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Background Document 5: Reporting
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frameworks
The pages below are an excerpt from the Global Chemicals Outlook II (pages 228-240) available in
full here:
https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/28113/GCOII.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed
=y
These pages set out the reporting requirements, indicator schemes, and progress to date, under
chemical-related international agreements and frameworks. They provide a useful insight into the
data that is collected and available, which could be used to support the production of indicators.
Key messages from the chapter are pasted below:
Chapter Highlights








National reporting, and the use of indicators, are important mechanisms for monitoring and
tracking both the implementation and effectiveness of international agreements.
International chemicals and waste agreements have individual reporting processes and
indicators, each with its own particular features. There is also a global indicator framework
for the Agenda 2030 SDGs and targets.
Participating organizations of the Inter-Organization Programme for the Sound Management
of Chemicals (IOMC) collect information about progress on selected indicators.
Reporting rates vary across international agreements. High reporting rates have been
achieved for the WHO International Health Regulations (2005); reporting rates under the
Basel and Stockholm Conventions have not been optimal and show decreasing trends.
SAICM has the most comprehensive framework for monitoring progress, but reporting rates
are not satisfactory.
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Reporting schemes and indicators under
international agreements and frameworks
Chapter Highlights
National reporting, and the use of indicators, are important mechanisms
for monitoring and tracking both the implementation and effectiveness of
international agreements.
International chemicals and waste agreements have individual reporting
processes and indicators, each with its own particular features. There is also a
global indicator framework for the Agenda 2030 SDGs and targets.
Participating organizations of the Inter-Organization Programme for the Sound
Management of Chemicals (IOMC) collect information about progress on
selected indicators.
Reporting rates vary across international agreements. High reporting rates have
been achieved for the WHO International Health Regulations (2005); reporting
rates under the Basel and Stockholm Conventions have not been optimal and
show decreasing trends.
SAICM has the most comprehensive framework for monitoring progress, but
reporting rates are not satisfactory.

B

uilding upon the structure provided in
Chapter 1, this chapter examines existing
reporting and indicator schemes that have
been developed under relevant international
agreements and frameworks. They include
the mechanisms developed under multilateral
treaties, voluntary international instruments,
SAICM and the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development. In addition, the IOMC tracks
progress regarding selected activities. The
effectiveness and coherence of these reporting
schemes and indicators is examined to the extent
possible, with findings indicating a fragmented
landscape.
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2.1 Reporting schemes and
indicators under multilateral
treaties on chemicals and waste
National reporting: tracking progress,
identifying challenges
All the legally binding multilateral agreements
related to sound management of chemicals and
waste discussed in Part II, Ch. 1 have a reporting
obligation, with the exception of the Rotterdam
Convention on Prior Informed Consent. The
common aim is to measure progress in regard
to technical obligations, implementation of
legislation, establishment of institutions, and
collection of data on the issues addressed by
each agreement. The analysis and discussion of
national reports - including of their availability
as well as their content - are important in order
to help understand implementation challenges
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and opportunities. They are also important for
the development of tools to make information
exchange and mutual learning effective. The
Secretariat of each agreement can play a critical
role in identifying barriers to implementation.
The reporting rates, results, content and format
of reporting vary with each agreement, although
there are a number of similarities. Frequency
of reporting is annual in most cases; for the
Stockholm Convention it is every four years.
Reporting is carried out using electronic formats,
although for the WHO International Health
Regulations (IHR) (2005) paper copies can be
submitted. Questions to be addressed through
reporting can relate to activities and/or the
outcomes of activities, as well as to information
about implementation challenges encountered. In
the case of the Basel Convention on the Control of
Transboundary Movements of Hazardous Wastes
and their Disposal, the Stockholm Convention on
POPs, and the Minamata Convention on Mercury,
reporting addresses activities and outcomes; in
the case of the Montreal Protocol on Substances
that Deplete the Ozone Layer and the Chemical
Weapons Convention, it addresses outcomes; in
the case of the IHR and ILO Conventions C170
concerning Safety in the use of Chemicals at
Work and C174 on Prevention of Major Industrial
Accidents, reporting addresses activities.

Reporting under the Montreal Protocol: a
success story
Statistical data on ozone-depleting substances
(ODS) for national reports are submitted yearly

to the UN Environment Secretariat of the Vienna
Convention and its Montreal Protocol (Ozone
Secretariat). The compliance of each country
with its obligations under the Montreal Protocol
is then determined. All Parties report data on the
production, export, import and destruction of the
nine groups of ODS regulated under the Protocol.
Reporting obligations are also established by
Meetings of the Parties, which require relevant
countries to submit information on specific
issues such as uses of ODS as process agents
and as feedstocks; approved essential or critical
uses; exempted laboratory and critical uses;
and reclamation facilities and their capacities.
In addition, Parties are required to report every
two years on research, public awareness and
information exchange activities.
To provide support for the implementation of
the Montreal Protocol in developing countries,
National Ozone Units (NOUs) have been
established in these countries at government
level. In addition to submitting ODS data to the
Ozone Secretariat annually, NOUs collect data on
the production, export, import and destruction
of the nine groups of substances regulated by
the Protocol. This information is submitted
to the Secretariat of the Multilateral Fund for
the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol,
which continuously monitors activities at the
project level. Monitoring of projects involves
periodic reporting to gauge a project’s progress
or lack of it. Projects experiencing delays and
those with financial balances are monitored
particularly closely and reported on to each
Executive Committee meeting (Secretariat of
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the Multilateral Fund for the Implementation of
the Montreal Protocol 2018).

Reporting under ILO Conventions C170 and
C174

Beginning in 1990, and at least every four
years thereafter, Assessment Panels prepare
quadrennial reports on available scientific,
environmental, technical and economic
information. The Panels present these reports
to the Parties to enable them to take informed
decisions, with a view to strengthening the
Protocol’s control measures. There are currently
three Panels: the Scientific Assessment Panel, the
Technology and Economic Assessment Panel,
and the Environmental Effects Assessment
Panel. At least one year before each quadrennial
assessment, the Parties set out in a decision the
terms of reference for the assessments to be
prepared by the Panels.

Reporting is to be carried out on a five-year cycle
basis with respect to both ILO Convention C170
concerning Safety in the use of Chemicals at
Work, and ILO Convention C174 on Prevention
of Major Industrial Accidents. Normally the
reporting format is built around the Convention
text. Parties are asked to specify actions taken by
answering open-ended questions corresponding
to relevant obligations. The reporting formats
specify that, in the first report, full information
should be given concerning each question and
each provision of the Convention. In subsequent
reports information needs to be given only on
new measures taken, and on questions about
practical application of the Convention and the
communication of the report to representative
organizations of employees and workers
(together with any observations received from
these organizations). The reports should also
contain responses to any comments by ILO
supervisory bodies. The reporting rate under
C170 and C174 has been universal. The ILO
reports cannot be accessed online.

This well-considered preparatory process, and
the effective performance of the NOUs, could
be responsible for the high rate of compliance
of the Parties to the Montreal Protocol with
the reporting obligation. There has been a 100
per cent level of compliance with the reporting
obligations since 1989, when the Protocol entered
into force (UN 2018).
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The reporting process involves two bodies: the
Committee of Experts on the Application of
Conventions and Recommendations (CEACR) and
the Committee on the Application of Standards
(CAS). The CEACR consists of independent legal
experts who meet once a year. It provides
comments, observations and direct requests on
points of non-conformity and directly requests
more information (ILO n.d. a). It also examines
national reports and provides feedback to
countries if it finds that further action is needed
in order to give effect to certain provisions of
the Conventions. The CEAR can express its
satisfaction regarding positive actions taken,
in response to comments and to provide an
example for other countries addressing similar
issues. Input from the CEACR feeds into the CAS,
a subsidiary body of the International Labour
Conference, which discusses how reporting
obligations are fulfilled by countries and
addresses serious violations (ILO n.d. b). The
ILO has a well-considered structure in place to
monitor compliance. Where there have been
repeated cases of reporting failure, countries
are named in CEACR and CAS reports.

Secretariat of the Stockholm Convention 2018).
In addition, for the Stockholm Convention an
evaluation of effectiveness is carried out (see
Part II, Ch. 3). An analysis of the process of
national reporting under these Conventions can
consider three aspects: how the overall group of
parties complies with reporting obligations; how
the process of national reporting has evolved
over time; and how compliance with national
reporting differs among groups of countries.
An initial finding has been that reporting rates are
relatively low. Not all countries submit the required
national reports, while some submissions are
delayed, affecting the prompt availability of data
to assess performance (Secretariat of the Basel,
Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions 2018).
In addition, not all reports are available online.
Only in recent reporting cycles (particularly with
respect to the Basel Convention) have data been
collected through electronic reporting systems.
In the case of the Basel Convention, countries
have reported an average 52 per cent of the
times they were required to do so since 2001,
while in the case of the Stockholm Convention
they have met this obligation only 44 per cent of
these times since 2002 (Secretariat of the Basel
Convention 2011; Secretariat of the Stockholm
Convention 2018).

Reporting under the Basel and Stockholm
Conventions
In the case of both the Basel and Stockholm
Conventions, national reports include specific
information on measures taken to implement
the Convention; the effectiveness of those
measures; designation of focal points to address
Convention-related matters; and statistical data
on the production, import, export and movement
of the hazardous substances concerned and their
impact on human health and the environment
(Secretariat of the Basel Convention 2011;

Figure 2.1

Figure 2.1 shows compliance with national
reporting obligations under the Basel and
Stockholm Conventions in 2016: 19 countries
(10 per cent of all Parties) had a 100 per cent
reporting rate for the Basel Convention while
20 countries (11 per cent of all Parties) never
submitted a report. In the case of the Stockholm
Convention, 40 countries (22 per cent of all
Parties) submitted all the required reports while

Compliance with national reporting obligations, 2016: Basel and Stockholm Conventions
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Figure 2.2

Historical evolution of general compliance with national reporting obligations: Basel and
Stockholm Conventions
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59 (33 per cent of all Parties) never submitted
a report.

As shown in Figure 2.3, reporting rates in the
period in the period 2001-2016 differ significantly
between developed and developing countries,
using the country designation of the UN Statistics
Division (United Nations Statistics Division 2018).
In the case of the Basel Convention, the average
national reporting rate for developed countries
(82 per cent) has been almost twice as high
as that for developing countries (42 per cent).
In terms of regions, countries in Europe have
submitted reports an average 80 per cent of
the time; in Oceania, on the other hand, there
has been an average national reporting rate
of 24 per cent of countries. In the case of the

Figure 2.2 provides an overview of reporting
rates between 2001 and 2015. For the Basel
Convention the number of countries submitting
a report every year fell from 74 per cent in
2001 to 30 per cent in 2015. For the Stockholm
Convention there is a more positive trend, with
the number of countries that submitted reports
increasing from 39 per cent in 2002-2006 to
56 per cent in 2006-2010 and 49 per cent in 20102014. However, there is still a significant group
of countries for which data are not available.

Figure 2.3
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Stockholm Convention, the rate for developed
countries has been 73 per cent compared with
35 per cent for developing countries.
Reporting is a prerequisite for the monitoring and
evaluation of implementation. National reporting
indicators like those described above illustrate
the characteristics of the reporting process and
the challenges countries face in collecting the
required information and completing reports.
Factors such as lack of capacity at the national
level, and the frequency of reporting cycles,
may help explain some of the challenges. It is
important to analyze the information in national
reports to determine whether countries have
established the institutional, technical and
regulatory frameworks that can contribute to
the solution of chemicals management problems.
Otherwise, it will not be possible to determine
the extent to which these agreements are being
translated into national policies. It should be
noted, however, that while limited data in national
reports is challenging, this does not necessarily
tell the whole story. Monitoring reports and the
evaluation of effectiveness (as was done for the
Stockholm Convention) also provide essential
information. The outcomes of effectiveness
evaluation for the Stockholm Convention are
discussed in Part II, Ch. 3.

Reporting under the WHO International Health
Regulations (IHR) (2005): active support
promotes effectiveness
Governments adopted the WHO International
Health Regulations (IHR) (2005) in 2005. They
entered into force in 2007. Countries had a
five-year period during which to put in place
core capacities. The initial reporting framework
consisted of 20 indicators, including four

performance levels on a continuum of progress.
As of 2018, countries agreed to use the new State
Party Self-Assessment Annual Reporting Tool
which requires them to report on 24 indicators
for developing 13 core capacities (WHO 2018a).
In this reporting they move from exclusive selfevaluation to approaches that combine selfevaluation, peer review and voluntary external
evaluations involving a combination of domestic
and independent experts.
A Joint External Evaluation (JEE) framework has
also been developed to provide independent
analysis of countries’ capacity to prevent, detect
and respond to public health threats. Countries
can request a JEE mission to help them identify
the most urgent needs within their health
system (WHO 2018b). JEEs are voluntary and
assist countries in identifying the most critical
gaps and prioritizing opportunities for enhanced
preparedness and response. JEE mission reports,
which are available online, provide an overview
of a country’s strengths and challenges, and
proposed and/or agreed next steps towards
increasing IHR core capacities.
Reporting for the IHR is high, reaching over
80 per cent in 2017 with a 100 per cent reporting
rate by countries in Africa. An explanation
could be that the WHO follows up directly with
countries that have not reported through its
headquarters or the relevant WHO Regional and
Country Offices, depending on specific regional
arrangements. Countries that have not reported
are mentioned in the World Health Assembly
report, putting peer pressure on these countries
to report in the next round. WHO staff also
follow up with country delegations that have
not reported, which often triggers immediate
action and increases reporting the following year.

Box 2.1 The reporting mechanism for the WHO IHR (2005)
Each indicator used in the International WHO IHR (2005) self-assessment process is graded on
five performance levels. For each indicator five activities (or attributes) with different capability
levels are listed in a checklist format, filled in according to activities at the country level. Attaining
a given capability level requires that all the activities at lower levels are in place. For example, it
is a prerequisite to have all the level 1 activities before examining activities at level 2. The goal is
to reach or maintain level 5 for all 24 indicators. The level of achievement for each indicator is
determined in countries, through workshops with stakeholders, and is reported annually.
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Because of the involvement of senior officials in
country delegations (which are normally headed
by the Minister of Health), non-compliance with
the IHR receives attention at a high political level.

Reporting under the Minamata Convention on
Mercury
Paragraph 1 of Article 21 of the Minamata
Convention on Mercury requires each Party to
report to the Conference of the Parties (COP)
on the measures it has taken to implement the
provisions of the Convention, the effectiveness
of such measures, and possible challenges
in meeting the objectives of the Convention.
At the first Conference of the Parties (COP1)
agreement was reached on the timing (every
four years, with some questions to be reported
on every two years) and format of reporting by
the Parties, thereby taking into account lessons
learned from reporting under other relevant
treaties (Secretariat of the Minamata Convention
on Mercury 2017).
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2.2 Reporting schemes and
indicators under voluntary
international instruments
The International Code of Conduct on Pesticide
Management, the GHS and other activities
The International Code of Conduct on Pesticide
Management and the Globally Harmonized
System of Classification and Labelling of
Chemicals (GHS) are voluntary agreements which
are widely used throughout the world. A number
of other voluntary activities are also carried out
in many countries. The number of countries
active in voluntary agreements and activities is
reflected in the IOMC indicators (see section 2.4
below). Reporting schemes under non-binding
global policy instruments have varying degrees
of formality.
Under the International Code of Conduct,
governments, in collaboration with the FAO, the
WHO and UNEP, are to monitor its observance
and report on the progress made. The pesticide
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2.3 Reporting scheme and indicators
under SAICM
The International Conference on Chemicals
Management

industry is invited to provide relevant reports,
while non-governmental organizations (NGOs)
and other interested entities are invited to
monitor and report on activities related to its
implementation. Moreover, the governing bodies
of the FAO, the WHO and UNEP should periodically
review the relevance and effectiveness of the
Code (FAO and WHO 2014). A process is in in place
to supplement the provisions of the Code. While
some governments and industry stakeholders
regularly indicate adherence to the Code, regular
reporting by governments and industry under
the voluntary scheme has not been forthcoming.
In some cases NGOs have submitted reports
about cases of non-adherence, which are not
publicly available. Furthermore, the relevant
intergovernmental organizations track progress
in various ways, e.g. through global surveys.
As regards the GHS, the Secretariat (hosted
by the United Nations Economic Commission
for Europe [UNECE]) collects publicly available
information (including reports from members of
the GHS Sub-Committee, NGOs, and other UN
entities) to monitor the status of implementation
(UNECE n.d.). A 2018 Organisation for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD)
Council Decision-Recommendation makes
implementation of the GHS by OECD member
countries mandatory. Monitoring implementation
of this Council Act, as called for in the Act, would
therefore include monitoring implementation of
the GHS in these countries (OECD 2018; Stringer
2018).

The International Conference on Chemicals
Management (ICCM), SAICM’s oversight structure,
carries out periodic reviews of SAICM and seeks
to “receive reports from all relevant stakeholders
on progress in implementation and disseminate
information” (SAICM Secretariat 2018a). In
2009 the second session of the ICCM (ICCM2)
adopted modalities for reporting, based on 20
indicators, to review progress towards the 2020
Goal (SAICM Secretariat 2009) (Box 2.2). These
indicators were developed to cover the objectives
of the OPS and relevant activities (rather than
results). A baseline report was prepared in 2011
(SAICM Secretariat 2011). The questionnaire
for measuring progress contains a mixture of
mandatory and optional questions, with at least
one mandatory question for each indicator.
Most of the mandatory questions include a
list of relevant activities alongside a series of
check boxes. The average number of activities
per indicator (as a percentage of all possible
activities) is reported in the progress report. The
same questionnaire applies to all stakeholders,
including governments, intergovernmental
organizations (IGOs) and NGOs.
To date, three SAICM reporting rounds have been
completed for which information is available:
2009-2010, 2011-2013, and 2014-2016 (SAICM
Secretariat 2012; SAICM Secretariat 2014a;
SAICM Secretariat 2019). Reporting rates under
SAICM exhibit a worrying downward trend:
among governments, reporting rates dropped
from around 40 per cent (78 submissions
out of 194 governments) and 43 per cent (83
submissions out of 194 governments) in the
first two rounds to 28 per cent (54 submissions
out of 193 governments) in the third round, with
data lacking in particular from African countries.
Overall, reporting rates have been especially
low among developing countries. SAICM also
benefits from reporting by IGOs, civil society
and the private sector, in some cases through
collective reporting.
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Box 2.2 SAICM indicators of progress
A. Risk reduction
1. Are implementing agreed chemicals management tools
2. Have mechanisms to address key categories of chemicals
3. Have hazardous waste management arrangements
4. Have activities that result in monitoring data on selected environmental and human health
priority substances
5. Have mechanisms in place for setting priorities for risk reduction
B. Knowledge and information
6. Are providing information according to internationally harmonized standards
7. Have specific strategies for communicating information on chemical risks to vulnerable
groups
8. Have research programmes
9. Have websites that provide information to stakeholders
C. Knowledge and information
10. Have committed themselves to implementation of the Strategic Approach
11. Have a multi-stakeholder coordinating mechanism
12. Have mechanisms to implement key international chemicals priorities
D. Capacity building and technical cooperation
13. Are providing resources for capacity building and technical cooperation with other countries
14. Have identified and prioritized their capacity building needs for the sound management of
chemicals
15. Are engaged in regional cooperation on issues relating to the sound management of
chemicals
16. Have development assistance programmes which include the sound management of
chemicals
17. Have projects supported by the SAICM Quick Start Programme (QSP) Trust Fund
18. Have projects for the management of chemicals supported by other sources of funding
(not QSP funding)
E. Illegal international traffic
19. Have mechanisms to prevent illegal traffic in toxic, hazardous and severely restricted
chemicals individually
20. Have mechanisms to prevent illegal traffic in hazardous waste

The second progress report identified some
gaps in the indicators, including illegal national
trade (such as through informal markets);
the extent of national funding for chemicals
management through government budgets and
official development assistance; and the use of
non-chemical alternatives and agroecological
approaches. The report recommended
complementing activity-based indicators with
objectively verifiable results-based indicators
which quantify reductions in health and
environmental impacts of chemical use (SAICM
Secretariat 2014a). The third report included for
the first time progress on the IOMC indicators of
progress, in order to explore the interlinkages with
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the 20 SAICM indicators, cross-reference the data
collected through the SAICM survey, and present
a better picture of global progress towards the
sound management of chemicals. However, the
report noted that it is not possible to present a
consistent global picture of progress given the
low reporting rate, and the lack of adequate data,
across regions (SAICM Secretariat 2019). Since
the conclusions are not fully reliable, and are
not representative of the true status of global
progress towards the sound management of
chemicals, the report recommends encouraging
greater participation in reporting by governments
in the next reporting period.
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Relationship between the OPS, the GPA and
the SAICM indicators of progress
The SAICM framework for action consists of
three main elements (Part II, Ch. 1, Box 1.1). The
OPS includes five thematic objectives with 46
specific objectives, while the GPA includes 273
activities (each with an indicator of progress)
which have been grouped into 36 work areas.

These two documents have a different status, as
the OPS constitutes a negotiated outcome and
the GPA has not been formally adopted. Their
content does not match entirely; for example,
the GPA includes work areas which are not
covered by the OPS (e.g. regarding integrated
programmes, protected areas and contaminated
sites). The 20 SAICM indicators of progress,
alongside the 299 GPA indicators (which may

Box 2.3 The SAICM Overall Orientation and Guidance (OOG) (SAICM Secretariat 2014b)
The following set of 11 basic elements have been recognized in the SAICM’s OOG as critical at the
national and regional levels for the attainment of sound chemicals and waste management:
1. Legal frameworks that address the life cycle of chemicals and waste
2. Relevant enforcement and compliance mechanisms
3. Implementation of chemicals and waste-related multilateral environmental agreements, as
well as health, labour and other relevant conventions and voluntary mechanisms
4. Strong institutional frameworks and coordination mechanisms among relevant stakeholders
5. Collection and systems for the transparent sharing of relevant data and information among
all relevant stakeholders using a life-cycle approach, such as implementation of the GHS
6. Industry participation and defined responsibility across the life cycle, including cost recovery
policies and systems as well as the incorporation of sound chemicals management into
corporate policies and practices
7. Inclusion of the sound management of chemicals and waste in national health, labour,
social, environment and economic budgeting processes and development plan
8. Chemicals risk assessment and risk reduction through the use of best practices
9. Strengthened capacity to deal with chemical accidents, including institutional strengthening
for poisons centres
10. Monitoring and assessing the impacts of chemicals on health and the environment
11. Development and promotion of environmentally sound and safer alternatives

Chapter 2. Reporting schemes and indicators under international agreements and frameworks
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also be used for certain specific activities), can
present a confusing impression with respect
to SAICM implementation. The lack of strategic
focus resulting from the number of guidance
documents – with varying content, emphasis and
status – has been cited as one of the weaknesses
of SAICM that has hampered implementation
and follow-up on progress (Honkonen and Khan
2017; Urho 2018). Most importantly, the 20 SAICM
progress indicators and the 273 GPA indicators
provide contradictory guidance for monitoring
progress.
In 2015 the fourth session of the ICCM (ICCM4)
endorsed the Overall Orientation and Guidance
(OOG) for achieving the 2020 goal of sound
management of chemicals (OOG). The OOG
identifies 11 basic elements considered to
be crucial at the national and regional levels
for achieving the sound management of
chemicals and waste (SAICM Secretariat 2014b,
paragraph 19). Observers have remarked

that the OOG is beneficial to stakeholders,
as it consolidates the necessary elements of
what is essentially an extremely broad plan
encompassing the 299 activities listed in the GPA
(Honkonen and Khan 2017). When evaluating the
achievements of SAICM, it is therefore essential
to understand the monitoring instrument which
is applied and its context.

2.4 Activities tracked by the IOMC
indicators
An initiative on simple indicators of progress
The Inter-Organization Programme for the Sound
Management of Chemicals (IOMC) brings together
nine intergovernmental organizations actively
involved in chemical safety: the FAO, the ILO,
the UN Development Programme (UNDP), UNEP,
the UN Industrial Development Organization

Table 2.1 IOMC Indicators and linkages to other policy instruments
IOMC indicator

Inherently
SAICM

Other
Binding
voluntary agreement
agreement

Links to Global Plan of
Action activities

1. No. of countries with national profiles

1, 207, 211

4, 5

2. No. of countries with a Pollutant
Release and Transfer Register (PRTR)

124-126, 177-180

10

3. No. of countries with a poisons centre

35, 221, 237

9, 10

4. No. of countries with controls for lead
in decorative paint

57

2, 8 ,10

23, 31, 189

3

5. No. of countries that have
implemented pesticide legislation
based on the International Code of
Conduct on Pesticide Management
6. No. of countries that have achieved
core capacities for chemicals under
the International Health Regulations
(2005)
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Links to
Overall
Orientation
and
Guidance
elements

2

7. No. of countries that have
Implemented the Globally Harmonized
System of Classification and Labelling
of Chemicals (GHS)

22, 99-101, 168, 248-250

3, 5

8. No. of Parties to the Basel, Rotterdam,
Stockholm and Minamata Conventions

169

3
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(UNIDO), the UN Institute for Training and
Research (UNITAR), the WHO, the World Bank
and the OECD. These organizations coordinate
their chemicals management activities and have
an important role in SAICM, as 80 per cent of
the activities of the GPA make reference to the
involvement of IOMC organizations (SAICM
Secretariat 2014b). In 2015 the IOMC developed a
set of indicators to help IOMC organizations track
progress relevant to SAICM by analyzing data
from verifiable sources for which global data are
available. The IOMC participating organizations
have undertaken work in all these areas to
support countries. The indicators are intended
to provide additional information to complement
data provided through reporting which has gaps
due to low reporting rates. They are in use and
are published on the IOMC website (IOMC 2010).

conducts thematic reviews in a four-year cycle. For
each meeting of the HLPF, countries are invited
to prepare Voluntary National Reviews (VNRs)
that are expected to contain useful information,
identify best practices and challenges, and provide
lessons that will contribute to implementation
of the 2030 Agenda. The VNRs can also make
it possible to identify opportunities for multistakeholder collaboration and the establishment
of new partnerships to implement the SDGs.

The IOMC indicators address legally binding
agreements, but also a number of voluntary
agreements such as the International Code of
Conduct on Pesticide Management and the
GHS, as indicated in Table 2.1. The table shows
linkages to GPA activities (because the GPA
makes abundant reference to IOMC participating
organizations) and to the 11 basic elements of
the OOG (because these have been established
in SAICM as crucial basic elements at the national
and regional level).

To monitor progress on chemicals-related SDG
targets, interaction with multilateral agreements
and the targets and indicators established by
them is critical. Implementation of the chemicalsand waste-related multilateral agreements
provides information relevant to Target 12.4
and Indicator 12.4.1 regarding the number of
parties to the chemicals Conventions; the IHR
provide information on health-related risks under
Target 3.

2.5 Reporting scheme and indicators
under the 2030 Agenda for
Sustainable Development
As explained in Part II, Ch. 1, a number of SDGs
and targets under the 2030 Agenda are directly
or indirectly relevant for the sound management
of chemicals and waste. The existence of the
SDG targets means new indicators and reporting
obligations have been brought into the system of
global governance for chemicals and waste. The
High-Level Political Forum (HLPF), supported by
the UN Economic and Social Council, has been
designated as the main follow-up and review
mechanism for progress on the SDGs. The HLPF

Table 2.2 shows SDGs related to the management
of chemicals and waste, with six targets and 11
indicators. The custodian and partner agencies
in charge of the indicator-related work are also
shown, as well as linkages to OOG elements
(UN 2016; Inter-agency and Expert Group on
Sustainable Development Goal Indicators 2018).

There are clear linkages between the SDGs
and SAICM. In 2017 and 2018, in the ongoing
SAICM Intersessional process considering the
Strategic Approach and the sound management
of chemicals and waste beyond 2020, progress
reporting, proposed objectives (derived from
the OOG), related milestones, and links to the
SDGs and the 2030 Agenda were discussed and
areas were identified where SAICM indicators
could strategically relate to the SDG targets
(SAICM Secretariat 2017; SAICM Secretariat
2018b). Furthermore, the WHO has developed
a Chemicals Road Map to enhance engagement
by the health sector in SAICM towards the 2020
goal and beyond, addressing SDGs 3, 6 and 12
(WHO 2017). The Road Map includes a number
of actions related to better measuring progress
and improving indicators.
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Table 2.2 SDGs 3, 6, 11 and 12 with targets, indicators, custodian and partner agencies, and linkages
to OOG elements
Goal
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Target

Indicator, with custodian (C) and
partner (P) agencies

Linkages to
OOG elements

3.9. By 2030, substantially reduce the
number of deaths and illnesses from
hazardous chemicals and air, water
and soil pollution and contamination

3.9.1 Mortality rate attributed to household and
ambient air pollution
C: WHO; P: UNEP
3.9.2 Mortality rate attributed to unsafe water,
unsafe sanitation and lack of hygiene (exposure to
unsafe Water, Sanitation and Hygiene for All [WASH]
services)
C: WHO; P: UNEP
3.9.3 Mortality rate attributed to unintentional
poisoning
C: WHO; P: UNEP

1 3 5 7 8
10 11

6.3 By 2030, improve water quality by
reducing pollution, eliminating dumping
and minimizing release of hazardous
chemicals and materials, halving the
proportion of untreated wastewater
and substantially increasing recycling
and safe reuse globally

6.3.1 Proportion of wastewater safely treated
C: WHO, UN Habitat, UNSD;
P: UNEP, OECD, Eurostat
6.3.2 Proportion of bodies of water with good
ambient water quality
C: UNEP; P: UN Water

1 3 7

11.6 By 2030, reduce the adverse per
capita environmental impact of cities,
including by paying special attention
to air quality and municipal and other
waste management

11.6.1 Proportion of urban solid waste regularly
collected and with adequate final discharge out of
total urban solid waste generated, by cities
C: UN Habitat, UNSD ; P: UNEP
11.6.2 Annual mean levels of fine particulate matter
(e.g. PM2.5 and PM10) in cities (population weighted)
C: WHO; P: UN Habitat, UNEP OECD

3 7 9

12.4 By 2020, achieve the
environmentally sound management of
chemicals and all wastes throughout
their life cycle, in accordance with
agreed international frameworks, and
significantly reduce their release to
air, water and soil in order to minimize
their adverse impacts on human health
and the environment

12.4.1 Number of parties to international multilateral
environmental agreements on hazardous waste, and
other chemicals that meet their commitments and
obligations in transmitting information as required by
each relevant agreement
C: UNEP
12.4.2 Hazardous waste generated per capita and
proportion of hazardous waste treated, by type of
treatment
C: UNSD, UNEP; P: OECD, Eurostat

1 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11

12.5 By 2030, substantially reduce
waste generation through prevention,
reduction, recycling and reuse

12.5.1 National recycling rate, tonnes of material
recycled
C: UNSD, UNEP; P: OECD, Eurostat

1 3 4 5 6
7 8 9 10 11

