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1 Introduction
1.1 Focus of the assessment
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1.2 Main information sources






















Foundations

NGOs

Bilateral aid
agencies

Others

Pam Allen
Richard and Rhoda
Goldman Foundation

Leticia Baselga
Ecologistas en acción
(survey only)

Marianne Bailey
U.S. EPA

Brenda Koekkoek
UNEP (projects)

Beto Bedolf
Marisla Foundation

Michael Bender
MPP

Frank Jensen
Danish EPA

Kathy Sessions
HEFN

Theodoros Chronopoulos
Sigrid Rausing Trust

Kevin Brigden
Greenpeace International
(survey only)

Marni Rosen
Jenifer Altman Foundation

Gary Cohen
IPEN-HCWH

Ruth Hennig
John Merck Fund

Rico Euripidou
groundWork – Friends of the Earth
(survey only)

Diane Ives
Kendeda Fund

Linda Greer
NRDC

Pat Jenny
New York Community Trust

David Lennett
NRDC

Heeten Kalan
New World Foundation

Elena Lymberidi-Settimo
EEB

Leonardo Lacerda
Oak Foundation
(email only)

Rickford Vieira
WWF Guianas (survey only)

Michael Lerner
Jenifer Altman Foundation

Glenn Wiser
CIEL

John Whitelaw
UNEP (strategy)

Kristian Parker
Oak Foundation
(survey only)



1.3 Scope of the assessment







 











1.4 Why mercury?










1.5 Why the interest in international MSR initiatives?



















2 The impact of GF’s international MSR grants
2.1 GF international MSR funding 2004-8



























Allocation of
Allocation of
Garfield Fnd.
bilateral
Key areas of activity
international
assistance
grant money
funds
International efforts to reduce the use of mercury in artisanal
gold mining;

10%

20%

International efforts to reduce the use of mercury in chloralkali and PVC production;

15%

5%

International efforts to phase out the use of mercury in
products such as measuring devices, dental amalgams,
batteries, paints, etc.;

30%

20%

International efforts to better manage by-product sources of
mercury, especially related to non-ferrous metals mining and
natural gas cleaning;

10%

2%

International efforts to implement mercury export bans and/or
promote storage of excess mercury;

15%

13%

Other international efforts related to MSR objectives, such as
promoting voluntary or legally binding agreements, controlling
mercury emissions from coal-fired power plants, etc.

20%

40%

















2.2 GF’s NGO network and major MSR achievements
2.2.1 Initial international foray of MPP











2.2.2 MPP collaborates with NRDC and EEB








 

 



 

 
 

















2.2.3 Creation of the ZMWG
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2.2.4 Key international MSR achievements of GF grantees
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15.
16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

shaping the EU mercury agenda, both in Brussels and via an active NGO mercury network in EU countries,
while raising awareness of dental issues, measuring devices, batteries, lamps, chlor-alkali and other key
products and processes;
applying pressure to achieve closure of the world’s largest mercury mine in Spain;
influencing substantive elements of the June 2005 EU Mercury Strategy, and the legislation/directives
subsequently enacted to implement the Strategy, which subsequently served to inform and motivate global
responses;
following finalization of the EU strategy, worked extensively for the adoption of an EU export ban of metallic
mercury and certain mercury compounds that is wider and will be implemented earlier than initially proposed
conceiving of and creating the ZMWG, a coherent network of NGOs in both the industrialized and developing
world to lobby individual governments for progress on mercury reduction and constructive participation in
UNEP GC negotiations;1
impressing national governments and the global community with their expertise and policy proposals (see text
box below);
strategically undertaking information gathering activities to help shape global policy, such as the inventories of
global mercury use in China, which uncovered a substantial mercury use not previously well understood and
provided a sufficient information base for China and other stakeholders to understand the scope of mercury
use in that country;
ensuring active NGO participation at the UNEP international table and in other international fora;
establishing and securing broad international support for Hg demand reduction targets for mercury-added
products and processes, especially ASGM;
significantly adding to the pressure on other countries to phase out mercury in key products by working with
NGOs in the United States to achieve enactment of state legislation to phase out mercury in switches,
measuring devices, etc. – and by promoting awareness of USA manufacturers’ announced “voluntary”
commitment to eliminate the use of mercury in button cell batteries;
promoting the critical importance of reducing the global mercury supply as a principal short-term global
priority, through phasing out primary mercury mining and encouraging regional excess mercury storage, and
then transforming this concept into a global mercury strategy through the adoption of priority “interim
measures” in the GC 25 decision;
shaping the global mercury agenda, especially by building NGO capacity in South Africa, Brazil, India and
China, disseminating information to others, and presenting NGO consensus positions at international
meetings, etc.;;
increasing the pressure on the industry in the EU, USA, India and Brazil to address mercury releases in the
chlor-alkali industry through a strategic focus on phasing out mercury cell plants;
assisting UNEP in creating a critical resource document – the “Mercury Awareness Raising Toolkit” – for
developing countries and countries with economies in transition (see:
http://www.chem.unep.ch/mercury/awareness_raising_package/default.htm);
leveraging of GF grants in order to secure substantial additional funding from other sources, as described in
Section 2.2.5;
encouraging the Governments of Switzerland and the United States to take a critical view of ongoing mercury
mining in Kyrgyzstan, and collaborating with those governments, UNITAR, and other stakeholders on a
radically new vision for dealing with the issue;
maintaining issue visibility by floating the idea of OEWGs between UNEP GC meetings;
playing the major role in promoting the U.S. mercury export ban;
working extensively to in reshape the U.S. international mercury agenda during the transition between the
Bush and Obama Administrations,, which catalyzed the international agreement at GC 25 (February 2009) to
begin negotiations on a legally binding instrument to reduce the supply, demand, and emissions of mercury;
becoming an important communication bridge between key governments and facilitating the increased
involvement of many governments in the developing world in the UNEP GC deliberations, particularly in the
Latin America and African regions, which over time helped to build overwhelming support of proposals for an
international consensus on a legally binding instrument at GC 25.

















 
1) At the GC 23 meeting in February 2005, a ZWMG proposal to generate a global report on
mercury trade flows was endorsed and offered by Canada and ultimately adopted in the GC
decision. The report became the basis for subsequent policy directions regarding reductions in
global supply and demand.
2) The decision text adopted by the GC 25 regarding priority activities to be conducted by UNEP
while the INC discussions are underway is largely a shortened version of text originally drafted
and circulated by NRDC/MPP several months before the GC meeting. To promote this text in
the three weeks prior to the GC 25 meeting, ZMWG held a series of conference calls/meetings
with UNEP and many governments and NGOs explaining the text in detail. ZMWG then
released reports on mercury in fish in several key countries, and on mercury emissions from
incineration and waste disposal. As a direct result of the NGO expertise and preparation, at the
beginning of the GC meeting, several governments offered proposals identical or similar to
ZMWG’s as the starting point for further deliberations on this issue, thus leading to adoption of
very similar wording in the final GC decision text. Through this series of activities, ZMWG
largely initiated the priority list of global mercury activities to be performed over the next five
years, in parallel to INC negotiations.
3) ZWMG took the lead in the development of an Asian Mercury Storage meeting which resulted
in the formation of an Asian Advisory Committee of country representatives from the region.
MPP received a grant from the Japanese government’s consultant to organize the meeting, and
NRDC funded a consultant study of mercury trade flows in the region. UNEP adopted this
model and initiated a very similar process for the Latin America region. Therefore, in
conjunction with the EU and USA export bans already in place, ZMWG efforts substantially
influenced much of the architecture necessary for the global mercury trade policy to be
considered during the upcoming treaty deliberations.


2.2.5 Leveraging GEF and other resources.

































2.2.6 Specific mercury reductions

















2.3 Achievements of other NGOs in the ZMWG














































2.4 Importance of the individuals involved








2.5 Areas of limited GF effectiveness


















2.6 Areas for improvement















































3 Achieving key international MSR objectives
3.1 Main international objectives
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3.2 Main challenges
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3.3 Domestic/international synergies





























3.4 Strategic opportunities



3.4.1 Coal-fired power plants










3.4.2 Dental amalgam







































3.4.3 Other initiatives
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4 Future programming for MSR international objectives
4.1 Pre-UNEP GC 25 perspective













Importance
Importance
Main areas of international activity with regard to mercury
of the
of NGO
issues*
involvement*

Issues of mercury supply, trade and storage – such as phasing out primary
mercury mining, dealing with mercury from decommissioned chlor-alkali
plants, restricting mercury exports, improving transparency in mercury trade,
storage of excess mercury, etc.
Issues related to supporting the international process – such as improved
funding mechanisms to support the above actions, improved coordination of
international efforts dealing with the above actions, further efforts to promote
partnerships dealing with the above issues, further efforts to secure a
comprehensive legal framework, better enforcement of environmental
commitments, improved monitoring and reporting, etc.
Issues of atmospheric emissions of mercury – such as better controlling
emissions from coal combustion, ore processing, waste incineration, cement
production, etc.
Issues of mercury demand – such as phasing out the production and/or use
of mercury-containing products, reducing the use of mercury in VCM and
chlor-alkali processes, reducing the use of mercury in artisanal and smallscale gold mining (ASGM), etc.
Issues of mercury waste management – such as improved collection and
treatment of mercury wastes from dental uses and other mercury product
wastes, improved management of chloralkali wastes and other industrial
wastes, etc.
Issues related to improving our understanding of mercury in society –
such as country emission inventories, contamination of the food chain,
impacts on human health and the environment, mercury trade flows, mass
balances, etc.
Issues related to remediation of contaminated sites – such as promoting
inventories of contaminated sites, an improved legal framework for
remediating such sites, researching remediation options, etc.
*



Average score on a scale of 1 (“not at all important”) to 10 (“extremely important”)

10.0

9.0

9.2

9.3

9.0

7.3

8.9

8.4

7.4

6.9

6.6

8.7

6.3

6.3

















4.2 Post-UNEP GC 25 perspective – “marching orders”
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4.2.1 INC deliberations




















4.3 Other possible foundation partners
















4.4 Better communication with bilateral funding agencies and UNEP

















APPENDIX A
Foundations supporting MSR programs or similar

Health and Environmental Funders Network
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APPENDIX B
Main bilateral assistance agencies funding MSR projects




United States




































Years

Activities

Funding

20032008

$130,000 – information and analysis to help countries reduce and ultimately eliminate releases
of mercury. Reports increased the knowledge of countries of the hazards associated with
mercury, encouraged countries to undertake further activities to reduce mercury releases, and
supported countries in their participation in discussions relating to the control of mercury.
$235,000 – partnership meetings, esp. chlor-alkali ($39,000), inventory work in Burkina Faso
($41,000), artisanal mining Suriname ($22,000), support of Kyrgyzstan mine project ($15,000).
$115,000 –support work by Health Care Without Harm ($85,000), including workshop in South
Africa, work with hospitals in the Philippines, workshops in other developing countries to phase
out mercury containing devices in hospitals, and further support of Kyrgyzstan mine project
($15,000).
$87,000 – workshop on mercury in products in the Asian region.
$113,000 – regional meeting on SAICM held in Panama City, Panama, provided an opportunity
for SAICM focal points to consult, facilitated input on Strategic Approach activities, preparation
for future meetings of the Conference and exchange of regional expertise and information.

U.S. EPA
Cooperative
agreement
2003-2008
total $1.2
million to
UNEP.

2006

Country projects (including inventory projects)
Work on partnerships, in particular products partnerships in the health-care sector
Operational support for the program, including staff costs, travel, conference services and
administrative costs, which allowed the work on policy and program development to go ahead
Support for the work to develop the assessments of lead and cadmium
Production of documentation to assist countries in addressing the mercury issue.

$850,380
from U.S.
State
Department.
Project-specific
grants from
U.S. EPA for
$115,000

20072008

Country projects (including inventory projects, some of which have been completed)
Work on partnerships, esp. 1) developing an overarching framework for the partnership program; 2) further developing business plans; 3) consider new partnerships such as mercury
supply, long term mercury storage, vinyl chloride monomer production, non-ferrous metals
mining, cement production, and waste combustion; 4) enhancing the artisanal and small scale
gold mining partnership together with UNIDO.
Assist the UNEP, UNITAR, Swiss project investigating options to Hg mining in Kyrgyzstan.
Operational support for the program, including staff costs, travel, conference services and
administrative costs, which allowed the work on policy and program development to go ahead
Production of documentation to assist countries in addressing the mercury issue.

$1,000,380
from U.S.
State
Department
(received by
UNEP June
2007).
Project-specific
grants from
U.S. EPA for
$260,000

20082012
plan

Disseminate information on partnership successes, including the work on gold processing in
the Amazon, on retort training and use in West Africa, on chlor-alkali best practices (including
financing and surplus management), on successful approaches developed in other sectors,
such as vinyl chloride, non-ferrous metals, and cement production; and best practices in the
production of consumer goods such as jewelry where hg is routinely emitted.

~$150,000
from U.S. EPA

20082012
plan

Reducing the supply of mercury on the global market, esp. reduce primary mercury mining,
with a near-term focus on mining in Kyrgyzstan; also possible technical analysis of primary
mining in China; and monitor world mercury trade trends for signs of new mining.

~$60,000
from U.S. EPA

20082012
plan

Extending work on inventories in Eastern Europe, North Asia, the Caribbean and Central
America, as well as continuing the development of inventories in Africa, Asia and Latin America. Mercury emission inventories are valuable for developing effective strategies to address
the global mercury problem, especially in higher-emission countries.

~$80,000
from U.S. EPA

20082012
plan

Further efforts to reduce the mercury emissions from the products sector, focusing on such
sectors as fluorescent lighting, dental amalgam and mercury in batteries. Such efforts, especially in the SE Asia and Latin American Region, may include development of consumer/educational products, coordinating recycling centers and technologies, facilitating national
agreements for potential collection points, proper waste management, and developing
inventories of mercury-free products,.

~$120,000
from U.S. EPA

20082012
plan

The Basel Convention Secretariat signed an agreement with the U.S. EPA for a maximum of
$2 million funding over a four-year period for mercury-related projects managed by UNEP.
The first tranche, with supplementary funding to UNEP from Norway, is to help initiate mercury
waste management plans in the health sector in three countries.

up to $2
million from
U.S. EPA
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The Nordic countries
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Many other countries





Mechanics of bilateral funding








































Partnership
process costs
Core costs
OEWG
Projects
(staff,
(meetings and
(meetings,
(partnerships
Contributors
premises, staff
studies/intercesdevelopment of
program and
travel)
sional work)
documents and
others)
business plans)
UNEP
$1,100,000
Environment fund
Norway
15,000
210,000
Finland
25,000
Germany
25,000
Australia
40,000
Nordic Council
115,000
Netherlands
60,000
Sweden
385,000
Switzerland
40,000
410,000
U.S. (State Dept.
1,400,000
250,000
830,000
and U.S. EPA
Shortfall
160,000
950,000
TOTAL
2,715,000
2,220,000
250,000
830,000
* Not including expenditures on lead, cadmium or other work on heavy metals directly supported by bilateral grants.
















