports submitted by the stakeholders via the online 

questionnaire and the SAICM baseline report were reviewed. The data were re-analyzed to provide a global 

overview of progress toward SAICM Strategic Objectives and indicators in each region.   

34. The SAICM baseline report for the period 2006-2008 looked at the progress under seven out of 20 progress 

indicators. The data collected and analyzed originates from several sources consisting of preliminary 

reporting questionnaire, information held by the secretariat, documentation from second session of the 

conference, information from the secretariat of international organizations, and baseline estimates reports 

prepared by specific stakeholders. Making a comparison of the three reporting periods with the baseline 

report proves to be complicated if not impossible. According to the Independent Evaluation;  

 ;Whilst the baseline data collected in 2006-2008 was voluminous, it did not lend itself to translation 

of the data into a form that could be used to populate the 20 indicators. Consequently, the data 

collection exerci se did not allow for the development of a comprehensive baseline for all 20 

indicators. In the end, baseline estimates were only possible for seven of the indicators΄  

 

 
4 The survey questions are presented in Annex I of this document. 
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35. Over three reporting periods, the average reporting rate was 37±8 per cent for the 193 government member 

States of the UN General Assembly. The response rate remained relatively stable between the first (i.e. 

PR1) and the second progress report (i.e. PR2), 40 and 43 per cent respectively; however, it substantially 

decreased to 28 per cent in the third progress report (i.e. PR3).  

36. The limited submissions over the years proved a considerable challenge in making an accurate analysis 

of progress toward the implementation of the 2020 goal as also highlighted in previous progress reports 

and the Independent Evaluation of SAICM.  

37. Figure 1 provides an overview of the status of progress report submissions by governments over three 

reporting periods. Thirty governments submitted three progress reports, 38 governments 5 submitted two, 

and 50 governments submitted only one over three reporting periods. SAICM has received no data on 

chemicals and waste management from 75 governments (i.e. 39 per cent of UN member states) since 

2006. The lack of data for many countries in t he world stresses two important aspects of monitoring 

progress for SAICM beyond 2020. Firstly, the importance of cross -checking with other sources of data 

such as the eight Indicators of IOMC organizations to assess the global progress since the inception of 

SAICM. Secondly, identifying the underlying reasons for low reporting rates and trying to address those in 

the reporting mechanism of SAICM beyond 2020.    

 
Figure 1-  Global status of progress report submissions by governments 6  

2.2 Regions and countries with consistent reporting , country profiles  

38. Thirty countries consistently reported in every reporting period. These governments are as follows; 

Argentina, Belarus, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Colombia, Costa Rica, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, 

Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Japan, Latvia, Lesotho, Lithuania, Macedonia, Monaco, Peru, Poland, 

Portugal, Romania, Slovenia, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and Thailand.  

 

 
5 Reports have also been submited by the European Union and its Member States for the periods 2011 -2013 and 2014-
2016 
6 The boundaries and names shown, and the designations used on this map do not imply official endorsement o r 

acceptance by the United Nations.    
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39. Thirty-eight countries submitted two progress reports to the secre tariat. These governments are as 

follows; Albania, Australia, Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Burundi, Cambodia, Chile, Côte dͻIvoire, 

Ecuador, Estonia, France, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Honduras, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Madagascar,  

Malaysia, Maldives, Malta, Mauritius, Mexico, Netherlands, Norway, Philippines, Saint Lucia, Serbia, 

Slovakia, Solomon Islands, Sudan, Trinidad and Tobago, Ukraine, United Kingdom, United States of 

America, Uruguay, and Yemen.  

40. The individual progress of countries that su bmitted at least two reports out of three are carefully studied. 

It is notable that all countries that submitted three progress reports showed consistent progress in the 

number of completed activities in every progress report. Certain among these countries  reported smaller 

level of completed activities in the second progress report as compared to the first. This inconsistency is 

likely due to the fact that respondents are not the same in each reporting period and some submitted their 

first report to PR2 whe reas some others submitted only to PR1.   

41. The SAICM secretariat has created a Knowledge Platform. In its country profiles section that is being built 7, 

the platform highlights the progress of a number of countries towards achieving the SAICM objectives, 

chemical regulatory frameworks such as the status of the Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs), 

number of progress submissions, number of poison centres, and SAICM focal point information.  

42. The trend of progress for countries that submitted two progress reports was less consistent. Out of 38 

countries that submitted two reports, 47 per cent submitted reports to PR1 and PR2 and 45 per cent 

submitted reports to PR2 and PR3. Three countries (i.e. 8 per cent) submitted their progress reports to 

PR1 and PR3. It is notable that these three countries (1 in each of ASP, CEE, and LAC regions) reported a 

significant progress between PR1 and PR3.  

43. Out of 18 countries that submitted two reports to PR1 and  PR2, 8 reported progress while 8 reported a 

decline in PR2 as compared to their previous submission to PR1. The level of activities reported by the 

remaining two countries, both in the LAC region, barely changed. Out of 17 countries that submitted reports  

to PR2 and PR3, a large proportion (i.e. 12 countries) reported a decline in the level of activities in PR3 as 

compared to PR2, the majority of which were in the WEOG region (41 per cent). It is likely that the level of 

activity in the period 2014 -2016 did not change as compared to the previous period, and therefore these 

countries scored less (0.5 score for no changes in the level of activities instead of 1 for a growth) which 

contributed to the decline in their overall score.   

44. This trend signifies the n eed for developing a baseline for future SAICM reporting mechanism that 

accounts for the capacity that is already built and the measures that are put in place by the end of 2019. 

As a result, countries (stakeholders) would obtain a baseline score and build  up their progress from that 

baseline.  

45. There is a stark contrast between regions in the frequency of reporting. As figure 2 summarizes, more than 

48 per cent of member states in the CEE and 37 per cent in the WEOG regions submitted three progress 

reports.  Whereas only 2, 6, and 12 per cent of member states in the AFR, ASP, and LAC regions submitted 

3 reports, respectively. Notably, there is no available data for 56 and 55 per cent of AFR and ASP regions, 

respectively. There is no data available for 9, 27, and 17 per cent of the CEE, LAC and WEOG regions 

respectively. Nevertheless, on the optimistic side, there is at least one report for 33 and 28 per cent of 

countries in AFR and ASP regions, respectively.  

 

 
7 https://saicmknowledge.org/countryprofiles    

https://saicmknowledge.org/countryprofiles
https://saicmknowledge.org/countryprofiles
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Figure 2-  Number of countries grouped by the numb er of report submissions over three reporting periods across regions  

(based on UN regional groupings, total 193 UN member states)  

2.3 Progress towards the Strategic Objectives and the 20 indicators  

  

2.3.1  Global Progress  

46. Figure 3 shows the total score obtained between 20 and 100 per cent in each progress report in varying 

shades of green; darker for higher scores. The total score is calculated based on the number of activities 

completed by the stakeholders in the online questionnaire 8. The average score is the average of the scores 

under each of 20 indicators, and then averaged for each of the five Strategic Objectives. The average 

scores of the five Strategic Objectives gives the total score, between 20 and 100 per cent, which is 

displayed in the map in figure 3.  

47. The transition towards darker green means a larger number of activities were completed, indicating a 

greater progress towards the 2020 goal. When the three maps are compared with one another, the 

progress over time comes to light with la rger areas of darker green on the maps of PR2 and PR3. Even 

though, the available data is not comprehensive of all countries, we can still observe that over the years 

there has been clear improvement in addressing the Strategic Objectives and the sound man agement of 

chemicals and waste. The average level of completed activities globally reached 59 per cent in PR3, as 

compared to 47 per cent in PR2, and 41 per cent in PR1.  

 

 

 
8 A completed activity received one point, an activity in progress or under development received 0.5 point, and no 

reported activity received zero point (including responses such as ͺNot applicableͻ, ͺNot knownͻ, etc.).  
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Figure 3-  Total score between 20 and 100 per cent over three reporting period s in varying shades of green; darker green 

for higher scores. No data is available for areas in grey.  
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2.3.2  Regional Progress  

48. In this section, the regional progress on the Strategic Objectives over three reporting periods since 2009 

is discussed.   

49. As shown in Figure 4, the progress of the AFR region is uneven. The average9 score obtained by the region 

in three reporting periods  was 38, 27, 41 per cent in PR1, PR2, and PR3 respectively. In addition, the number 

of submitted reports has decreased drastically in each reporting period from 18 reports received in PR1, 

to 10 in PR2, and 3 in PR3. The limited number of submissions make the comparison barely possible as 

the respondents change from one report to the next meaning the countries that submitted to PR1 did not 

submit to PR2 and PR3. Only one country in the AFR region (i.e. Lesotho) submitted three progress reports. 

For most of the Objectives (A, B, D, and E), the average score has declined in PR2 as compared with PR1 

before it increased again in PR3. Objective C (Governance) has experienced a constant decline since PR1. 

Objectives D and E have shown the largest progress overall with 10 and 11 per cent respectively from PR1 

to PR3.   

  
Figure 4-  Overall average score for AFR region per Strategic Objective in three reporting periods. The number of reports 

received from the respondents in each period is shown between brackets in th e legend. 

 

50. The overall progress of the ASP region toward the Strategic Objectives over three reporting periods is 

shown in Figure 5. The total average of the region in three reporting period was 44, 41, and 61 per cent in 

PR1, PR2 and PR3 respectively. Notably, the ASP region average score shows a slight decline from the first 

to the second reporting period. However, four out of five Objectives picked up the pace in PR3. Similar to 

region AFR, the ASP region observed a decline in the level of activities associated with Objective C 

(Governance). The ASP region demonstrated a significant increase in the level of activities under Objective 

E (Illegal international traffic), from 44 per cent in PR1 to 85 per cent in PR3.   

51. The ASP region has shown a high level of activity under Objective A with an average score of 75 per cent 

in PR3 coming second behind Objective E (i.e. score 85 per cent). This objective is an obvious strength of 

the ASP region obtaining one of the largest scores among all regions and objectives since PR1.  The ASP 

region showed the lowest level of activity under Objective D (Capacity -building and technical cooperation), 

as compared to the four other Objectives in this reporting period.   

 

 
9 The total average is based on the average of the scores of the member states of each region who submitted a report to 

PR1, PR2, and PR3.  
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Figure 5-  Overall average score of the ASP region per Strategic Objective in three reporting periods. The number of 

reports received from the respondents in each period is shown between brackets in the legend.  

52. The overall average score of the CEE region per Strategic Objective in each reporting period is displayed in 

figure 6. The CEE region demonstrated a consistent progress overall in each reporting period with total 

averages reaching 47, 55, and 67 per cent in PR1, PR2, and PR3 respectively.  

53. The implementation of Objectives A, B, and E made the most consistent progress with at least 25 per cent 

over three reporting periods in the CEE region. Consistency of progress report submission seems to go in 

pair with actual progress. Objective D (Capacity -building and technical cooperation) lags behind with 

around 30 per cent of the activities completed on average in three reporting periods. The level of completed 

activities under Objective C declined by 7 per cent.  

54. The highest score was 86 per cent under Objective B which was also the highest score obtained under all 

the Objectives across all regions in the period 2014 -2016. The CEE region also reported a significant 

advancement under Objective A with an average score of 82 per cent.   

  
Figure 6-  Overall average score of the CEE region per Strategic Objective in three reporting periods. The number of 

reports received from the respondents in each period is shown between brackets in the legend.  

55. The overall average score of the LAC region per Strategic Objective in each reporting period is displayed 

in Figure 7. The LAC region demonstrated a consistent progress in each reporting period with total 

averages reaching 35, 41, and 52 per cent in PR1, PR2, and PR3, respectively. The number of progress 
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submissions receive d from the LAC region considerably declined since PR1. Only a fraction of the states 

(i.e. 24 per cent) in the LAC region with 33 UN member states submitted a report in the period 2014 -2016 

and less than half of countries reported their progress in the per iod 2011-2013.   

56. The LAC region had a growth of 10 to 31 per cent since PR1 under all Objectives except for Objective C. 

The LAC region also prioritized Objective A (65 per cent) and Objective B (60 per cent) over other  

Objectives. Nevertheless, with an average score of 52 per cent, the other Objectives are not very far from 

Objective A. Again, Objective C, with 11 per cent decline, was the only Objective that did not improve since 

PR1 in the LAC region.   

  
Figure 7-  Overall average score of the LAC region per Strategic Objective in three reporting periods. The number of 

reports received from the respondents in each period is shown between brackets in the legend.   

 

57. The overall average score of the WEOG region per Strategic Objective in each reporting period is displayed 

in Figure 8. The total average of the region in three reporting periods was 43, 64, and 63 per cent in PR1, 

PR2, and PR3 respectively. The number of submissions from WEOG increased to 20 and 19 in the second 

and third progress reports, respectively from 15 reports received in PR1. The number of submissions 

corresponds to more than half of the member states in this region and signals that the data is likely more 

representative of the overall progress of the region as compared to regions w ith less consistent reporting 

patterns.  

58. In PR3, the WEOG region has reported a decline in the level of activities under Objectives C and D as 

compared to PR2. The region also demonstrated limited growth as compared to the previous reporting 

period (PR2) under Objective A. The average score under Objective B increased by 14 per cent, and 

Objective E increased by 3 per cent. Nevertheless, there is a substantial growth of 20 to 36 per cent once 

looking at the level of activities since PR1 for Objectives A, B, and E. In general, the WEOG region has 

reported above-average level of activity under nearly all Objectives since PR2 except for Objective D.   
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Figure 8-  Overall average score of the WEOG region per Strategic Objective in three reporting periods. The number of 

reports received from the respondents in each period is shown between brackets in the legend.  

 

2.3.3  Overall Progress towards the 20 SAICM Indicators  

59. Figure 9 provides a thorough overview of the average global level of completed activities under each SAICM 

indicator. In general, average scores have increased considerably since PR1. However, the level of activity 

decreased or barely changed since PR1 under indicator 11 on number of countries with multi - stakeholder 

coordinating mechanism, indicator 12 on significant changes to the implementation of the multilateral 

conventions on chemicals and waste, indicator 13 on countries that donate financial and in -kind 

assistance for capacity building, and indicator 15 on countries with national development plans.  

  
Figure 9-  Average global score in per cent of completed activities for 20 indicators of SAICM over three reporting periods  
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60. The highest average score across all the regions and stakeholders was obtained for indicator 9 on the 

websites to provide information to stakeholders (85 per cent), indicator 2 on hazardous waste 

management (84 per cent), indicator 3 on priorities for risk  reduction (83 per cent), indicator 19 on 

mechanisms to prevent illegal traffic in hazardous waste (77 per cent), and indicator 18 on regional 

cooperation on issues related to the sound management of chemicals (77 per cent).   

61. The progress on the indicator s cannot be quantitatively compared with that of the baseline report given 

that the baseline report only quantitatively covered seven out of 20 indicators of progress (i.e. indicators 

6, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, and 17). The progress under indicator 6 on conformity with GHS since the baseline 

report in 2006-2008 came to a light when compared with the IOMC indicator on GHS implementation. 

Sixty-nine Governments complied with GHS (full or partial implementation) according to the IOMC 

indicator as of 2019 which is c omparable to the 65 countries in the SAICM baseline report in 2008 

estimated to be implementing the GHS in varying levels. Multiple governments achieved full compliance 

with GHS between 2008 and 2017. The estimation in the SAICM baseline report included a large number 

of countries which were only in the process of implementing GHS in certain areas of chemical 

management, therefore, already taking into account those who completed this activity after 2008.   

62. Indicator 9 in the baseline report mainly addressed  the number of countries with PRTRs whereas in PR3 

this indicator tracked countries with websites that provide information on variety of chemical safety topics. 

Nonetheless, the baseline report noted 31 countries with operational PRTRs at the beginning of 2009, 

whereas this value reached 52 by end of 2019 according to UNITAR. Indicator 10 on implementation of 

Strategic Approach was perhaps among the indicators with largest progress since the baseline report 

where only 14 governments were in the process of d eveloping National Strategic Approach 

Implementation Plan. In the period 2014 -2016, another 15 stakeholders (23 per cent of the respondents) 

published a SAICM implementation plan. This number was smaller than the 24 new submissions in the 

period 2011-2013, yet it demonstrated a continuous improvement over the years. In 2010, there were 164 

national focal points which grew to 181 focal points in 2016, and to 205 focal points by end of 2019. 

Attendance at SAICM related meetings and active engagement in SAICM activities both received 

substantial attention over the years; so much that more than 80 per cent of the respondents reported their 

participation.   

63. Drawing a conclusion on the progress of indicator 11 on multi - stakeholder coordinating mechanism and 

indicator 12 on key international instruments since the baseline report was difficult, given the 

modifications that were made to the activities under these two indicators. Indicator 14 of the baseline 

report addressed the capacity -building needs of countries by focusing on publicly available plans of 

UNITAR National Chemicals Management Profile and of Stockholm Convention National Implementation 

Plan. According to UNITAR, 116 countries had up- to-date National Profiles as of 2019. The number was 

102 according to SAICM baseline report which shows about nine per cent growth. Indicator 14 in PR3 also 

included the National SAICM Implementation Plan and the National Environmental Health Action Plan as 

well as the priority needs based on the 11 basic elements identified as progress at the national level from 

the OOG document.   

3. PROGRESS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE OVERALL ORIENTATION AND GUIDANCE 

FOR ACHIEVING THE 2020 GOAL OF SOUND MANAGEMENT OF CHEMICALS   

64. At its fourth session, the International Conference on Chemi cals Management (ICCM), adopted resolution 

IV/1, in which the Overall Orientation and Guidance (OOG) for achieving the 2020 goal of sound 

management of chemicals was endorsed as a voluntary tool that will assist in the prioritization of efforts 

for the sound management of chemicals and waste as a contribution to the overall implementation of the 

SAICM.   

65. The aim of the OOG is to provide direction and to identify approaches for all Strategic Approach 

stakeholders toward facilitating the achievement of the 20 20 goal of sound chemicals management, 



SAICM /ICCM.5/Bureau.TC.9/7  

 

 

17  

 

 

including some concrete elements required at the national level to support the implementation of the 

Overarching Policy Strategy.   

66. The six core activity areas identified in the OOG to implement the Strategic Approach  Objectives include:   

(a) Enhance the responsibility of stakeholders: promoting and reinforcing commitment and 

multisectoral engagement;   

(b) Establish and strengthen national legislative and regulatory frameworks for chemicals and 

waste: improving capacity to a ddress the basic elements of the sound management of 

chemicals and waste and encouraging regional cooperation;   

(c) Mainstream the sound management of chemicals and waste in the sustainable development 

agenda: advancing risk reduction and enhancing the link b etween the sound management of 

chemicals and waste and health, labour, and social and economic development planning, 

processes and budgets;   

(d) Increase risk reduction and information sharing efforts on emerging policy issues: continuing 

to promote actions o n issues not currently addressed in existing agreements, complementing 

initiatives taken by other bodies;   

(e) Promote information access: increasing the accessibility of relevant information and making 

it understandable for all levels of society;   

(f) Assess progress towards the 2020 goal of minimizing the adverse effects of chemicals on 

human health and the environment: identifying achievements, understanding the gaps in 

implementation, and prioritizing actions for achievement by 2020.   

67. The following sections provide a review of the progress made towards each of the six core activity areas 

identified in the OOG based on the data and reports received from the SAICM stakeholders.    

    

3.1 Core activity (a) Ψ Enhance the responsibility of stakeholders: promoting and reinforcing commitment and 

multisectoral engagement  

 

Overall guidance   

 

68. The involvement of all relevant stakeholders and sectors, at all levels, is key to achieving the objectives of 

the Strategic Approach and the basic elements, as are transparent, inclusive, and open implementation 

processes as well as public participation i n regulatory and other decision -making processes that relate to 

chemical safety.   

69. Greater awareness and the involvement of various sectors  ͮin particular health, agriculture, labour, and 

industry  ͮas well as public interest groups, in policy deliberatio n, development, and implementation are 

critical in providing an informed basis for the sound management of chemicals at the national, regional, 

and global levels.   

70. There is a need for stronger engagement and an increased assumption of responsibility by do wnstream 

entities, in particular industries, to address the distribution and use of chemicals in the manufacture of 

products and throughout their life cycle, as well as for a more extensive approach to stewardship.   

  

Reflections on progress  

  

71. Since the progress of OOG to the third session of Open-Ended Working Group, five new stakeholder groups 

nominated official SAICM focal points, demonstrating on -going and increasing interest in the Strategic 

Approach. The 5 new stakeholders are from non-governmental organizations, including: Environment and 

Security Center of Mongolia, TOXISPHERA, COLNODO, Environment sans frontière, and Wills Recycling. 

One newly identified national focal points is from Vietnam.   



SAICM /ICCM.5/Bureau.TC.9/7  

 

 

18  

 

 

72. ICCM Resolution II/2 underlined the important role of  regional meetings and coordination mechanisms in 

enabling stakeholders in each region to exchange experience and identify priority needs in relation to the 

implementation of SAICM and to develop regional positions on key issues. Five SAICM regional meetin gs 

took place in 2018: Asia-Pacific from 23 to 25 January 2018 in Bangkok, Thailand; Latin American and the 

Caribbean from 29 to 31 January 2018 in Panama City, Panama; Africa from 6 to 8 February 2018 in 

Abidjan, Côte dͻIvoire; EU-JUSCANNZ on 9 February 2018 in Paris, France; and Central and Eastern Europe 

from 19 to 21 February 2018 in Lodz, Poland. A number of informal regional meetings were also held 

backto -back with the preparatory meetings for the Conference of the Parties for the Minamata Convention 

on Mercury and the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions.   

73. ILO reported that recognizing that the protection of workers from the harmful effects of chemicals also 

enhances the protection of the general public and the environment. ILO (through its Lab our Administration, 

Labour Inspection, and Occupational Safety and Health Branch -   LABADMIN/OSH), focuses on assisting 

its 187 member States to implement the main ILO chemicals - related Conventions, namely the Chemicals 

Convention, 1990 (No. 170) and the Prevention of Major Industrial Accidents Convention, 1993 (No. 174). 

These two Conventions provide the basis for the sound management of chemicals at the workplace, as 

recognised by ICCM and SAICM.   

74. UNDPͻs Strategic Plan for 2018-21 to help accelerate progress towards Agenda 2030 has three integrated 

objectives: eradicate all forms of poverty, accelerate structural transformations, and build resilience to 

shocks and crises. UNDP supported activities on chemicals and waste management contributing towards 

the acceleration of structural transformations under its current Strategic Plan through nature -based 

solutions, such as shifting to green economic pathways.  

75. The High Ambition Alliance on Chemicals and Waste was established in July 2018 with the aim to promot e 

and ensure commitment to an ambitious new global  agreement for the sound management of chemicals 

and waste for beyond 2020. It is co -chaired by the Minister for the Environment, Sweden, and Minister for 

Housing, Land Planning and Environment, Uruguay. It is formed to raise the political profile of the benefits  

of tackling hazardous chemicals and waste and make it a more ambitious programme than it currently 

is. Furthermore, the Alliance recognizes the vast costs of inaction that, unchecked, will have direct 

impact on human health, the environment, and economic develo pment.  

76. Over the past 12 years, a number of IOMC organisations have developed and tested a wide range of 

guidance materials, in collaboration with a diverse range of countries, and other partners.  

77. In 2016, UNITAR, in close cooperation with UNEP, organized a workshop on Chemicals and Waste and the 

SDGs. In 2018, in collaboration with UNEP, UNITAR organized a lessons- learned workshop on the 

Biodiversity Aichi targets, which provided some suggestions and good practices to be considered during 

the Beyond 2020 process. Similarly, in February/March 2019, September 2019, and January 2020, UNITAR, 

in cooperation with the German, Norwegian, and Swiss governments organized workshops to discuss 

options for institutional arrangements and overall governance of the new f ramework for the sound 

management of chemicals and waste beyond 2020. These workshops have provided suggestions to be 

considered by the intersessional process.    

78. The International Council of Chemical Associations (ICCA) and UNEP hosted three joint events on Sound 

Management of Chemicals and Waste and the Circular Economy. These joint efforts enhanced 

multistakeholder collaboration, promoted discussions on important topics such as the Circular Economy 

(CE), plastic waste and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), identified the enabling conditions to 

shift toward a CE of chemicals. The second symposium on Circular Economy was held in Hengdzu, China, 

18 September 2019. It aimed to provide a more focused discussion on circular economy and therefore 

delved deeper at identifying the requirements necessary to achieving a Circular Plastics Economy during 

two sessions; (i) the obstacles faced to realize circular economy of plastics; (ii) plastic policy and 

regulation. During the first Sustainability Conclave in N ew Delhi, India, 4 November 2019, stakeholders 

discussed solutions and obstacles in achieving circular economy in the context of India. The second 

workshop on regulatory framework on sound management of chemicals was held in Buenos Aires, 
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Argentina, from 2021 November 2019. Stakeholders discussed the sound management of chemicals, 

regulatory framework for chemicals in Latin America, and risk assessment for chemicals.  

79. ICCA reported that they have showcased their commitment to the Strategic Approach through their 

participation in key SAICM meetings, representation of chemicals industry at the SAICM Bureau, and 

significant number of capacity building and technical coopera tion projects. Additionally, ICCA has an on-

going Memorandum of Understanding with UNEP, which outlines collaboration on a range of initiatives to 

advance sound chemicals management including efforts towards joint capacity building activities and 

development of public -private partnerships. ICCA provides financial support to the SAICM Secretariat 

under the MOU. At the regional level, the chemical industry is also working closely with governments 

through the APEC Chemical Dialogue to promote GHS implementation, capacity building for regulators, 

and SAICM implementation.   

80. With respect to heath sector engagement, in May 2017, the Seventieth World Health Assembly with its 

decision WHA70(23) approved the WHO Chemicals Road Map10  for the health sector at the natio nal, 

regional, and international levels towards achieving the 2020 goal and contributing to relevant targets of 

the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. The Road Map was requested by the WHA 69.4 resolution 

in 2016 and was developed by WHO in consultation with Member States and others.    

81. The WHO Chemicals Road Map considers the OOG, the intersessional process to prepare 

recommendations regarding the Strategic Approach beyond 2020 as well as WHO's existing relevant work 

and the strategy for strengthenin g the engagement of the health sector in the implementation of the 

Strategic Approach. It also emphasizes certain areas, as defined by the WHA 69.4 resolution. One of those 

areas is establishment or strengthening of national, regional, or international coo rdinating mechanisms, 

proper for multisectoral cooperation, and enhancing engagement of all relevant health stakeholders. The 

Road Map identifies concrete actions where the health sector has a lead or important supporting role to  
play in the sound management of chemicals, recognizing the need for multi -sectoral cooperation. For each 

action, the main actor, or lead, is identified.   

82. The engagement of UNIDO for the environmentally sound management of chemicals and waste is seen in 

the overall context of advancing the circular economy or life cycle approach. Currently UNIDO is 

implementing around 200 projects that contribute directly or  indirectly to the sound management of 

chemicals in their life cycle in countries in Africa, Asia & Pacific, Latin -America, and Central and Eastern 

Europe. Ongoing UNIDOͻs activities in support of SAICM strategic objectives include UNIDOͻs Global 

Chemical Leasing Programme that seeks to mainstream and upscale Chemical Leasing and other 

business models for sustainable chemicals management. Chemical Leasing is a circular economy, 

performance-based business model that shifts the focus from increasing sales vol ume of chemicals 

towards a value-added approach. The project on Innovative Approaches to Sound Management of 

Chemicals and Waste (IAMC) provides practical solutions for industry to become more efficient and at the 

same time reduce unnecessary hazardous chemicals consumption and protect human health and the 

environment. The project was part of the Joint UNIDO -UNEP Programme on Resource Efficient and Cleaner 

Production (RECP) in Developing and Transition Countries. IAMC strives for decoupling resource use and 

pollution from industrial development and promoting the growth of productive sectors and 

entrepreneurship in Developing and Transition Countries.   

 

  

 

 
10 https://www.who.int/teams/environment -climate -change-and-health/chemical -safety-and-health/chemicals - road-

map   
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Looking beyond 2020  

 

82. At the fifth meeting of the ICCM5 Bureau, the Regional SAICM Focal Points noted their challenges in 

engaging relevant national and stakeholder focal points from countries in implementing the sound 

management of chemicals. During this discussion, it was suggested that the regions could consider 

reactivating their coordination groups that  were previously established within the regions to support 

priority setting and SAICM implementation. Furthermore, paragraph 44 of the OOG highlights the need for 

increased regional collaboration. It states that this may be accomplished by further engaging  centres with 

a range of competencies and within their respective mandates, such as the regional centres of the Basel 

and Stockholm Conventions, the regional offices of the UN Environment Programme (UNEP), WHO, the 

Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), the United Nations Industrial Development 

Organization (UNIDO), the United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR), regional bureau of 

the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), and joint UNEP/UNIDO cleaner production centres.  

83. Overall, active promotion of the sound management of chemicals and waste within each relevant sector 

and the integration of programmes across all sectors will maximize future impact. Each sector has a role 

to play to ensure that the adverse im pacts on human health and the environment are minimized.  

84. Furthermore, inclusion of the sound management of chemicals and waste in national development 

assistance plans and frameworks should ultimately ensure that it is a significant component of national 

policy frameworks, thus prioritizing the chemicals and waste agenda at national level. This will ensure 

sustained focus and financing in moving forward.  

3.2 Core activity (b) Ψ Establish and strengthen national legislative and regulatory frameworks for ch emicals 

and waste: improving capacity to address the basic elements of the sound management of chemicals and 

waste and encouraging regional cooperation  

 

Overall guidance   

 

85. There is an urgent need to set and strengthen chemicals regulations and controls in a number of countries 

and to extend cooperation with a view to building the capacity of developing countries and countries with 

economies in transition for the sound manage ment of chemicals and wastes and promoting the adequate 

transfer of cleaner and safer technology to those countries. Some developed countries also face 

challenges in meeting the 2020 goal.   

86. It is critical that the Overarching Policy Strategy be implemente d including all, or as many as possible, of 

the basic elements identified, in order to achieve the sound management of chemicals and waste.   

87. The enforcement of existing legal frameworks and infrastructure, and compliance mechanisms, as well as 

the establishment of coordinating mechanisms between the various entities involved in the value chain, 

are key in setting up the necessary infrastructure  to eradicate illegal activities.   

  

Reflections on progress  

  

88. In 2010, WHO developed and shared with State Parties a core capacity monitoring framework, with a 

questionnaire on the status of implementation of the International Health Regulations for Sta tes Parties 

to complete on a voluntary basis. This framework included a checklist and 20 indicators on the status of 

eight core capacities, including those related to chemical events. The self -assessment tool constituted 

the basis for reporting on the impl ementation of the International Health Regulations by WHO between 

2010-2017. From 2018 on, state parties reported by using the new State Party Self -Assessment Annual 

Reporting Tool. The new tool diverts away from a pure questionnaire approach and introduce s an Ordinal 
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system. As a result, reporting is more stringent, i.e. reported scores can be lower for the same capacities 

compared to the previous monitoring tool.   

89. The International Health Regulation (IHR) Average Core Capacity Score is used to describe the level of 

achievement of a core capacity and is one of the eight indicators of IOMC. The Attribute Score is the per 

centage of attributes, i.e. capacities in a technical area that have been achieved. In the case of chemical 

events, this includes, for example, if experts were identified for public health assessment and response to 

chemical incidents; national policies or plans are in place; designated focal points were nominated; 

coordination mechanisms were established; surveillance systems are in place; p riority chemical 

events/syndromes were identified; inventory of major hazard sites was created; a national chemical profile 

was developed; manuals and Standard Operation Procedures (SOPs) are in place; information exchange 

is functioning; laboratory capaci ty is available; and Poison Centre(s) are in place. The minimum Score is 0 

per cent, i.e. none of the elements and functions listed in the checklist have been achieved. The maximum 

Score is 100 per cent, i.e. all elements and functions are in place. The Score is 50 per cent if half of the 

elements and functions are in place.   

 
Figure 10-  Per cent Average Core Capacity score core capacities for chemicals under the International Health 

Regulations per WHO region 

Έ   

90. The global average Score11 reached 50 per cent in 2018 from 38 per cent in 2010 (Figure 10). Eighteen 

countries have achieved 100 per cent core capacity between 2011 to 2018, reaching a total of 24 countries 

in 2018. Since 2010, the baseline for IOMC indicators, there has been considerable improvement in the 

development of core capacities for chemicals at a global scale, in particular in the African, the American, 

and the Eastern Mediterranean regions. Almost all regions, except Africa and South -East Asia, reached a 

Score above 50 per cent in 2018. Nevertheless, the progress of the African region has been significant from 

11 per cent Score in 2010 to 31 per cent in 2018.   

91. The IOMC internet-based ;Toolbox for Decision Making in Chemicals Management΄ is being updated with 

a new user interface and use of the website by stakeholders is being supported by a series of national and 

regional training workshops (seven workshops or e vents during 2018, seven workshops during 2019, and 

at least seven workshops in 2020), as well as a series of webinars (a total of nine to date) on the Toolbox 

including related toolkits and tools. The IOMC Toolbox includes management schemes and identifie s 

appropriate actions and guidance for seven key topics of chemicals management. Toolkits are also 

available on environmental risk assessment, Chemical Leasing, pesticide registration, chemical hazards 

(health risks), and innovative approaches to the sound  management of chemicals and chemical waste. 

Lastly, entry points are being developed for easier access to the tools for specific target audiences, 

 

 
11 Average of the 6 regional scores  
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including the health sector, for Multi - lateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs), and plans for entry points 

for other stakeholders such as industry and trade unions 12.  

92. To support countries in taking actions for strengthening national legislation and institutional structures in 

establishing chemicals control, UNEP in collaboration with the Swedish Government in 2 018 launched four 

complementary documents to the LIRA guidance from 2015 (Legal and Institutional infrastructures for the 

Sound Management of Chemicals and measures for costs Recovery of national Administration) They are 

primarily intended for government o fficials working to implement the safe management of chemicals. The 

four documents are: a) an information document to provide to the reader with information about the role 

of chemicals control in the life cycle of chemicals and to provide the arguments for  taking actions to 

establish chemicals control legislation with defined responsibilities; and b) three guidance documents, 

namely:  

Å National Authority for Chemicals Control: Guidance on the institutional capacity and structure 

and its funding   

Å Risk reduction elements in Chemicals Control: Guidance on tools and on data that can be used  

Å Enforcement of Chemicals Control Legislation: Description of inspection methodology linked to 

chemicals control.  

 

3.2.1  The Quick Start Programme (QSP) trust fund  

  
Figure 11-  Number of countries in each region having QSP projects and total fund mobilized in each region  

  

93. The Quick Start Programme (QSP) Trust Fund, from its establishment in 2006 until its closure in 2019, has 

mobilized a total of over US$ 47.9 million (Figure 11). This amount includes approximately US$ 38.1 million 

in cash contributions to the Trust Fund an d over US$ 9.8 million in cash and/or in -kind contributions from 

project implementers and Executing Agencies. Over the 14 application rounds, 184 projects were approved, 

covering 108 different countries. Notably, 21 Projects (i.e. 11 per cent) were with Ci vil Society partners and 

163 projects (i.e. 89 per cent) with government partners.  

 

 
12 More information available at https://iomctoolbox.org/  
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94. From 2006 to 2019, the non-Trust Fund contributions reached a total of approximately US$ 92.7m from 

19 different contributors. The contributors have been the governments of  Canada, Japan, Switzerland, 

Sweden, the United Kingdom, and the United States of America. Intergovernmental organizations that have 

contributed during the same period include the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

(FAO), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the United Nations Environment Programme 

(UNEP), the United Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), the United Nations Institute for  

Training and Research (UNITAR), the World Health Organization (WHO), and the Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD). Additional non-governmental donors include the Argentine Society 

of Doctors for the Environment (AAMMA), the BASF, the Dow Chemical Company (DOW), the International 

Council of Chemical Associations (ICCA), the International POPs Elimination Network (IPEN), and the 

International Society of Doctors for the Environment (ISDE).  

95. A good regional balance was achieved over 14 application rounds. Out of 108 countries with QSP projects, 

37, 28, 9, and 26 per cent of countries were respectively in the AFR, ASP, CEE, and LAC regions. In other 

words, 74, 57, 43, and 85 per cent of the countries in each region of AFR, ASP, CEE, and LAC have had at 

least one QSP project. Out of 108 countries which had QSP projects, 54 were from Least Developed 

Countries (LDCs) and/or Small Island Developing States (SIDS). Figure 12 draws a visual comparison 

between the distribution of funds in LDCs and/or SIDS countries versus other countries.  

  

  
Figure 12-  QSP project funding for LDCs and SIDS as compared to other countries   

  

96. The strategic priorities defined by ICCM highlight that the QSP should mobilize resources for national 

priority initial enabling activities in keeping with the work areas set out in the Strategic Ob jectives of 

section IV of the Overarching Policy Strategy, in particular:  

Å Strategic priority A.  Development or update of national chemical profiles and the identification of 

capacity needs for sound chemicals management;  

Å Strategic priority B.  Development and strengthening of national chemicals management 

institutions, plans, programmes, and activities to implement the Strategic Approach, building 

upon work conducted to implement international chemicals - related agreements and initiatives;  
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Å Strategic priori ty C. Undertaking analysis, inter -agency coordination, and public participation 

activities directed at enabling the implementation of the Strategic Approach by integrating  ͮi.e., 

mainstreaming  ͮ the sound management of chemicals in national strategies, an d thereby 

informing development assistance cooperation priorities.  

97. In almost all application rounds (the exception being round two), projects were approved addressing each 

of the three priorities of the Programme. Overall, the environment sector dominated  in the total number of 

projects, followed by health, other/multisector, agriculture, industry, labour, and science. However, the 

trend over time has been toward greater sectoral coverage of projects as the rounds progressed as 

displayed in figure 13.  

  

  
Figure 13-  Distribution of QSP projects among various sectors from over 14 application rounds  

3.2.2  Special Programme   

98. The Special Programme was set up to support country driven institutional strengthening at the national 

level for implementation of the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions, the Minamata Convention 

on Mercury, and SAICM as one of three mutually supportive elements  of the integrated approach to 

address the financing of the sound management of chemicals and waste.  The other elements are 

mainstreaming and industry involvement. It takes into account the national development strategies, plans 

and priorities of each country, to increase sustainable public institutional capacity for the sound 

management of chemicals and  waste throughout their life cycle.   

99. The Special Programme is currently funding 42 projects. At its second meeting, the Executive Board of the 

Special Programme approved seven projects in Argentina, Benin, the Dominican Republic, Iraq, the Kyrgyz 

Republic, Tanzania, and Ukraine following the first and pilot round of applications for funding from the 

Special Programme. At its third meeting, the Executive Board approved seventeen projects in Afghanistan, 

Belarus, Brazil, China, Ecuador, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Gambia, Ghana, India, Kenya, 

Kiribati, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Republic of Moldova, Serbia, Uganda and Viet Nam. At its fourth 

meeting, the Executive Board approved 18 projects in Albania, Angola, Bolivia (Plurinational State of), 

Cambodia, Ethiopia, El Salvador, Eswatini, Iran, Kazakhstan, Micronesia (Federated States of), Nauru, 

Pakistan, Palau, State of Palestine, South Africa, Tajikistan, Tunisia, and Vanuatu.   

100. The fourth round of applications for funding from the Special Programme  was launched on 29 November 

2019, with a deadline for the submission of applications of 4 September 2020. The fifth round of 

applications was launched on 7 April 2021 with a deadline for applications of 7 August 2021. To facilitate 



SAICM /ICCM.5/Bureau.TC.9/7  

 

 

25  

 

 

the application process , updated application Guidance and Guidelines have been made available13. The 

documents include specific information on how the Special Programme can support SAICM 

implementation, including information on activities that can be proposed with the view to su pporting 

SAICM implementation.   

3.2.3  Global Environment Facility funded projects on chemicals and waste   

101. In the period 2017-2019, 61 projects with a total value of nearly US$ 839m were funded by the GEF on 

various priorities related to chemicals and wa ste management. Certain projects were on a regional scale 

and involved more than one country. An analysis of the GEF projects database provided the data on the 

number and value of projects in each region. Figure 14 shows the distribution of GEF funding by SAICM 

regions and the number of projects in each SAICM region. The allocated funds and number of projects 

were evenly distributed except for the CEE region with only three projects and a total funding of US$ 762k. 

Three projects were on global scale, two of which involved 8 countries each with a total value of US$ 64.5m 

in funding.  

  
Figure 14-  Distribution of GEF funding and number of GEF projects in the SAICM regions for the approved projects in the 

period 2017-2019  

 

102. The current report attempts to link the objectives/outputs of the GEF funded projects to the Strategic 

Objectives. It is also notable that a large share of projects (i.e. 34 per cent) addressed Objective D 

(Capacity-building and technical cooperation) in t his period as compared to PR3 where Objective A (Risk 

reduction) was the focus. Nevertheless, Objectives A, C, and D received an equal focus from the projects 

as demonstrated in figure 15. It is important to note that many of the projects covered more than  one 

objective. Objective E stood last as only 2 per cent of the projects addressed illegal international traffic. In 

this period, a considerable number of projects (>29 per cent) involved Mercury in the context of 

implementation of the Minamata Convention  such as Minamata initial assessment and development of 

National Action Plans. Similarly, more than 29 per cent of the projects are focusing on tackling issues 

concerning Persistent Organic Pollutants (POPs) in the context of the implementation of the Stoc kholm 

Convention, such as update to National Implementation Plans and PCB elimination among other national 

priorities in the plans .   

  

 

 

13
 Available at https://www.unenvironment.org/explore - topics/chemicals -waste/what -we-do/special -

programme/applying funding - through -special   

https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
https://www.unenvironment.org/explore-topics/chemicals-waste/what-we-do/special-programme/applying-funding-through-special
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Figure 15-  Distribution of GEF projects among Strategic Objectives  

 

103. The National Profile Support Programme of UNITAR provides guidance, training, and technical support to 

the countries in order to assess the existing infrastructure for the sound managemen t of chemicals. 14 The 

International Conference on Chemicals Management (ICCM) Resolution I/4 has recognized the 

development of a National Profile as a key enabling activity to support SAICM implementation. 15    

 
Figure 16-  Per cent of the countries in each UN region with National Profiles (UNITAR)  

  

104. There has been no change in the number of National Profiles in the period 2017 -2019. Nevertheless, 

looking at the progress since SAICM baseline report in 2010, 116 countries have prepared a National Profile 

which shows a slight growth (9 per cent). 16   

105. A majority of CEE (74 per cent), LAC (73 per cent), and AFR (72 per cent) countries have developed a 

National Profile as of 2019. Whereas, less than half (43 per cent) of ASP countri es have a National Profile. 

As it can be seen in the figure 16, the number of National Profiles has increased slightly in all the regions 

between 2010 and 2019, except in the WEOG region where only 13 governments have established a 

National Profile out of 30 countries in this region. The number of National Profiles increased by 9 per cent 

in the AFR region since 2010, the largest growth among regions.  

106. As for the status of the Pollutant Release Transfer and Register, as can be observed in figure 17, as of 

2016, 49 countries had established their PRTRs. By the end of 2019 this number increased to 52 countries, 

 

 
14 https://cwm.unitar.org/national -profiles/nphomepage/np3_region.aspx    
15 https://cwm.unitar.org/national -profiles/publications/inp.aspx    
16 Ten other countries also updated their National Profiles between 2011 and 2016.   

https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/nphomepage/np3_region.aspx
https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/nphomepage/np3_region.aspx
https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/nphomepage/np3_region.aspx
https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/nphomepage/np3_region.aspx
https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/publications/inp.aspx
https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/publications/inp.aspx
https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/publications/inp.aspx
https://cwm.unitar.org/national-profiles/publications/inp.aspx
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up from 39 countries in 2010 17. In the period 2017-2019, three countries, two in the Europe region (i.e.  

Kazakhstan, Montenegro), and one in the GRULAC region (i.e. Peru) established a PRTR. The majority of 

the PRTRs are located in the European region (i.e. 39 PRTRs) followed by the GRULAC region with 7 PRTRs. 

Three registered PRTR exist in the ASP region and 3 in North America18. No PRTR has been established in 

the AFR region as of 2019. The data highlights the large gap across regions in the number of PRTRs and 

the room for work in PRTRs design and national legal frameworks.   

 
Figure 17-  Number of countries with a PRTR in 2010 and 2016 (UNITAR)19  

 

107. Efforts have been made to strengthen capacity to prevent, prepare for, and respond to chemicals accidents, 

including institutional strengthening  for poison centres. According to WHO, a total of 91 countries had 

poison centres by the end of 201 9 which accounts for 47 per cent of WHO member states. Even though 

some regions have observed opening or closure of the centres, the total number of poison centres has 

remained unchanged since 2010 (i.e. the time of the baseline report of SAICM). 20   

  
Figure 18-  Per cent countries with poison centres in each WHO region (WHO)  

 

 

 
17 Data from UNECE PRTR Secretariat (2010-2016) and PRTR Global Map (2013-2016).  
18 United States of America, Canada, and Mexico.  
19 The regional grouping is based on data received directly from UNITAR.  
20 The number of countries in WHO regional breakdown: Africa (AFR) 47, Americas (AMR) 35, South East Asia (SEAR) 11, 
European region (EUR) 53, Eastern Mediterranean (EMR) 21 countries, Western Pacific (WPR) 27. More information on the 
WHO regional groupings can be found on: http://www.who.int/about/regions/en/   

http://www.who.int/about/regions/en/
http://www.who.int/about/regions/en/
http://www.who.int/about/regions/en/

















































































