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FIFTH SESSION OF THE 
INTERGOVERNMENTAL FORUM ON 

CHEMICAL SAFETY: 25-29 SEPTEMBER 2006 
The fifth session of the Intergovernmental Forum on 

Chemical Safety (IFCS Forum V) begins today at the Congress 
and World Trade Center in Budapest, Hungary. 

Convening under the theme “Chemical Safety for Sustainable 
Development”, Forum V is expected to take stock of progress 
achieved on the commitments and recommendations made 
at previous sessions of the Forum and consider strategies 
to address a number of identified priorities. At Forum V, 
delegates will consider the future of the IFCS in light of the 
final agreements on the Strategic Approach to International 
Chemicals Management (SAICM). Delegates will also focus on 
topics relating to: sound management of chemicals and poverty 
reduction; applying precaution in the context of chemical safety; 
further global action on heavy metals; addressing the widening 
gap among countries in following chemical safety policies; and 
toys and chemical safety.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE IFCS
The concept of an intergovernmental forum to address 

chemical safety originated during preparations for the 1992 
United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 
(UNCED) held in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, when the UNCED 
Preparatory Committee (PrepCom) identified the collaborative 
efforts of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), 
the International Labor Organization (ILO) and the World Health 
Organization (WHO), within the International Programme 
on Chemical Safety (IPCS), as the nucleus for international 
cooperation on the environmentally sound management of 
toxic chemicals. The PrepCom invited the IPCS to identify 
possible intergovernmental mechanisms for risk assessment and 
chemicals management. In response, UNEP, ILO and WHO 
convened an expert meeting in London, UK, in December 
1991 to consider priority areas for an international strategy 
and proposals for an intergovernmental mechanism for the 
environmentally sound management of chemicals. The meeting 
resulted in a recommendation to establish an intergovernmental 
forum on chemical risk assessment and management that was 
forwarded to UNCED.

At UNCED, delegates adopted Agenda 21, a programme of 
action for sustainable development. Chapter 19 of Agenda 21 
addresses the “Environmentally Sound Management of Toxic 
Chemicals Including Prevention of Illegal International Traffic 

in Toxic and Dangerous Products,” and contains an international 
strategy for action on chemical safety with six priority 
Programme Areas: expanding and accelerating international 
assessment of chemical risks; harmonization of classification and 
labelling of chemicals; information exchange on toxic chemicals 
and chemical risks; establishment of risk reduction programmes; 
strengthening of national capabilities and capacities for 
management of chemicals; and prevention of illegal international 
traffic in toxic and dangerous products. Chapter 19 also calls for 
the establishment of an intergovernmental forum on chemical 
safety.

FORUM I: In April 1994, UNEP, ILO and WHO convened 
the International Conference on Chemical Safety in Stockholm, 
Sweden. The Conference established the IFCS and constituted 
the first meeting of the Forum (Forum I). The Conference 
adopted a resolution with detailed recommendations on Priorities 
for Action in implementing Agenda 21, and the Terms of 
Reference for the IFCS, establishing IFCS as a mechanism 
for cooperation among governments, intergovernmental 
organizations and non-governmental organizations to promote 
chemical risk assessment and the environmentally sound 
management of chemicals.

FORUM II: Forum II, held in February 1997 in Ottawa, 
Canada, made recommendations on the Programme Areas 
identified in Chapter 19 of Agenda 21, and on emerging issues 
such as endocrine disrupting chemicals and pollutant release 
and transfer registers (PRTRs). Delegates reached agreement on 
a number of actions regarding the structure and function of the 
IFCS. The Forum Standing Committee (FSC) was established as 
a mechanism for responding to new developments and advising 
on preparations for future meetings. 

FORUM III: Forum III was held in October 2000, in 
Salvador da Bahia, Brazil, under the theme “In Partnership for 
Global Chemical Safety.” Delegates reviewed the IFCS, assessed 
progress made on implementing Chapter 19 of Agenda 21, 
reached agreement on the Priorities for Action Beyond 2000, 
and issued the Bahia Declaration on Chemical Safety. The Bahia 
Declaration lists six priorities for review at future Forums, as 
well as key goals with target dates for their achievement. The 
Priorities for Action Beyond 2000 include recommendations 
that are linked to these goals and organized according to the 
six Programme Areas set forth in Agenda 21. Forum III also 
considered: the prevention of illegal international traffic in 
toxic and dangerous products; barriers to information exchange; 
information exchange for chemical production decision making; 
PRTRs and emissions inventories; a capacity-building network 
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for the sound management of chemicals; awareness raising and 
the prioritization of chemicals management capacity-building 
issues at the political level; and the Globally Harmonized System 
for the Classification and Labelling of Chemicals (GHS). 

WORLD SUMMIT ON SUSTAINABLE 
DEVELOPMENT (WSSD): The WSSD convened from 26 
August to 4 September 2002, in Johannesburg, South Africa, 
and adopted, among other outcomes, the Johannesburg Plan of 
Implementation (JPOI), a framework for action to implement 
the UNCED commitments that includes a number of new 
commitments. The issue of chemicals management is addressed 
primarily in Chapter III on Changing Unsustainable Patterns 
of Production and Consumption, which reflects a renewed 
commitment to the sound management of chemicals. Chemicals-
related targets contained in the JPOI include: the aim to achieve, 
by 2020, the use and production of chemicals in ways that lead 
to the minimization of significant adverse effects on human 
health and the environment; the development of a Strategic 
Approach to International Chemicals Management (SAICM) 
based on the Bahia Declaration and IFCS Priorities for Action 
beyond 2000; and the national implementation of the new GHS, 
with a view to having the system fully operational by 2008.

UNEP GOVERNING COUNCIL (GC): At its 21st session 
in 2001, the UNEP GC adopted decision 21/7, which requested 
the UNEP Executive Director, in consultation with governments, 
the Inter-Organization Programme for the Sound Management 
of Chemicals (IOMC), IFCS and others, to examine the need for 
a SAICM. 

In February 2002, at its seventh Special Session/Global 
Ministerial Environment Forum, the UNEP GC agreed in 
decision SS.VII/3 that a SAICM was needed, and requested 
its Executive Director to develop a SAICM with the IFCS 
Bahia Declaration and Priorities for Action Beyond 2000 as 
its foundation. This process was to entail an “open-ended 
consultative meeting involving representatives of all stakeholder 
groups” jointly convened by UNEP, IFCS and the IOMC. 

The 22nd session of the UNEP GC, held in February 2003, 
reached agreement on a number of chemicals-related issues. 
Delegates adopted decision 22/4 endorsing the concept of an 
international conference, with preparatory meetings, as the basis 
for developing a SAICM.

FORUM IV: Forum IV convened in November 2003, in 
Bangkok, Thailand, under the theme “Chemical Safety in 
a Vulnerable World.” Forum IV took stock of the progress 
achieved on the commitments and recommendations made at 
Forum III, focusing on topics relating to: children and chemical 
safety; occupational safety and health; hazard data generation 
and availability; acutely toxic pesticides; and capacity building. 
Delegates also considered and made decisions on the GHS, and 
illegal traffic.

In response to decisions SS.VII/3 and 22/4 IV of UNEP 
GC, Forum IV discussed the further development of a SAICM, 
and forwarded a non-negotiated compilation report on its work 
to SAICM PrepCom-1, addressing, among others: life-cycle 
management of chemicals since Agenda 21; new and ongoing 
challenges; gaps in life-cycle chemicals management; and 
resources for capacity building and implementation. 

INTERSESSIONAL HIGHLIGHTS
SAICM: SAICM was developed over the course of three 

meetings of the Preparatory Committee: PrepCom-1 (9-13 
November 2003, Bangkok, Thailand); PrepCom-2 (4-8 October 
2004, Nairobi, Kenya) and PrepCom-3 (19-24 September 2005, 
Vienna, Austria). SAICM was adopted at the International 

Conference on Chemicals Management (4-6 February 2006, 
Dubai, United Arab Emirates) and includes a High-level 
Declaration, an Overarching Policy Strategy and a Global Plan 
of Action. 

ROTTERDAM CONVENTION (PIC): The Rotterdam 
Convention entered into force in February 2004, and has been 
ratified by 110 parties. Two Conferences of the Parties (COP) 
have been held. COP-1 (20-24 September 2004, Geneva, 
Switzerland) adopted the necessary decisions to make the 
legally-binding PIC procedure operational. Delegates addressed 
procedural issues and other decisions associated with the entry 
into force of the Rotterdam Convention.

COP-2 (27-30 September 2005, Rome, Italy) adopted 15 
decisions on, inter alia: operational procedures of the Chemicals 
Review Committee (CRC); the finalization of arrangements 
for the Rotterdam Convention Secretariat; pilot projects on 
the delivery of regional technical assistance; and cooperation 
and synergies between the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm 
Convention secretariats. Delegates agreed to forward a bracketed 
text on a compliance mechanism to COP-3 and to task the 
Secretariat with a study on financial mechanisms. 

BASEL CONVENTION: COP-7 (25-29 October 2004, 
Geneva, Switzerland) adopted decisions on: definitions of 
hazardous wastes, hazardous waste characteristics and a 
number of technical guidelines; guidance elements for bilateral, 
multilateral or regional agreements; and the follow-up to the 
WSSD. COP-7 set the budget for 2005-2006 and took decisions 
on the Strategic Plan and the 2005-2006 Work Programme for 
the Open-ended Working Group (OEWG). 

OEWG-4 (4-8 July 2005, Geneva, Switzerland) addressed 
a range of issues including technical guidelines on persistent 
organic pollutants (POPs), the Mobile Phone Partnership 
Initiative, and ship dismantling. OEWG-5 (3-7 April 2006, 
Geneva, Switzerland) mostly focused on financing and synergies 
among the chemicals-related Conventions, technical guidelines 
on POPs, and ship dismantling. 

STOCKHOLM CONVENTION (POPs): The Stockholm 
Convention entered into force in May 2004, and has been 
ratified by 130 parties. Two COPs have been held. COP-1 (2-6 
May 2005, Punta del Este, Uruguay) adopted a broad range of 
decisions relating to: providing for evaluation of the continued 
need for DDT use for disease vector control; establishing a 
review process for entries in the register of specific exemptions; 
adopting guidance for the financial mechanism; establishing a 
reporting schedule; establishing arrangements for monitoring 
data on POPs; adopting rules of procedure and financial rules; 
adopting the budget for the Secretariat; and establishing the 
Persistent Organic Pollutants Review Committee. 

COP-2 (1-5 May 2006, Geneva, Switzerland) adopted 18 
decisions on, inter alia, DDT, exemptions, financial resources 
and mechanisms, implementation plans, technical assistance, 
synergies, and effectiveness evaluation.

2005 WORLD SUMMIT: Regarding chemicals management, 
the Summit (14-16 September 2005, UN headquarters, New 
York) agreed to promote the sound management of chemicals 
throughout their life cycle, with the aim that, by 2020, chemicals 
are “used and produced in ways that lead to the minimization 
of significant adverse effects on human health and the 
environment.” Delegates resolved to implement a voluntary 
strategic approach to the international management of chemicals, 
and to support developing countries in strengthening their 
capacity for the sound management of chemicals and hazardous 
wastes. 
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IFCS-V HIGHLIGHTS:
MONDAY, 25 SEPTEMBER 2006

IFCS-V (Forum V) was opened on Monday morning. 
Following keynote speeches and award presentations, 
plenary heard the President’s Progress Report and addressed 
organizational and administrative items. In the afternoon, 
plenary addressed the future of IFCS, and sound management 
of chemicals and poverty reduction. The ad hoc working group 
on the future of IFCS met in the evening. Participants were 
also presented with a Hungarian music cultural performance by 
children.

OPENING OF THE MEETING
Suwit Wibulpolprasert, IFCS President, opened Forum V 

saying that transparency and equality are crucial elements of the 
IFCS decision-making process. He highlighted the importance of 
information disclosure for promoting better understanding and 
reducing selfishness. 

Katalin Szili, President of Parliament, Hungary, highlighted 
the increased responsibility to prevent threats to public health 
and welfare from chemical sources. She urged participants to 
identify modes and methods for preventing and responding to 
such threats and ensuring greater security.

Lajos Molnár, Minister of Health, Hungary, highlighted some 
measures to generate further advancement in chemical safety, 
including: continuing to develop chemical safety databases; 
increasing public awareness, especially among vulnerable groups 
such as children, pregnant women and the elderly; promoting 
special training for toxicology specialists; and providing first aid 
and medical care to those contaminated by chemicals. 

Noting the role of IFCS in supporting the development of 
SAICM, Miklós Persányi, Minister of Environment and Water, 
Hungary, said IFCS’ capacity should continue to be used to 
support the sound management of chemicals.

KEYNOTE SPEAKERS
Fatemeh Vaez Javadi, Vice President and Minister of 

Environment, Iran, noted the widening gap between developed 
and developing countries in terms of capacity to manage 
chemical threats to human health and security, reviewed some of 
Iran’s programmes for addressing these threats, and expressed 
a wish to cooperate with other countries in sharing experiences, 
technical information, and knowledge. She urged the SAICM 
Secretariat to prioritize support for information sharing and 
technology transfer, and said that the IFCS still has much to 
contribute through its open, transparent and issue-oriented 
approach.

Joel Forman, Mount Sinai School of Medicine, spoke on the 
early and delayed consequences to children’s health due to early 
exposure to chemicals. He emphasized the sensitivity of fetuses 

and young children to chemical exposure and outlined childhood 
and adult diseases that can result. Forman underlined the high 
social and economic costs of exposure, noted that information 
on chemical toxicity is incomplete, and called for a global public 
health policy, informed by scientific evidence, to reduce costs 
and save lives.

Virgie Dammay, Alliance of Peasants in the Cordillera 
Homeland, the Philippines, said that chemicals have been 
widely used since the introduction of intensive farming 
systems, resulting in diseases, especially skin diseases. She 
introduced a sustainable traditional farming system promoted 
by her organization among the peasants of the Northern Luzon 
Cordillera, which does not use any synthetic chemicals.

Ana Vera Lemos, Environmental Justice, Mozambique, 
reported on civil society efforts to improve local chemical 
disposal policies in Mozambique. She said involving civil 
society in environmental and chemical policy-making processes 
saves time and money, raises awareness and allows local people 
to be consulted. She noted the need for reliable information, and 
advocated using international networks and donors to influence 
government policy.

AWARDS
President Wibulpolprasert explained that the Special 

Recognition Award recognizes exceptional contributions to a 
special topic or activity related to chemical safety, and the Award 
of Merit recognizes overall contribution to chemical safety.

HRH Princess Chulabhorn Mahidol of Thailand and 
Chulabhorn Research Institute were awarded the Special 
Recognition Award for building capacity for chemical safety and 
for research to prevent negative impacts of chemicals in all areas 
of development. 

Roy Hickman, Canada, and Ulrich Schlottmann, Germany, 
were awarded the Award of Merit. Schlottmann, on his and 
Hickman’s behalf, stressed the relevance of Forum V for 
deciding the future of IFCS, reviewed achievements of IFCS, 
and highlighted the IFCS’ spirit of cooperation and openness.

PROGRESS REPORT, ORGANIZATIONAL AND 
ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS

President Wibulpolprasert outlined the document “12 Year 
IFCS and President Progress Report for Forum V, 2006.” He 
underscored IFCS' work as one of the key factors for SAICM 
success. On the future of global chemical safety, he noted the 
need for: promoting multi-sectoral and multi-party participation; 
balancing “greed growth-based” development with “sufficiency-
based” development; and increasing the number of grass-root 
women's alliances around the world. He especially thanked 
Georg Karlaganis (Switzerland), Jamidu Katima (Tanzania) and 
Romeo Quijano (Philippines), for their work.
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Jules de Kom (Surinam) was elected as Rapporteur of Forum V.
Participants approved the Proposed Agenda, Annotated 

Agenda and Time Schedule.
Discussion on “ IFCS Administrative Items,” which includes 

consideration of a future budget, was postponed pending 
agreement on the future of IFCS.

FUTURE OF IFCS
Georg Karlaganis (Switzerland) presented the “Thought 

Starter on the Future of IFCS” paper (IFCS/FORUM V/02-TS) 
as a basis for discussion. Noting the UNEP resolution on IFCS 
(UNEP/GCSS.IX/6/Add.2, Annex III, Resolution 3), he said 
the IFCS has a mandate to continue its role as a consultative, 
information-sharing body, and can do so as a complement to 
SAICM.

The regions of LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN, 
ASIA AND THE PACIFIC, CENTRAL AND EASTERN 
EUROPE, and AFRICA supported continuation of IFCS, and 
praised its work and its open, transparent and inclusive process. 

ASIA AND THE PACIFIC REGION said that IFCS’ role 
should include: identifying priorities; assessing the global 
situation in chemical safety; promoting cooperation among 
member countries; promoting national capacity; strengthening 
national efforts; and advising governments. 

Nigeria for the AFRICA REGION stated that IFCS bridges 
a gap between policy and science and should not be replaced 
by a high level political body such as International Conference 
on Chemicals Management (ICCM). With GERMANY and 
TANZANIA, she emphasized that ICCM does not have IFCS’ 
role of an open, inclusive forum that promotes transparent 
interaction between governments and stakeholders. HUNGARY 
supported a future role for IFCS as an open forum, advocated 
the enhancement of synergies between ICCM and IFCS, and 
proposed that a meeting be held next year on cooperation and 
linkages between ICCM and IFCS.

The US said that SAICM provides for stakeholder 
participation and addressing emerging issues, and on behalf 
of the US and AUSTRALIA, proposed “sunsetting” IFCS or 
merging IFCS with SAICM. JAPAN did not support “sunsetting” 
IFCS or the other proposed options, and said further elaboration 
was needed. SWITZERLAND and NORWAY underscored 
the need for both policy-setting and brainstorming forums, 
and called for a mutually supportive approach for SAICM and 
IFCS. The AFRICA REGION stated that SAICM is still new 
and lacks a secure financial mechanism to achieve the 2020 
goal. GERMANY emphasized that IFCS is still needed given 
the current lack of effective working structures under SAICM, 
and proposed: strengthening SAICM/ICCM and its Quick Start 
Programme (QSP); using IFCS to fill the gaps between existing 
international chemical management and the demands of Agenda 
21; and using IFCS as a “think tank” and consensus-building 
forum when preparing for ICCM-2. ZAMBIA, MADAGASCAR, 
IRAN, FRANCE and PAN INTERNATIONAL supported 
the continued existence of IFCS. GERMANY announced 
a contribution of €100,000 for IFCS in 2007, subject to 
parliamentary approval, and encouraged other donors to follow 
suit. 

An ad hoc working group, chaired by Georg Karlaganis, 
Switzerland, was established to continue discussing the future 
of IFCS.

POVERTY REDUCTION
Maria Neira, WHO, urged consideration of how 

“chemicalization” is driven and managed.
Lynn Goldman, Johns Hopkins University, reviewed the 

poverty reduction and the sound management of chemicals 
“Thought Starter” paper (IFCS/FORUM V/04-TS), highlighting 
the disproportionate vulnerability of the poor to exposure to 
hazardous materials. She called for efforts to increase interaction 

between chemical managers and the designers and implementors 
of poverty reduction strategies. She reviewed case studies of 
“preventable tragedies” involving hazardous waste disposal 
without containment, waste scavenging, battery recycling, 
placer gold mining, lead pottery usage, electronic waste, and 
inappropriate pesticide usage.

Jill Hanna, European Commission, noted that simply 
demonstrating strong links between chemicals and poverty will 
not necessarily ensure funding, since chemicals compete with 
many other challenges to be addressed by donors, such as bad 
governance and gender inequity. She highlighted the importance 
of using evidence from the Millennium Environmental 
Assessment and WHO environment and health initiative to link 
chemical issues to the Millennium Development Goals. She 
also suggested that studying the costs incurred by the absence 
of sound chemical management would build a strong case for 
donor support. Hanna underscored that SAICM QSP will not 
be the only financial mechanism for chemical management, and 
that the EU is putting into place a programme covering such 
issues. 

Sarojeni Rengam, Pesticides Action Network - Asia and 
Pacific, said that countries that have equitable and efficient land 
tenure systems and ensure property rights for both men and 
women have developed faster and achieved higher levels of food 
security, health and welfare. Noting the links between poverty 
and pesticide contamination, Rengam said small farmers, 
agricultural workers and indigenous people have no say in 
determining agricultural practices. She emphasized the need for 
capacity building and empowerment to allow the participation 
of peasants, indigenous peoples, agricultural workers, the urban 
poor and women in the elaboration and implementation of 
poverty reduction policies.

Nelson Manda, Zambia, presented perspectives from 
developing countries, reviewing a number of case studies 
highlighting, inter alia, diffuse responsibility for chemicals 
management, weak institutions, and lack of capacity of other 
institutions to deal with the negative impacts of inappropriately-
managed chemical issues. He highlighted that health crises 
caused by PCB pollution from electrical industries owned by 
governments can result in resources being diverted from poverty 
reduction. 

Participants’ discussions included: funding availability and 
mobilization for chemical safety activities and phasing out 
DDT use, especially in malaria zones; and the importance of 
empowering and involving grassroots organizations and farmers 
in policy formulation.

AD HOC WORKING GROUP ON FUTURE OF THE IFCS
The ad hoc working group on the future of IFCS met 

on Monday night with the aim of working towards a draft 
recommendation. Following some opening interventions, 
participants undertook a preliminary “brain storming” session 
to facilitate open discussions. Discussion continued late into the 
night.

IN THE CORRIDORS
The topic that kept participants chatting in the corridors 

concerned the future of IFCS. Some participants were 
overheard saying that in the end the fate of IFCS will depend on 
availability of financial resources, while others wondered what 
leverage developing countries would present to press for keeping 
IFCS. In a different circle, delegates were commenting on the 
value of IFCS for developing countries, including its advisory 
role on scientific and technical issues. As one seasoned veteran 
noted, in the long term, when SAICM is implemented, IFCS 
might become redundant but, in the meantime, many consider 
that “a bird in the hand is worth two in the bush.”
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IFCS-V (Forum V) met in plenary throughout Tuesday. In the 
morning, participants addressed the issue of applying precaution 
in the context of chemical safety. In the afternoon, delegates 
tackled the need for further global action on heavy metals and 
the widening gap among countries in following chemical safety 
policies. The ad hoc working group on the future of IFCS met at 
lunchtime and in the evening. Two more working groups were 
convened in the evening, one on precaution and the other on 
heavy metals. 

FORUM V PLENARY
PRECAUTION: Joel Tickner, Lowell Center for Sustainable 

Production, US, said the session would focus on tools and 
approaches for applying precaution, rather than on its definition. 

Franz Xavier Perrez, Switzerland, described different views 
on precaution and its status in international law, and emphasized 
the importance of developing and applying tools and approaches.

Johanna Lissinger Peitz, Swedish Chemicals Inspectorate, 
presented a web-based tool to facilitate the application of 
precaution by industry, developed with stakeholder participation. 
She said the tool is intended to preventatively reduce risks from 
chemicals by providing a guide for decision-makers to set risk-
reduction priorities. 

John Shoaff, US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), 
highlighted EPA’s Chemical Review Process, designed to 
prevent health and environmental risks, which can result in a 
chemical being regulated, withdrawn or dropped from further 
review. He stressed that EPA’s tools and models have wide 
national and international use.

Jesús Marín Ruiz, National Toxicology Center, Nicaragua, 
noting acute contaminations caused by specific pesticides, 
highlighted a study on their toxic and environmental effects, 
agricultural efficiency and on available alternatives to those 
pesticides in Nicaragua. He underlined the difficulties in banning 
specific pesticides under the Central American Customs Union.

Romeo Quijano, Pesticide Action Network (PAN), presented 
three case studies applying precautionary approaches to the use 
of pesticides. He introduced the Community-Based Pesticides 
Action and Monitoring Project (CPAM), and said that the only 
way to prevent pesticide pollution is to avoid their use and to 
practice ecological farming.

Stephen Johnson, Alliance Boots, UK, noted that retailers 
are very vulnerable to criticism due to their high visibility, and 
outlined his company’s chemicals management and precaution 
strategy for consumer products. He said retailers also need to 
consider the perceptions of consumers, NGOs and media, which 
may not be scientifically based.

Joel Tickner outlined the background paper on tools and 
approaches for applying precaution in the context of chemicals 
safety (IFCS/FORUM-V/6 INF), underlining its purpose as 
a scoping exercise. He reported that, inter alia: prevention in 
developed countries mainly means prevention of chronic or 
uncertain effects while in developing countries it mostly means 
prevention of acute events; that precaution is implicit in most 
chemicals regulations; and that some common challenges 
include lack of national coordination, resources, information, 
capacity and tools. He added that there is interest in continuing 
dialogue on how decision-making under uncertainty can be 
enhanced.

Discussion on the presentations included: involvement of 
trade unions and consideration of workers’ interests; importance 
of developing alternatives to toxic chemicals; enforcement of 
international and national environmental legislation as a tool 
for applying precaution; weight given to community-based 
monitoring and research; and how to apply precaution in the 
absence of information, tools or regulations. 

PAN stressed raising awareness of the impacts of chemicals. 
SENEGAL expressed interest in learning more about risk 
assessment tools that could be used internationally. NIGERIA 
urged IFCS to promote capacity-building initiatives in 
developing countries for applying precaution at the national 
level. INTERNATIONAL POPS ELIMINATION NETWORK 
underscored the limitations of risk-assessment models. 
INTERNATIONAL CONFEDERATION OF FREE TRADE 
UNIONS (ICFTU) noted the limitations of labeling and 
safety data sheets. CYPRUS, supported by THAILAND and 
AUSTRIA, proposed the establishment of a working group to 
elaborate on this issue. ARGENTINA and the US said that it was 
premature to form a working group. SWITZERLAND suggested 
that the working group address the needs of developing countries 
for promoting precaution.

A working group, facilitated by Joel Tickner, was established 
to develop practical next steps to assist developing countries in 
their capacity to apply tools and approaches for implementing 
precaution in chemical safety within their domestic context.

HEAVY METALS: Georg Karlaganis, Switzerland, 
summarized the side event “Health and environmental concerns 
associated with heavy metals: global needs for further action?” 
(IFCS/Forum V/8 INF), which took place on 23 September 
2006, in Budapest, Hungary. He highlighted the side event’s 
ideas for addressing the challenges posed by heavy metals, 
which included a global convention on mercury and other 
metals, and further work by IFCS on understanding heavy 
metals and approaches for managing them, and suggested 
submitting the work to the International Conference on 
Chemicals Management (ICCM). 
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DENMARK, with NORWAY, the EC, SWITZERLAND and 
others emphasized the UNEP Governing Council (GC) as a 
forum to tackle the mercury challenge. FINLAND hoped that 
the Forum V outcome on heavy metals will feed back to UNEP, 
SAICM and the Convention on Long-Range Transboundary Air 
Pollution (LRTAP) and its Protocol on Heavy Metals. Nigeria, 
on behalf of the AFRICA REGION, supported by NORWAY, 
SURINAME, SWITZERLAND, ICFTU and others, proposed 
the adoption of an IFCS declaration on heavy metals. JAPAN 
expressed reservations about a declaration. The AFRICA 
REGION and others suggested establishing a working group to 
address the heavy metal challenge. 

The INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON MINING AND 
METALS (ICMM) favored partnerships as the most effective 
means to address the issue, while THAILAND suggested 
applying corporate social responsibility and the “polluter pays” 
principle. The EUROPEAN ENVIRONMENTAL BUREAU 
supported global reduction goals for mercury of 50% by 2012, 
and 70% by 2017, compared to 2005 levels. Iran, for the ASIA 
PACIFIC REGION, proposed including arsenic and nickel as a 
priority, and making inventories of all potential sources.

JAPAN said this discussion should be taken under the UNEP 
framework, and, with the US, noted that IFCS should not 
prejudge UNEP decisions. TANZANIA supported a globally 
binding instrument. URUGUAY proposed using the Stockholm 
Convention to deal with methyl mercury. The US said lead 
and cadmium do not display the same level of environmental 
transport as mercury, and are of concern mainly at local and 
regional levels. The US encouraged other countries and NGOs 
to participate in partnerships, and with CANADA said it would 
not support discussions to assess the need for further action. 
SWEDEN underlined technical and economic alternatives and 
solutions for immediate action on mercury. SAICM Secretariat 
clarified that ICCM is the governing body overseeing the 
implementation of SAICM, and stressed SAICM regional 
meetings before ICCM-2 as an opportunity to address heavy 
metals. INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF DOCTORS FOR THE 
ENVIRONMENT (ISDE) advocated a clean gold initiative and a 
ban on mercury exports. WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION 
(WHO) said it has a clear mandate to deal with the hazards of 
exposure to heavy metals and can take the issue to its executive 
board. An ad hoc working group, chaired by Alo Babajide 
(Nigeria) was convened. 

WIDENING GAP: Sayed Ali Mohammad Mousavi, Iran, 
presented a progress report from the Forum Standing Committee 
on “Addressing the widening gap among countries in following 
chemical safety policies.” He reported that as a result of 
this work, the SAICM Overarching Policy Strategy includes 
recommendations for facilitating strengthened country capacity 
building for the sound management of chemicals.

Lilian Corra, ISDE, reported on Monday’s side event on South 
to South cooperation, noting that much useful expertise resides in 
NGOs and professional associations in developing countries. 

WHO said that South to South cooperation often does not 
occur effectively and suggested that the “gap” is widening 
further. IRAN noted that the process to address the widening 
gap cannot rely solely on South to South cooperation, and urged 
donor countries to take action. TANZANIA noted that donors 
fund the “best developed proposals,” thereby skipping over 
those most in need of capacity building, and called for a roster 
of experts to assist those needing help in developing funding 
proposals. CHINA said that developed countries should not 
transfer obsolete technologies to developing countries.

THAILAND, supported by NIGERIA, called upon IFCS to 
provide a platform for developing countries to share expertise 
and experiences, including networks, databases and rosters of 

experts, and suggested an expanded INFOCAP as one potential 
method. President Wibulpolprasert reported that the SAICM and 
IFCS Secretariats had met and begun the process of transferring 
INFOCAP to SAICM. 

President Wibulpolprasert proposed, and participants agreed, 
that discussion on this issue will be summarized in the final 
report and referred to the Regional Groups, who can feed it into 
ICCM-2.

AD HOC WORKING GROUPS
FUTURE OF THE IFCS: Chair Karlaganis presented an 

interim report on “points of commonality” on the future of IFCS, 
including: the desirability of a forum for “brainstorming” that 
facilitates a bridge between science and policy; the importance 
of a flexible, open, multi-sectoral, transparent and inclusive 
structure; and the need to avoid duplication of functions between 
IFCS and SAICM. Participants considered a range of position 
papers and suggestions. While it was agreed that efficient 
institutional arrangements that maximize synergies and cost 
effectiveness are desirable, there were differing views on which 
arrangements would best achieve this. The evening discussion 
focused on two proposals for compromise text: one maintaining 
IFCS as a separate institution with tasks including interacting 
with SAICM and contributing to its implementation; and the 
other outlining steps towards creating a joint executive body and 
secretariat for IFCS and SAICM, and leaving open the possibility 
of dissolving IFCS. Debate continued late into the night with 
participants discussing text line-by-line.

HEAVY METALS: CANADA, the US and ICMM expressed 
concerns regarding the accuracy of the Heavy Metals side event 
report. SWTIZERLAND reaffirmed the report’s accuracy but 
said she could receive further comments.

Participants then discussed line-by-line the draft text of a 
Budapest Declaration on Heavy Metals. JAPAN and the US 
opposed using “declaration,” and CANADA suggested using 
“recommendation.” IRAN proposed using “commitments.” 
BURKINA FASO, SWITZERLAND and DENMARK favored 
keeping “declaration.” CANADA, with ICMM, and opposed 
by BURKINA FASO, suggested substituting “heavy metals” 
with “mercury, lead, cadmium and other metals of international 
concern.” In the introductory paragraph, participants agreed to 
“recognize the environmental and health effects of mercury, lead 
and cadmium worldwide.” The group will continue discussion on 
the bracketed text.

PRECAUTION: Participants proposed two categories of 
actions: provision of information including development of a 
clearing house on tools, case examples, data base and contact 
points; and capacity building and skill sharing including dialogue 
on tools, approaches, regulatory frameworks, and training. Chair 
Tickner agreed to produce a draft paper.

IN THE CORRIDORS
Delegates worked late on Monday and even later Tuesday, 

with buses scheduled to leave the venue at 11:30 pm. Much talk 
in the hallways focused on ways in which IFCS could achieve 
synergies with SAICM, but a few delegates pointed out that 
SAICM’s own arrangements are not yet completed, with one 
observer warning against “unraveling the (SAICM) sweater 
before we have even tried it on.” 

However, some participants drew optimism from delegates’ 
intense efforts to seek solutions rather than simply defending 
their own positions. Another participant was upbeat that, despite 
differences on the future of IFCS, progress was being made on 
other agenda items of Forum V.
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IFCS-V HIGHLIGHTS:
WEDNESDAY, 27 SEPTEMBER 2006

On Wednesday, IFCS-V (Forum V) participants met in 
plenary in the morning, and in working groups during the 
afternoon and late into the night. In the morning, participants 
addressed the issues of possible future topics for the Forum, and 
toys and chemical safety. The working group on heavy metals 
met at lunchtime and throughout the evening. The working 
groups on the future of IFCS and on toys and chemical safety 
met in the afternoon.

FORUM V PLENARY
FUTURE OF THE IFCS: Georg Karlaganis (Switzerland) 

presented a list of possible future topics for the Forum. President 
Wibulpolprasert reminded delegates of the resolution adopted 
by ICCM (SAICM/ICCM.1/7, Annex IV, Resolution I/3), which 
invites IFCS to discuss issues of common interest and also new 
and emerging issues. The US and SWITZERLAND cautioned 
against duplicating the work of other institutions. Chile, on 
behalf of the LATIN AMERICAN AND CARIBBEAN GROUP 
(GRULAC), highlighted the value of IFCS for the exchange of 
scientific information, best practice and experiences, particularly 
for developing countries. CHINA said that future Forum 
meetings should not only discuss controls on chemicals, but 
should also consider measures for preventing and controlling 
pollution in the production and use of chemicals. 

TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO, JAPAN, TANZANIA, 
INTERNATIONAL CONFEDERATION OF FREE TRADE 
UNIONS (ICFTU) and TOXICS LINK supported the 
examination of electronic waste (e-waste), including mobile 
phone and computer waste. TANZANIA noted that the Basel 
Convention does not cover imports of used computers not yet 
considered waste. TOXICS LINK stressed that e-waste affects 
many of the world’s poorest communities. 

ISRAEL and TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO suggested 
examining chemicals in drinking water. FRANCE, NORWAY 
and PESTICIDE ACTION NETWORK (PAN) suggested 
discussing alternatives and substitute materials for hazardous 
materials. IRAN called for further information exchange on 
heavy metals at Forum VI. NORWAY supported continuing the 
discussions on sound management of chemicals and poverty 
reduction, and the widening gap among countries.

SWITZERLAND, NORWAY, FRANCE, and 
INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF DOCTORS FOR THE 
ENVIRONMENT (ISDE) supported including nanotechnology 
as a future topic. NORWAY noted the need to examine how 
nanoparticles might fit within a regulatory framework, FRANCE 

called for examination of nanoparticles’ effect on human health 
and society, and ISDE said preliminary evidence exists of 
the adverse effects of some nanoparticles on human health. 
JAPAN considered it premature to consider nanotechnology and 
nano-products. SENEGAL said that nanotechnology was not 
beyond the interests of developing countries. OECD reported 
on an ongoing program to address nanotechnology, including 
regulatory frameworks, definitions, and testing, and invited 
contributions from other countries. SWITZERLAND suggested 
that OECD work be made available to developing countries. 

ICFTU said priority should be given to examining topics in 
the list of activities not agreed for the development of SAICM 
(referred to by participants as “Table C” from the draft global 
plan of action SAICM/ICCM.1/4.) JAPAN noted that those 
items are highly political, and expressed reluctance to undertake 
such discussions at IFCS. NORWAY agreed on the need to avoid 
continuing negotiations on Table C within IFCS, suggesting 
discussion instead focus on “themes” of Table C. FRANCE 
suggested examining Table C in a “free spirit.”

TOYS AND CHEMICAL SAFETY: Katherine Shea, IFCS, 
highlighted major issues on toys and chemical safety, including: 
lack of information on toxicity; children’s high vulnerability to 
chemical exposure; and compliance with laws and regulations. 
She noted that information, prevention and equity are three 
overarching policy issues, and said that toys are an international 
commodity. She underscored the importance of measures 
including, inter alia: legislation, toy-specific regulations, 
enforcement, product liability, voluntary industry standards, 
product recalls, and labeling.

Ravi Agarwal, Toxics Link, highlighted a recent study on 
lead and cadmium in soft plastic toys in India. Recognizing 
the US$100 billion global toy market, he underlined as major 
challenges, inter alia: the lack of studies on heavy metals in 
toys in developing countries; the lack of consumer awareness in 
developing countries; and the uncertainty about the role of cheap 
imports. Noting that the level of chemical exposure considered 
“safe” continues to decrease, Agarwal said substitution of 
dangerous materials is the answer to the problem.

Julio Monreal Urrutia, Ministry of Health, Chile, explained 
Chile’s experience with toys containing toluene, which affected 
a significant number of children and prompted new regulations 
on toys and child products in his country. He underscored the 
lack of specific information at the international level on the 
effects of toluene on children.

Steve Clarkson, Health Canada, elaborated on Canada’s 
Hazardous Products Act, which deals with toy safety related to 
toxicity hazards. He underscored, inter alia: that the regulation 
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prevents use of toys with toxic substances that can be ingested, 
inhaled or absorbed through skin; and that products for children 
under three years old must meet the same requirements as food 
packaging products.

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT POLICY INSTITUTE 
(SDPI) asked about regulations for toy disposal. THAILAND 
underscored difficulties in implementing standards for internet 
toy sales.

MEXICO called for tests to establish the chemical content of 
toys, and suppression of the illegal toy trade. ASIA-PACIFIC 
ASSOCIATION OF MEDICAL TOXICOLOGISTS (APAMT) 
noted the difficulty of regulating toys produced in “backyard” 
industries. HAITI urged consideration of an international 
ban on exporting toys containing dangerous chemicals. 
INTERNATIONAL POPS ELIMINATION NETWORK (IPEN) 
called for a global market surveillance programme including 
sampling and public release of information. THAILAND called 
for establishing international monitoring mechanisms and, 
with ISRAEL, advocated a unified and harmonized approach 
to addressing chemicals in toys. JAPAN highlighted domestic 
legislation and scientific research. Announcing domestic and 
EU legislation banning certain phthalates, DENMARK stressed 
the need for precaution and the regulation of toys by producer 
countries, adding that substitution of problematic chemicals 
could give producers a competitive advantage.

URUGUAY introduced a game developed to raise chemical 
risk awareness among children. WHO said it is revising 
standards on lead-in-blood concentrations, with new data 
expected by the end of the year. IRAN said that traditional 
toys are better than electronic games. CHINA underscored its 
National Safety Technical Code for Toys. ZAMBIA suggested 
global action to ban the inclusion of toys in donations. SDPI 
stressed the importance of labeling. BURUNDI highlighted 
children’s exposure to mercury from playing with non-toy 
products, such as mercury from broken thermometers and used 
batteries. In summarizing, Shea emphasized the need to focus on 
precaution, regulation of commerce, and education of producers 
and children.

A working group lead by Katherine Shea was established to 
prepare text on the issue.

AD HOC WORKING GROUPS
FUTURE OF THE IFCS: Participants worked on a revised 

draft text, addressing a number of bracketed sections. 
Work on preambular paragraphs included consideration 

of potential institutional arrangements and use of human and 
financial resources. GERMANY proposed and delegates agreed 
to insert language on the need to “use human and financial 
resources efficiently” and “to enhance the implementation of 
SAICM and to allow the continuation of the important role 
played by the IFCS”. Text on “avoiding duplication” remained 
bracketed, as did JAPAN’s proposal to “strive to further 
integration of IFCS into SAICM”, which was opposed by 
GRULAC, GERMANY and the PHILIPPINES.

The working group agreed on an operative paragraph 
inviting governments, intergovernmental organizations and non-
governmental organizations to provide voluntary resources to 
support the IFCS Secretariat in the fulfillment of its functions.

Bracketed operative paragraphs included two proposals on 
the possible relationship between IFCS, ICCM and SAICM. The 
US, opposed by IPEN, UK and GERMANY, advocated inviting 
ICCM to establish a joint executive body and joint secretariat 
to implement SAICM and IFCS activities. IPEN said that the 
move would require amendment of the SAICM Overarching 

Policy Strategy (OPS). An alternative proposal involved forming 
a working group composed of the President of IFCS, regional 
members of the Forum Standing Committee, and stakeholder 
representatives, to prepare a decision on IFCS’ future role and 
functions. The matter remained unresolved at the session’s close, 
and the latest draft text, including brackets, will be considered by 
regional groups on Thursday.

HEAVY METALS: Participants met in the afternoon and 
evening and continued discussions line-by-line of the draft 
version of a statement on mercury, lead and cadmium. After 
discussions, the group agreed on preambular paragraphs stating 
that the Forum, inter alia: acknowledges the current and planned 
international actions to promote risk reduction for mercury, lead 
and cadmium in fora such as UNEP, United Nations Industrial 
Development Organization (UNIDO), OECD, UNECE, ICCM 
and WHO; is mindful of ongoing work under the UNEP Mercury 
Programme; notes that global assessments on cadmium and 
lead are to be reported to UNEP Governing Council in 2007; 
and recognizes that current efforts to minimize use and reduce 
releases of mercury have not yet fully addressed the global risks, 
and require expansion and adequate support. Participants agreed, 
after minor amendments, to FINLAND’s suggestion to recognize 
the importance of public awareness, communication, information 
exchange, capacity building and education at all levels for the 
implementation of risk reduction measures on mercury, lead and 
cadmium.

The AFRICA REGION, US and CANADA suggested a range 
of additions to the draft and discussions continued late into the 
night.

PRECAUTION: Chair Tickner circulated draft text for 
consideration by regional groups. The text identifies potential 
next steps to assist developing countries in their capacity to apply 
tools and approaches for implementing precaution in chemical 
safety within their domestic context, including: an information-
sharing mechanism featuring a web-portal, a tool-kit, practical 
case examples, and a list of contact points; and capacity building 
through joint workshops with other countries or international 
entities, and an ongoing dialogue for sharing lessons, tools and 
approaches. The text also considers requesting a feasibility study 
regarding a plan of action to implement the identified steps.

TOYS AND CHEMICAL SAFETY: The working group met 
to prepare draft text for consideration by the Forum Standing 
Committee and regional groups. The working group focused on 
three main topics: precaution; harmonization of standards; and 
information sharing, including education. Discussions included: 
the lack of information on chemical risks of toys and the need 
to disseminate the “thought starter” paper on toys and chemical 
safety (IFCS/FORUM-V/03-TS). The group proposed, inter 
alia, that governments, industry and other stakeholders engage 
in a dialogue to encourage identification of risks, chemicals 
of concern and possible substitution opportunities. Chair Shea 
agreed to prepare text reflecting the discussions.

IN THE CORRIDORS
A developing country delegate said that if IFCS is not to 

“sunset”, it must develop effective tools and approaches that 
can be used by developing countries to address their chemical 
challenges. She added that funds and technologies are also 
essential for the success of the Forum. Noting the informal 
atmosphere of the Forum, several delegates expressed their 
satisfaction with the progress of the meeting, envisaging that 
IFCS can play the role of a bridge between high-level political 
meetings and technical and scientific workshops, facilitating 
open dialogue and disseminating information on chemical safety. 
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IFCS-V HIGHLIGHTS:
THURSDAY, 28 SEPTEMBER 2006

On Thursday morning, IFCS-V (Forum V) participants met in 
regional groups and then convened in plenary. In the afternoon 
there was a meeting of contributor countries, followed by field 
trips. Working groups met in the evening and late into the night. 

The working groups on precaution, and toys and chemical 
safety met in the evening, followed by the working group on 
heavy metals, and lastly, the working group on the future of 
IFCS. Deliberations continued until 1:30 am. 

IFCS REGIONAL GROUPS
Regional groups met to elect their candidates for IFCS vice-

presidencies and Forum Standing Committee (FSC) seats, and 
to consider the draft documents that had been produced by the 
working groups on toys and chemical safety, precaution, the 
future of IFCS, and heavy metals.

AFRICA: The group nominated Tanzania for Vice President, 
Zambia and Burkina Faso for the FSC seats, and Malawi and 
Angola as alternate members.

On the future of IFCS, the group did not support an option 
for a joint SAICM and IFCS Secretariat. On precaution, the 
region favored providing information to developing countries 
and establishing capacity-building and skill-sharing initiatives 
on tools and approaches for applying precaution. On heavy 
metals, participants supported a chemical convention approach. 
On toys, the group expressed concerns regarding donation of 
contaminated toys from developed countries, and the need 
to look at local informal toy production. The group noted 
a statement that AFRICA REGION will deliver in plenary 
regarding the dumping of hazardous waste in Côte d’Ivoire.

ASIA AND PACIFIC: On future of IFCS, the group 
supported draft text proposing the creation of a working group to 
prepare a decision on the future of IFCS, with the exception of 
JAPAN, which preferred draft text establishing a joint executive 
body and joint secretariat administered by UNEP to implement 
SAICM and IFCS activities. 

On heavy metals, there was disagreement on whether to refer 
to the document as a “declaration” or “statement,” whether to 
include language on “legally binding actions,” and on a financial 
assistance mechanism.

On precaution, the group agreed to the establishment of an 
expert working group to develop a plan of action to implement 
the identified next steps. 

The group nominated Iran for Vice President; China, Republic 
of Korea, and Thailand (ex officio) as FSC members; and Japan, 
Indonesia, and Samoa as FSC alternate members.

CENTRAL & EASTERN EUROPE: The group spent 
most of its allocated time discussing nominations for the vice 
presidency and FSC seats, deciding to support Hungary for the 
presidency of IFCS, and nominating Slovenia for Vice President 
and Belarus and Latvia for FSC seats. Other candidates for FSC 
seats included Slovakia and Hungary.

On precaution, discussions considered adding text regarding 
positive and negative lessons learned from case examples, and 
a reference to a feasibility study on a plan of action. The group 
supported the creation of a working group to prepare a decision 
on the future of IFCS.

LATIN AMERICA & CARIBBEAN: On heavy metals, 
the group agreed on the importance of national inventories, and 
highlighting the links between heavy metals and health. BRAZIL 
suggested waiting until the next UNEP Governing Council 
meeting to address the link to health. There was also wide 
support for retaining language on regulating mercury exports 
and for supporting the call of the AFRICA GROUP for specific 
financial support mechanisms. The Chair mentioned statements 
by Germany and US that they could not consider new financial 
instruments. 

On the future of IFCS, the group supported draft text on the 
creation of a working group to prepare a decision on the future 
of IFCS, and agreed that, based on the information available to 
date, they are not convinced that the full value of IFCS could be 
duplicated in SAICM.

WESTERN EUROPE & OTHERS: Switzerland was 
nominated for Vice President and Germany, Austria and US were 
nominated for the group’s three FSC seats. Discussion on the 
future of IFCS was deferred to the ad hoc working group.

PLENARY
TOYS AND CHEMICAL SAFETY: Chair Shea presented 

a draft text including three recommendations for action on 
precaution, information sharing, and harmonization of standards. 
The INTERNATIONAL POPS ELIMINATION NETWORK, 
opposed by the EUROPEAN COMMISSION and US, asked 
for inclusion of global market surveillance systems involving 
an aggressive sampling programme. NIGERIA underscored 
the importance of the informal toy-manufacturing sector. The 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION said the outcome document should 
require the use of existing research. The US asked for reference 
to an “arrangement of tools and approaches.” Participants agreed 
to further revise the document in the working group.

PRECAUTION: CENTRAL AND EASTERN EUROPE 
REGION, AFRICA REGION, ASIA AND PACIFIC REGION, 
PAN INTERNATIONAL and GERMANY supported the 
establishment of a working group to develop a plan of action for 
the implementation of the identified next steps on precaution. 
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The US opposed, proposing participants be invited to voluntarily 
contribute their experiences and expertise. The CENTER OF 
INTERNATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL LAW suggested a 
parallel approach. Further discussions were deferred to the 
working group.

HEAVY METALS: Chair Babajide presented the draft 
document on heavy metals and urged participants to move 
quickly to reach agreement on bracketed issues. CHILE asked 
for more focus on health issues. GERMANY stressed her 
lack of a mandate to discuss issues relating to new financial 
mechanisms. FINLAND highlighted the need for an international 
legally-binding instrument for mercury and, as appropriate, other 
metals.

The US expressed concern with language presupposing a 
future UNEP GC decision, while DENMARK said the document 
is simply a recommendation providing input from IFCS to 
UNEP.

FUTURE OF THE IFCS: Chair Karlaganis presented a draft 
document, noting that it reflects agreement on areas including the 
need for a “brainstorming” body and the need for institutional 
and resource efficiency. He reported that the major unresolved 
issues include: whether the future institutional arrangements of 
IFCS should be decided at Forum V, or if more time is required; 
how such a decision would be prepared; and whether change to 
the IFCS Terms of Reference would be necessary. 

Asserting that the “house is on fire,” US called for a detailed 
plan of action on the future of IFCS, voiced concern about a 
future lack of funding, and advocated a joint executive body and 
joint secretariat for SAICM and IFCS, to be adopted in 2009. 
MEXICO noted the need to avoid any rivalry with SAICM and 
to take into consideration that SAICM also requires funding. 
The ICFTU emphasized that SAICM and ICCM lack the facility 
for open, transparent discussion involving all stakeholders, and 
warned against a premature decision. The ENVIRONMENTAL 
HEALTH FUND supported formation of a working group 
to report back to IFCS on options regarding integration and 
contribution to SAICM. 

THAILAND, GERMANY and PAN emphasized the value 
of IFCS. PAN listed numerous pledges for financial support 
from non-governmental organizations and private individuals 
towards the future of IFCS, and called upon other governments 
and non-governmental organizations to contribute. GERMANY 
reiterated its €100,000 pledge. SWITZERLAND announced 
financial support of US$50,000 for 2007 and agreed to provide 
free meeting space in Geneva as a further in-kind contribution. 
THAILAND announced a contribution of at least US$75,000 
over three years, subject to government approval. IPEN 
committed to raise US$15,000 to ensure NGO participation 
at Forum VI, as it did at Forum V. The ALLIANCE OF 
PEASANTS IN THE CORDILLERA HOMELAND added a 
symbolic financial pledge, saying that IFCS is an important 
forum for communicating the views of indigenous peoples. 
Financial contributions of between US$500 and US$2,500 each 
were announced by TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO, TANZANIA, 
PHILIPPINES, INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF DOCTORS 
FOR THE ENVIRONMENT, AGENDA FOR ENVIRONMENT 
AND RESPONSIBLE DEVELOPMENT TANZANIA, 
and ASIA-PACIFIC ASSOCIATION OF MEDICAL 
TOXICOLOGISTS. NIGERIA pledged an unspecified amount. A 
number of private individuals also pledged contributions.

Delegates discussed an extensive list of topics to be 
considered by the Forum, and discussed the need to prioritize 
particular items. Participants stressed, inter alia, nanoparticles, 
opportunities for substitution, e-waste, health hazards associated 
with chemicals and metals, and water chemistry. The RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION said that priorities must be set in terms of 
the competence of other institutions. The US emphasized the 
importance of achieving consensus on the list of future topics.

AD HOC WORKING GROUPS
TOYS AND CHEMICAL SAFETY: The group modified 

the draft text to address concerns expressed by participants 
in plenary, including references to lack of information, the 
informal sector, and international standards. Reference to a 
global surveillance system was changed to language encouraging 
countries and regions to develop and share the results of 
surveillance of chemical contents of toys, and language was 
introduced on actions towards the elimination of lead and 
mercury.

PRECAUTION: The group agreed on two general areas 
of potential next steps: provision of information including 
tool-kits, practical case examples, and a list of contact points; 
and capacity-building and skill-sharing initiatives, including 
capacity-building workshops, dialogue for sharing lessons, tools 
and approaches, and pilot projects. The group reached consensus 
on text that requests that actions be undertaken between now 
and Forum VI to implement the identified next steps with the 
intention of contributing to the implementation of the SAICM. 
The US proposed, and the group agreed, to text encouraging 
IFCS participants to make available such information, assistance, 
and tools and approaches. Language on a feasibility study for 
developing a plan of action was deleted.

HEAVY METALS: The EU, FINLAND and GERMANY 
suggested language urging IFCS participants to initiate, continue, 
and intensify action, as appropriate, to reduce the supply of 
mercury on a global scale through voluntary measures such as an 
export ban preventing excess mercury from re-entering the global 
market and global phase out of primary production of mercury 
by mining. Following amendments from US, CANADA and 
INTERNATIONAL COUNCIL ON MINING AND METALS, 
the text was agreed. 

Participants agreed the title of the document to be “The 
Budapest Statement on Mercury, Lead and Cadmium,” and to 
invite UNEP GC to strengthen voluntary actions at the global 
level for mercury, lead and cadmium. The group discussed 
substituting “convention” for a “legally binding instrument” in 
mercury and, as appropriate, other metals of global concern. This 
paragraph remains bracketed.

FUTURE OF THE IFCS: The group reconvened at 10:45 
pm with the aim of finalizing the draft resolution. Discussion 
commenced on considering holding future Forum meetings 
back-to-back with other events, for reasons of synergies and 
cost-effectiveness. SWITZERLAND suggested “proposing” 
such action while US preferred “urging.” GERMANY suggested 
referring to “other international meetings” while JAPAN favored 
specifically referring to “ICCM meetings.”

IN THE CORRIDORS
As delegates returned from fi eld trips and the sun set on 

beautiful Budapest, it looked like it would not set on IFCS – yet. 
The corridors were fi lled with sandwiches, coffee and soft drinks 
in preparation for another long night of work. Many participants 
were heard complaining about one negotiating party, saying its 
resistance to internationally binding action on mercury is making 
it lose both credibility and goodwill. However, an observer 
defended this party’s actual action on mercury hazards “on the 
ground” under the UNEP Mercury Partnership Programme, and 
she added that other parties seem to wait for a convention before 
taking action. So much talk about mercury prompted a delegate 
to joke that heavy metals had “out-weighed” other agenda items. 
However, the “heavy” negotiating agenda seemed to be paying 
off, as the Budapest Statement approached completion.

ENB SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS: The Earth Negotiations 
Bulletin summary and analysis of IFSC-V will be available on 
Monday, 2 October 2006 online at http://www.iisd.ca/chemical/
ifcs5/
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