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POLICY SUMMARY 
1. The current report was prepared in the context of the Overarching Policy Strategy, paragraphs 24 

and 25, relating to the reporting on implementation of the Strategic Approach to International 
Chemicals Management (SAICM) “with a view to reviewing progress against the 2020 target and 
taking strategic decisions, programming, prioritizing and updating the approach as necessary”. This 
draft progress report presents the results of the second SAICM reporting process (PR2) with data 
collected between January and June 2014, covering the period 2011–2013

1
.  

2. Additional data collected and used to cross-reference and interpret the findings of the stakeholder 
survey include analysis of the Quick Start Programme (QSP) and the Global Environment Facility 
(GEF) funding, project listings of the Inter-Organization Programme for the Sound Management of 
Chemicals’ (IOMC) Participating Organizations, and selected resources from SAICM, the United 
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) and other organizations, including on financing, guidance 
and toolkits, and civil society and industry stakeholder reports. Data was also compared with related 
international reporting mechanisms including the World Health Organization (WHO) International 
Health Regulations (IHR), and the Basel and Stockholm Conventions’ periodic reports.  

3. Submissions from 83 governments, five Intergovernmental Organizations (IGO), one private sector 
non-governmental organization (NGO) and 12 civil society NGOs provided a total of 101 responses 
that form the basis of the analysis. Of the government responses, the overall response rate was 43 
per cent (of United Nations Member States), but with significant regional

2
 variation, which has led to 

over-representation of WEOG and CEE, and under-representation of AFR governments in the sample.  

4. A simple scoring methodology has been applied to responses to enable comparison between 
indicators and with the SAICM progress report 2009–2010 (PR1), and shows an increase of around 10 
per cent in the number of specific activities selected under all indicators by all stakeholders. This 
progress is disproportionately observed in ‘non-DAC’ countries (those countries not on the OECD

3
 list 

of recipients of official development assistance), and Upper Middle-Income Countries (as per the 
DAC list), with declines in the number of activities reported for all Least Developed Countries (LDC), 
possibly indicating that the gap in chemicals management capacities is widening rather than 
narrowing. Assuming a similar rate of progress over the next six years to 2020, this rate of progress 
could be considered insufficient to meet the 2020 goal.  Comparable industry data from the 
International Council of Chemicals Associations (ICCA) demonstrates an increase of around 20 per 
cent in the number of national associations reporting ‘updating’ or ‘completing’ activities under each 
SAICM indicator.  

5. Areas of above-average progress since PR1 include, in order of greatest progress:  

a. Indicator 3 on hazardous waste management arrangements, comprising both 
legislation and management of specific waste streams. Similar progress is observed 
in the related Indicator 20 on prevention of illegal traffic in hazardous waste.  

b. Indicators 12 and 5 on implementation of international chemicals priorities 
(conventions and MEAs) and risk assessment through a science-based assessment, 
which both drew reports of high activity in PR1, show a continuation of this trend. 
The activities under Indicator 12 (mechanisms to implement the Montreal Protocol, 
and the Stockholm and Basel Conventions) were selected by over 85 per cent of all 
respondents, the highest proportion of any specific activity in the questionnaire. In 
contrast, activities related to International Maritime Organization (IMO) and 
International Labour Organization (ILO) conventions drew a particularly high number 
of negative responses (‘none’, ‘not applicable/ not relevant’) 

                                                           

1
 The first SAICM reporting process covered 2009–2011 

2 
Under SAICM, the five regions are: African (AFR), Asia-Pacific (ASP), Central and Eastern European (CEE), Latin 

American and Caribbean (LAC), and Western Europe and Others group (WEOG). 
3
 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development: http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/49483614.pdf 
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c. Finally, there has been progress noted in provision of financial and technical 
resources under Indicator 13, with similar progress in the related Indicator 15 on 
regional cooperation on sound management of chemicals.  

6. Areas of below-average progress, or slight decreases in activity reported, which may merit 
additional attention from stakeholders, include:  

a. Accessing finance from non-QSP sources (Indicator 18), with no net increase in the 
number of different sources of finance selected by respondents. At the individual 
question level, the options ‘foundations’, ‘regional banks’ and ‘private sector’ under 
this indicator draw the lowest number of selections of all questions, with fewer than 
10 per cent of respondents reporting these. 

b. Mainstreaming, partially covered by inclusion of chemicals management issues in 
national development plans (Indicator 16) and processes, and commitment to SAICM 
(Indicator 10). The two indicators may not be universally relevant, as they refer to 
processes that some countries may not use, but demonstrate little progress in all 
regions.    

7. The global picture described above conceals a number of regional differences, and the 
overall picture is of selective progress among regions, in some cases associated with the 
geographical distribution of QSP and IOMC projects. All regions demonstrate particular 
strengths, often in areas where global progress may be slow.  Some specific examples 
include:  

a. In the LAC region compliance with the Globally Harmonized System of Classification 
and Labelling of Chemicals (GHS) has increased by almost 30 per cent across the 
different categories of chemicals since PR1. This correlates with a significant QSP 
portfolio of GHS projects in this region. The LAC region also reports accessing 
significantly more non-QSP sources of finance, with a half of the region’s 
respondents reporting access to four or five sources, compared to just a third of 
respondents doing so globally.  

b. AFR region respondents reported significantly more diverse multi-stakeholder 
committees, with a greater variety of ministries represented than in any other 
region.  

c. The proportion of CEE respondents who report assessing the risks of industrial 
chemicals through a science based assessment has almost doubled to 73 per cent, 
and this focus on industrial chemicals in the region is also reflected in the allocation 
of QSP funds, of which almost half relate to industrial chemicals. The CEE region also 
demonstrated significant progress in exchanging information with other countries on 
transboundary movements of hazardous wastes, up from a third of the region’s 
respondents to a half. 

d. The WEOG region is generally ahead of the others in numbers of activities reported. 
Notably, there has been significant progress reported in managing plastic waste 
streams through legislation or permits, from 60 to 83 per cent of the region.  

e. NGO respondents reported targeting communications to 65 per cent more specific 
vulnerable groups than their government counterparts.  

8. The regional variability in progress between indicators may be interpreted as a confirmation 
of the relevance of the voluntary approach and wide scope of SAICM, as it is clear that each 
region and each country is implementing SAICM in a unique way, with the possibility to 
tailor its approach to national circumstances. However this approach can be restrictive in 
comparing and monitoring of progress toward to the 2020 goal; while the 20 indicators of 
the current reporting tool are generating comparable data, they are not intended to provide 
stakeholders a ‘roadmap’ of priority actions. The data from PR2 has been compared with a 



SAICM/OEWG.2/INF/4 

set of 11 priority ‘Basic Elements’4 that have been proposed by the SAICM regional 
meetings, and largely confirm that the proposed elements are the most commonly 
implemented activities, e.g. implementation of relevant international conventions, legal 
frameworks through chemical life cycles, monitoring health and environmental impacts, 
institutional systems among all actors and industry. Areas of less immediate cohesion are 
on enforcement and compliance mechanisms (see paragraph S9b below), and specific 
priorities such as dealing with poisonings, GHS, information collection and sharing, 
mainstreaming and best practices for risk assessment, which are not reported by a majority 
of respondents, and may be considered as priorities for further attention.  

9. In the light of the growing experience of using the indicators, there is an opportunity for 
stakeholders to consider improving the survey tool and indicators. A number of suggestions 
are proposed at two levels, firstly addressing phrasing to improve clarity, and secondly 
identifying substantive areas not currently addressed. 

a. A number of areas of possible inconsistency between respondents and in relation to 
external data may be due to different interpretations of the types of activity to 
include; and the high turnover of Focal Points and survey respondents may also 
contribute to inconsistent responses. Based on specific observations in the current 
report, and a detailed review of the indicators and survey tool by respondents, 
stakeholders may wish to consider an update of the tool and revision of certain 
indicators, particularly those that are not universally applicable (especially Indicators 
9, 13, 16, 17) or which refer to activities that may be periodic rather than ongoing 
(e.g. Indicators 1, 11, 14). Additional support to respondents in the form of guidance 
or pre-filling surveys may help increase response rate as well as ensure more 
consistency between reports from one period to the next. Stakeholders may also 
wish to consider how best to include non-government stakeholders reports more 
systematically, given the small number of responses received from these 
stakeholders.  

b. A few absences have been identified from the existing set of indicators, including: 
national level activities promoting compliance and enforcing policy and legislation; 
mainstreaming; governments’ own budgets in the sources of available finance; and 
development and practice of non-chemical alternatives.   

c. Finally, the inclusion of more objectively verifiable quantitative indicators is 
discussed, both to improve consistency, but also to catalyse improved data 
availability that is needed nationally to facilitate mainstreaming, and internationally 
to ensure comparable measurement of progress, particularly in the context of the 
proposed Sustainability Development Goals (SDGs). The prioritization referred to 
above (paragraph S8) may provide a way to develop and adopt new indicators in a 
step-wise approach that may be more feasible for all stakeholders to contribute to.  

10. Stakeholders may wish to consider methods to enhance in-country cooperation on the 
reporting process. Some cases where data is contradictory is highlighted, such as the 
number of projects reported by the World Bank notably higher than those reported by 
governmental respondents. In that regard, stakeholders may wish to share experiences on 
gaining funding from the World Bank as this is an important SAICM stakeholder and can be 
a significant source of support, with the World Bank reporting chemicals management 
projects in 18 per cent of all countries. 

                                                           

4
 See OEWG2 document SAICM/OEWG.2/3 -  Summary of the outcomes of the Strategic Approach 2013-2014 

regional priority setting workshops and resolutions adopted at regional meetings 
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1. INTRODUCTION/ BACKGROUND 

1. The SAICM Overarching Policy Strategy, in paragraphs 24 and 255, sets out the functions and 

schedule of the ICCM, as follows:  

“The ICCM will undertake periodic reviews of SAICM. The functions of the ICCM will be to 

receive reports from all relevant stakeholders on progress in implementation of SAICM 

and to disseminate information as appropriate, and to evaluate the implementation of 

SAICM with a view to reviewing progress against the 2020 target and taking strategic 

decisions, programming, prioritizing and updating the approach as necessary”; 

2. This progress report presents the results of the second SAICM reporting process with data 

collected between January and June 2014 and covering the period 2011-2013. The tool was 

open initially from 30 January until 31 March 2014. Following requests by stakeholders an 

extension was formally provided up to 30 April 2014. The secretariat worked with remaining 

stakeholders still seeking to provide reports after this date, until 7 June 2014, when the tool 

was fully closed. In order to assist completion of the implementation reports, SAICM 

stakeholders were given preliminary information during the 2013/2014 regional meetings 

on the reporting tool and the period it would likely be open for. 

3. The report revisits the results of the 2009–2010 progress report (PR1) and compares them 

with the results of the 2011–2013 progress report (PR2), to identify areas of progress and 

areas which may merit additional attention from stakeholders.  

4. The results of the two progress reports are presented with new global and regional 

comparisons, and between the different SAICM objectives and indicators. These are 

combined with more qualitative detail and cross-referencing with external sources in order 

to describe and generate policy-relevant observations and ideas. Specific issues include the 

role and effects of international technical and financial assistance (e.g. the QSP and the GEF) 

in increasing chemicals management capacity at national levels, as well as options for 

identifying basic activities or ‘building blocks’ for chemicals management capacity. Such 

building blocks may offer more specific orientation to countries in prioritizing among the 

extensive list of Global Plan of Action (GPA) activities.  

5. The report is structured in three sections; Introduction, Results and Conclusions.  

a. The introductory section gives details of the methodology, and background and 
objectives of the progress report.  

b. The Results section is presented in three parts, starting with a) description of the 
respondents, followed by b) global overview of progress, combining findings from 
across all indicators, regions, and economic groupings to describe overall progress in 
implementation of SAICM. This part also includes regional comparisons, highlighting 
concrete examples of achievements and challenges in each region, similar to the 
SAICM Secretariat regional consultation meeting documents6. Part c) presents 
detailed results by indicator for the five SAICM Objectives, cross referencing with 

                                                           

5
 http://www.saicm.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=78&Itemid=480  

6 
Fifth EU-JUSSCANNZ countries meeting: Update on the status of SAICM implementation progress, 

SAICM/RM/EUJ.5/INF/2.rev1 

http://www.saicm.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=78&Itemid=480
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external sources on finance, socioeconomic information, and stakeholder SAICM 
reports (from civil society, industry and intergovernmental organisations7).  

c. Finally the discussion and conclusions section seeks to generate specific policy 
considerations based on the achievements and challenges described, in terms of 
prioritizing the basic building blocks of sound management of chemicals (SMC), the 
value of the reports at global and national level, and next steps for governments and 
international and national chemical management agencies. 

6. The report uses the SAICM regional groupings for much of the analysis: African (AFR), Asia-

pacific (ASP), Central and Eastern European (CEE), Latin American and the Caribbean (LAC), 

and Western Europe and Others group (WEOG). In addition, a ‘World’ grouping represents 

the international organizations, given they do not have a specific geographical area of work.  

Data collection and analysis 
7. The questionnaire used for data collection utilized the same approach as the first progress 

report to facilitate comparison, with some additional questions intended to provide greater 

inclusion of the health sector. The questionnaire contains a combination of mandatory and 

optional questions, split into six parts corresponding to basic information and then the five 

categories of indicators agreed by ICCM2 (See Annex 1 for the full list of questions and 

relation to objectives and indicators). The five Overarching Policy Strategy categories are; 

risk reduction, knowledge and information, governance, capacity-building and technical 

cooperation, and illegal international traffic. The questions were designed to take account 

of the voluntary nature of the Strategic Approach and the different instruments or 

processes that contribute to the sound management of chemicals. 

8. The main metric used is the percentage of total respondents selecting a particular activity, 

presented by region for PR2. A secondary metric is the percentage of respondents within 

each region who selected the activity, used to compare PR1 and PR2, as this removes 

variation caused by the fact that there were big changes in response rate from certain 

regions between PR1 and PR28. Finally, the number of activities selected by each 

respondent is expressed as a percentage of the total activities available under each 

question, and aggregated across indicators and objectives in the overview section.  

9. The result of drawing conclusions from such reporting exercises relies heavily on the quality 

and comprehensiveness of the basic data – the individual responses to the survey – and 

increasing the number of respondents will make for much more robust and accurate 

observations. It is hoped that showing the kind of analysis that can be derived from the 

reports, beyond a presentation of the results, can demonstrate the value of the reporting 

process and build momentum for future reports to inform the global community and 

generate evidence-led policy making.  

                                                           

7
 International POPs Elimination Network (IPEN) Citizens’ Report covering 2009-2012; the International Council 

of Chemicals Association (ICCA) 4th Update Report on the SAICM indicators; and the IOMC organizations’ 
projects’ database and online Toolkit 
8 

For example, AFR region respondents decreased from 18 in PR1 to 10 in PR2, so its contribution to total 
selections is lower in PR2. However comparing the percentage of only AFR respondents that select activities 
removes this effect 
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2. RESULTS 

a) Responses 
10. Submitted reports were received from the 68 governments of Albania, Antigua and 

Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Belarus, Belgium, Bhutan, Bosnia 

and Herzegovina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Cambodia, Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, 

Cote d'Ivoire, Democratic People's Republic of Korea, Democratic Republic of the Congo, 

Denmark, Ecuador, Finland, France, Gabon, Germany, Guatemala, Guyana, Hungary, 

Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Japan, Lesotho, Lithuania, Madagascar, Maldives, 

Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco, Morocco, Myanmar, Nepal, Norway, Peru, 

Philippines, Republic of Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Saint Lucia, Slovenia, 

Solomon Islands, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden, Switzerland, Thailand, The 

former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Trinidad and Tobago, Ukraine, United States of 

America, Uruguay, and Yemen.  

11. Fifteen responses were submitted by the EC on behalf of the EU Member States that had 

not reported independently (the fifteen states were; Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, 

Estonia, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, 

Slovakia, and United Kingdom), bringing the total government responses analysed for this 

report to 83. This is an overall response rate of 43 per cent of the current 193 government 

Members of the United Nations General Assembly.  

12. A further thirty governments registered for the reporting tool but did not complete their 

submissions. 

13. Of the total government responses to PR2, 50 had also submitted responses to PR1: that is, 

30 of the PR1 government respondents did not respond this time round, but were replaced 

(and slightly exceeded) by 33 ‘new’ government respondents.  While these ‘new’ 

respondents are distributed relatively equally between regions, almost half of the 

respondents who stopped submitting responses in PR2 were from AFR region, and a further 

one third from LAC region (Figure 1).  

Table 1  Numbers of stakeholder registrations and submissions for PR2 

 

Total 

Registrations 

Full 

submission 

Partial 

submission 

Not yet 

registered 

2009-2010 

submissions 

Africa 15 7 3 38 18 

Asia-Pacific  27 16 0 29 12 

CEE 14 12 1 9 14 

LAC 25 15 0 8 19 

WEOG 17 13 1 16 15 

Subtotals 98 63 5 100 78 

EC submission  15    

NGO 22 12 2  19 

IGO 7 4 1  11 

 127 94 8  108 
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Figure 1  Regional distribution of the respondents to PR1 only (‘old’) and PR2 only (‘new’ respondents) 

14. Five Intergovernmental Organizations (OECD, UNDP, UNEP, UNITAR and WHO), one private 

sector NGO (Croplife International from Belgium) and 12 civil society NGOs (Ekomjedisi 

Durres from Albania, GAPROFFA from Benin, CREPD from Cameroon, Caucasus 

Environmental NGO Network from Georgia, Pesticide Action Network Asia and the Pacific 

from Malaysia, LEADERS from Nepal, SRADev from Nigeria, Environmental Ambassadors for 

Sustainable Development from Serbia, Centre for Environmental Justice from Sri Lanka, 

International POPs Elimination Network from Sweden, International Trade Union 

Confederation from Togo, and Red de Accion en Plaguicidas y sus Alternativas de America 

Latina from Uruguay) submitted responses 9.  Given the relatively low numbers of private 

sector and public interest NGOs responding, the responses have been supplemented in this 

report based on the IPEN and ICCA reports on the SAICM Indicators and assessment of 

progress. 

 

Figure 2 Number of total governments responding (dark shading) and not responding (light shading)  
in each UN regional group (PR1 and PR2)

10
 

15. The CEE and WEOG response rates have improved with 78 per cent and 79 per cent of 

countries in those regions submitting responses respectively (Fig 2) – however this has 

caused both to be significantly over-represented in the PR2 progress report  

                                                           

9 
The response from an NGO, INDY ACT, based in Lebanon was removed prior to analysis due to most questions 

in most sections remaining unanswered (i.e. without selection of ‘not applicable’ or other negative responses). 
10

 Total numbers in some regions have changed slightly, due to alignment with SAICM regional groupings for 
analysis of the 2012–2013 data.  
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(WEOG – 28 per cent of the PR2 sample but only 16 per cent of all countries; 

CEE 22 per cent of PR2 sample but only 12 per cent of countries - Fig 3). A contrasting 

disproportion exists for AFR which makes up only 12 per cent of the PR2 sample but 

27 per cent of all countries. LAC is well represented in PR2 although fewer countries from 

this region submitted responses than in PR1: while ASP is fairly well represented with an 

increased number of respondents in PR2 compared with PR1 (Fig 3) 

 

                                          

     

Figure 3  Regional breakdown of countries in the progress report samples (top – all countries split by 
region, bottom left - PR1 respondents by region, bottom right PR2 respondents by region, government 
only) 

b) Global Overview 
16. The following section presents the data aggregated across all regions and all indicators, 

based on individual respondent percentage ‘score’ for each question, reflecting the 

proportion of available activities under each question that the respondent selected 

(i.e. 100 per cent = respondent selected all the available activities). These scores for each 

question were combined to give indicator, objective and total activity scores per 

respondent, then aggregated and compared across categories of respondents (e.g. by 

region, economic development status, stakeholder type, etc.). See Annex 3 for details on 

this scoring approach.  

17. The overall level of activity11 reported by all respondents across all indicators is 0.47 for 

PR2, indicating that almost 50 per cent of the available activities were selected, compared 

with 0.39 in PR1; the average number of selections of individual activities across all 

indicators and respondents has increased by about 10 per cent.  The spidergrams in figure 4 

below show the average score of all respondents by Objective, showing generally higher 

progress in Objectives A and C. A significant shift in WEOG respondents from PR1 to PR2 

draws attention away from more limited, and diversified, progress in the other regions.  

 
                                                           

11
 This refers to positive activities selected under each question, and does not include ‘none’, ‘not known’ or ‘not 

relevant’ responses 
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Progress Report 1       Progress Report 2 

Figure 4 Progress against objectives by region (PR1 left, PR2 right) 

18. This overall improvement in progress however is strongly driven by the increased number of 

WEOG and CEE submissions (Fig 5): since these submissions were the highest scoring of all 

(they constitute 18 of the 20 top-rated submissions, with only the Philippines and Guyana 

also in the top 20) they significantly increase the average global performance.  

    

Figure 5 Increase or decrease in scores between PR1 and PR2 by region 

19. LAC (the region in PR1 with the lowest total scores) is the most improved region, while ASP 

and AFR regional scores are the same or slightly lower than in PR1 - however in the case of 
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AFR especially this may be affected by the very low number of respondents (only 14 

compared to 23 in PR1), and firm conclusions are therefore hard to make. The analysis by 

DAC status (government responses only, Fig 6), shows a shared trend for non-DAC, UM and 

to a lesser extent LM groups of moderate improvement, with the LDC and OL categories 

demonstrating a decline in overall score compared to PR1. This may reflect lower priority 

given to chemicals in the face of conflicting challenges in other areas, though the low 

response rate is also an important factor (especially for Other Low-Income countries with 

only one respondent). 

 

Figure 6 Difference in scores between PR1 and PR2 by DAC category - government only 

20. The private sector has a low level of representation in the survey, with only one 

respondent. However the ICCA 4th Update report, based on the reports of 57 national 

chemicals associations that take part in the Responsible Care Initiative, gives an enhanced 

overall picture for the chemical industry, with each indicator and objective scored according 

to the number of National Associations reporting activities for that indicator. The survey is 

structured following the same five Objectives and 20 Indicators as per the SAICM Progress 

Report survey, with mandatory selection of one of the available options (‘No progress’, ‘In 

Development’, ‘Completed’ or ‘Updated’) by each respondent.  The report shows a fairly 

consistent picture with around 60 per cent of associations reporting either ‘Updated’ or 

‘Completed’ for all five Objectives. This is an increase of around 20 per cent from their 

baseline estimate in 2009 when nearly 40 per cent of associations were estimated to have 

activities completed or updated (Fig 7). This is positive evidence of the benefit of the 

integrated approach and increased industry activity in support of SAICM in recent years. The 

ICCA may wish to consider how to report formally into the SAICM reporting process, and 

stakeholders may wish to consider how to encourage reporting from other industry sectors. 
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Figure 7  ICCA summary data for progress on 5 SAICM OPS objectives 

21. Indicator by indicator, the biggest increases observed in number of activities selected was in 

indicators 3 on hazardous waste arrangements, 12 on implementation of international 

chemicals tools (conventions), 20 on illegal waste, and 5 on numbers of mechanisms for 

prioritizing key chemicals. By contrast, (small) reductions in the average number of 

selections are observed in accessing non-QSP sources of finance, and prioritisation of 

capacity building needs, (Fig 8).  

 

Figure 8 Average per cent of possible options selected by all respondents, by indicator (see Annex 1 for 
index of full names of indicators) 
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22. The top 10 selected individual activities across all questions have not changed significantly, 

but show around 10 per cent increase in total respondents reporting each one (Table 1). 

The order has slightly changed, but the only new entry compared to PR1 is in tenth place 

with greater than average (almost 20 per cent) increases in respondents reporting that 

environment and health ministries participate in National Committees.  

Table 2 Top 10 individual activities reported by all respondents
12

 

Indicator Question & Activity description % respondents selecting  

PR1 
(rank) 

PR2 

2 2.2.1. Mechanisms to address key categories – 
POPs 

73% (4) 92%  

12 4.5.1 Mechanisms to implement UNEP-hosted 
Conventions – Montreal Protocol 

81% (1) 90%  

2 2.2.1. Mechanisms to address key categories – 
Pesticides 

74% (3) 89% 

12 4.5.1 Mechanisms to implement UNEP-hosted 
Conventions – Stockholm Convention 

81% (1) 89% 

12 4.5.1 Mechanisms to implement UNEP-hosted 
Conventions – Basel Convention 

76% (2) 87% 

4 2.4.1. Monitoring activities and data on 
environmental priority substances 

70% (5) 82% 

2 2.2.1. Mechanisms to address key categories – 
Mercury 

70% (5) 81% 

11 4.2.1 National Committee on chemical safety 
including SAICM 

67% (7) 81% 

3 2.3.1. Waste management cycle covered by 
legislation – Disposal  

67% (7) 78% 

11 4.2.2 Environment ministries/ agencies 
participate in the National Committee on 
chemical safety including SAICM 

4.2.2 Health ministries / agencies participate in 
committee 

(60%) 

 

(58%) 

78% 

 

78% 

5 2.5.1 Science based assessment prior to placing 
on market – pesticides 

68% (6) (77%) 

23. These common activities correlate with those reported by civil society through IPEN’s 

Citizens’ Report, namely through the ‘International SAICM Implementation Project’ which 

emphasizes pesticides (third in the list above), waste (9th above), heavy metals (not 

prioritized above), public participation (10th), chemicals in products (not prioritized) and 

hotspots and contaminated areas (related to environmental monitoring, 6th).  

24. This list may be interpreted as an indication of respondents’ key priorities, since they are 

acted upon by the most respondents, and show a distinct emphasis on Objectives A and C.  

                                                           

12
 The table shows more than 10 activities as Indicator 11 did not feature in the top 10 of PR1, and Indicator 5 

did not make the top 10 in PR2. Both have been retained in the table for comprehensiveness, and the  per cent 
of stakeholders selecting these two are shown in italics with brackets.  
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25. During regional meetings, stakeholders sought to identify a series of ‘Basic Elements’, 

proposing an initial list of 11, that are evenly spread among the Objectives. The proposed 

elements that are common to the activities most frequently reported by stakeholders in the 

progress report survey include:  

o The Basic Element implementation of relevant international chemical conventions 

correlates with five of the top 10 specific activities – both Indicator 12 on 

conventions and Indicator 2 on specific categories that are controlled by conventions 

are the most frequently reported activities. It is worth noting that the non-UNEP-

hosted conventions (ILO, IMO etc.) relating to chemicals are more rarely reported by 

respondents, and do not seem to be a particularly foundational element 

o The associated Basic Element on legal frameworks that address the life cycle of 

chemicals and waste, for which activities are frequently reported both under 

Indicator 2 (mechanisms to address key categories of pesticides), Indicator 3 (on 

hazardous waste legislation) and Indicator 12 (legal and policy mechanisms 

addressing UNEP-hosted conventions).  

o The Basic Elements include monitoring and assessing the impacts of chemicals on 

health and the environment, and while the focus on environment is frequently 

reported by respondents (82 per cent, Indicator 4), monitoring of health impacts 

(poisonings, incidents and occupational exposures) is reported by only about 60 per 

cent of respondents.  

o Basic Elements strong institutional frameworks and coordination mechanisms among 

all stakeholders and industry participation and responsibility are reflected in the 

frequently reported activities under Indicator 11 on the national committee. Industry 

responsibility in the form of providing finance for chemical management (Indicator 

18) is among the lowest scoring activities, reported by just 20 per cent of 

respondents.  

o The Basic Elements include national, subregional and regional enforcement and 

compliance mechanisms which are not explicitly included in the current set of 

20 Indicators, but are indirectly related to Indicators 19 and 20 for illegal 

international trade, both of which attract low scores in the progress reporting.  

o Reports on activities relating to other Basic Elements (i.e. capacity to deal with 

chemicals accidents, including poisonings, implementation of GHS, information 

collection and sharing, mainstreaming, and chemical risk assessment) are not among 

the most commonly reported by respondents. 

26. At the other extreme, the least commonly selected activities relate notably to finance. The 

lowest scoring activities (apart from selection of not known, none, other) are accessing 

finance from foundations, regional banks or private sector companies; five (PR1) and six 

(PR2) of the bottom eight responses relate to accessing non-QSP finance, all with around 

10 per cent of respondents selecting them (see also Indicator 18 in the Results by Objective 

section below). This underlines the importance highlighted at the CEE regional meeting to 

provide comprehensive information on procedures for applying for funding both under the 

GEF and the Special Programme, as well as other relevant sources. 
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27. As well as counting the least frequently selected activities, the responses ‘none’, ‘not 

applicable’, ‘not relevant’ were available for all questions, and the frequency of 

respondents actively selecting these is shown in Table 2 below. The activity that drew the 

most ‘none’ or ‘not relevant’ responses is on completing or updating plans, for which the 

question is phrased in a particularly specific way for the reporting period (see detailed 

results for Indicator 14 below).  

Table 3 Individual activities for which ‘none’, ‘not applicable’, ‘not relevant’ (no activity) most frequently 
selected

13
 

Indicator Question & Activity description 

 – ‘none’, ‘not relevant’, ‘not applicable’ options for 
each question 

% respondents 
selecting 

PR1 (rank) PR2 

14 5.3.1. Plans relevant for identifying chemicals 
management priorities completed or updated between 
2011 and 2013 

(13%) 29% 

6 3.2.1 Assessment of the conformity of labelling 
requirements with GHS  

29% (2) 24% 

12 4.9.1 Mechanisms to implement UNECE instruments 
(e.g. legislation, existing law, relevant policies, applies 
for IMO and ILO below too) 

36% (1) 24% 

18 5.6.1 Non-QSP financial support for capacity-building 
activities 

25% (3) 24% 

8 3.4.1. Research commissioned or funded between 2011 
and 2013 on chemical safety 

(17%) 19% 

12 4.3.1 Mechanisms to implement ILO instruments  18% (5) 18% 

12 4.4.1 Mechanisms to implement IMO instruments  20% (4) 17% 

5 2.5.5 Programmes in place for the management of 
priority risks 

(11%) 14% 

6 3.1.1. Standards or requirements for labelling the 
hazards and/or risks, by chemical life-cycle 

(14%) 14% 

7 3.3.1. Activities, guidance, training or awareness 
materials designed to communicate chemical safety 
issues to indigenous vulnerable groups 

(13%) 13% 

9 3.5.1 Websites with publicly available information 16% (6) (11%) 

20 6.2.1 Activities preventing illegal international trade in 
hazardous waste 

16% (6) (12%) 

1 2.1.5.  New tools or guidance materials to implement 
risk reduction  

14% (7) (11%) 

3 2.3.1. Waste management cycle covered by legislation 13% (8) (9%) 

3 2.3.4 Legislation or permits addressing specific waste 
streams 

13% (8) (12%) 

28. The non-UNEP-hosted international instruments are three of the top ten, and in addition to 

the ‘none’ options, these questions also drew the most ‘non known’ responses (not 

included in the table above). This may point to a need for awareness raising on these 

instruments and a clearer link of how they contribute to chemicals management. 

 

                                                           

13 As previously, the percentages of stakeholders reporting the bottom 10 activities in only one of the two 
progress reports are in italics and brackets 
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c) Results by objective 

All respondents, except where stated otherwise, n=10114.  

OBJECTIVE A RISK REDUCTION 

INDICATOR 1: Tools 

Indicator 1: Number of countries (and organizations) implementing agreed chemical 

management tools  

Per cent of respondents15 implementing IOMC tools 

 

  

Figure 9  % of all respondents utilizing IOMC tools (Above PR2, below PR1) 

29. The high activity reports for Question 1 on the use of IOMC tools and guidance across all 

regions (above 50 per cent everywhere for FAO Code, WHO Drinking Water Quality 

Guidelines, and WHO Air Quality Guidelines particularly) confirms the important role of 

IOMC organisations in developing these tools for sound management of chemicals. The 

results in PR1 and PR2 are very similar, with only the same top four being reported by more 

                                                           

14
 1 response removed with over 7 questions left unanswered in different sections 

15
 ‘World’ category of stakeholder in all graphics refers to global IOMC institutions, see paragraph 8 
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than 50 per cent of respondents, and little change in the order. The largest shifts are in 

OECD Test Guidelines and e-chem and in the UNITAR National Profile guidance which was 

not an available option in the first report but immediately selected by over 40 per cent of 

respondents, notably in the AFR regions, indicating the significant capacity-building 

undertaken in this area. 

30. There is marked regional variation: WEOG and CEE regions drive most of the use of the 

OECD Guidelines for the Testing of Chemicals and OECD e-Chem portal; AFR and LAC 

regions rely more heavily on the older FAO Code of Conduct (1997), WHO guidelines on air 

and water, and UNITAR Guidance on Developing a Risk Management Plan for Priority 

Chemicals (2001). These tools enjoy the active support of large, universally-recognised 

agencies with well-established programmes over many years. The 2014 report of progress 

by IOMC organisations16 identifies development of tools and guidance as an area of 

particular progress, but relates rather to newer guidance (OECD e-Chem Portal, OECD 

Environmental Risk Assessment Toolkit, WHO Human Health Risk Assessment Toolkit, a 

series of risk assessment methodologies, and further development/translation of 

International Chemical Safety Cards, documents on lead, mercury, and cadmium), which do 

not show such high rates of adoption by the least developed countries. The regional 

consultation meetings identified access to internationally available data as a priority for 

many countries, reflecting the perceived value of these new tools, but the record suggests 

that encouraging uptake and use of new tools requires considerable resources and targeted 

support which may be difficult to achieve for a large number of tools at the same time. 

During the EU-JUSSCANNZ meeting (February 2014), it was noted that bringing many of 

these tools under SAICM may help in their promotion and foster increased global use. 

31. While most of the users of the OECD Test Guidelines and e-chem were and continue to be in 

the WEOG and CEE regions, the biggest step forward since PR1 has been in LAC, with almost 

twice as many of this region’s respondents using these tools in PR2 compared with PR1 (e-

chem: from 16 per cent of LAC to 47 per cent; Test Guidelines from 32 per cent to 60 per 

cent). 

32. For national SAICM stakeholders, publishing their own tools and guidance (figure 10) was 

much less common, although over half of ASP respondents reported developing tools for 

hazard identification, identification of chemicals in use, exposure assessment, and 

management of pesticide risk. Guidance on alternatives, industrial accidents and risk 

characterisation all increased by over 10 per cent. The overall comparison masks major 

variations however. For example, just seven per cent of AFR respondents report publishing 

guidance on chemical pollution and waste, and alternative substances, compared with 56 

per cent and 39 per cent respectively in 2009-10.  

33. It may be that this indicator is affected by the phrasing, as it refers to new guidance 

published within the reporting period; this may be considered a relatively infrequent 

activity, not to be expected for all topics in all reporting periods. So the relatively low 

number of selections may not necessarily be a relevant indicator of the soundness of 

chemicals management by a respondent. Stakeholders may rather consider monitoring the 

extent and mechanisms by which domestic guidelines are utilised in-country or shared with 

                                                           

16
 SAICM/ICCM.4/Bureau.2/INF.2 (June 2014) 



SAICM/OEWG.2/INF/4 

other countries, and consider how information sharing portals may assist in spreading these 

tools.  

Percentage of government respondents developing own guidance 

 
 

 

Figure 10  % government respondents publishing their own tools on specific chemical risk management 
issues (above PR2, below PR1) 
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INDICATOR 2: Key categories of chemicals subject to risk management 

Indicator 2: Number of countries (and organizations) with mechanisms to address key 

categories of chemicals 

Per cent of government respondents with mechanisms to address key categories of 
chemicals 

 
 

 

Figure 11  % of government respondents with mechanisms to address key categories of chemicals 
(above PR2, below PR1) 

34. Indicator 2 on mechanisms to address key categories of chemicals is one of the most 

commonly reported activities across all the objectives, with only one of 78 government 

respondents not selecting any categories in PR1, and no governments of 83 in PR2. In PR2, 

around 10 per cent more respondents selected almost all the categories, with Persistent 

Organic Pollutants (POPs) and Pesticides selected by 90 per cent rather than 80 per cent of 

respondents; mercury by 85 per cent instead of 75 per cent etc.  

35. The top three categories are a step ahead of the others: in terms of frequency of responses, 

in terms of ranking across the whole questionnaire (Table 1 above); and in consistency with 

both the PR1 and baseline surveys. Furthermore, they are all categories that are addressed 

in legally binding conventions, as per Indicator 12 (which is the second most commonly 

reflected activity in the above Table). It is clear that a convention brings considerable 

attention, enforcement, and finance for an issue, which all contribute to high levels of 
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activity. However legally binding conventions are unlikely to be a feasible option for all 

chemicals management issues, so a focus for SAICM and its stakeholders could be in 

bringing similar levels of attention, enforcement and finance for non-legally binding 

priorities.  

36. Despite an emphasis reported by IPEN on heavy metals in their Citizens’ Report, non-

government respondents were not more likely to report activity on this particular category, 

although the small sample (only 12 non-government respondents) makes it difficult to 

compare.   

37. Pesticides show a relatively higher rate of activity across all questions where pesticide 

options are available: i.e. Indicator 1 (use of OECD and own published tools); Indicator 2 

(categories of chemicals prioritized); Indicator 3 (specific hazardous waste streams); 

Indicator 5 (scientific committees and programmes relating to particular categories); and 

Indicator 6 (chemicals for which GHS is implemented). Fig 12 shows that for all the survey 

questions addressing these 9 indicators, the percentage of respondents selecting the 

pesticide-specific options exceeds the average percentage of selections for the remaining, 

non-pesticide, options. The higher rates of activity are particularly marked for ASP and AFR 

regions. It is also noticeable that there have been consistent increases in activity between 

PR1 and PR2, and in most cases the increase in pesticides’ selections is greater than the 

increase in average values. While pesticides may overlap with the categories covered by 

legally binding instruments (e.g. POPs and ozone depleting pesticides), activities related to 

Highly Hazardous Pesticides would cover chemicals that are not addressed by a legally 

binding instruments, bringing political attention to this category, for which there is also 

support available through FAO field projects in many regions and three QSP projects, among 

others. QSP funding for non-chemical alternatives has tended to focus on alternatives to 

pesticides, and the earmarked funding available for the 14th round of applications may 

provide further impetus for this focus area. 

 

Figure 12  % of government respondents selecting pesticide options (light shading) compared to non-
pesticide options (dark shading) in relevant questions (PR1 in green, where available, and PR2 in blue) 
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INDICATOR 3 Hazardous waste management arrangements 

Indicator 3: Number of countries (and organizations) with hazardous waste management 

arrangements 

Per cent of respondents controlling stages of the hazardous waste cycle 

 

 

Figure 13  % of all respondents controlling different stages of the hazardous waste cycle (above PR2, 
below PR1) 

38. There has been an increase (57 to 65 per cent) for recycling and recovery of wastes, with 

small or no difference in reports of respondents controlling disposal, prevention and 

collection in legislation compared to PR1.  

39. The percentage of AFR respondents selecting waste management cycle legislation has 

however dropped; where 83 per cent of the 15 AFR government PR1 respondents 

controlled disposal of hazardous wastes, only 40 per cent of the 10 PR2 AFR respondents 

do. Most of this drop is due to the replacement of AFR countries who participated in PR1, 

and different answers being provided. However, one of the four AFR governments who 

reported both times reported legislation in PR1 but not in PR2, suggesting some error and 

underlining the need for consistent submissions if reliable conclusions are to be drawn.  This 

data does correspond with results in Indicator 20 on implementation of legislation to 
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prevent illegal international traffic in hazardous waste, which has similarly been selected by 

far fewer AFR respondents compared to PR1 (just 20 per cent in PR2, down from 65 per 

cent in PR1). Six of the eight QSP projects specifically on waste management were in the 

AFR region, with two in Rounds 9-12 covering the second SAICM reporting period 

(2011-2013).  

40. Unlike other regions, AFR respondents report more activity on prevention of waste than 

disposal, possibly reflecting the influence of the regional Bamako Convention. However, 

fewer than half of AFR respondents legislate on recovery of hazardous wastes, the lowest 

proportion in all regions 

41. Forty five per cent of all government respondents selected ‘Other’ and many of these 

(25 out of 37) specified that arrangements were in place to manage transboundary 

movements or shipments of hazardous wastes. It is not clear whether the much smaller 

proportion of respondents selecting this option in PR1 did not have procedures in place for 

such movements, or whether they included this in either disposal or recycling options.  

Per cent of respondents addressing specific waste streams through legislation or permits 

 

 

Figure 14  % of all respondents addressing specific waste streams through legislation or permits (above 
PR2, below PR1) 
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42. Pesticide wastes have passed the previously highest reported waste stream (healthcare 

and biomedical wastes) with a 12 per cent increase in number of respondents selecting 

this activity. Agriculture is an important sector in many economies with increasing 

intensity of use of pesticides, yet many researchers identify particularly poor conditions 

of use and enforcement of risk management controls, which contribute to ongoing and 

increasing accumulations of pesticide wastes, and is reflected in regulatory 

strengthening components in the GEF POPs Chemicals focal area.  

43. Only 2 out of 10 AFR respondents reported managing WEEE or mobile waste streams, 

despite the significance of imports of these streams: 1.2 million tonnes of electronic 

equipment were imported to just five African countries in 2010 (Benin, Côte d’Ivoire, 

Ghana, Liberia and Nigeria) 17, of which 30 per cent in Benin and 48 per cent in Côte 

d’Ivoire was found to be non-functional and non-repairable. Since WEEE or mobiles are 

the most likely to be imported for recovery, and since 80 per cent of AFR respondents do 

not have legislation to control either recovery and recycling of any wastes (see previous 

question, Fig 13) or these specific waste streams, this suggests that African countries 

may not yet be ready to manage the environmental and social risks in the way that a 

thriving waste recovery sector could offer in terms of economic and social 

development18 if adequately regulated. However the extent of underreporting for AFR 

region means it is difficult to draw reliable conclusions.  The proportions of LAC and CEE 

respondents, on the other hand, who report managing mobile phone waste streams has 

jumped by over 20 per cent in both regions, with 29 and 78 per cent of the regions 

controlling these compared to just 5 and 57 per cent respectively in PR1. 

44. IPEN report that 13 NGO projects in different countries addressed WEEE streams, and 

hazardous waste streams are also prioritized in IPEN’s International SAICM 

Implementation project. Only two of these projects are included in the Progress Report, 

which therefore suggests the underreporting mentioned above applies to all categories 

of stakeholder for this waste stream.  

45. The proportion of WEOG countries reporting controlling plastic wastes has jumped from 

45 per cent of WEOG countries to 81 per cent, but is also relatively higher in ASP and 

AFR regions compared to other waste streams (e.g. higher than POPs in AFR; and equal 

in ASP).  

                                                           

17
 Secretariat of the Basel Convention (2011)  Where are WEee in Africa? Findings from the Basel Convention e-

waste Africa programme 
18

 Ibid 
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INDICATOR 4 Periodic Monitoring 

Indicator 4: Number of countries (and organizations) engaged in activities that result in 

monitoring data on selected environmental and human health priority substances 

Per cent respondents monitoring environmental and human health priority substances 

 

 

Figure 15  % all respondents monitoring chemical substances (above PR2, below PR1) 

46. The high proportion of respondents (77 per cent) reporting environmental monitoring in PR1 

has increased to 82 per cent, and is relatively evenly distributed among all regions. 

Monitoring of incidents involving chemicals19  (64 per cent) has overtaken monitoring of 

human poisoning (61 per cent) although they were and remain close, up from 54 and 57 per 

cent respectively in PR1, though it is possible that perceptions of the difference between the 

two options may have caused such a change. Responses of ‘other’ commonly include 

hazardous and municipal waste monitoring (5 respondents) and food residue monitoring (4 

respondents).  

47. There has been an increase in incident monitoring in the ASP and LAC regions to around 60 

per cent of LAC countries, from a low base in PR1 (roughly 40 per cent of the region), 

reflecting the importance of this as a legally binding requirement of the Rotterdam 

Convention. The previous, relatively high proportion of AFR which reported monitoring 

incidents is reduced (57 per cent of AFR respondents in PR1, down to 36 per cent in PR2).  

                                                           

19
 This may also include environmental incidents, similar to the Rotterdam Convention procedures for Severely 

Hazardous Pesticide Formulations 
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48. Two questions in the International Health Regulations (IHR) surveys may be comparable to 

questions in the SAICM questionnaire: the SAICM monitoring chemical incidents = IHR 

question on ‘surveillance for chemical events, intoxications or poisoning’, and the SAICM 

question on monitoring human poisoning = IHR question on the establishment of Poison 

Centres. A comparison of responses submitted to PR2 and to the WHO IHR for 2010 20 is 

shown below (Fig 16). In most regions, much higher proportions of respondents report 

monitoring human poisoning to SAICM than report Poison Centres to IHR (blue bars, Fig 16), 

suggesting that many respondents use alternative approaches for human poisoning 

monitoring, possibly less formal or involving other stakeholders. One example mentioned in 

the free text field was occupational health monitoring, for example of workers in the 

petroleum or other hazardous industries. The SAICM Health Sector Strategy may consider 

identifying, encouraging and seeking to connect the data gathered by such alternative 

approaches to fill gaps where a full-scale Poison Centre is not feasible.  

 

Figure 16  % of government respondents (by WHO region
21

) monitoring poisoning and incidents - PR2 vs IHR 2010 

49. The comparison also highlights that much higher proportions of respondents report that they 

monitor chemical incidents to SAICM than report ‘surveillance for chemical events, 

intoxications or poisoning’ to IHR (green bars, Fig 16), despite the IHR category being broader. 

This may reflect some uncertainty regarding respondents’ exact definition of ‘incident’ and 

‘chemical event’, but could suggest that monitoring conducted by non-health sector 

stakeholders (such as environment and agriculture) may not be effectively shared with the 

predominately health-focused respondents of IHR. The new question in PR2 on monitoring 

undertaken by the health sector22 solicited responses from 52 stakeholders highlighting 

various specific initiatives by this sector, but stakeholders may wish to consider additionally 

focusing on sharing health-relevant information that may be held by non-health sector 

stakeholders. One example is that the EU requires employers to conduct health surveillance, 

but information on the results is not available to regulators or for publicly accessible.  

                                                           

20
 WHO (2014) Summary Of States Parties 2010 Report On IHR Core Capacity Implementation Regional Profiles 

(WHO/HSE/GCR/2014.6) 
21

 WHO Regions: AFR – Africa; AM – Americas: EMR – Eastern Mediterranean Region; EUR – European Region; 
SEA – South East Asia; WP – Western Pacific 
22

 The full question is “2.4.2 bis.  If you have selected “yes” to any of the types of monitoring listed in question 
2.4.1., please identify any monitoring being undertaken by the health-sector in your country” 
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50. The proportions of countries reporting cooperative actions to compare the results of periodic 

monitoring have declined since PR1 in two regions, with a fifth of AFR countries reporting this 

in PR2 compared to a third in PR1, and a half of CEE compared to three quarters in PR1.  

 

Figure 17  Numbers of all respondents comparing results of monitoring 

 

INDICATOR 5 Setting priorities for risk reduction 

Indicator 5: Number of countries (and organizations) having mechanisms in place for setting 

priorities for risk reduction 

Per cent of respondents accounting for chemicals and exposures through a science-based 

assessment before chemicals are placed on the market 

 

 

Figure 18 % respondents with science based assessment for different chemical exposures 
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51. Pesticides are still the most common chemicals and exposure types with little change 

between PR1 and PR2. While the relative order of the remaining types has changed, the 

numbers of respondents selecting each remains very similar, with the greatest increase 

from PR1 has been in the LAC region. 

52. CEE respondents reported good progress since PR1 on industrial chemicals, from 

38 per cent to 73 per cent assessing these chemicals and exposures through science based 

assessment. Of a relatively small number of QSP projects (13 in rounds 1-13) in the 

CEE region, five relate to industrial chemicals (ESM, PRTR, GHS, chemical accidents), 

suggesting a relatively high concern in the region for this category of chemicals. Since 

increase in chemicals’ production in these countries is projected to be the highest after 

China and India23, the focus on industrial chemicals is very relevant.  

53. The proportion of respondents with a scientific committee in place to assess risks rose from 

61 per cent in PR1 to 69 per cent in PR2 with a further four per cent reporting that 

establishment of a committee is in development. This high overall rate however includes 

significant variation between regions, as 43 per cent of AFR respondents engage such 

committees, compared with over 80 per cent in CEE and WEOG regions (Fig 19). Compared 

with PR1, the proportions have increased in most regions by about 15 per cent. However, as 

discussed in Indicator 3 (see paragraph 41), the drop in AFR is due to different countries 

reporting and the low response rate from this region means it is not possible to say if this 

percentage is representative of the region.  

 

                                                           

23
 UNEP (2012) Global Chemicals Outlook, Synthesis Report for Decision-Makers, Table 1: Predicted Growth in 

Chemical Production 2012-2020 (p14) 
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Figure 19 % of respondents within region with a scientific committee (above, PR2 and below, PR1) 
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Per cent of respondents having risk management programmes for priority risks  

 

 

Figure 20 % respondents having risk management programmes for priority risks 

54. The most common programmes correlate well with the IOMC tools used, with pesticides, 

drinking water and air being frequently selected in both indicators. However industrial 

programmes (the third most commonly selected category of projects in PR1 and fifth in 

PR2) do not seem to be accompanied by a correspondingly high rate of application of 

related tools; especially the e-chem database or OECD Test Guidance, which remain low.  

55. Projects investigating chemicals in existing consumer products such as the SAICM QSP and 

IPEN projects on paint products on the market have revealed significant levels of lead in 

countries that do not legislate against lead in paint, indicating a need for risk management 

processes within countries.  
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OBJECTIVE B  KNOWLEDGE & INFORMATION 

Indicator 6 

Number of countries (and organizations) providing information according to internationally 

harmonized standards 

Per cent of respondents with requirements or standards for labelling risks through chemical life 

cycle 

 

 

Figure 21 % respondents with labelling standards during chemical life cycle (Above PR2, below PR1) 

56. The percentages of respondents with labelling standards is very similar between the five 

categories of chemicals, i.e. the most frequently selected category (consumer, 66 per cent) 

is only slightly higher  than the least frequently selected (disposal, 58 per cent), as was also 

the case in PR1. This suggests that for the approximately 60 per cent of respondents who do 

have labelling standards, they are comprehensive and cover all the categories of chemicals. 

This indicates that once a country embraces requirements or standards for labelling it is 

able to swiftly cover the whole chemical lifecycle. However, SAICM stakeholders may wish 
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to consider actions to gain an understanding of the barriers and build on lessons learned to 

bring the significant minority (largely unchanged since PR1) to accelerate progress on this 

essential mechanism of risk communication with end users.  

 

 

Figure 22 % respondents assessing labelling conformity with GHS (Above PR2, below PR1) 

57. The proportions of respondents selecting GHS conformity for the chemical types (ranging 

from 47 to 59 per cent) has increased from PR1 (the range was between 27 and 38 per cent) 

for the different categories of chemicals. Most respondents assess compliance with GHS for 

pesticides, as opposed to industrial chemicals in PR1, though the change is almost limited. 

This improvement is almost entirely driven by improvements in WEOG and LAC regions. 

Twelve QSP projects relating to GHS were implemented in rounds 9-12 (covering the second 

reporting period 2011–2013), of which almost half (5) were in the LAC region where the 

biggest improvement has been achieved.  

58. While overall the five categories receive similar rates of response between themselves  

(45-60 per cent), it is possible to see different prioritization given within regions to the 

different life cycle stages. ASP is the only region to prioritize industrial chemicals above all 

others, WEOG is the only region to put workplace chemicals in first place, and AFR places a 

far higher priority on pesticides compared to other categories and any other region (Fig 23). 
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Figure 23 % respondents within regions assessing different categories of chemicals with GHS 

59. While the responses for GHS were improved compared to PR1, the overall level of activity is 

still roughly half of that for other harmonized labelling schemes if the same categories of 

chemicals in the two questions are compared (‘Occupational Use’ = ‘Workplace’ in GHS 

question; ‘Consumer’ in both). In both PR1 and PR2, harmonized labelling schemes other 

than GHS are reported by almost twice as many respondents in ASP, CEE and LAC regions; 

the difference is particularly pronounced in the LAC region despite the progress in 

implementing GHS since PR1. This implies that in these regions, there are many labelling 

schemes in place, but that these are diverse and inconsistent between countries, 

particularly for consumer products, which are subject to significant international 

distribution, and this may cause confusion among end users. SAICM stakeholders may wish 

to further investigate the reasons for the relatively low commitment to GHS in regions 

where it seems that commitment to labelling in general is much higher.  

 

Figure 24 % of respondents by region implementing GHS (light shading) and all harmonized labelling schemes 
(dark shading) 

 



SAICM/OEWG.2/INF/4 

34 

Indicator 7 

Number of countries (and organizations) that have specific strategies in place for 

communicating information on the risks associated with chemicals to vulnerable 

groups 

Per cent of respondents undertaking activities or publishing guidance, training or 

awareness materials to communicate chemical safety issues to any of the following 

vulnerable groups between 2011-2013 

 

 

Figure 25  % respondents communicating to vulnerable groups (Above - PR2, Below – PR1) 

60. There has been an increase in the numbers of vulnerable groups targeted by the average 

respondent, from 2.5 groups to over 3 in PR2. The proportion of respondents selecting the 

top four groups has increased by around 15 per cent from PR1 and an equivalent increase 

has moved the elderly above migrant workers. Apart from ‘other’ and ‘none’, the only 

group for which there has been a small decline is migrant workers, though the difference is 

too small to be reliable. This is concerning for this particularly vulnerable group, who in the 

case of agricultural workers, can be highly exposed to chemicals, and experience particular 

barriers in terms of control over working conditions, access to personal protection and 
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treatment services, and ability to access and interpret safety information, even in 

developed countries24.  

61. A new question in PR225 sought to highlight the involvement of the health sector in 

communication with vulnerable groups, and 48 per cent of all respondents provided 

examples of health sector involvement. Of these 48 respondents, 85 per cent were in the 

non-DAC and UM categories of countries (Fig 26), suggesting a gap among income levels. 

This low response rate from LDC and LM category respondents may reflect lack of 

coordination rather than lack of health sector activities, confirming the importance of the 

SAICM Health Sector Strategy.  

 

Figure 26 Respondents reporting health sector involvement in communicating with vulnerable groups, by 
DAC status (n=48) 

62. The average number of vulnerable groups targeted in PR1 for NGO respondents was almost 

15 per cent higher than governments (average 2.9 groups engaged out of a possible 8, 

against 2.5 for government), and has increased in PR2 (3.8 compared with 2.3 groups), 

while the number of groups reached is higher across the board. This demonstrates the 

strength of civil society organisations in communications and awareness raising. Looking at 

groupings by Development Assistance category, NGOs from donor countries (“non-DAC” in 

Fig 27 below) and LDCs are the most engaged in communications with vulnerable groups, 

exceeding their respective governments considerably26. The well-documented27 examples of 

poor conditions of use and high exposures to chemicals by farmers, urban dwellers, 

informal workers and occupationally exposed workers in LDCs makes this group of countries 

a priority for awareness raising and education, and this data suggest that NGOs may be well 

placed to deliver such activities in cooperation with governments. The increased focus on 

specific vulnerable groups, which may be linked to the basic mission of civil society 

organisations, may also allow them to be particularly effective in these campaigns, since 

                                                           

24
 Reeves et Schafer (2003) Greater risks, fewer rights: U.S. farmworkers and pesticides, International Journal of 

Occupational and Environmental Health, vol 9 No 1 
25

 3.3.2bis.  please describe the nature of involvement by the health sector in your country [relating to options on 
communication to any of the specific vulnerable groups] 
26

 The WEOG region is complicated with significant differences between the self-reporting (3.9 groups reached) 
and EU-reported (5 groups targeted) governments (the average value is given above) and with 1 private sector 
NGO rolled into the other NGOs  
27

 A recent paper (Jepson et al (2014) Measuring pesticide ecological and health risks in West African agriculture 
to establish an enabling environment for sustainable intensification, Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B) revealed “high and 
widespread pesticide risks to human health, and to aquatic and terrestrial wildlife throughout West Africa”. The 
authors concluded among others that “it is surprising however that risks of this magnitude occur in the present 
international development environment, where agriculture is given high priority. This represents a failure of 
current regulatory and international development processes to consider health and environmental risks and to 
incorporate risk reduction and management within large-scale development programmes”.  
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effective communication strategies would likely seek fragmentation of audiences and 

targeting specific messages. The Lower Middle-Income group of countries is an exception, 

with government respondents targeting more groups than NGO respondents, where they 

report the lowest average across all groups.  

 

Figure 27  Average number of vulnerable groups reached by NGOs and government by DAC grouping 

63. As well as targeted communications for vulnerable groups, more general communications 

plans and activities will include vulnerable groups but may not be covered by this indicator. 

For example, the IHR survey on chemical events capacity includes whether a chemicals-

specific communication plan exists in line with the national communication plan. However, 

few respondents have such a plan in place (18 per cent of Americas, 41 per cent of Eastern 

Mediterranean, 48 per cent of European, 30 per cent South East Asian, 38 per cent of 

Western Pacific)28. 

                                                           

28
 WHO (2014) IHR 2010 Regional Summary 
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Indicator 8 

Number of countries (and organizations) with research programmes 

Per cent of respondents commissioning or funding research between 2011-2013 in the 

following areas of chemical safety 

 

 

Figure 28  % respondents with research programmes (Above - PR2, Below – PR1) 

64. Little progress has been made by respondents conducting research on chemicals, with 

environment and human health programmes still reported by around 55 per cent of 

respondents. There has been a slight overall increase in respondents conducting research 

into alternatives (39 per cent in PR2 from 32 per cent in PR1) but a corresponding drop in 

research on cleaner production. This may be caused by the prevailing economic conditions 

and the scale of investment required.  

65. The few QSP projects addressing scientific capacity building for research generally (including 

laboratory support, risk assessment, Global Monitoring Plan and Life Cycle Analysis) were in 

earlier rounds, but a number of IOMC Participating Organizations’ projects including  

inter-laboratory projects, GMP (UNEP), and demonstration of BAT/BEP (UNIDO) are also in 

progress. 

66. Few respondents conduct research into alternatives and cleaner production methods but 

viable alternatives are often very location- and context-specific, requiring careful definition 

and consideration of the needs and capacities of the countries. Given that many of the most 

hazardous chemicals remain in use in lower income countries, accelerating research here 



SAICM/OEWG.2/INF/4 

38 

may be one way to advance the eventual substitution of chemicals and processes including 

non-chemical alternatives. A list of IOMC activities reveals that FAO alone has 

demonstration projects on IPM or sustainable pest management alternatives in 

61 countries, so stakeholders may wish to consider how field projects including farmer-led 

research could be better linked with formal research in order to supplement the very low 

base most respondents report.   

67. The relative lack of countries outside WEOG conducting their own research echoes the low 

number developing new guidance and tools for risk reduction, and suggests the importance 

of accessing internationally generated data, such as the IOMC organizations’ support 

through the development of guidelines and projects. A dedicated QSP fund for projects on 

non-chemical alternatives sponsored by the French government has funded five projects in 

Rounds IX-XII concerning alternatives to pesticides.  

Indicator 9 

Number of countries (or organizations) with websites that provide information to 

stakeholders 

Per cent of respondents maintaining websites that provide publicly available information on 

any of the following topics 

  

 

Figure 29 % of respondents with websites providing different types of information to stakeholders (Above 
- PR2, Below – PR1) 
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68. There has been relatively little progress since PR1 in the numbers of respondents 

maintaining websites to provide information to stakeholders and the public, with increases 

of more than 10 per cent only for information on pollution releases and ‘other’. On average, 

respondents reported websites on 4.8 of the 10 topics included in the questionnaire, up 

from 4 in PR1. The variety of specific websites described in the free text makes 

generalisations difficult, but one distinction not explicit in the current options may be by 

intended user of the websites, with a number of sites catering for the public or end users 

(covering responses mentioning exposure prevention information, lists of permitted 

products and correct application and protection measures) and a separate category catering 

for stakeholders directly involved in various stages of the life cycle (responses include forms 

for import of chemicals, occupational health and safety legislation). 

69. The difficulty in establishing and then maintaining up to date websites seems to be an area 

for possible improvement among many of the non-WEOG countries, in some of which 

unreliable internet is an additional barrier both practically in creating the sites and for 

potential users trying to access the information. While the internet may not yet be a very 

appropriate channel for communicating with ‘the general public’, the use of shared 

international or regional websites (such as the European Chemicals Agency site mentioned 

by 16 respondents, Chemicals Information Exchange Network mentioned by one 

respondent, or the SAICM Information Clearing-House or SCP clearing house) may be a valid 

alternative for providing technical information, resources and guidance to stakeholders 

directly involved in the chemical life cycle (e.g. importers, manufacturers, employers). 

Access to international sources of data and information sharing on chemicals was identified 

during most of the Regional Meetings held and provided as a Basic Element for reaching the 

2020 goal. The website links provided in the PR2 survey may be a valuable resource to 

review and evaluate as part of a process to further develop international chemicals 

information portals.  
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OBJECTIVE C  GOVERNANCE 

Indicator 10 

Number of countries (and organizations) that have committed themselves to 

implementation of the Strategic Approach 

Per cent respondents demonstrating commitment to SAICM during 2011-2013 

 

 

Figure 30 % of respondents committed to SAICM (Above - PR2, below – PR1)  

70. There has been good progress in reporting on SAICM-related chemicals issues in annual 

reports, with 10 per cent more respondents selecting this. However, the number publishing 

a SAICM Implementation Plan has dropped from PR1 to only 24 per cent of respondents, 

although the phrasing of some of these elements in the questionnaire may not permit 

cumulative actions to be reported g. publishing SAICM implementation plans and 

establishing committees may be expected only to be done once, so declines compared to 

PR1 may be anticipated. SAICM stakeholders may wish to consider modifying some 

indicators to facilitate cumulative progress to be included, and ensure consistency of 
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responses29. A third of all QSP projects over rounds I- XII (i.e. 51 projects out of 159) involve 

development of a national plan of some kind, suggesting some under-reporting in the PR2 

data, as the QSP projects may include National Profiles, National Integrated Plan, or 

Capacity Assessments, that were not counted by respondents to PR2. Furthermore, none of 

the seven countries hosting QSP projects related to national plans in Rounds IX-XII 

completed the second reporting process. 

71. Overall progress on this indicator compared with PR1 is low, with respondents selecting on 

average 33 per cent of the available options (the same as PR1); with WEOG countries 

reporting particularly low utilization of these mechanisms, possibly due to not having 

SAICM-specific institutions for chemicals management but rather integrating SAICM into 

existing structures. WEOG countries also provide limited responses to Indicator 16 on 

National Development Plans (which may not be relevant for many WEOG countries), so the 

progress reporting may not adequately reflect the degree and success of mainstreaming in 

these countries. Given their broad commitment to SAICM and higher levels of activity 

achieved, stakeholders may wish to consider better reflecting their mainstreaming 

processes (e.g. with new indicators) in order to share their experience with other regions 

attempting to mainstream chemicals issues.  

72. As of June 2014, there were 175 national focal points. Furthermore, there were 85 NGO 

focal points (up from 75 at the end of 2010) and 15 IGOs (up from 13 at end 2010). The 

increase since PR1 (when 45 per cent selected this) may indicate that rather than settling 

down, the nomination of new focal points, presumably due to high staff turnover, has 

increased. Stakeholders may wish to consider the impact of such high levels of turnover on 

national and international coordination, and how reductions in the turnover may be 

achieved. In addition, the option may be re-phrased to consider whether a focal point is in 

place, rather than newly nominated.  

73. IPEN’s Citizens’ Report documents that over 1000 public interest organizations 

internationally have endorsed their Global Common Statement for a Toxics-Free Future 

which was publicly released prior to Rio +2030.  

                                                           

29
 e.g. SAICM committee meets regularly rather than is established; Implementation Plan reviewed or updated 

rather than published. 
30

 http://www.ipen.org/campaigns/toxics-free-rio20/common-statement accessed 17 August 2014 

http://www.ipen.org/campaigns/toxics-free-rio20/common-statement
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Indicator 11 

Number of countries (and organizations) with multi-stakeholder coordination 

mechanisms 

Per cent respondents with national chemicals committee with participation of 

stakeholders including the different government ministries and agencies 

74. Overall, 78 per cent of all respondents reported that a national committee was in place, 

with a further 6 per cent reporting it was in development (up from 68 per cent and 8 per 

cent in PR1); of government respondents only – since these generally refer to government 

coordinated mechanisms - these percentages rise to 90 per cent and 4 per cent (up from 76 

per cent and 8 per cent in PR1), indicating good progress and close to full achievement. 

Thus, there has been a broadening of the different sectors involved, in line with the 

Overarching Policy Strategy; “The involvement of all relevant sectors and stakeholders, 

including at the local, national, regional and global levels, is seen as key to achieving the 

objectives of the Strategic Approach, as is a transparent and open implementation process 

and public participation in decision- making”. 

 

 

Figure 31 % respondents with national chemicals committee (Above - PR2, below – PR1) 
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75. AFR region respondents select the highest number of ministries, on average 9.25 (up 

from 8.4 in PR1 when it also reported the most varied stakeholder groups), compared to 

an average 8.1 (up from 7.7 in PR1) across all regions. Stakeholder committees are a 

common feature in almost half of all QSP projects, and almost half of all AFR region QSP 

projects (n=59) include this component, which seems to be reflected in the progress 

reports. However, as pointed out by IPEN in their Citizens’ Report31, while stakeholder 

involvement in meetings is generally increasing, there are other factors including the 

legal basis for such committees, which are not in place in all countries; and for all 

regions, NGOs identify insufficient coordination between stakeholders and ministries as 

an important gap in SAICM implementation.  

76. Of the participants in the stakeholder committees, health, environment and agriculture 

feature most commonly with overall improvement compared to PR1. The ministry 

showing the biggest increase is education, selected by 14 per cent more respondents 

than in PR1.  While Ministries of Finance, Economy or Planning are not included as an 

option to be selected, eight respondents identified these as ‘Other’ ministries and 

named them in the description field. These ministries (or equivalents) have a vital role in 

mainstreaming chemicals into the development agenda, so it is important for 

stakeholders to consider both how to increase their presence in such committees and if 

they should be included in the questionnaire. A further three named Ministry of Interior 

or Internal Affairs (total 11 countries or 10 per cent). 

77. According to responses to question 1.2.3 of the questionnaire, asking in which ministry 

Government Focal Points are located, two thirds of government SAICM Focal Points are 

located in Environment ministries, with a large lead over Health (9 per cent) and Foreign 

Affairs (5 per cent). The list of Focal Points maintained by the SAICM Secretariat indicates 

that of the 176 Focal Points in 2014, 7 per cent were from health and 6 per cent from 

Foreign Affairs, closely matching the sample from the SAICM reporting process. While the 

percentage from Foreign Affairs has declined since the beginning of SAICM in 2006, the 

percentage from health has been relatively constant as the total number of focal points 

went up from 83 to 176 in 2014. 

Indicator 12 

Number of countries (and organizations) with mechanisms to implement key 

international chemicals priorities 

Per cent respondents implementing conventions through the enacting of legislation, 

equivalent existing law or through relevant policies 

78. The top three conventions implemented in PR1 remain the same in PR2, with practically no 

change in the UNEP-hosted Montreal, Stockholm, or Basel conventions, or the Rotterdam 

(PIC) convention. However there have been increases in implementation of IHR and 

Chemical Weapons’ conventions, bringing them to a similar level of implementation as the 

others. The reporting process will need to include the Minamata Convention as and when it 

enters into force. 

79. The percentage of respondents implementing the different UNECE conventions has also 

increased, bringing it above the ILO conventions, largely due to a doubling of the average 
                                                           

31
 IPEN (2012) Citizens’ Report: Implementation of the SAICM by IPEN Participating Organizations 2009–2012 
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number of UNECE instruments implemented by WEOG respondents, and an increase from 

25 to 68 per cent  of the region selecting ‘other UNECE instruments’. 

80. Implementation of the ILO and IMO group of conventions has remained largely the same as 

PR1 in non-WEOG countries, apart from an increase in LAC for the IMO conventions. 

Stakeholders may wish to consider how engagement and awareness raising can be 

increased in the work being done by ILO, IMO and UNECE and their relevance to chemicals 

management, particularly in AFR, ASP, CEE and LAC regions. The ILO conventions, 

particularly coming from one of the IOMC Participating Organizations, may offer an 

opportunity for increased involvement from SAICM stakeholders. 
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Figure 32 % stakeholders implementing international priorities (Left PR2, Right PR1) 
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OBJECTIVE D CAPACITY BUILDING & TECHNICAL COOPERATION 

Indicator 13 

Number of countries (and organizations) providing resources (financial and in kind) to 

assist capacity building and technical cooperation with other countries 

Number of governments providing bilateral financial; and technical cooperation assistance 

to other Governments to improve their capacity for the sound management of chemicals 

 LDC LM Non-DAC OL UM Grand 
Total 

Financial assistance       

No/ Not applicable 13 15 19 1 23 71 

Govt 11 11 14 1 20 57 

IGO   4   4 

NGO 2 4 1 
 

3 10 

Yes 1 3 26 
  

30 

Govt 

 
2 24   26 

IGO   1   1 

NGO 1 1    2 

NGO-private   1   1 

Grand Total 14 18 45 1 23 101 

Technical assistance       

No / Not applicable 13 16 9 1 19 58 

Govt 11 12 8 1 17 49 

NGO 2 4 1 
 

2 9 

Yes 1 2 36 
 

4 43 

Govt 

 
1 30 

 
3 34 

IGO 

  
5 

  
5 

NGO 1 1 
  

1 3 

NGO-private 

  
1 

  
1 

Grand Total 14 18 45 1 23 101 

81. In 2011-2013, 30 countries (30 per cent) reported providing bilateral financial assistance, 

a big increase compared to PR1. In 2009-2010, 15 respondents, or 34 per cent of the 

non-DAC32 reporting countries provided financial support: in 2011-2013, 26 respondents 

or 57 per cent provided financial assistance. This increase is consistent with record levels 

of official development assistance observed in 201333 and recent commitments for the 

Special Programme and GEF replenishments. On the other hand, this increase in 

provision of financial assistance is not reflected in a corresponding increase in the 

number of countries reporting that they have received bilateral finance (see discussion 

in Indicator 16). As previously discussed, these aid recipient countries are under-

                                                           

32
 ‘non-DAC’ refers to the countries that are not on the DAC list of aid recipients, i.e. countries not receiving 

official development assistance (ODA).  
33

 http://www.oecd.org/newsroom/aid-to-developing-countries-rebounds-in-2013-to-reach-an-all-time-
high.htm accessed 22 Sept 2014 

http://www.oecd.org/newsroom/aid-to-developing-countries-rebounds-in-2013-to-reach-an-all-time-high.htm
http://www.oecd.org/newsroom/aid-to-developing-countries-rebounds-in-2013-to-reach-an-all-time-high.htm
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represented, so it may be useful to continue to monitor this discrepancy if and when the 

response rate from aid recipient countries improves.  

82. For technical assistance, 43 per cent of respondents provided assistance (38 per cent in 

2009-2010), representing 80 per cent of the non-DAC countries; an increase from the 57 

per cent of these that provided technical assistance in PR1. Stakeholders may wish to 

engage in discussions on how to share information on available forms of assistance and 

how to access them. 

Indicator 14 

Number of countries (and organizations) that have identified and prioritized their 

capacity-building needs for the sound management of chemicals 

Per cent respondents completing or updating plans relevant to identifying chemical 

management priorities in 2011-2013 

83. Like PR1, the most commonly reported plan that was completed or updated was the 

Stockholm National Implementation Plans (NIP), reported by 42 per cent of respondents. 

The amendments to the Stockholm Convention technically entered into force in 2010-2012, 

within the second SAICM reporting period, so relevant Parties should have updated their 

NIPs in this period. According to the Stockholm Convention website34, 24 first and 

16 second NIPs were received during the 2011-2013 SAICM reporting timeframe. However, 

the 36 governments that reported having updated their NIP in the SAICM progress 

reporting would therefore account for 90 per cent of all NIP transmissions, a high 

proportion given that SAICM PR2 respondents  represent only 40 per cent of all countries. 

This response then may reflect informal, national level processes that have not yet all been 

notified to the secretariat of the BRS Conventions. The GEF approved funding for 

27 national NIP updates in Sept 2013 which would not be reflected in this SAICM progress 

report. 

84. A new question in PR2 relating to activities undertaken to strengthen the engagement of 

the health-sector35 in chemicals management received 27 text responses (the second most 

frequently reported plan), suggesting the importance and commitment of respondents to 

engaging the health sector. The descriptions of health sector plans or activities are varied, 

but include work conducted in the framework of GHS (4 mentions), projects on lead in paint 

(3 mentions), awareness or training (5). As well as describing specific activities, almost half 

of responses refer to the joint development of strategies, plans, or regulatory instruments, 

including three references to the Libreville Declaration.  

85. High proportions of AFR and ASP regions select National Chemical Profiles (50 per cent of all 

AFR countries and 38 per cent of ASP). The QSP has funded 16 and 13 projects on National 

Chemical Profiles in these regions respectively since the first round, which may have 

contributed to this high rate of response.  

                                                           

34
 http://chm.pops.int/Implementation/NIPs/NIPSubmissions/tabid/253/Default.aspx  

35
 “5.3.2 bis.  In 2012, the International Conference on Chemicals Management adopted a strategy for 

strengthening the engagement of the health-sector in chemicals management.  Please describe in the space that 
follows any activities undertaken in your country in support of implementation of this strategy” 

http://chm.pops.int/Implementation/NIPs/NIPSubmissions/tabid/253/Default.aspx
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Figure 33  % respondents completing or updating plans (Above - PR2, below – PR1) 

Indicator 15 

Number of countries (and organizations) engaged in regional cooperation on issues 

relating to the sound management of chemicals  

Per cent respondents engaging in regional cooperation on chemicals management 

 

 

Figure 34  % respondents engaged in regional cooperation (Above - PR2, below – PR1) 

86. Regional cooperation in capacity building has progressed, increasing from 43 per cent to 59 

per cent, to become the most commonly reported regional cooperation activity, mostly 

among WEOG countries followed by ASP respondents. The increase in capacity building 
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cooperation is in line with the increase in technical cooperation reported under Indicator 

13. Moreover, four BRS Regional Centres in AFR and two in ASP were endorsed during the 

reporting period, which would also be expected to contribute to increased cooperation. 

87. Cooperation on Risk Reduction also increased by about 15 per cent, similar to capacity 

building. The overall increase conceals reductions in the percentage of AFR and ASP 

respondents reporting such cooperation. In the case of AFR, the results indicated less 

regional cooperation on sharing the results of monitoring programmes (Indicator 4). 

Conversely, the CEE region, which also reported a drop in Indicator 4 regional cooperation, 

reported a small increase in (other) risk reduction regional cooperation.  

88. Levels of reported cooperation on Knowledge & Awareness remained unchanged from PR1; 

while cooperation on governance and illegal trade increased by about 10 per cent. 

Cooperation on illegal trade is the least frequently reported type of cooperation, reflecting 

the overall low level of activity for that Objective (Indicators 19 and 20). As this is arguably 

the objective which most relies on effective cooperation with neighbours, this may be 

considered a priority gap. Not a single country in the AFR region (a significant drop from 

PR1), which is a pioneer in regional registration of pesticides, for example, reports 

cooperative activity on illegal trade despite identifying cooperation and coordination, and 

developing synergies at the international level, as priorities for the period 2011-2012 in the 

4th Regional Meeting Resolution (April 2011).  

Indicator 16 

Number of countries where development assistance programmes include the sound 

management of chemicals 

Numbers of governments with chemicals in the National Development Plan (NDP) 

 

Figure 35  % of governments where national development plans reflect chemicals priorities 

89. If the non-DAC countries are excluded, 53 per cent of reporting countries include chemicals 

in their NDPs, compared with 45 per cent in PR1.  Similar to PR1, higher proportions of 

lower middle-income and upper middle-income country respondents include chemicals 

issues in NDPs, and most of the overall increase noted since PR1 comes from upper  

middle-income countries, with the least developed countries showing an insignificant 

change (with 27 per cent responding affirmatively compared with 24 per cent in PR1).  
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90. If the integrated approach is to be a success, with mainstreaming as one of the pillars, 

support for mainstreaming activities should be prioritized in LDCs. Of the 12 QSP projects on 

mainstreaming chemicals into development plans and processes, half were in least 

developed and other low-income countries, and half in middle-income countries; there has 

been an increase of around 10 per cent in the percentage of middle income countries 

reporting that their development assistance programmes include chemicals, to almost 

80 per cent and 60 per cent for lower and upper middle-income countries respectively.  

 

Indicator 17 

Numbers of governments with projects supported by QSP 

91. In Rounds IX-XII36, the QSP approved 54 projects worth US$10.13m, with funding being 

more equally distributed among regions than during PR1. However, AFR still reported 

receiving the most projects (19) and total funding (US$4.1m).  

 

Figure 36 Distribution of QSP funding by region (left) and SAICM Objective (right)
37

 

                                                           

36
 Round IX is included as the agreements were put in place in 2011 and beyond, although this may duplicate 

PR1 depending on the approach to reporting. Similarly, Round XIII was approved in Oct 2013 but is not included 
in this report as the projects were not operational by the end of 2013. 
37

 Analysis of the QSP projects provided by the Secretariat (see table in Annex 2, derived from regional reports) 
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92. As the closing of QSP draws nearer, it is clear that despite a drop-off in levels of available 

funding, it does not seem to have lost its appeal, with 42 proposals considered for eligibility 

for the 13th round. The forthcoming QSP impact evaluation will be useful to identify the 

positive features of QSP and support the transition to alternative sources of funding for 

SAICM activities (such as the Special Programme to support institutional strengthening at 

the national level for implementation of the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm conventions, 

the Minamata Convention and the Strategic Approach to International Chemicals 

Management, and the Global Environment Facility, among others).  

Indicator 18 

Numbers of governments with capacity building activities supported by other sources of 

funding 

 

 

Figure 37  % respondents accessing non-QSP funding (Above - PR2, below – PR1) 

93. There has been a drop of 10 per cent in the proportion of respondents with support from 

the general United Nations or United Nations agencies category (37 per cent compared to 

47 per cent in PR1), but this low rate is not consistent with data from the IOMC Participating 

Organisations which shows that United Nations agencies have projects in 169 countries, 

i.e. 82 per cent of all countries. This could be considered another reason to support greater 
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multi-sector involvement, enhancing communication among stakeholders, so that all 

relevant information is shared.  

94. Ten respondents report support from bilateral funding agreements with other countries; a 

reduction compared to PR1 when 19 reported accessing this source. This significant 

reduction does not appear to correlate with Indicator 13 which suggested a large increase in 

provision of financial support by 26 donor countries. However since fewer than half of all 

non-WEOG countries responded (e.g. fewer than 20 per cent of all AFR countries, and just 

over 30 per cent of ASP countries), it is not possible to match up these sources. A similar 

discrepancy exists for World Bank finance; globally, 18 per cent of all countries have World 

Bank chemicals projects according to the IOMC Participating Organizations list, around 

double the PR2 rate of 10 per cent.  Of the 15 PR2 respondents which are included in the 

World Bank projects list, only five select World Bank as a finance source, further suggesting 

under-reporting and a need to strengthen in-country coordination.  

95. Almost a fifth of DAC respondents (i.e. aid recipients) did not select any of the sources of 

non-QSP funding (of which two did not receive QSP funds either); these respondents 

include over a third of total AFR respondents.  A further 20 per cent of respondents report 

accessing a single source of non-QSP funding, indicating that Quick Start Programme has 

had limited success as a ‘seed fund’ in facilitating recipients’ access to more diverse sources.  

96. There has been a big jump in AFR in access to regional cooperation organisation funds 

(29 per cent of AFR respondents compared to 10per cent in PR1), which are accessed by 

much smaller percentages of respondents from other regions; the next highest is LAC 

(13 per cent of LAC respondents, a big drop from 37 per cent in PR1). Although fewer 

LAC countries report this particular source, they generally report the most diverse base with 

almost half of LAC respondents reporting four or five sources of finance, similar with CEE.  

 

Figure 38  Number of funding sources accessed by all respondents (left) and LAC region, the highest 
scoring (right) 

97. The extremely low percentage of respondents reporting access to more varied sources of 

finance (regional banks, convention trust funds, foundations) has remained consistent. The 

number of respondents reporting access to private sector finance has doubled to 20 per 

cent, however this is almost exclusively (85 per cent) limited to the WEOG respondents. 

Despite the importance of private sector involvement in proposals for the future of 
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financing chemicals management, “no global agreement for cost internalization by the 

chemical industry has appeared, despite the large amount of money that could be available 

to governments for sound chemicals management, even by receiving only a small 

percentage of the industry’s global sales, which total more than USD$3 trillion”38. However, 

it is not clear from the question whether the use of economic instruments to recover costs 

from the private sector is intended to be reported in the survey, or if it refers only to 

capacity building activities supported in a voluntary fashion by the private sector. 

Comparing with the results of a 2009 UNEP survey of SAICM Focal Points on economic 

instruments39, fifteen PR2 respondents who did not report accessing private sector finance 

had reported using economic instruments at that time, including 4 LAC respondents and 

2 AFR respondents, suggesting that PR2 under-reports the full extent of private sector 

participation in chemical management. There is potentially a large amount of work that can 

be done to access this potential source of finance, particularly in transition and developing 

countries where negligible numbers of respondents select this source in PR2.  

98. An important source of funding not considered by the indicator concerns national budgets 

allocated for chemicals management. While this may not be straightforward, the level of 

finance available for chemicals management would be a reflection on the political priority 

assigned to this, as well as a useful metric to compare other activities against. Recent work 

on the costs of inaction has suggested extremely high hidden costs to core government 

health services, in particular, and is expected to increase political and budgetary priority for 

sound management of chemicals. Given the push for increasing domestic revenue 

mobilization for development among all countries40, and especially the middle-income 

countries, as well as some development assistance being provided through general budget 

support, the current question will be increasingly incapable of capturing the real level of 

funding available for chemicals management.  

                                                           

38
 IPEN (2012) Citizens’ Report 

39
 UNEP (2011) An analysis of economic instruments in sound management of chemicals 

40
 World Bank (2013) Financing for Development Post-2015 
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OBJECTIVE E  ILLEGAL INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC 

Indicator 19 

Per cent respondents with mechanisms to prevent illegal traffic in toxic, hazardous and 

severely restricted chemicals individually 

 

 

Figure 39  % respondents controlling illegal trade in chemicals (Above – PR2, below – PR1) 

99. The global average shows limited progress in most of the mechanisms (e.g. implementation 

of national legislation up from 55 per cent to 61 per cent in PR2), but this masks significant 

increases in certain regions that are offset by equivalent declines in others. Examining the 

percentage of each regions’ respondents that reported each activity for preventing illegal 

trade in chemicals (Fig 40, as opposed to Fig 39 which shows the percentage of all 

respondents) and comparing with PR1 shows major progress by CEE respondents 

exchanging information on transboundary movements of waste (Fig 40, 80 per cent up from 

58 per cent in PR1); ASP respondents consistently report implementing national legislation 

(67-69 per cent) and monitoring of international traffic in hazardous chemicals (43 and 

31 per cent); and twice as many LAC respondents reporting cooperation and/or legal 

agreements with neighbouring countries (20 per cent compared to 11 per cent in PR1). The 

steepest declines, from a relatively high level in PR1, are reported by AFR respondents, 
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particularly for communication on transboundary movements (down from 65 per cent in 

PR1 to 7 per cent in PR2).  

   

 

Figure 40 % of each region controlling traffic in hazardous chemicals (Left –PR2 and right – PR1) 

Indicator 20 

Per cent respondents with mechanisms to prevent illegal traffic in hazardous waste 

100. Progress in preventing international illegal traffic in waste is slightly ahead of controlling 

traffic in chemicals, with higher scores for all the options, possibly driven by the Basel 

Convention’s legally binding obligations and established procedures, and this difference is 

more pronounced in PR2 than PR1, with more progress in indicator 20 than in 19, since 

2009-10. Like Indicator 19, there has been a major drop in the percentage of AFR 

respondents selecting all options, particularly communications on the movements of 
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hazardous wastes and implementation of national legislation preventing illegal trade in 

hazardous waste.  

101. Legislation and information sharing on transboundary movements of waste (in line with the 

legally binding provisions of the Basel Convention) remain the most frequently reported 

activities, but the greatest progress since PR1 is on public information on illegal trade 

(20 per cent more respondents reported this), and ‘other’ activities, which include 

enhanced cooperation between customs and enforcement agencies in addition to training 

of border control agents.  

102. A similar increase selected monitoring illegal international traffic in hazardous waste 

compared to PR1, with 53 per cent of all respondents selecting this against just 35 per cent 

in PR1. Much of this difference is due to government respondents in ASP and LAC regions, 

with 56 and 60 per cent of those regions’ governments selecting this activity compared with 

just 20 per cent in PR1.  

 

 

Figure 41  % respondents controlling illegal trade in hazardous wastes (Above – PR2, below – PR1) 
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3. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS  
103. The global reporting rate of 43 per cent is moderate and comparable to other 

international chemicals reporting rates (e.g. the rate for the Basel Convention 2011 

annual report was 44 per cent; Stockholm Convention 2011 national report in 2011 was 

53 per cent). This average conceals significant differences between regions, ranging from 

78-79 per cent in CEE and WEOG, down to just 19 per cent for AFR. The analysis 

contained in this report takes the results as available, but many of the conclusions, 

particularly in relation to the AFR region, are not backed by sufficient data to be fully 

representative of their regions. The fact that the two most over-represented regions are 

also the ones which routinely report the highest activity levels (and, conversely, the most 

under-represented report the least) means that the overall progress report is probably 

optimistic when extrapolated to global scale.  

104. Furthermore, a number of cross checks carried out between PR2 responses and 

independent socio-economic data demonstrate some inconsistencies and point towards 

a possible lack of multi-sector consultation. Specific examples include: the number of 

IOMC projects reported by respondents and by IOMC organizations; the level of private 

sector finance provided through economic instruments; and inconsistencies between 

PR1 and PR2 from the same respondent in a few cases. This may be partly related to the 

nature of the indicators, based on self-assessment rather than objectively verifiable 

evidence, which may become particularly problematic given the relatively high turn-over 

of focal points (see also paragraph 116c below on indicators).  

105. Overall, progress has been noted since PR1, with an overall 10 per cent increase in the 

numbers of multiple choice options that respondents selected across all survey 

questions. An important part of this improvement is driven by the high response rate 

from WEOG countries in comparison to other regions.   

106. The gap between countries in different development categories (DAC status) seems to 

be widening rather than narrowing, with the increases in levels of activity reported by 

developed (non-DAC) and upper middle income countries contrasting with reductions or 

no change in the least developed countries.  

107. Despite the overall progress noted, international chemicals management remains at a 

low level, with an average of just half of the options being selected by respondents; 

assuming a continuation of the 10 per cent increase in the activities reported in each of 

the next two reporting periods to 2020, the current rate of progress will be insufficient 

to have most activities underway in the majority of countries by 2020.  

Non-linear progress & common management activities 

108. Progress since the first progress report has been varied, with different regions reporting 

good progress in specific areas. All regions demonstrate relative improvements and 

strengths, for example:  

a. In the LAC region there has been significant progress in compliance with GHS, 

with an average increase of almost 30 per cent across the different categories of 

chemicals since PR1. This correlates with a significant QSP portfolio of GHS 
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projects in this region. Nonetheless, the approximately 10 per cent gap between 

GHS and other labelling standards may suggest that there is scope for rapidly 

expanding GHS compliance in countries that already demonstrate commitment to 

other labelling standards. The percentage of countries not implementing any 

labelling standards has remained largely unchanged since PR1 however, and 

stakeholders may wish to consider how best to encourage these countries to 

adopt effective risk communication through labelling. 

b. The LAC region also reports accessing significantly more non-QSP sources of 
finance, with a half of the region’s respondents reporting access to four or five 
sources, compared to just a third of respondents globally.  

c. AFR region respondents reported significantly more diverse multi-stakeholder 
committees, with a greater variety of line ministries represented than in any 
other region.  

d. The proportion of CEE respondents who report assessing the risks of industrial 
chemicals through a science based assessment has almost doubled to 73 per cent, 
and this focus on industrial chemicals in the region is also reflected in the 
allocation of QSP funds, of which almost half relate to industrial chemicals. The 
CEE region also demonstrated significant progress in exchanging information with 
other countries on transboundary movements of hazardous wastes, up from a 
third of the region’s respondents to a half. 

e. The WEOG region is generally ahead of the others in numbers of activities 
reported. Notably, there has been significant progress reported in managing 
plastic waste streams through legislation or permits, from 60 to 83 per cent of the 
region.  

f. NGO respondents were generally more effective in targeting more vulnerable 
groups than government respondents, reporting communications with 65 per 
cent more specific groups than their government counterparts.  

109. The UNEP-hosted Conventions (chemicals and waste cluster) are widely addressed through 

legislation and policy. Attempts to build on this progress could include raising awareness of 

the remaining chemicals conventions (ILO, IMO, and UNECE) to elevate them to a similar 

level of importance and support could build on existing capacity and mentality of meeting 

international obligations effectively. 

110. Categorizing and addressing discrete types of chemicals is a common strategy, and could 

offer an entry point to wider chemical management activities, starting with categories of 

existing activity as a proxy for perceived importance in different regions. 

a. Pesticides are a common entry point, including in ASP and AFR regions, 
maintaining and in some cases (GHS conformity) increasing their prominence over 
other categories of chemicals. This may be due to the importance of agriculture in 
national economies, the relatively simpler supply chains, with a relatively small 
number of large, well-organized producers (particularly the members of CropLife) 
present in many countries and with a specific list of products authorized by 
regulators. Since many countries, and particularly LDC and other low-income 
countries, manage to achieve relatively high rates of activity, this may be 
considered an entry point from which actions to address industrial and other 
categories of chemicals could be developed, using similar resources and 
approaches. This would require effective inter-ministerial collaboration, but 
would also strengthen it by offering a concrete area of expertise sharing for 
national stakeholders.  
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b. Respondents were less likely to select activities relating to industrial chemicals 
than other categories such as pesticides, but bearing in mind the predicted 
growth of chemicals industries in developing regions, the support to industrial 
chemicals projects could be essential in developing capacity to ensure the SAICM 
objectives are met. The CEE region seems to be a leader, with higher reported 
activity and a larger proportion of QSP funds directed to these chemicals. This 
may offer stakeholders a specific area to enhance engagement with partners 
from industry, encouraging more activities as the growth of chemicals industries 
accelerates. In other cases, perceived priority substances such as mobile and 
WEEE wastes in the AFR region may be prioritized due to a lack of progress 
despite evidence of increased need for regulation in order to protect health and 
the environment.  

111. The top three scoring single activities in the whole questionnaire are implementation of the 

Montreal Protocol, immediately followed by implementation of the Stockholm and Basel 

Conventions (81 per cent, 81 per cent and 76 per cent of respondents respectively). These 

instruments are well established with widespread political support and available financing, 

particularly for the Montreal and Stockholm Conventions with their dedicated, and in the 

case of the Montreal Protocol, largely fully funding financial mechanisms. At the same time, 

the overall lowest scoring activities (apart from n/k, none, other) are accessing finance from 

foundations, regional banks or private sector or companies; five of the bottom eight 

responses relate to accessing non-QSP finance. The integrated approach to financing of the 

sound management of chemicals and waste includes three components based on i) 

mainstreaming chemicals management into development plans, ii) industry involvement, as 

well as iii) dedicated external finance41. The survey indicates that the first and second 

pillars of this strategy will need considerable effort to become commonly adopted.  

112. Progress has been made in provision of technical and financial assistance, both in the total 

number of countries offering both, and also as a proportion of the countries that are not 

listed as aid recipients by OECD. A much smaller number of recipients of bilateral aid report 

accessing such finance, indicating that there may be some inconsistency or lack of 

information sharing which prevents respondents from accurately reporting on sources of 

finance that are accessed. Sharing information on available resources may be a particular 

activity that SAICM stakeholders would like to undertake as 2020 approaches.  

113. Of the non-legally binding aspects of SAICM, establishment and participation in national 

committees is in the top 10 activities reported, suggesting a comparative advantage of 

SAICM in this area, and confirmed by generally higher performance in Objective C. This 

bodes well for the promotion of mainstreaming, with national committees facilitating 

dialogue among a wide variety of actors. 

Reflecting on the indicators 

114. As experience grows with using the progress reporting tool, SAICM stakeholders may wish 

to reflect upon and revise some of the indicators taking into account both process and 

technical issues.  

                                                           

41
 ICCM3 resolution: Acknowledges that long-term financing of the Strategic Approach should be based on the 

concept of an integrated approach that, as reflected in the outcome document of the consultative process on 
financing options for chemicals and wastes, includes mainstreaming, industry involvement and external 
financing, all of which need further clarification in order to become operational; 
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115. Procedural issues, relating to the survey questions and how respondents respond, include: 

a. The one-off versus cumulative nature of some questions means that for activities 
that are done only once or infrequently (e.g. Indicator 1 question on publishing 
new tools & guidance, Indicator 11 on establishing committees, 14 on updates to 
national plans), respondents may not select activities in a given reporting period, 
if they reported it in a previous period. Since respondents may miss one or more 
surveys, it is challenging to ‘accumulate’ the responses to present a valid picture 
of the indicator.  

b. Better integration of non-government stakeholders’ reports into the quantitative 
Progress Report would better reflect their contributions. For example, the IPEN 
report includes much qualitative detail including detailed lists of specific projects 
conducted by over 300 organizations – but only 12 NGOs have completed the 
Progress Report questionnaire, so the total IPEN contribution is not well 
quantified, despite an effort to cross-reference the Citizens’ Report. Similarly for 
industry stakeholders, the single response to the PR2 survey was supplemented 
by ICCA’s own member survey of 57 national member associations. Stakeholders 
may wish to clarify whether individual, national civil society, private sector, or 
academic organizations should be encouraged to complete the online survey, and 
to work with such organizations to increase direct submissions.  

c. The activity-based indicators and questions may be fairly subjective and open to 
variability in responses through changes in personnel, both due to a particular 
(individual) respondent’s interpretation (e.g. incidents compared with poisoning; 
economic cost recovery instruments as private sector funding, inclusion of Farmer 
Field School projects as research into alternatives) as well as differences in 
knowledge of activities among diverse government ministries (e.g. waste 
legislation, health monitoring data held by employers). Stakeholders may wish to 
try and quantify such variability (for example through a user focus group) and 
consider ways to reduce it, possibly by providing question-specific guidance, or 
suggesting formats for respondents to record evidence for responses and use in 
future submissions.  

116. Technical and substantive issues that are partially or inadequately covered by the current 

set of questions and indicators include:  

a. Activities on compliance and enforcement of policy and legislation are not 
explicitly addressed in any of the indicators. Indicators 19 and 20 address illegal 
international traffic of chemicals and waste. However, illegal national trade, such 
as through informal markets, may also pose significant challenges to meeting the 
2020 goal: progress towards quantifying and reducing this is currently not 
reflected in the indicators.  

b. The extent of national funding for chemicals management through government 
budgets and ODA is not included in the indicator on non-QSP sources of finance, 
presumably because it is assumed that all governments do provide some level of 
financial support. However given the importance of mainstreaming chemicals 
financing into national budgeting processes, stakeholders may wish to consider 
explicitly adding this source to Indicator 18, possibly by identifying specific 
channels of government funding (e.g. ring-fenced funds, chemicals-specific 
budgets in various line ministries, standalone chemicals management initiatives 
or programmes) or ideally quantifying the level of funds allocated. 
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c. Non-chemical alternatives and agroecological approaches are being increasingly 
prioritized by international stakeholders42 and fit well with the broad, multi-
stakeholder and voluntary SAICM model. The current indicator on tools for 
implementing alternatives focuses on alternative substances rather than non-
chemical approaches, and policies or actual implementation of such alternatives 
are not currently monitored.  

117. The underlying assumption of the current progress report is that progress results from more 

stakeholders carrying out more of the activities of the survey’s multiple choice responses, 

with the 2020 goal being met when all stakeholders conduct all the activities. However 

results already demonstrate that different regions and economic groupings adopt different 

strategies (e.g. Indicator 1 on tools used to manage risks, Indicator 10 on forms of 

commitment to SAICM implementation). While this vindicates the deliberately flexible and 

comprehensive model of SAICM and its GPA list, it also seems to underline the need to 

supplement the activity-based indicators with objectively verifiable results-based indicators 

which can quantify reductions in health and environmental impacts of chemical use, in line 

with the Johannesburg targets, and the steps taken towards this. The process of collecting 

basic data and evidence (e.g. on poisoning or chemicals management expenditures) is an 

essential step toward mainstreaming of national chemical management. The likely inclusion 

of chemicals management targets among many Sustainable Development Goals, rather 

than having their own standalone goal, is also likely to require more quantitative results-

based evidence and data collection. Maximising links with existing data sources (such as 

National Profiles, NIPs, Stockholm and Basel reports, IHR, among others) could minimize 

duplication and reporting burdens, and a step-wise approach to introducing such indicators 

could be developed based on prioritization of activities (see heading below), as well as 

replacement of some of the more challenging indicators noted above (paragraph 116). 

Prioritizing activities to accelerate progress toward the 2020 goal  

118. The 20 indicators and five objectives were not designed to assist in prioritizing actions to 

achieve the 2020 Goal. The non-binding and comprehensive nature of SAICM is unique 

among the international instruments, with a very high number of activities in the GPA, and 

the principle that each country will adopt a different route to reaching the 2020 goal, with 

no requirement or consensus on the intended order in which activities are achieved. By 

comparison, WHO’s International Health Regulations (IHR) and UNEP’s Country Capacity 

Framework both adopt a more limited set of key environmental and public health 

capacities, with a single route of progression from one level to the next (WHO - 

foundational, moderate, strong, and advanced; UNEP – Level 0, Step I, Step II, Step III).  

119. Some attempts to develop  an equivalent process have been made by UNITAR, which 

proposed a National Capacity Assessment for chemicals management43, and more recently 

during regional meetings where the SAICM Secretariat has tried to prioritize certain 

‘building blocks’ of SMC, resulting in a list of twelve such blocks. These building blocks are 

more or less corroborated by PR2 which demonstrates relatively high levels of reported 

activity in most of them but does highlight some variance. This limited set of prioritized 

‘blocks’ could be linked to efforts to develop results based indicators, by highlighting key 

                                                           

42
 With support coming from Stockholm Convention in relation to endosulfan, the proposed Sustainable 

Development Goals, the UN Special Rapporteur on the Right to Food, UNCTAD, and civil society, among others 
43

 IOMC (2007) Developing a Capacity Assessment for the Sound Management of Chemicals and National SAICM 
Implementation  
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areas for systematic data collection. 
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4. ANNEXES 

1. Indicators for reporting progress in implementation of the 

Strategic Approach 
The following 20 indicators were adopted by the International Conference on Chemicals 

Management at its second session, in May 2009, along with guidance on the type of data to 

be collected from stakeholders.  

A. Risk reduction 1. Number of countries (and organizations) implementing agreed chemicals 
management tools. (TOOLS) 

2. Number of countries (and organizations) with mechanisms to address key 
categories of chemicals. (CATEGORIES) 

3. Number of countries (and organizations) with hazardous waste management 
arrangements. (HAZWASTE) 

4. Number of countries (and organizations) engaged in activities that result in 
monitoring data on selected environmental and human health priority 
substances. (MONITORING) 

5. Number of countries (and organizations) having mechanisms in place for setting 
priorities for risk reduction. (PRIORITIES) 

B. Knowledge and 

information 

6. Number of countries (and organizations) providing information according to 
internationally harmonized standards. (STANDARDS) 

7. Number of countries (and organizations) that have specific strategies in place 
for communicating information on the risks associated with chemicals to 
vulnerable groups. (VULNERABLE) 

8. Number of countries (and organizations) with research programmes.  
(RESEARCH) 

9. Number of countries (and organizations) with websites that provide 
information to stakeholders. (WEBSITES) 

C. Governance 10. Number of countries (and organizations) that have committed themselves to 
implementation of the Strategic Approach. (COMMITMENT) 

11. Number of countries (and organizations) with multi-stakeholder coordinating 
mechanism. (STAKEHOLDER) 

12. Number of countries (and organizations) with mechanisms to implement key 
international chemicals priorities. (CONVENTIONS) 

D. Capacity-

building and 

technical 

cooperation 

13. Number of countries (and organizations) providing resources (financial and in 
kind) to assist capacity-building and technical cooperation with other countries. 
(RESOURCES) 

14. Number of countries (and organizations) that have identified and prioritized 
their capacity-building needs for the sound management of chemicals. (NEEDS) 

15. 1Number of countries (and organizations) engaged in regional cooperation on 
issues relating to the sound management of chemicals. (REG COOP)) 

16. Number of countries where development assistance programmes that include 
the sound management of chemicals. (NDP, National Development Plan) 

17. Number of countries (and organizations) with projects supported by the 
Strategic Approach’s Quick Start Programme Trust Fund. (QSP) 

18. Number of countries (and organizations) with sound management of chemicals 
projects supported by other sources of funding (not Quick Start Programme 
funding). (OTHER FUNDS) 

E. Illegal 

international traffic 

19. Number of countries having mechanisms to prevent illegal traffic in toxic, 
hazardous and severely restricted chemicals individually. (ILL CHEMICAL) 

20. Number of countries having mechanisms to prevent illegal traffic in hazardous 
waste. (ILL WASTE) 
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2. QSP Projects by indicator 
The Regional Meeting reports provided an update on the execution and contribution of QSP projects, which included an analysis of how many 

projects per region were related to specific indicators. These have been summarized below and used to map the QSP activity onto the indicator 

report.  A single project that addresses multiple indicators has been mapped to all the relevant indicators, hence the sum of the total projects by 

indicator is higher than the total number of projects.  

Indicator 1 - tool 2 - cats 3 - hazwaste 4 - monitor 5 - priority 6 - harmonize 7 - vuln 8 - research 9 - web 10 - SAICM 11 - MS coord 12 - Intl instr 16 - DA prog 
TOTAL 

PROJECTS 

AFR - complete 11 2 1 4 3 

 

12 1 

 

12 13 

 

2 21 

AFR - in progress 14 5 5 11 7 5 17 3 2 16 15 6 

 

38 

ASP - complete 9 3 2 2 

    

3 9 13 1 

 

25 

ASP - in progress 3 5 

 

7 

 

4 5 1 

 

15 16 2 

 

16 

CEE - Complete 3 2 3 

   

7 

 

4 3 4 5 

 

8 

CEE - in progress 3 1 

 

2 2 1 4 

 

3 3 4 

  

5 

LAC - Complete 9 5 2 1 1 1 5 3 10 10 9 4 

 

19 

LAC - In progress 7 1 

 

4 2 6 8 1 1 3 6 6 

 

19 

LAC - To initiate 2 3 

 

1 2 1 2 2 

 

1 1 1 

 

5 

Total 61 27 13 32 17 18 60 11 23 72 81 25 2 156 
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3. Data scoring methodology 
In order to facilitate high level comparisons between different indicators, and between 

the 2009–2010 and 2011–2013 progress reports, a scoring methodology was applied to 

the data from both PR1 and PR2.  

The original progress report (PR1)  was based on data analyses of i) the number of 

stakeholders reporting at least one activity for each indicator;  ii) The average number of 

activities reported per indicator (as a percentage of all possible activities);  and iii) the 

percentage of  respondents selecting each activity (also presented as ‘graphical 

snapshots’). 

The scoring methodology is based on and expands the second of the original analyses (in 

italics above). The average percentage of all possible activities selected in each question 

has been expanded by calculating individual respondents’ percentage and aggregating 

these ‘scores’ for questions, indicators, and objective. This allows easier comparison 

across all indicators and quantitative analysis within indicators. The score is presented as 

a percentage of the total possible activities and expressed as a number between 0 and 1.  

The score also includes the yes/no/in development type questions (e.g. 2.3.3, 2.4.3 etc.) 

by allocating 1/0/0.5 rating respectively and including this in the average score 

calculation.  

 

Taking the average scores for Objectives, Indicators and individual questions allows 

presenting a combination of the number of activities reported per indicator, and the 

numbers of respondents selecting each activity, together, and for comparisons between 

all the questions.  

 

     

 


