Independent
Assessment
of Alliance
theonGlobal
Alliance
UNIDO
Independent Assessment of the Global
Health and Pollution
(GAHP)
on Health and Pollution (GAHP)
g

VOLUME I

as part of the Project ‘Mitigating Toxic Health Exposures in Low- and Middle-Income
Countries: Sub-Saharan Africa, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Colombia, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya,
Madagascar, Mozambique, Nepal, Senegal, Tanzania, Zambia and others (Global Project)’

FINAL REPORT
18 December 2017
Author: Seán J. Burke

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

Independent Assessment of
Global Alliance on Health and Pollution
(GAHP)
as part of the Project

Mitigating Toxic Health Exposures in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: SubSaharan Africa, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Colombia, Ethiopia, Ghana, Kenya,
Madagascar, Mozambique, Nepal, Senegal, Tanzania, Zambia and others.
(Global Project)

Final Report
18 December 2017
UNIDO SAP ID: 150416

VOLUME I

ii

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

Acknowledgements
The review consultant would like to acknowledge the time and perspectives provided by UNIDO and
Pure Earth and GAHP staff. At UNIDO, particular thanks to Nilgun Tas for her constant availability and
responsiveness. Particular thanks to GAHP staff for their availability and efforts to provide answers to
information requests in a timely manner, and in this regard, particular thanks to Rachel Vinyard and
Rich Fuller.
A sincere note of thanks also to all GAHP members and stakeholders for making time to be available
for telephone interviews and/or face to face meetings, as well as completing one of the review
surveys.

Evaluation Consultant
This Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP) was
commissioned by UNIDO as part of the Project ‘Mitigating Toxic Health Exposures in Low- and
Middle-Income Countries: Sub-Saharan Africa, Bangladesh, Bolivia, Colombia, Ethiopia, Ghana,
Kenya, Madagascar, Mozambique, Nepal, Senegal, Tanzania, Zambia and others (Global Project)’.

Evaluation Consultant
Seán J. Burke,
New Frontier Services.
Disclaimer
The views expressed in this report are those compiled by the author and reflect a best effort to
compile and cross-analysis different sources of data and information about the project. The views
expressed in this report do not necessarily represent the views of UNIDO, the EC or Pure Earth. Any
errors of factor or in assessment are the responsibility of the evaluation consultant.

iii

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

Table of Contents
Executive Summary................................................................................................ 4
I. GAHP REVIEW CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVES ............................................................................................... 4
II. REVIEW FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS .................................................................................................... 4
III. REVIEW RECOMMENDATIONS .............................................................................................................. 8

PART I – REVIEW OBJECTIVES AND CONTEXT ................................................................... 9

Chapter 1 - Review Context and Objectives ............................................................ 9
1.1 REVIEW CONTEXT AND OBJECTIVES ...................................................................................................... 9
1.2 REVIEW SCOPE ............................................................................................................................... 10
1.3 REVIEW APPROACH......................................................................................................................... 10
1.4 REVIEW APPROACH – OVERVIEW GAHP STAKEHOLDER SURVEY PROGRAMME .......................................... 10
1.5 REVIEW CHALLENGES ...................................................................................................................... 11

Chapter 2 - About the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution ............................ 13
2.1 GAHP OBJECTIVES AND RATIONALE................................................................................................... 13
2.2 GENESIS OF THE ALLIANCE ............................................................................................................... 13
2.3 GAHP MEMBERSHIP ...................................................................................................................... 22
2.4 OVERVIEW OF GAHP ACTIVITIES ....................................................................................................... 23

PART II - REVIEW FINDINGS ........................................................................................... 25

Chapter 3 – GAHP’s Relevance ............................................................................. 25
3.1 GAHP’S RELEVANCE TO LMIC GOVERNMENTS’ PRIORITIES AND STRATEGIES ............................................ 25
3.2 GAHP’S RELEVANCE TO KEY TARGET GROUPS ..................................................................................... 27
3.3 GAHP’S RELEVANCE TO INTERNATIONAL MEMBERS AND STAKEHOLDERS .................................................. 29
3.4 GAHP’S RELEVANCE TO THE GLOBAL DEVELOPMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL AGENDA ................................. 30

Chapter 4 – GAHP’s Effectiveness ......................................................................... 32
4.1 ASSESSING GAHP’S RESULTS AND ACHIEVEMENTS – SELECTED CHALLENGES ............................................. 32
4.2 ANALYSIS OF GAHP’S RESULTS AND ACHIEVEMENTS ............................................................................. 33
4.3 UTILISATION GAHP ACTIVITIES AND SERVICES ..................................................................................... 40
4.4 GAHP’S RESULTS AND ACHIEVEMENTS – MEMBERS’ AND STAKEHOLDERS’ PERCEPTIONS ............................ 40
4.5 GAHP IMPACT - MEMBERS AND STAKEHOLDERS’ PERCEPTIONS .............................................................. 44
4.6 ASSESSING IMPACT – A COUNTERFACTUAL PERSPECTIVE ........................................................................ 47
4.7 CONCLUSIONS ................................................................................................................................ 47
iv

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

Chapter 5 - GAHP Efficiency, Structure, Functioning & Governance ...................... 49
5.1 GAHP EFFICIENCY .......................................................................................................................... 49
5.2 GAHP MEMBERSHIP – MEMBER REQUIREMENTS AND OBLIGATIONS ....................................................... 54
5.3 GAHP STRUCTURE AND DESIGN........................................................................................................ 54
5.4 GAHP’S LEGAL STATUS AND THE ISSUE OF INCORPORATION ................................................................... 61
5.5 GAHP GOVERNANCE ...................................................................................................................... 64

Chapter 6 – GAHP’s Sustainability Prospects ........................................................ 67
6.1 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS ................................................................................................................ 67
6.2 INSTITUTIONAL SUSTAINABILITY AND GOVERNANCE RISKS ....................................................................... 67
6.3 GAHP FINANCIAL SUSTAINABILITY ..................................................................................................... 68
6.4 SUSTAINABILITY W.R.T. THE SCALE OF NEED REGARDING THE HEALTH AND POLLUTION AGENDA .................... 69
6.5 GAHP ADDED VALUE ...................................................................................................................... 69

PART III – GAHP AND THE FUTURE ................................................................................. 73

Chapter 7 – GAHP and the Future ........................................................................ 73
7.1 GAHP’S MISSION IS AS RELEVANT NOW AS IT EVER WAS ........................................................................ 73
7.2 DEEPENING GAHP’S UNDERSTANDING OF ITS MEMBERS NEEDS AND EXPECTATIONS .................................... 76
7.3 STRENGTHENING GAHP’S PARTNERSHIPS ........................................................................................... 77
7.4 STRENGTHENING GAHP’S CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND UNDERPINNINGS............................................. 80

PART IV - CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS .......................................................... 82

Chapter 8 - Review Conclusions ........................................................................... 82
8.1 RELEVANCE ................................................................................................................................... 82
8.2 EFFECTIVENESS ............................................................................................................................... 82
8.3 IMPACT......................................................................................................................................... 83
8.4 EFFICIENCY .................................................................................................................................... 83
8.5 GAHP DESIGN, STRUCTURE, AND GOVERNANCE .................................................................................. 84
8.6 SUSTAINABILITY .............................................................................................................................. 84
8.7 THE FUTURE .................................................................................................................................. 85

Chapter 9 – Review Recommendations ................................................................ 86

v

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

Abbreviations and Acronyms
ADB

Asian Development Bank

AFD

Agence Français de Développement

AFDB
AIT
BCRC
BMUB

African Development Bank
Asian Institute of Technology
Basel Convention Regional Center of South America
Federal Ministry of Nature Conservation, Buildings and Nuclear Safety,
Germany

BPPT

Agency for the Assessment and Application of Technology, Indonesia

CEHC

Children's Environmental Health Center (of the Icahn School of Medicine at
Mount Sinai)

CSO

Civil Society Organisation

CUGH

Consortium of Universities for Global Health

DALYs

Disability Adjusted Life Years

DANIDA
DENR
DFID UK
DINAMA-MVOTMA

EC

Danish development cooperation with Indonesia
Department of Environment and Natural Resources, Government of the
Philippines
Department for International Development, United Kingdom
Director Nacional de Medio Ambiente (DINAMA) - Ministerio de Vivienda,
Ordenamiento Territorial y Medio Ambiente MVOTMA, Government of
Uruguay (Ministry of Environment)
European Commission

ECA

Europe and Central Asia (World Bank region)

EPA

Environment Protection Agency

EPA GHANA
ESCM
FAO

Environment Protection Agency, Government of Ghana
Environment and Security Center of Mongolia
Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations

GACC

Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves

GAHP

Global Alliance on Health and Pollution

GEF

Global Environment Facility

GEUS

Geological Survey of Denmark and Greenland

GGGI

Global Green Growth Institute

GIP

Global Inventory Project of Blacksmith Institute and now called Toxic Sites
Identification Program (TSIP)

GIZ

Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit

BMUB
HEAL
HRS

Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and
Nuclear Safety
Health and Environment Alliance
Hazard Ranking System
1

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

HPAP

Health and Pollution Action Plans

IADB

Inter-American Development Bank (BID)

ICCM (UNEP)
ICSHNet
ICCSS

International Conference on Chemicals Management
ICSHNet - Industrially Contaminated Sites and Health Network
International Center for Chemical Safety and Security

IDB

Inter-American Development Bank

IEV

Independent Evaluation Division (UNIDO)

IGES
IGO

Institute for Global Environmental Strategies
Intergovernmental Organizations

INGO

International Non-Governmental Organisation

ILMC

International Lead Management Center

INS

Instituto Nacional de Salud - National Institute of Health, Government of
Colombia

ISA

Initial Site Assessment (Blacksmith’s)

ISS

Initial Site Screening (Blacksmith’s revised ISA)

KEMI

Swedish Chemicals Agency

KPBB

Komite Penghapusan Bensin Bertimbel (Indonesian NGO)

LMIC

Low and Middle-Income Country

M&E

Monitoring and Evaluation

MDGs
MINAM
MINSA
MoE
MoE – FOEN

Millennium Development Goals
Ministry of Environment, Government of Peru
Ministry of Health, Government of Peru
Ministry of Environment
Federal Office for the Environment, Switzerland

MoE – PCD

Pollution Control Department of the Ministry of Natural Resources and
Environment (MONRE), Thailand

MEEF

Ministère de l'Environnement, de l'Ecologie et des Forêts, Madagascar

MoFA

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

MoH

Ministry of Health

MoU

Memorandum of Understanding

NFP
NGO

Not-For-Profit
Non-Governmental Organization

NRDC

Natural Resources Defense Council

NTAP

National Toxic Action Planning (Blacksmith’s)

NTAPs
PE
POPs
QALYs
SAICM (UNEP)

National Toxics Action Plans
Pure Earth (formerly Blacksmith Institute)
Persistent Organic Pollutants
Quality Adjusted Life Years
Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management
2

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

SDGs

Sustainable Development Goals

SDPI

Sustainable Development Policy Institute, Pakistan

SEMARNAT
SIDA

Secretaría de Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales ( Secretariat of
Environment and Natural Resources, Government of Mexico)
Swedish International Development Agency

TAB

Technical Advisory Board (Blacksmith Institute)

ToR

Terms of Reference

TSIP

Toxic Sites Identification Program (Blacksmith’s and formerly Blacksmith’s
Global Inventory Project)

UN Agency

United Nations Agency

UNDP

United Nations Development Program

UNEP

United Nations Environment Program

UNICEF

The United Nations Children's Fund is a United Nations

UNIDO

United Nations Industrial Development Organisation

UNITAR

United Nations Institute for Training and Research

US EPA
USAID
WB
WB DGF

United States Environmental Protection Agency
United States Agency for International Development
World Bank
World Bank Development Grant Facility

WHO

World Health Organization

NCDs

Noncommunicable diseases

3

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

Executive Summary
I.

GAHP Review Context and Objectives

Review Context and Objectives
This report sets out the findings of a UNIDO-commissioned review of the Global Alliance on Health and
Pollution (GAHP). The background context to this review lies in the formulation of the present EC-funded
and UNIDO-managed project DCI-ENV/2015/371157 “Mitigating Toxic Health Exposures in Low- and
Middle-Income Countries (Global Project)” during late 2015, when the need to assess the Global Alliance on
Health and Pollution (GAHP) was identified by the European Commission (EC) and UNIDO. Accordingly,
UNIDO’s work programme under above-mentioned Mitigating Toxic Pollution project foresaw an
independent review of GAHP under the project’s fourth outcome, specifically “Assess GAHP's relevance,
added value and potential regarding prevention and mitigation of toxic pollution”.
This assessment of GAHP is foreseen against the following criteria: “relevance, added value, and potential
regarding prevention and mitigation of toxic pollution,” as per the project’s fourth outcome, and covers
GAHP’s existence from its creation in 2012 up until May 2017. As per the review Terms of Reference (ToR),
the review examines the relevance of GAHP in the current global context, the relevance and effectiveness
of its objectives and its structure, the capacity of the organization in terms of sustainability – financial,
socio-political, and institutional, and its efficiency in terms of results, costs, stakeholder involvement, and
synergy possibilities with other initiatives. The review involved desk research on GAHP, selective mapping
of organisations in the health and pollution space, information requests to GAHP, and a stakeholder
consultation programme involving 3 surveys of GAHP members and GAHP stakeholders, as well as a
telephone and field interview programme.
About the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)
Formed in 2012 in response to the growing crisis posed by toxic pollution, GAHP was established as a
collaborative body with the aim of providing low-and middle-income countries (LMICs) with the tools to
tackle toxic pollution and alleviate its impacts on human health, especially on children and pregnant
women. Through its range of activities and services, GAHP contributes to raising awareness of the health
and environmental impact of all types of pollution and on building public and political will to address the
issue. The Alliance currently counts 50 members, including LMIC (and non-) Government Agencies, UN
Agencies and other International Government Organisations (IGOs), multilateral development agencies,
Universities and a variety of NGOs.

II.

Review Findings and Conclusions

The review shows that GAHP is highly relevant to the needs of its LMIC members and international
members. Regarding LMIC governments, GAHP is relevant to national health, environment and wider
development policies, in particular where it is carrying out some specific in-country work such as toxic site
identification and remediation or a participatory Health and Pollution Action Plan (HPAP) development
process. At the global level, GAHP is relevant as it seeks to provide a global lens on the health impacts of
pollution, thus helping to bridge the health and environment agendas and related stakeholder
communities. For GAHP’s international members, GAHP’s work as a global alliance and network which
4
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helps to bring together the key actors from the different pollution and health areas is a key part of its
relevance (and added value).
While assessing GAHP’s effectiveness in terms of work outputs and results obtained has involved some
challenges, such as many activities not having specific target outcomes and some overlap in reporting
between Pure Earth and GAHP, overall GAHP can be seen to have implemented a significant volume of
work activities, in particular compared to the limited resources available to GAHP’s Secretariat. Results
have been most visible in the area of global advocacy, where GAHP is generally acknowledged to have
made a valuable contribution in the campaign to have toxic pollution mentioned in the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs). GAHP’s range of services to members is expanding somewhat, and the incountry work with the HPAPs shows a number of innovations and improvements compared to the
predecessor National Toxic Action Plans (NTAPs). GAHP also maintains a significant volume of other
activities and information services. Looking to the future, it is reasonable to expect that the forthcoming
report from the (Lancet) Commission on Health and Pollution can make an impact, and possibly a
significant one, in raising international awareness on the health impacts of pollution to another level.
Regarding whether GAHP is for the most part creating synergies and avoiding duplication with other
relevant initiatives and bodies, the review findings also show that most GAHP members and stakeholders
consider that GAHP’s work is for the most part complementary with other initiatives, even if there is some
scope for improvement. Areas where members saw the least duplication and overlap are GAHP’s mission
and focus as a whole and GAHP’s toxic site identification and remediation work in partner countries,
which were confirmed as key added value features of GAHP. It should be noted that LMIC stakeholders
were more positive compared with GAHP international organisation members and stakeholders, although
this may be also because LMIC stakeholders are considering synergy and duplication with primarily national
initiatives, while international stakeholders are considering synergy and duplication with a wider number of
international, regional and sub-regional initiatives.
As an international alliance, GAHP would seem to show scope for appropriating more learning from its
members and partners. While the high-level Commission on Health and Pollution (Lancet Report) is a model
that has been inspired by other organisations, a significant number of GAHP’s activities are the same or
similar to those of Pure Earth. In this regard, the use of only Pure Earth staff for the GAHP secretariat (even
if completely understandable from a practical perspective) may possibly also have conspired to limit the
level of take up of learning and innovation from other GAHP members.
Impact
Overall, it is difficult to assess how this area would have evolved had GAHP not been created, but it is
important to consider this counterfactual scenario. A number of key informant interviews with
international organisations emphasised that GAHP had in their view played an important role in the
advocacy work to secure mention of toxic pollution in the SDGs. Some UN System organisation
stakeholders thought it unlikely that a UN-housed alliance similar to GAHP would have registered the same
achievements as it would have had to operate within the constraints of the operating procedures of a UN
organisation, and thus the entrepreneurial and can-do attitude of GAHP would have been lost. One UN
stakeholder also praised the more dynamic and innovative approach to some of the communication and
advocacy displayed by GAHP during the SDGs campaign, and considered this had made a difference. It is
also reasonable to assume that a Global Commission on Health and Pollution (and related Lancet Report
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initiative) would most likely not have been launched, and at a wider level it is probably likely that less
progress would have been made in bringing all pollution actors together.
Efficiency
While making a comprehensive efficiency assessment of GAHP is difficult1, GAHP would seem to be
relatively efficient when its set of activities implemented and outputs and outputs produced is compared
with its resourcing. As seen in this review’s section on effectiveness (Chapter 4), GAHP has implemented a
rather considerable scope and number of activities2, using approximately 24.6 years of staff support from
Pure Earth staff. Overall, this level of activity and outputs would appear relatively reasonable when
compared with the input resources available to GAHP, and suggests that GAHP has been a rather busy and
productive initiative, providing a relatively efficiency performance in terms of ‘work return on
capital/inputs’. Regarding cost-efficiency in terms of staff costs, GAHP’s costs for senior management
appear relatively high. Furthermore, GAHP’s reported funding does not include significant EC-UNIDO
funding and there also appear to be inconsistencies in GAHP’s reporting on staffing of GAHP-related
activities. Moreover, the repeated mixing of activities in GAHP’s and Pure Earth’s reporting makes it
impossible to draw any definitive conclusions regarding GAHP’s cost efficiency, and it is important that
weaknesses in financial management and reporting are addressed and increased transparency is provided
to GAHP funders and donors.
The provision of human resource staffing from Pure Earth for GAHP’s Secretariat function has brought
some important cost-efficiency advantages to GAHP, meaning that has not been required to develop and
maintain a dedicated staffing body of its own. In this respect, GAHP’s operational staffing model has
represented something much more akin to a bootstrapping of a part time start-up company by persons in
full-time or part time employment. Disadvantages to this arrangement have been that GAHP’s identity is
sometimes confused with that of Pure Earth, and created some perception of a lack of separation of both
entities. Another disadvantage is likely the difficulty of committing staffing resources over a medium-term
framework and against a medium-term budget.
GAHP Design, Structure, and Governance
As mentioned earlier, the GAHP Executive Committee is the key decision-making organ of the GAHP.
Regarding GAHP governance, the assessment approach has reviewed the extent to which key discussion
and decisions are adequately documented, in terms of reviewing the GAHP Executive Committee meeting
minutes. Meeting minutes tend to take either a longer or short form, but for key management and strategic
issues do not generally appear to have provided sufficient explanation on why a decision was or not taken,
or refer to another background document or pre-meeting briefing document. Stakeholder interviews
suggested that many organisations with involvement in the Executive Committee are broadly satisfied with
1

Two challenges involved in assessing GAHP efficiency include the fact that GAHP does not operate with a mediumterm budget and financing framework, against which detailed objectives have been set, while a second challenge is
that many work axes and activities do not contain specific measurable objectives.
2
In addition to the most important work outputs and results, all other work tasks must be added, including ongoing
work tasks such as website maintenance and updating, member communication (all media channels), organisation of
GAHP annual events, organisation of Executive Committee meetings, GAHP newsletter preparation and delivery,
administration, GAHP annual report, etc... On top of this comes GAHP work activities carried out on specific projects
(e.g. donor-funded projects such as the current UNIDO project under which this review is being carried out).
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the Executive Committee’s performance, with some mentioning that a lot gets covered in Executive
Committee Conference Calls, while the calls are generally considered to be effectively moderated by GAHP
leadership. While the Executive Committee may have been a useful body for discussion and decisionmaking on many content-related issues (GAHP advocacy plans etc.) it less clear that it has been as effective
as a governance mechanism for wider strategic and management issues, where issues such as GAHP’s
strategy and resourcing and whether GAHP should be incorporated seem to have been more put on the
long finger rather than adequately researched, discussed and dealt with. Contributing factors may also have
been GAHP’s limited resourcing and possibly GAHP weaknesses in terms of organisational strategy-setting,
governance, and orchestrating a greater dialogue with key members and stakeholders.
GAHP LMIC members are generally satisfied with most aspects of GAHP’s operating processes. Satisfaction
among international organisations shows some variance, including between survey responses and
interview feedback, while survey feedback also showed mixed feedback among international stakeholder
members regarding “scope for Members to contribute to GAHP activities” and ‘scope for Members to
influence GAHP decision-making”.
Sustainability
GAHP’s institutional sustainability prospects at the level of its membership would appear mixed, given that
GAHP members do not pay a membership fee in expectation of a defined package of services and benefits,
and thus the linkage with many of its member base is relatively light. Thus, despite its results and
achievements to-date, GAHP’s prospects for being sustainable as a network are probably at best mixed, in
the absence of increased formalisation and institutionalisation of the network during the coming years
(for example the constraints in not being able to contract with donors for specific projects, building a strong
organisational basis, etc.). This is a view shared by at least some of the international stakeholders
consulted, where many believe that GAHP faces a future choice of either formalising and institutionalising
itself or risking withering and dying over time. Regarding financial sustainability, GAHP’s prospects do not
appear very strong, linked to its lacking its own legal personality and the related constraints that come with
this (see above) but also its lack of a clear financing model and vision of how it can fund itself.
Another significant constraint on GAHP’s prospects for continued development and organisational
longevity is the lack of a clear strategic vision, and a plan on how to implement such a vision, including
where and how it would partner with other stakeholders in pollution and health. This lack of a clear
vision and plan is noticed by many of GAHP’s key international members, and is acting as a significant
constraint in GAHP’s development and reaching another level of effectiveness and impact, while the
perceived expansion of GAHP’s focus to include air pollution has served to underline this perceived lack of
clarity. At the GAHP Bellagio meeting in May 2017, GAHP also committed to work on a new strategic vision
and plan, and it is important that this work is done in a participatory manner with meaningful input and
involvement from GAHP’s stakeholders.
It is important that the somewhat uncertain sustainability prospects for GAHP’s longer-term future - due
as mentioned to a lack of a clearer strategic plan, its relative weak institutional basis and selected
governance shortcomings – should not be interpreted as a criticism of GAHP and those working with
GAHP per se. The review findings have shown that GAHP is well regarded, and there is real appreciation
for the efforts it has made in advancing the pollution and health agenda, with numerous international
stakeholders considering that GAHP has achieved some results in the area of advocacy and awarenessraising that they would not have thought possible at the outset. Moreover, there is admiration among
7

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

GAHP stakeholders for the commitment and energy that GAHP’s leadership has given to advancing the
health and pollution agenda during the past 5 years, and a desire to see GAHP evolve and succeed at a
bigger level.
The Future
Going forward, incorporation and institutionalisation of GAHP needs to go hand in hand with the
development of a clearer vision by GAHP, and in particular a strategy on how that vision will be realised and
how specifically it will seek to work with other organisations and stakeholders in the health and pollution
arena and ensure that synergies are optimised and unnecessary duplication is avoided. The current
institutional situation of GAHP also has created a number of organisation issues that need to be addressed,
such as a need to improve monitoring and evaluation and to improve the quality of GAHP general and
project-specific reporting, in particular ensuring transparency in reporting GAHP activities and Pure Earth
activities.
While reliance on Pure Earth for managing GAHP’s secretariat has made GAHP cost-efficient, it has also
meant that GAHP is too often confused, or appear interchangeable, with Pure Earth and has not developed
a sufficiently autonomous identity distinct from Pure Earth. Another consequence of this may be that
GAHP’s focus and portfolio of activities may have been unduly influenced by Pure Earth – for example
GAHP’s mixes a widening focus with a portfolio of activities that are often centred around Pure Earth’s
cores strengths in toxic pollution and onsite remediation work.
Regarding sustainability w.r.t the scale of need regarding advancing the health and pollution agenda, the
review findings suggest that there is a continued need for an actor that can act as a global convenor of
health and pollution actors across the spectrum of pollution, if GAHP can address some of the abovementioned constraints and weaknesses. As mentioned earlier, this is part of the value proposition of GAHP,
in particular if it can develop a clearer strategic vision and how it would propose to partner and synergise
with other key actors, its value to its members and key stakeholders can increase significantly.

III.

Review Recommendations

Recommendations emanating from this review are set out below. It should be noted that the
recommendations provided are somewhat global/all-encompassing, in order to avoid too many separate
recommendations, and thus could be further broken down into specific recommendations if this were
deemed valuable3. As mentioned above, these recommendations should be considered not as a criticism
of GAHP, rather how to take stock at this moment in time when GAHP is reflecting itself on its own future
strategy, learn from the past and optimise the prospects for building on some of GAHP’s strong results
and achievements to-date, as well as avoiding some of the organisational and sustainability risks that it
(like so many informal and/or young organisations) faces. Two recommendations (Rs) are provided.
Firstly, GAHP should launch a participatory strategic reflection and strategy development exercise, with a
specific time-frame and working with a strategy working group of key GAHP stakeholders (R1). Secondly,
GAHP should proceed to incorporate itself with legal personality, and define a full organisational and
governance structure once a provisional strategy is in place (R2).
3

For example, specific recommendations dealing with GAHP strategic assets, strengthening GAHP internal operational
processes, further specifications for a GAHP incorporation study (e.g. including strategic, institutional and legal
aspects), GAHP strategy-setting, GAHP financial sustainability, GAHP conceptual framework on pollution/toxic
pollution etc.
8
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Part I – Review Objectives and Context
Chapter 1 - Review Context and Objectives
Chapter Guide
Chapter 1 sets out:





The review context and objectives (Section 1.1)
The scope of the review (Section 1.2)
An overview of the GAHP Survey programme (Section 1.3)
A summary of the principal challenges faced during this assessment (Section 1.4)

1.1 Review Context and Objectives
This report sets out the findings of a UNIDO-commissioned review of the Global Alliance on Health and
Pollution (GAHP). The background context to this review lies in the formulation of the present project DCIENV/2015/371157 “Mitigating Toxic Health Exposures in Low- and Middle-Income Countries (Global
Project)” during late 2015, when the need to assess the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP) was
identified by the European Commission (EC) and UNIDO. Accordingly, UNIDO’s work programme under
above-mentioned Mitigating Toxic Pollution project foresaw an independent assessment of GAHP under
project’s fourth outcome, specifically “Assess GAHP's relevance, added value and potential regarding
prevention and mitigation of toxic pollution”.
The assessment of GAHP is foreseen against the following criteria: “relevance, added value, and potential
regarding prevention and mitigation of toxic pollution,” as per the project’s fourth outcome. The review
covers GAHP’s existence, from its creation in 2011 to May 2017. As per the evaluation Terms of Reference
(ToR), the evaluation examines the relevance of the GAHP in the current global context, the relevance and
effectiveness of its objectives and its structure, the capacity of the organization in terms of sustainability –
financial, socio-political, and institutional, and its efficiency in terms of results, costs, stakeholder
involvement, and synergy possibilities with other initiatives. As mentioned in the ToR, the evaluator will be
constantly looking for lessons to be learned throughout his analysis so as to provide UNIDO and the EC with
recommendations which may be useful when supporting mechanisms similar to the GAHP in the future.
The evaluation is to re-examine the relevance of the GAHP in the current global context, the relevance and
effectiveness of its objectives and its structure, the capacity of the organization in terms of sustainability –
financial, socio-political, and institutional, and its efficiency in terms of results, costs, stakeholder
involvement, and synergy possibilities with other initiatives. As mentioned in the ToR, the evaluator will be
constantly looking for lessons to be learned throughout his analysis so as to provide UNIDO and the EC with
recommendations which may be useful when supporting mechanisms similar to the GAHP in the future. As
9
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per the ToR, the independent assessment is to be carried out in alignment with UNIDO and EC Evaluation
Policy, the UNIDO Guidelines for the Technical Cooperation Programmes and Projects.

1.2 Review Scope
Regarding the scope of the review, the review of GAHP covers all of GAHP’s activities. Regarding temporal
scope, the review looks at the GAHP’s whole existence, from its creation in 2012 to the current time. For
this period, the evaluation will obtain an overview of the range of projects and activities that the GAHP has
been involved in, including for example its on-site projects for mitigating toxic pollution exposure,
development of a data-base referencing polluted sites, and awareness-raising, advocacy and social media
campaigns.

1.3 Review Approach
The evaluation approach comprised an inception and desk research phase, followed by a stakeholder
consultation phase and findings analysis and synthesis phase. The inception and desk research work
included collating and reviewing of all GAHP- related documentation and information, as well as developing
a short desk-based study on GAHP, development of the evaluation approach and an inception report, as
well as some mapping of stakeholders in the health and pollution arena.
The stakeholder consultation programme included face to face meetings with international stakeholders
and selected other GAHP stakeholders in Brussels, New York, and Washington, as well as telephone
interviews with a selection of GAHP international organisation members in Brussels, Geneva, New York,
Vienna, and Washington. The stakeholder consultation phase also included an extensive survey programme
comprising three surveys to 150+ respondents: i) a survey of international organisations and non LMICsbased GAHP members; ii) a survey of GAHP LMIC-based members and iii) a survey of GAHP Stakeholders
(non-members).

1.4 Review Approach – Overview GAHP Stakeholder Survey Programme
For the purpose of this evaluation, the 50 Member Organisations of GAHP were consulted through two
types of survey, based on whether the Organisation was primarily based and focused in working in LMICs or
was an international IGO/NGO (including international aid government agencies and donor organisations)4.
The former category included 28 of the 50 members, while the second the remaining 22. A third type of
Survey was shared among a variety of organisations considered as GAHP’ stakeholders due to their
organisations’ objectives/sector of activity and on past relationship with, and involvement in, GAHP’
activities/delivery of services.
Some background information and orientation important to reading and interpreting the survey results is
summarised below:

4

UNITAR has been included in the membership list, in view of the official GAHP membership records. In the course of
the evaluation UNITAR remarked not being a member but an Observer. UNITAR communicated receiving invitation to
join GAHP in June 2016 and participating in the first GAHP TC on 8 October 2016. For the purpose of this review,
UNITAR is counted as a member.”
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i.

LMIC Survey: The survey shared among the 28 GAHP Members based and operating in LIMICs,
was completed by 19 respondents from 13 different Organisations. The majority of the
respondents were from Southeast Asia (9 out of 19) and most respondents indicated that their
organisation's geographical focus is at national level (15 out of 19), with the greatest majority
coming from Government Ministries (13 out of 19, with 11 from Ministries of Environment and 2
from Ministries of Health) and other such bodies or agencies (2 out of 19)5. The sectors of activity
most selected by respondents were National Government (15 out of 19), Environment (11 out of
19) and Pollution Control (11 out of 19). Only 6 respondents indicated Public Health as a sector of
activity. Most Respondents indicated as well that that they are Familiar or Very Familiar with GAHP
activities and missions (15 out of 19). Only one respondent indicated that it was Not Familiar with
GAHP.

ii.

IO Survey: The survey shared among the 22 IOs and other non-LMICs based GAHP Members was
completed by 206 Respondents from 14 different organisations7. The majority of the respondents
defined their sector of work Environmental Health (11 out of 20), Environment and Climate Change
(9 out of 20) and Pollution Management and Remediation (8 out of 20), and are mainly affiliated to
UN Agencies and INGOs, but also to multilateral development agencies. Only 4 Respondents
indicated Public Health as a sector of activity. Concerning the respondents’ familiarity with the
missions and activities of GAHP, all respondents indicated at least some kind of familiarity (13 out
of 20 “Familiar” and “Very Familiar”) and only 1 Respondent indicated that it was not familiar with
GAHP.

iii.

Stakeholder Survey: A third type of Survey was shared among a variety of GAHP stakeholders and
drew 22 responses from 19 different Organisations. The majority of the respondents were from
Civil Society Organisations (CSOs)/ Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) (8 out of 22) and
Government Ministries (5 out of 22). The sectors of activity most selected by the respondents to
indicate their Organisations’ focus were Environmental Health (11 out of 22) and Environment,
Climate Change (11 out of 22) and 6 Respondents indicated Pollution Management and
Remediation as a sector of activity. Concerning the Respondents’ familiarity with the missions and
activities of GAHP, the majority of respondents indicated they are familiar or very familiar with
GAHP’s activities and missions (12 out of 22) whereas only 2 Respondent indicated that they were
not familiar.

1.5 Review Challenges
This review of GAHP involved a number of challenges. A first challenge faced during the assessment, in
particular during at least some of the stakeholder consultations, is that there is often significant
differences/variation across GAHP stakeholders and members in the nature, knowledge of and level of their
exposure to GAHP and its activities. An example is the extended GAHP members list, where it is understood
that a significant proportion of this list are not members rather organisations that have had some past
and/or sporadic contact/interaction with GAHP. There is no automatic solution to this challenge, as this is a
5

The remaining 3 came from Higher Education Institution, Civil Society Organisations and a regional agency.
Four Respondents closed the E-Survey after providing name, surname and their organisation’s details only. For the
purpose of this evaluation and analysis these four Respondents’ answers will not be reported altogether.
7
One Organisation is unknown as the respondents did not disclose their organisation’s identity, and thus is not
counted.
11
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situation, however the review will take every effort to try to understand stakeholders’ knowledge
of/exposure to GAHP during the review work (e.g. including preliminary questions on this in the review
survey consultation), as well as taking care in the development of the review findings and conclusions.
A second challenge was that as this is a review of a specific initiative, it is by nature to some degree
sensitive, and hence the necessity of combining requests for sensitive information and/or stakeholder
views with ensuring transparency. A third challenge was the work on mapping stakeholders in the sector,
where information is rather ‘molecularised’ and fragmented, which was a time-consuming exercise. A
fourth challenge has been that as GAHP’ Secretariat is staffed by Pure Earth staff, GAHP and Pure Earth are
sometimes seen as interchangeable or ‘two sides of the same coin’ by some GAHP members and
stakeholders.
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Chapter 2 - About the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution
Chapter Guide
This Chapter provides a summary overview of GAHP, specifically:


GAHP Objectives and Rationale (Section 2.1)



GAHP Membership (Section 2.2)



GAHP Activities (Section 2.3)

2.1 GAHP Objectives and Rationale
GAHP was established in Bellagio (Italy) in 2012 as a collaborative body with the aim of providing low-and
middle-income countries (LMICs) with the tools to tackle toxic pollution and alleviate its impacts on human
health, especially on children and pregnant women. The Alliance thus had as starting mission to be a
collaborative body which would “facilitate the provision of technical and financial resources to
governments and communities, to reduce the impacts of pollution on health, in low- and middle-income
countries (LMICs)”. GAHP coordinates resources and activities to assist LMICs to take concrete action to
address chemicals, wastes and toxic pollution and their impacts on human health, including remediation
and prevention of future contamination. The solutions it provides relate to pollution in the broadest sense
possible, whether it be indoor or outdoor air, soil or water related.
Through its range of activities and services, GAHP contributes to raising awareness of the health and
environmental impact of all types of pollution and on building public and political will to address the issue.
Backed mainly by the WB and UNIDO and the EC, GAHP is a community of members and observers or
associates, and its administrative structure is made up of an Executive Committee, a Secretariat and a
Technical Advisory Group (TAG). GAHP activities are implemented by the Secretariat, currently hosted by
Pure Earth, and governed by the Executive Committee, whilst TAG provides key technical expertise and
advice to GAHP operations and activities. Its membership consists of organizations who have committed to
building country-specific local capacity for the identification, examination and mitigation of toxic sites, as
well as promoting the insertion of such initiates into development strategies and agendas. During its initial
formative phase GAHP’s Secretariat formed its team, drafted constitutive documents and revised them
based on partner reviews, while some pilot projects were also launched with World Bank (WB) support to
test the alliance’s approaches and gather useful lessons.

2.2 Genesis of The Alliance
Building the case for GAHP’s creation
GAHP’s origins and raison d’être lies in the emerging body of evidence, in the period prior to 2012,
highlighting how the risks derived from chemicals, wastes and toxic pollution are likely to have impact on
the health of more than 100 million people, especially in LMICs8. Newly available data estimated that the
burden of disease in some countries appeared to be comparable to other global public health problems,
8

Emerging data from the ongoing global Toxic Sites Identification Program, conducted by Blacksmith Institute (now
PE) in collaboration with UNIDO, during 20XX-20XX
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making it a public health issue as salient as tuberculosis, malaria and HIV/AIDS, which rightly receive
considerable international attention and resources.9
Data extracted in 2012 from the then Blacksmith Institute’s TSIP database showed how roughly 80% of
identified sites had a legacy pollution component10 and about 62% had both active and legacy
components. The data showed as well that while high-income countries, multinational companies and
consumers were contributing significantly to the problem, the majority of toxic hotspots were from
abandoned industrial sites or poorly regulated small-scale activities.11 Also the data showed how poor and
marginalized populations (especially in LMICs) are unfairly burdened with the effects of toxic pollution and
how economic deprivation increases the magnitude of pollution related morbidity and mortality. Indeed,
small-scale livelihood activities undertaken by poor communities around the world are often conducted
with little or no accompanying safety measures and at significant health risk to workers and their families.
Furthermore, unhealthy physical environments are often characterized by a context of impoverishment and
economic exploitation.12
In response to this new evidence, a number of stakeholders from the Environment and Health sectors
started working on a concept for a global alliance to increase awareness of the health and toxic pollution
nexus. A first step in the direction of GAHP’s creation was the 2007 meeting in Bellagio, Italy, organised
by the Blacksmith Institute (now Pure Earth). The meeting brought together representatives from the
Governments of the United States, Germany, China, Russia, Mozambique, Kenya, the Philippines, UNIDO,
the World Bank and Green Cross Switzerland to discuss toxic pollution and its human health effects. During
this meeting the idea to create and support a specific initiative to address the issue globally emerged13. The
originally denominated “Global Alliance for Legacy Pollution and Health” (GALPH) was thus born out of
the shared recognition that this broad set of issues related to chemicals and waste had been significantly
under addressed within the international development agenda.14 Indeed, while Toxic Pollution had until
then negatively affected the achievement of several of the MDGs (primarily those related to environmental
sustainability, poverty and maternal and child health), legacy pollution as an environmental issue per se had
had largely fallen off the radar.
This had been partially due to the scarce availability of data and studies on the extent of such issue in the
previous decades.15 With few exceptions (notably India, the Philippines, China and Mexico), LMICs were
seen as generally lacking comprehensive systems to monitor/analyse data on their toxic hotspots, or have
existing databases on such issues. This was often considered to have been one of the key reasons for the
under estimation of the extent of contamination in terms of human health risk at a national level.

9

Strategy And Business Plan – 2012 To 2014, Draft – For Comment And Approval, October 23, 2012
Background
10
However, in-house expertise and data from the Blacksmith Toxic Sites Identification Program database also had
17% of polluted sites are legacy only, while 62% of polluted sites have both active and legacy components, and 21% of
sites are active only.
11
Global Alliance On Health And Pollution (GAHP) Addendums To Constitutive Document
July 2012
12
Global Alliance On Health And Pollution (GAHP) Addendums To Constitutive Document
July 2012
13
Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP) Addendums to Constitutive Document
JULY 2012
14
Ibid.
15
Ibid.
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Furthermore, while most Western countries had already dealt with most of their toxic pollution problems
during the 1970’s and 1980’s through major government initiatives (e.g. US Superfund), LMICs that had
undergone significant industrialization in the recent decades had in contrast not yet implemented parallel
programmes to tackle toxic pollution, especially legacy pollution.16 LMICs also vary significantly in their
national capacity to provide technical and financial support to address toxic pollution and in setting up
adequate regulatory frameworks, and at the same time in implementing already existing pollution
regulations. 17
Up until 2012, most of the international support for legacy pollution remediation, while presenting lessons
learned from successful projects, had only focused on ad-hoc basis approach (e.g. FAO’s Africa Stockpiles
Project the Basel) and resulted in a number of specific instruments being established, such as the POPs
Convention (Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions, the Montreal Protocol and the Strategic Approach to
International Chemicals Management - SAICM). However, most of these initiatives and conventions are
voluntary and underfunded, and “do not specifically focus on legacy pollution or adequately cover sitespecific exposures, environmental emergencies or occupational exposures to toxic pollutants from artisanal
activities”.18 Moreover, pollution legacy issues refer not only to the tangible existence of thousands of toxic
hotspots around the world but are also related to the need to enhance LMICs’ regulatory capacity and the
awareness raising and advocacy activity played by relevant organisations and stakeholders in international
conventions and fora.19
Further momentum for the creation of a global platform also emerged as a result of the May 2010 WHO
Resolutions WHA63.25 and WHA63.26, respectively on ‘the Improvement of health through safe and
environmentally sound waste management’ and ‘Improvement of health through sound management of
obsolete pesticides and other obsolete chemicals’. Such Resolutions called for specific action from the
WHO and its MS to 20i) Apply Health Impact Assessment to assess the health aspects of waste management
in order to make it safe and environmentally sound ii) Raise awareness of links with health & livelihood and
environment iii) Work with relevant institutions e.g. UNEP, FAO, SAICM, the Basel Convention to improve
health through sound management of waste, obsolete pesticides and chemicals; and iv) Adopt or
strengthen national policies and legislation Increase support for training & capacity building and
coordinated Activities
The UNCSD Rio + 20 Conference (June 2012) also pushed forward the idea of dealing with pollution as a
global health issue, by formally acknowledging that the global burden and threat of noncommunicable
diseases (NCDs) constituted one of the major challenges for sustainable development in the twenty-first
century and recognising that reducing inter-alia air, water and chemical pollution would lead to positive
effects on health.
In 2010, in collaboration with the World Bank and the Asian Development Bank, the Blacksmith Institute
convened a larger group of donor agencies, including three bilateral donors (CIDA, JICA and the EC), the
Inter-American Development Bank, UNIDO, UNEP and WHO, and five Ministries of Environment (Indonesia,
Mexico, Philippines, Senegal and Ukraine) to examine the preliminary data from the newly implemented
global Toxic Sites Identification Program. Evidence was thus found for proposing the necessity a concerted
international response, whose efforts would have to especially focus on financial and technical support
16
17

Ibid.

18

Ibid.
Ibid.
20
WHO PPT in Bellagio meeting, 2-6 July 2012.
19
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to developing countries, primarily LMICs, to clean up contaminated sites and reduce human health
impacts. The above-mentioned group, working towards the establishment of the GALPH, also agreed that
as “a public health and environmental issue”, legacy pollution “urgently needed a policy and fiscal response
from the international community and therefore remediation strategies should aim for economic growth
and sustainable livelihoods, concurrent with improved environmental health in order to break the link
between pollution and poverty.”21 They shared the view that solutions to global toxic pollution issues not
only exist but can often be implemented cost effectively, underlining the economic value of toxic sites
remediation and prevention for LMICs in terms of redevelopment, sustainability of natural resources and
provision of ecosystem services.22 They also recognised how efficient and systematic structures were still
missing to take full advantage of the available wealth of technical expertise already existing internationally
and nationally (including the exploitation of South-South knowledge).
From GALPH to GAHP
Formerly named ‘Global Alliance on Legacy Pollution and Health (GALPH)’ 23, the Alliance was envisioned
to have a clear focus on legacy toxic hotspots in LMICs. Legacy pollution was defined as what left over
from polluting activities resulting from the discharge of heavy metals, radionuclides, solvents, pesticides
and other poisonous substances into the natural environment. 24
A series of Conference Calls between April and June 2012 anticipated the Bellagio discussion on a number
of topics and served to develop the documents tabled at the GALP/GAHP Founding Meeting in July 2012.
Table 2.1 below provides a summary of the Conference Calls discussions leading up to the Bellagio 2012
meeting.

21

Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP) Addendums to Constitutive Document, July 2012.
Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP) Addendums to Constitutive Document, July 2012
23
Global Alliance on Legacy Pollution and Health (GALPH) Addendums to Constitutive Document Draft for Approval in
Bellagio July 2012, May 2012.
24
Global Alliance on Legacy Pollution and Health (GALPH) Addendums to Constitutive Document Draft for Approval in
Bellagio July 2012, May 2012.
22
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Table 2.1- Pre Bellagio Meeting Conf. Calls- Summary of Minutes:
Date

Participants

13/04/2012

BI
CIDA
MoE Uruguay
NRDC
UNIDO
US DoT
US EPA
WB
WHO

24/05/2012

BI
CIDA
GIZ

25
26

Keys issues discussed
 GALPH Governance Structure & Resources:
o WHO asked for clarification on the accountability of the Alliance Board, on the preferred option for an independent Secretariat/ Board, and the
exclusion of other mechanisms (i.e. Trust Fund which could subcontract Secretariat services). WHO underlined being comfortable with WB
administering the Alliance and the need to clarify the role of Advisory Group vs. Alliance Board. It also asked for clarification on the scale of funds
available and how to minimize the burden of the Secretariat.
o US DoT suggested to indicate that fiduciary/admin oversight would be provided by a separate committee, or entity (WB, or someone that has
expertise in those areas). Found appropriated to have general meeting once a year.
o US EPA underlined the necessity to distinguish between financial, admin and management of projects, remarking the need for setting up an efficient
infrastructure for the management of projects.
o BI clarified that general project management would be by the Secretariat, and partner countries would be represented in the Board. Remediation
activities would be done through Alliance with full collaboration of national government agencies, co-financing would be sought where possible. The
Board would then define who would be the implementing body. BI proposed to put together guidelines for this and have programmatic discussion
separate from the organizational structure.
o UNIDO warned on the possible conflict of interest between the different bodies.
o CIDA suggested to look at lessons learned from multi-donor trust funds hosted by WB (with WB as Trustee) (e.g. GAVI).
25
o XXX/BI stated how most of the donor countries approached couldn’t commit any funds, and remarked need to look at existing mechanisms (i.e.
applicable GEF, WB loans). Agreed with WHO’ suggestion that a Trust Fund w/in the WB, with a Secretariat to manage it would be long term solution.
Underlined GALPH would be building support for the development of a long-term fund and that Implementation of the pilot projects could be taken on
by member(s) and financed by them.
26
o BI/US DoT : Remarked how formalisation of the Alliance would also create challenges (rigidity of the structure) and also that a Trust Fund would be
for the moment premature, as it requires a great deal of political capital and there are so many others in place. Blacksmith being in place would be the
most effective and cost-efficient solution.
 Discussion on keeping GALPH a loose, non-legal structure
 Discussion on dependency on DGF for funding and importance of Sustainability: CIDA underlined how involving private sector would be key for solution
and resource issue. BI underlined how large health funding agencies are waiting for the research that shows there is significant health impacts before
committing money in this area (need for peer-reviewed papers to be released/published). US DoT also agreed.
 Constitutive Draft Document: MoE Norway, USAID and ICCA requested to be referred to as ‘Observers’ in the document. The group agreed to add the
words ‘as member or Observer’ to the relevant paragraph to add flexibility for interested organizations. This was included in the draft Constitutive
Document circulated in the July 2012 Bellagio Meeting.
 GALPH Implementation Strategy Document: BI clarified that GALPH will not be an implementing agency, but (as per the objectives in the constitutive

Minutes provided are quite vague, and are also in some cases confusing/misleading, thus it was not always possible to understand whose point of view was reported.
Minutes provided are quite vague, and are also in some cases confusing/misleading, thus it was not always possible to understand whose point of view was reported.
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Date

25/06/2012

Participants
ICCA
IDB
MoE Norway
SEMARNAT
UNIDO
US DoS OES
US DoT
US EPA
USAID
WB
WHO

BI
GIZ
UNEP
US DoS
US DoS OES
US EPA
WHO

Keys issues discussed
document) will assist LMICs to take action. Since the response to toxic pollution issues should to be country-driven, GALPH assistance would focus on
assisting in prioritization of issues (NTPAs), selection of projects, and identification of available resources to address legacy pollution. The prioritization
process should focus on health exposures. The GALPH will test its strategy through three pilot projects to be funded by the WB and EC. The group agreed
to (US DoT’s) request to further develop in the document a structured approach in terms of the role of GALPH (in simple, bullet point format) and also
define who will document results at the end. BI suggested GALPH take on this role, while USAID suggested that GALPH should work with well-respected
journals to publish results (added-value for awareness raising objective of GALPH).
 Site Selection Criteria: BI emphasized that interventions must ensure active pollution stops before remediation is implemented. BI suggested to convene
in early June a Smaller group of interested GALPH members or observers to create a simple technical template for prioritization and site selection.
 GALPH Resources: BI reported that given the low prospects for new funding being made available from donor countries, it would be hard to create a
specific fund to address pollution, thus the GALPH would need to look at currently available resources and work in define gaps for when future funding
does become available. BI suggested resources may also come from MDB loans or national sources, as they do in Mexico, India and China.
 Intervention Logic Matrix: Upon request by SEMARNAT and WB, it was agreed to add more details to the matrices, using data from TSIP and data
provided from partner countries.
 Key topics for Bellagio Conference Agenda: 1) Define and formalize the constitutive and organizational nature of GALPH; 2) Define a strategy for different
types of pollution problems by different country types and identify resources available, gaps and potential funding sources for the future; 3) Define a noncompulsory but technical basis for how projects can be prioritized and selected on a country by country basis.
 Discussion on Bellagio meeting agenda and outputs expected (July 2012)
 Accountability and decision making within GALPH: Upon request for clarification by US EPA, it was agreed to create a flowchart be to show how
requests or proposals would be handled by GALPH and discuss relevant documents in Bellagio.
 GALPH Technical Advisory Group (TAG) role: BI suggested the involvement of the TAG in the rigorous analysis of proposals and in recommending
proposals to the Executive Board. The Board would then decide which proposals are funded and also who in the GALPH could implement/help implement
the project and raise/allocate the necessary resources. The TAG would take on the role of defining good remediation principles for GALPH and provide
advice to countries involved. To this end, the TAG would be in charge of setting up a body of documents/guidelines to be used by GALPH and countries
alike.
 Use of Blacksmith Index for site selection criteria: UNEP/WHO asked for clarification on the Index. BI clarified that the Index takes into account standards
for levels in soil, air, water, etc. and looks to see if there are toxins that exceed that by a factor of three that is in a pathway of exposure. The Index
estimates how many people are in pathways of exposure and then takes a log of that resulting number to enable ranking. Criteria other than the Index
would also be considered (feasibility, legal obstacles, cost effectiveness, DALYs/QALYs, ability to build capacity and be replicated).
 Site Selection Criteria document: BI remarked that small funds would be available to test the implementation of GALPH, and thus the site selection
criteria would have to be the first set of tools to be designed. BI also suggested to consider the selection criteria as a “check list” and not in the form of a
simple threshold score to reach. Upon request for clarification by US EPA, BI clarified that the provision of capacity assistance to companies for
environmental improvement could also be a legitimate function for GALPH, but that each case should be looked at individually.
 Length of Remediation projects: Upon request for clarification by US EPA, BI clarified that the first priority for GALPH’s action would be to eliminate the
short-term exposure to toxic pollution, but that attention to long-term solutions would also be necessary. UNEP suggested that short term solutions (e.g.
emergency problems) should have a separate source of funding.
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GAHLP Bellagio Meeting
During July 2-6 2012, the World Bank and the Blacksmith Institute (now Pure Earth) hosted the
first meeting of the then GALPH at the Rockefeller Foundation Center in Bellagio, Italy, where the
participating founder members outlined the first implementation plan for GALPH (and activities for
the next three years: 2012-2014).
On the one hand the Bellagio meeting restated the necessity of a restricted scope for the Alliance,
presenting a clear focus on legacy pollution as a key advantage in order to ensure the feasibility of
the Alliance’activities and achievement of its target results at international level. On the other
hand, the recorded discussions also presented the necessity for the Aliiance to address ongoing
polluting activities in the target LIMCs, so as to ensure the impact in the long term of the Alliance’s
remediation activities. Indeed, notes from the Bellagio meeting27 show how the Alliance was
referred to as “GALPH” until the very last day of the Meeting, where the name GAHP is mentioned
for the first time. Discussions also touched upon the very definition of “legacy pollution” and on
defining “legacy sites vs. action sites”, however such discussion is not recorded in the notes
received by the external evaluator. The discussions also included reference to legacy pollution
possibly being added to the GEF’s existing chemicals mandate. These discussions seem to have
been part of a wider debate on the rationale for the choice of the geographic areas of intervention
for the demonstration (pilot) projects and the extent of their scope, which was intended to be “ the
most representative as possible” and which would be serving as the Alliance’s “proof of concept”. In
particular, with regard to the necessity of demonstrating the clear health benefits for the target
populations of GAHP activities’, the Bellagio discussions also seemed to show consensus that
results would be best shown not by demonstration projects or large/scale projects only but rather
by follow-up studies aimed at proving effectiveness and longer-term impact.
Overall, the key outcome from the Bellagio founding meeting was thus the shift and widening of
the scope of the proposed Alliance, which had originally being specifically focused on legacy
pollution only (see table 2.2. below). The newly created GAHP would thus seek to address more
generally the problem of chemicals, waste and toxic pollution in LMICs, specifically to reduce the
harmful effects of toxins on public health, and with a clear mission to assist LMICs governments in
cleaning-up legacy toxic hotspots, preventing re-contamination and guarding against future toxic
pollution. The meeting served as well to reach shared consensus on the structure of the Alliance, the
proposed decision-making and organizational-governance structure, mandate, options for financial
and technical support, as well as strategies for scaling up Implementation. Priorities and timeline,
selection criteria for projects and grants were also discussed28, and these are utlined in the approved
Consitutive Document of the GAHP. GAPH’s prospective members and observers also agreed during
the Bellagio meeting that their involvement is voluntary, and that membership would be open to
other entities, and that any role taken up in this context would not require a pledge of resources. 29

27

Notes received from PE and requested by the External Consultant.
Bellagio Meeting Agenda, July 2012
29
Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP): Partnering to Rid the World of Toxic Hotspots Bellagio
Meeting – July 2012 Outcomes and Next Steps.
28
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Table 2.2 - GALPH and GAHP Consitutive Documents - Comparison of Key Changes (denoted in bold red font):
30

31

Draft For Approval In Bellagio July 2012
Global Alliance for Legacy Pollution and Health (GALPH)

October 2012 text
Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP).

June 2014 text
No changes from October
2012 version

The Global Alliance for Legacy Pollution and Health seeks to
address the problem of legacy pollution in low-and middleincome countries, specifically to reduce the harmful effects of
toxins on public health.

The Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP) seeks to address
the problem of chemicals, waste and toxic pollution in low-and
middle-income countries, specifically to reduce the harmful effects
of toxins on public health.

No changes from October
2012 version

Vision

The vision of GALPH is a world safe from toxic pollution. Its
mission is to help clean-up legacy toxic hotspots, prevent recontamination and assist low- and middle-income countries to
guard against future toxic pollution.

All further mentions to “legacy pollution” become instead
“chemicals, wastes and toxic pollution”.
GAHP members will work to coordinate their existing resources as
best possible to assist in the GAHP agenda. Members will also begin
efforts to find sustainable financing for GAHP activities. The WB,
pending approval, will act as a host for a future multilateral donor
trust fund. Until new resources are raised, the current structure will
suffice to implement GAHP activities.
The vision of GAHP is a world safe from toxic pollution. Its mission is
to assist low- and middle-income countries with regards to chemicals
and wastes, clean-up legacy toxic hotspots, prevent recontamination and to guard against future toxic pollution.

Membership

Currently organizations interested participating in the Alliance,
as either members or observers, include but are not limited to
(in alphabetical order) […]

Alliance Name
Scope &
Objectives

Resources

Lists only the Members NOT the Observers

No changes from October
2012 version

No changes from October
2012 version

Updated Members list
and added a specific
Observers (only) list

30

Source: Annex IV to the 2012 Report for the project Reduction of Toxic Pollution Threatening the Environment and Health of Vulnerable Communities, UNIDO Project Number:
EEGLO11039, EC EuropeAid Contract Number: DCI-ENV/2011/261448/TPS.
31
Source: Annex B to the 2016 Final report of for the project Reduction of Toxic Pollution Threatening the Environment and Health of Vulnerable Communities, UNIDO PROJECT
NUMBER: 100340 EC EuropeAid CONTRACT NUMBER: DCI-ENV/2011/261448/TPS.
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Governance

30

Draft For Approval In Bellagio July 2012
Alliance Board

October 2012 text
Executive Committee

The Alliance Board shall be comprised of 10-15 representatives
from bilateral, multilateral and international agencies, low- and
middle-income country governments, as well as academia, nonprofit and private sectors.

The Executive Committee is comprised of seven representatives.
Current members include one representative from the Asian
Development Bank, the World Bank, Blacksmith Institute, UNIDO,
the European Commission (EC), the German Agency for International
Cooperation
(Deutsche
Gesellschaft
fuer
Internationale
Zusammenarbeit - GIZ), and the Department of the Environment and
Natural Resources of the Philippines.

The World Bank will chair the Alliance Board for the first three
years. Decisions taken by the Board require consensus. Quorum
will be two-thirds. Board member organizations are not
required to make a financial contribution in order to
participate.
The Board will convene every six months, once at a face-to-face
meeting lasting 3-4 days, and once virtually via
tele/videoconference. The Board will convene occasional
additional teleconferences as necessary.
During the implementation phase, the Alliance Board role
would remain one of strategy and guidance. It will also review
and approve pilot implementation projects to test the design of
the Alliance and future projects pending availability of
resources. Depending on the mechanism chosen, some or all of
functions of the Alliance Board will be incorporated into the
mechanism (in the case of a Trust Fund housed at the World
Bank, which would then take on administrative and fiduciary
oversight) or transferred to the Secretariat.

31

June 2014 text
The Executive Committee
is comprised of nine
representatives. Currently
there are 7
Members […]

The World Bank will chair the Executive Committee for the first
three years. Decisions taken by the Executive Committee require
consensus. Quorum will be five representatives. Executive
Committee member organizations are not required to make a
financial contribution in order to participate.
The Executive Committee will convene quarterly via
tele/videoconference or in person, at events such as the WB Annual
meeting (which may also serve as a venue for GAHP annual meeting)
or an independent venue pending availability of resources. The
Executive Committee will convene more often if necessary.
During the implementation phase, the Executive Committee role
would remain one of strategy and guidance. It will also review and
approve pilot implementation projects to test the design of the
GAHP and future projects pending availability of resources.
Depending on the mechanism chosen, some or all of functions of the
Executive Committee will be incorporated into the mechanism (in
the case of a Trust Fund housed at the World Bank, which would
then take on administrative and fiduciary oversight) or transferred
to the Secretariat.
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2.3 GAHP Membership
As of 13 June 2017, GAHP comprised 50 members, including 2 Multilateral Development Agencies/Banks, 3
Bilateral Donor Government Agencies, 22 LMIC Government Agencies32, 4 local LMIC NGOs, 9 International
NGOs, 2 LMIC Universities, 3 Universities/Higher Education Institutions, 4 UN Agencies (UNDP, UNIDO,
UNEP and UNITAR33) and 1 non-UN International Organization (the Basel Convention Regional Center of
South America). The most recent members joining GAHP (2017) are the Environment and Security Center of
Mongolia (ESCM), the Asian Institute of Technology, the Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI), the Ministry
of Health (MINSA) of Peru, the National Institute of Health (Instituto Nacional de Salud) of Colombia and
the Ministry of Health of the Government of Kenya.
Table 2.1 – List of GAHP Members (as of July 2017)
Member Type

Agency/Organisation Name

Bilateral donor
government Agencies:

European Commission (EC), German International Development (GIZ), German Ministry of
Environment and Buildings (BUMB).

LMIC Government
Agencies:

Government of Buenos Aires - Argentina, Government of Cambodia - Ministry of
Environment, Government of Cameroon - Ministry of Environment, Government of City of
Montevideo - Uruguay, Government of Colombia - National Institute of Health, Government
of Ghana - EPA, Government of Indonesia - Ministry of Environment, Government of Jordan Ministry of Environment, Government of Kenya - Ministry of Health, Government of
Madagascar - Ministry of Environment and Forestry, Government of Mali - Ministry of
Environment, Government of Mexico - Secretariat of Environment and Natural Resources
(SEMARNAT), Government of Nigeria - Ministry of Environment, Government of Peru Ministry of Environment (MINAM), Government of Peru - MINSA (Ministry of Health),
Government of Senegal - Ministry of Environment, Government of Senegal - Ministry of
Health, Government of Tajikistan, Ministry of Health - Government of Thailand - Pollution
Control Department, Government of the Philippines - Department of Environment and
Natural Resources (DENR), Government of Togo - Ministry of Environment, Government of
Uruguay - Ministry of Housing, Territorial Planning and Environment (MVOTMA).

LMIC Universities:

Asian Institute of Technology, Suez Canal University.

Local LMIC NGOs:

Chulabhorn Research Institute, Environment and Security Center of Mongolia (ESCM),
Fundación Chile, Komite Penghapusan Bensin Bertimbel (KPBB).

Multilateral Development
Agency/Bank:

International NGOs:

32

Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), World Bank (WB).
Clean Air Asia, Consortium of Universities for Global Health, Cyrus Vance Center,
Global Alliance for Clean Cookstoves, Global Green Growth Institute (GGGI), Green Cross
Switzerland, Health and Environment Alliance (HEAL), International Center for Chemical
Safety and Security, Pure Earth (formerly Blacksmith Institute).

In the course of the evaluation the Ministry of Health of Peru reported not being a member of GAHP, as evident
from the answers to the Survey. However, their organisation’s name continued to appear on the GAHP official website
in the member organisations section as of today (and more recently on the homepage). Being the MoH of Peru a
recent addition to the membership, this might have been due to MoH internal communications issues. For the
purpose of this review, the MoH MONSA of Peru is counted as a member.
33
UNITAR has been included in the membership list, in view of the official GAHP membership records. In the course of
the evaluation UNITAR remarked not being a member but an Observer. UNITAR communicated receiving invitation to
join GAHP in June 2016 and participating in the first GAHP TC on 8 October 2016. For the purpose of this review,
UNITAR is counted as a member.
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Member Type

Agency/Organisation Name
Non-UN IOs

UN Agencies:
Universities/Higher
Education Institutions:

Basel Convention Regional Center of South America.
34

UNDP, UNEP, UNIDO, UNITAR .
Children's Environmental Health Center of the Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai, Earth
Institute at Columbia University, Harvard School of Public Health

Regarding the status of the Asian Development Bank (ADB), previously a Member of GAHP and Voting
Member in the GAHP Executive Committee since 2012, ADB resigned its membership in early 2017 stating
insufficient staff resources to allow it to effectively follow GAHP’s work and contribute to same. US EPA,
which was a former Observer/Technical Advisor to GAHP and appearing as a non-voting “Observer
Organisation” represented in the GAHP Executive Committee during 2015-2016, is also no longer
participating officially in GAHP activities for the current year (2017), due to political changes in the US
Administration. Figure 1 below provides an overview of GAHP membership by organisation type.
Fig. 2.1- Overview of GAHP membership by organisation type

2.4 Overview of GAHP Activities
GAHP members outlined three key priorities for the five years following the 2014 annual meeting during
which they were adopted. Firstly, the Alliance committed to promoting scientific research which focuses on
pollution and its socio-economic and environmental reverberations. More specifically, this refers to
research about any negative impact pollution can have on health, poverty and the environment, but also
research which can provide cost-effective solutions and successful models to help raise awareness about
34

In the course of the evaluation UNITAR remarked not being a member but simply an observers (invitation to join
received in June 2016 and participation in the first GAHP TC on 8 October 2016).
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the need for action as well as develop performance-based metrics to measure change/performance
indicators. The GAHP’s second priority going into 2019 is to raise awareness regarding all types of pollution
and their impact on human health and the environment. The overall purpose of this priority is to gather
support and resources (both financial and technical) for on-the-ground action in LMICs, as well as other
GAHP activities, such as awareness raising. Thirdly, GAHP assists LMICs in their actions towards prioritizing
and addressing toxic pollution from Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSME) sites and reduce any
associated health impacts.
Currently, GAHP’s activities include a toxic site identification database, capacity building actions towards
national stakeholders in partner countries (LMICs) for the development of national health and pollution
related action plans, technical assistance in carrying out remediation of polluted sites, and awareness
raising and advocacy through various platforms such as social media, conference participation, report and
publication of scientific articles.
The following list provides an overview of GAHP’s past and present activities:












Toxic Remediation pilot projects.
Use of the Toxic Site Identification Program to populate a database of contaminated or at-risk sites in
LMICs (support to PE’s TSIPs).
Support for the development of National Toxic Action Plans (NTAPs).
Support for the development of Health and Pollution Action Plans (HPAPs).
Event participation to gather support for tackling legacy pollution issues.
Report and article publication, also for awareness raising and dissemination of know-how.
Social Media: Facebook, Twitter public accounts used for dissemination, but also for gathering
campaign specific support (e.g. #SpotlightPollution campaign for SDG3 to include water and soil
pollution/contamination).
Commission on Pollution and Health who will produce a report which will give world leaders and
stakeholders an overview of the costs to human health and socio-economic conditions that air, water
and soil pollution bring about.
Pollution Info-Series - Live video presentations of case studies, data and know-how by experts,
followed by series of Questions and Answers are organised and recorded for continuous
dissemination.

GAHP currently has declared that it is reflecting on how the Alliance should be best go forward, and during
the GAHP meeting in Bellagio in May 2017 it launched an initial discussion on this. Since then, it has
engaged in developing a strategy for the Alliance.
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Part II - Review Findings
Chapter 3 – GAHP’s Relevance
Chapter Guide
This Chapter considers the relevance of GAHP, in particular at the following levels:


GAHP relevance to target (LMIC) countries’ national development and environmental priorities and
strategies (Section 3.1)



Relevance of GAHP’s objectives to the different target groups of the interventions (e.g. companies, civil
society, beneficiaries of capacity building and training, etc.) (Section 3.2)



GAHP relevance to the global development and environmental agenda, including regional and
international agreements (Section 3.3).

3.1

GAHP’s Relevance to LMIC Governments’ Priorities and Strategies

GAHP is broadly relevant to the national development and environment priorities and strategies of the
Governments and populations of the Low and Middle-Income Countries (LMICs) that it targets. While
LMICs’ policies generally target improved public health for their citizens, GAHP has been working to raise
awareness regarding the risks and negative impacts of toxic pollution on the global level, with limited direct
activity in target LMICs. Thus, its relevance is primarily indirect in that increased awareness and political
attention to toxic pollution at national level stems as a result of GAHP awareness-raising and advocacy at
the global level. This relevance is of course higher in countries where GAHP has been (directly) active in
carrying out TSIP work (whether directly as GAHP or through Pure Earth, formerly the Blacksmith Institute)
or pilot projects, or where local governments requested GAHP support within the framework of the
National Toxic Action Planning (NTAP) process, or currently under the more comprehensive Health and
Pollution Action Planning (HPAPs) process.
Relevance to national priorities and strategies is highly evident in the designing and operation of GAHP
instruments to support “on the ground” action and technical capacity building in LMICs. NTAPs, and more
recently HPAPs, are the result of close cooperation and planning between the GAHP and LMICs national
governments, through the appropriate relevant ministerial departments and agencies (usually Environment
or Health Ministries) and other sectoral stakeholders. Through these instruments GAHP responds to the
LMICs’ needs to address both the internal lack of understanding about the scope and impacts of toxic
pollution in their territories and their lack of technical expertise. These two factors have been identified by
GAHP LMIC stakeholders and members as key challenges in making progress in getting toxic pollution, and
pollution impacts on human health in general, mainstreamed in national policy agendas, as well as at the
same time negatively affecting the enforcement of existing regulations and agreements dealing with
chemicals, hazardous wastes and toxic pollution.
GAHP works closely with a variety of governmental and nongovernmental stakeholders in targeted
LMICs, thus ensuring that their national development and environmental priorities and strategies are
taken into account to the highest possible degree and that these priorities are considered in GAHP’s local
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capacity building activities. This enables the targeted LMICs to strategically take their own on-the-ground
action to prevent and/or reduce the impacts of toxic pollution. GAHP implementation of NTAPs and HPAPs
in LMICs starts only upon reassurance from counterpart national governments on their commitment to this
issue, including a willingness to transfer the responsibility of the collection of data and information related
to chemicals, waste and toxic pollution to a designated agency. GAHP thereby assists government agencies
to carry out needs assessment related to internal capacity and to draft an action plan to deal with priority
areas for immediate action, helping in the identification process of areas that would need further additional
investment or outside support. GAHP also helps the designated national authorities and government
agencies to define implementation needs and funding and technical mechanisms (including budgetary
requirements, national and international funding streams and possible donor/funding agencies), thus
making sure that LMICs incorporate their needs into a sound and realistic country plan.
Assessing the relevance of GAHP to national development and environment priorities and strategies
involves a conundrum in that the existence of toxic pollution challenges (and awareness thereof) varies in
specific LMICs. However, evidence suggests that relevance is enhanced where a participatory site
identification process or a GAHP-supported pilot project has been carried out. Through the NTAPs, GAHP
has assisted about a dozen national governments to understand the scope of their pollution problem especially its impacts on public health, the environment and integrity of natural resources – and to
prioritize areas for intervention, and mainstream the issue of toxic pollution, chemicals and waste into
policies and development strategies. It has held TSIP trainings in more than 20 countries35 and trained a
total of 194 investigators and 151 government representatives to rapidly assess contaminated sites. GAHP
also addresses the aforementioned LMICs’ needs of for technical guidance documents and tools to
address the issue of toxic pollution, through the work of its Technical Advisory Group which has released
over the years a number of specific technical guidelines, which are also publicly available.
GAHP LMIC members consider GAHP’s work to be highly relevant to their development priorities and/or
environmental priorities – the LMICs Survey showed that all 19 LMIC Respondents considered that GAHP
activities and services were either Relevant, Very Relevant or Extremely Relevant to their national/local
development priorities (in general) and to their national/local. LMIC stakeholders also consider GAHP’s
relevance to their respective organisations’ mission and priorities (18 from 19 respondents considering
GAHP to be very/extremely relevant or relevant). GAHP’s relevance to the wider regional development
priorities and environmental priorities also scores very highly (18 from 19 respondents considering GAHP to
be very/extremely relevant or relevant). Interestingly, one Respondent pointed out that the lower
relevance to wider regional context would be attributed to the need to first strengthen the pollutionrelated health activities at national level and that “the GAHP technical support and collaboration at national
level remains for now primary”. Another respondent underlined how the GAHP contributed to bring up
pollution and health issues as a priority for its government department (Ministry of Environment) and
successfully promoted inter-agency and multi-stakeholder collaboration.
The LMIC survey also showed that a substantial majority of Respondents (14 out of 19) joined GAHP to i)
build their capacity to understand toxic pollution challenges, ii) improve their capacity to raise awareness
on toxic pollution nationally or internationally and iii) build their capacity to address toxic pollution
challenges/implement remediation and iv) Access/network with stakeholders active in addressing toxic
pollution (including donors and UN agencies), which broadly coincide with GAHP’s key strategic objectives.
Respondents from LMICs, which as previously reported were mainly government stakeholders, also had
35

Data from 2014 GAHP Annual Report.
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quite defined expectations regarding these motivation for joining GAHP, with all 19 Respondents stating
they had either Somewhat Defined or Very Well-Defined expectations for joining, thus highlighting the
relevance of GAHP’s strategic objectives with regard to LMIC governments’ expectations and priorities36.
The stakeholder consultation process also showed that GAHP is perceived as fairly unique in its focus on
pollution and on health issues and health implications, also due to its inclusion of the industry side of toxic
pollution and its remediation focus and expertise (derived as well from past Pure Earth work in the field).
This has been perceived has particularly relevant to overcome the segmentation between the health and
environmental aspects of toxic pollution, especially in the context of government ministries of target
countries (e.g. public health officials might know about environment or pollution issues, but often struggle
to attribute causes/connections to all of the different risks and exposures). Some stakeholder interview
feedback also suggests that the relevance and added value of GAHP also lies in its capacity to understand
and address the evolving scale and nature of the toxic pollution threat and ability to bring pollutioncaused health issues to the forefront of governments’ agendas, in a context where governments often
tend to perceive non-communicable diseases as a less urgent issue.

3.2

GAHP’s Relevance to Key Target Groups

Currently, GAHP’ strategic objectives focus on three main areas: 1) Advocacy Activity at a Global Level, 2)
Knowledge Exchange and Awareness Raising (including contribution to and promotion of scientific
research, sharing of results of pilot studies and building of public and political will) and 3) Capacity
Development in LMICs. More specifically, GAHP’s actions for accomplishing the new strategy for the 20152020 period, in reference to LMICs’ needs and constraints regarding pollution and its correlated health
impacts, can be clustered as follows: i) Advocating for solutions that address pollution broadly (indoor and
outdoor air, wastewater, and contaminated soils); ii) Initiating activities that reduce adverse health impacts
caused by contaminated sites; and iii) Working to a) help actively polluting small-scale industries and
activities move to cleaner production practices; and b) measure project performance based on health and
economic outcomes. The adoption and implementation of the new strategy has contributed to a shift in
GAHP’s focus to the global advocacy aspects related to toxic pollution, and to broaden its scope of action
to include health and environmental impact of all forms of pollution, in order to catalyse technical and
financial resources for on-the-ground action in LMICs and for reaching an even wider target.
Regarding the relevance of GAHP’s objectives to the different target groups of the interventions (e.g.
companies, civil society, beneficiaries of capacity building and training, etc.), the GAHP Executive
Committee agreed in 2016 that the process for selecting countries for GAHP-supported activities (NB
NTAPs) should aim at a regional balance, but also (and even more importantly) should take into account
existing national government political will. It also suggested that the NTAP process should also take into
account local and regional level planning. The selection of pilot projects proposals already took into
consideration the needs and priorities of the different target groups of the intervention. GAHP Pilot
projects, had to fit into at least one of three categories to ensure adequate relevance to the GAHP’ strategic
objectives, being these i) Grassroots Support ii) Government Request and iii) Health Risk.
As local communities are the ones directly impacted by toxic pollution, GAHP recognised that involvement
of local communities in project implementation was crucial in order to reduce negative health impacts,
including their involvement in environmental governance and promotion of enforcement of pollution
control efforts. This was considered by GAHP to be especially important in reducing the negative health
36

See Questions 12, 13 and 14 in the GAHP LMICs Members E-Survey Report, Annex V, page 50-54.
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impacts for more exposed members of these communities (e.g. women, children, etc.). The GAHP pilot
projects are considered by GAHP to have successfully demonstrated GAHP support of local grassroots/civil
society in their efforts to take concrete action (pilot projects in Indonesia and Ghana), while the projects
under the second category (in Argentina, Uruguay, Peru and Azerbaijan) illustrated how GAHP could
respond to country needs and support LMICs that are committed to addressing toxic pollution but lack the
necessary technical expertise and financial resources. The third category, Health Risk, which often has
overlapped with the other two categories, enabled GAHP to draw attention to particularly severe (and
commonly overlooked problems) such as disaster prevention, emergency response, or artisanal-related
pollution linked to livelihood activities of local communities (the Mine Tailings pilot project in Armenia for
example).
With the start of the HPAPs process in late 2016, relevance to national government development and
environment priorities and strategies and the target countries’ population may increase consistently, as the
HPAP process is rolled out using a highly participatory approach led by local national government ministry
stakeholders. HPAPs specifically come out of recommendations from the Commission on Pollution and
Health37 and while similar to the NTAPs, they strive to have a clearer framework and a more structured
collaborative process between LMICs ministries, the GAHP members and other stakeholders. The increased
local ownership should also help address some of the weaknesses identified in the 2015 evaluation of the
UNIDO-implemented and EC-funded global toxic pollutants project, under which the NTAPs were funded38.
The HPAPs process is designed to analyse and prioritize pollution issues and intervention plans based
primarily on health impacts on LMICs population. Whereas NTAPs looked primarily at environmental data,
to extrapolate on health-related impacts/incidence, thanks to newly available data from the WHO and
IHME39 Global Burden of Disease Studies, GAHP has now more and more reliable health-related data to
work on to tailor interventions in LMICs. For GAHP, GPD data helps avoid the use of subjective criteria in
selection of sites and priorities and overcome the risk of having interest groups driving the pollution
agenda.
Currently HPAPs are in process in Thailand and Madagascar (see text box below), and are planned for
Senegal and Colombia. Feedback from GAHP Secretariat staff indicates a high participation rate at GAHPsupported information sessions in Colombia (including high government stakeholder participation), where
Pure Earth has started working last year with USAID grant funding. GAHP Secretariat staff feedback
suggests that this process has helped to bring closer government and (non-) stakeholders from the health
sector and other key ministries (at national and regional level) and has done so earlier in the process than it
was the past. Madagascar has been an example of improved intra-government dialogue and co-ordination,
where the Health and Environment ministries’ stakeholders have particularly appreciated this combined
approach, stating that one problem found in addressing pollution’ impacts on health was that such issues
had always fallen in between both sectors’ responsibility.

GAHP Support to LMICs – The Example of Madagascar
37

An initiative of The Lancet, the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP), and the Icahn School of Medicine at
Mount Sinai, with additional coordination and input from the United Nations Environment Programme and the World
Bank.
38

Reduction of Toxic Pollution Threatening the Environment and Health of Vulnerable Communities - UNIDO SAP No.
100340 and EC contract reference Europe Aid/DCI-ENV/2011/261448/TPS.
39
Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation
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Madagascar is currently endangered by severe chemical residues and wastes discharge issues, especially
from small-scale industries and other artisanal activities such as tanneries, and by dangerous recycling
practices of used lead-acid battery and electronic waste, which occur on an informal basis throughout the
country. The discharging of chemical and industrial wastes into open dumps or abandoned sites affects
the surrounding populations and especially children’s health. Atmospheric contamination from toxic
fumes due to plastics, chemicals wastes and garbage burning, incorrect storage and use of pesticides
constitute as well a daily struggle for local authorities.
In the search for technical support, Madagascar became acquainted with the GAHP and its work at its
side event during the Third Session of The International Conference on Chemicals Management (ICCM3),
in Nairobi in September 2012. GAHP support for local awareness raising activities contributed to set the
mapping and remediation of chemicals and waste pollution issues as a national priority for Madagascar
(joining GAHP in 2014, as well as GAHP’s Executive Committee).
Madagascar reported to GAHP on the difficulties regarding the effective implementation of existing
international conventions, strategies and declarations regarding chemicals pollution. The government
authorities underlined how the lack of technical capacity was preventing immediate remediation action in
the contaminated sites (be it soil, air or water) and on the other hand, in a vicious circle, this was
impeding the implementation of chemicals and wastes regulations, as these would not be possible until
the adequate technical capacity would be reached at national level, in order to identify the sources
behind the current level of contamination and justify its actions.
With GAHP assistance, Madagascar started benefitting from the TSIP Programme in March 2014 and
integrated it in a south-south cooperation scheme, thanks to the involvement of French speaking experts
from Senegal leading the TSIP training in the country (thus efficiently solving the language barrier issue).
In the following year the sites identified included tanneries, small-scale gold mining sites and pesticide
stores and work has continued to identify and assess chemicals pollution to help local authorities to gain a
better understanding and to plan the sites remediation.
Within the current GAHP activities framework, Madagascar has also started a HPAP process, where the
first inception phase of the HPAP process has included one-on-one meetings with key officials, a Technical
workshop and a High-level meeting. Participants have included the Ministries of Environment, Health,
Agriculture, Mining, Transportation, Industry, Energy, the World Bank, USAID, WHO, UNDP, UNICEF and a
number of local NGOs. These activities have so far helped Madagascar to produce a list of priority
pollutants and sources and a stronger resolution to move forward with the HPAP process.

3.3

GAHP’s Relevance to International Members and Stakeholders

GAHP’s relevance to international stakeholders is in part discussed below. The feedback from the review
survey work of GAHP’s international members and other GAHP stakeholders (not based in LMICs)
showed GAHP’s activities being considered as highly relevant, with for example 80% respondents to the
IO survey (16 from 20 respondents) considering that GAHP’s activities and services were either “Relevant”
or “Very Relevant” to their organisation’s mission and priorities, while relevance was almost scored as
highly for relevance to international members’ global development priorities (75% or 15 out of 20
respondents), global environmental priorities (70% or 14 out of 20 respondents) and national/local
environmental priorities (75%).
GAHP’s relevance for its non LMIC-based members can also be seen in Respondents’ primary motivations
for joining the GAHP to i) access/network with stakeholders active in addressing toxic pollution (9 out of
20), ii) improve livelihoods of citizens in LMICs (8 out of 20,) iii) contribute to their organisation’s
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knowledge/expertise in health and/or pollution (7 out of 20) and iv) increase the awareness of toxic
pollution through collective actions (7 out of 20).
Regarding the relevance of GAHP’s activities and services, to its broader group of stakeholders, results
from the dedicated E-Survey showed that out of the 22 Respondents, 20 considered GAHP activities and
services either “Relevant” or “Very Relevant” to their global environmental priorities and 18 considered
GAHP to be either “Relevant” or “Very Relevant” to LMIC citizens’ needs. Similar high relevance was
assessed in respect to their global development priorities (17 out of 20) and towards their national or local
environmental priorities (17 out of 20). Interestingly, nine Respondents also indicated that that their
organisation has considered joining GAHP in the past. If they were to become a member of the GAHP in
the future, the majority of the Respondents indicated that they would have as primary motivations in
joining the GAHP to i) contribute to their organisation’s knowledge/expertise in health and/or pollution (10
out of 22) and ii) Increasing the awareness of toxic pollution through collective actions via the GAHP (9 out
of 22).

3.4

GAHP’s Relevance to the Global Development and Environmental Agenda

The pollution and health landscape is one with a plethora of actors, with many having for example a
specific focus on specific pollution types. The mapping work carried out during the review desk research
programme showed around 150 actors active in a field which is in many respects rather fragmented. The
mapped actors included 31 IOs (IGOs, UN Agencies, Development Banks and other “sui generis”
organisations), 42 NGOs (acting locally and internationally) 46 National Governments and National
Government Development Agencies, 5 international philanthropic and public/private charitable
foundations, 10 research and academic institutions (Universities, Research Centres, Think Tanks) and a
number of International Initiatives (international research projects). The private sector and industry
constitutes only a minor percentage. The geographical area and level of action (whether local, national,
international, regional or global), and type of intervention directed to LMICs have been taken in
consideration in the mapping analysis (see Annex III).
This fragmentation also has a cost, as there are numerous competing pollution and health messages, as
well as advocacy messages passing somewhat under the radar through lack of critical stakeholder mass
and communications momentum.
For a number of international stakeholders consulted, including some key UN agencies, GAHP’s added
value is its efforts to act as a broader/global convenor of pollution and health actors. While a few
initiatives were considered by some stakeholders to have sought to play a role as global convenor, the
quality of their efforts was considered to have fallen short. A second advantage of GAHP is its rather
focused thematic approach, for example on Non-Transboundary Pollutants (Lead and ULAB recycling)
which lack a comprehensive approach to action typical of other kind of pollutants subject to specific
international agreements (e.g. Mercury and Minamata Convention). Furthermore, while particular
attention has been reserved for the global agenda on air pollution40, less intervention has globally been
reserved to toxic pollution, thus making GAHP advocacy and awareness raising work of primary
importance for LMICs and building their capacity and preparedness.

40

Figures from the WHO (2014) show that premature deaths annually linked to air pollution are up to 7 million.
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In June 2014, GAHP launched a successful #SpotlightPollution campaign to reach out to country
delegations, donor and country governments responsible for negotiating the SDGs, securing support from a
variety of government agencies, NGO’s, academia and donors, including 38 different agencies and
organizations from 25 countries. In total, 19 government agencies from 19 countries sent verbal, email of
physical letters of support to GAHP. In this regard GAHP’s successful advocacy case for the inclusion of
pollution language in the draft related Health SDG’s before the 2015 launch has been a good
demonstration of its relevance (and added value) on the international stage, with SDG 3, T3.9 and SDG
11, T11.6 broadened to include water and soil pollution/ contamination. In this context GAHP has also
advocated for the inclusion of measurable and technically rigorous indicators for all types of pollution,
chemicals and wastes in the SDGs’ monitoring framework, and for the existing indicator under T3.9 to be
replaced with a more comprehensive indicator, including use of the Global Burden of Disease method.
The newly launched GAHP HPAPs (2016) also demonstrate the relevance of GAHP’s approach to the
global development agenda, as the momentum on pollution has been rapidly building thanks to the
agreement on SDGs, the recently published WHO and IHME Global Burden of Disease Studies, the launch of
the Lancet Commission on Health and Pollution’s (a joint initiative of The Lancet, GAHP and the Icahn
School of Medicine) work and the upcoming third meeting of the UN Environment Assembly (UNEA 3,
which will take place in December 2017). Furthermore, during the past 2 years, the work of the GAHP has
increasingly broadened to include all forms of pollution.

Chapter Findings




GAHP is highly relevant to its target (LMIC) countries’ national development and environmental priorities
and strategies.
GAHP’s objectives are also increasingly relevant to the different target groups of the interventions.
GAHP is highly relevant to the global development and environmental agenda, including regional and
international agreements.
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Chapter 4 – GAHP’s Effectiveness
Chapter Guide
This Chapter considers GAHP’s effectiveness, in particular its main work results and achievements, and
includes:
 A review of selected challenges in assessing GAHP’s effectiveness (Section 4.1)
 A summary of GAHP’s principal work results and achievements, based upon the desk review work
carried out (Section 4.2)
 GAHP member and stakeholder views on its results and achievements (Section 4.3).
 Utilisation of GAHP activities and services by its members and stakeholder (Section 4.4).

4.1 Assessing GAHP’s Results and Achievements – Selected Challenges
Any assessment of GAHP’s results and achievements faces a number of challenges. Firstly, GAHP’s
objectives changed in 2014, making it harder to classify activities in consistent categories, with a
view to arriving at an overall view. The new 2015-2020 strategy focuses mainly on
activities/services at the global/international level, aimed at impacting the current global
environment and health agenda, through scientific research, advocacy activities in dedicated
international fora and awareness raising activities at international and national level (in LMICs).
These activities translated into SO1 and SO2 should help build the public and political will to address
the health and pollution issue and catalyse technical and financial resources for on-the-ground
action in LMICs. SO3 in the New Strategy has maintained the old SO2 focus on the “on-the-ground”
assistance to LMICs to take concrete action to address chemicals, wastes and toxic pollution and
their impacts on human health, including remediation and prevention of future contamination,
although the focus has been stressed more on the “capacity building” support to LMIC stakeholders
aspect rather than on the “implementation agency” role (i.e. GAHP as a fully-fledged
implementation agency implementing projects) of GAHP. This has been in line with the current
GAHP’s training work in the HPAP programmes. The table below seeks to provide an overview of the
linkages and crossovers from the old strategy to the 2015-2020 Strategy.
Table 4.1 - GAHP Strategic Objectives 2012-2015 vs. New 2015-2020 strategy
GAHP Strategic Objectives 2012-2015

New GAHP Strategic Objectives 2015–2020

SO 1. To raise awareness about chemicals,
wastes and toxic pollution, its human health and
environmental
impacts
and
promote
mainstreaming into development agendas/

SO 1. Promote scientific research about the scope of
toxic pollution, its negative impacts on health, poverty
and the environment, cost-effective solutions and
successful models to help raise awareness about the
need for action, and develop performance-based
metrics to measure change.
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GAHP Strategic Objectives 2012-2015

New GAHP Strategic Objectives 2015–2020

strategies.

SO 2. Build public and political will to address
pollution by raising awareness of the health and
environmental impact of all types of pollution in
order to catalyse technical and financial resources for
on-the-ground action in low- and middle-income
countries.

SO 2. To assist low- and middle-income
countries to take concrete action to address
chemicals, wastes and toxic pollution and their
impacts on human health, including remediation
and prevention of future contamination.

SO 3. Build national capacity and priority country
actions— Assist low- and middle-income countries
(LMICs) to take concrete action to prioritize and
address toxic pollution from legacy and Micro Small
and Medium Enterprise (MSME) sites and reduce
associated health impacts.

SO 3. To ensure integration with ongoing and
future international efforts on chemicals and
hazardous wastes to minimize gaps, reduce
duplication of effort, and maximize resources.

--

A second challenge is that both GAHP and Pure Earth in some cases implement similar or same
activities (for example the HPAPs), and it is sometimes not clear whether some activities were
implemented by GAHP or Pure Earth. A third and related challenge is that GAHP and Pure Earth
reporting sometimes double report some activities, which means that reviewing GAHP reports does
not always provide clarification as to which activity(ies) was implemented by GAHP or Pure Earth.

4.2 Analysis of GAHP’s Results and Achievements
In the five years since its establishment, GAHP, operating through its Secretariat and its
Members/Stakeholders, has been supporting the advancement of its strategic objectives through a
number of activities/services aimed at raising awareness about chemicals, wastes and toxic
pollution, and its human health and environmental impacts, and promoting their mainstreaming into
development agendas/ strategies.
These activities/services have focused primarily on improving the understanding of the scope of
toxic pollution at a global level, the TSIP, and on the concrete, on-the-ground action to assist LMICs
in addressing (toxic) pollution, through provision of scientific advice and expertise (GAHP’s Technical
Advisory Group), delivery of capacity building workshops/training and assistance in developing and
implementing remediation and intervention projects, also in prevention of future contamination.
GAHP has also favoured the channelling of international funding to address (toxic) pollution’s impact
on human health, and worked to ensure integration with ongoing and future international efforts on
chemicals and hazardous wastes to maximize resources and reduce duplication of efforts.
Table 4.2 below sets out a compilation of the principal work activities, outputs and results of GAHP,
based upon desk review work during the assessment period. By the end of 2014, GAHP reported that
it had already held TSIP trainings in 23 countries, and trained a total of 194 investigators and 151
government representatives to rapidly assess contaminated sites and National Toxic Action
Planning (NTAP) processes were underway in 11 countries, with significant funding support from
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the EU and UNIDO, with Pure Earth receiving some EUR 4.56 million under the predecessor UNIDO
2012-2015 project and EUR 3.99 million under the current UNIDO project. The 11 countries were
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Ghana, Indonesia, Kenya, Mexico, Peru, the Philippines, Tanzania, Uruguay and
Vietnam. Of those, National Toxic Action Planning (NTAP) processes were continued in Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Ghana, Indonesia, Kenya, Peru, the Philippines, Uruguay, and Vietnam. GAHP’s grant
programme for LMICs, launched in 2012, was fully under implementation with projects piloting
innovative solutions to toxic pollution problems in 7 LMICs: Indonesia, Ghana, Argentina, Uruguay,
Peru, Azerbaijan and Armenia. Its seven small-scale pilot projects, ended by the first quarter of 2015,
were estimated to have impacted a total population of 149,000 people, including 29,800 children
and adolescents. With an investment of $585,000 in total for all 7 projects, this meant only $4 per
person. (Table 4.3).By 2015, GAHP had assisted nearly a dozen national governments to
understand the scope of their pollution problem, especially its impacts on public health,
environment and natural resources. GAHP has also received a significant increase in press coverage
in recent years, largely a result of a number of Reports published to highlight pollution clean-up
success stories of GAHP member countries (e.g. “The Poisoned Poor: Toxic Exposure in Low- andMiddle Income Countries (2013)”, and the “Top Ten Countries Turning the Corner on Toxic Pollution
(2015)”).
With the changes in its strategic vision starting 2015, GAHP’s activities have focused more on the
global/international level, and have taken on a broader advocacy scope to encompass all kind of
pollution (new strategic SO2). In this framework, its most significant achievement was its influence
over the post-2015 Sustainable Development Goals (SDG’s). Through GAHP’s direct intervention,
language about all types of pollution—air, water and soil—and its impacts on health were included
under the health goal SDG 3 to “Ensure healthy lives and promote wellbeing for all at all ages” with a
specific pollution reduction target: “by 2030 substantially reduce the number of deaths and illnesses
from hazardous chemicals and air, water, and soil pollution and contamination.” (T.3.9).
Currently, GAHP’ awareness raising and advocacy activities are focused on building public and
political will to address health and environmental impact of all types of pollution and to catalyse
technical and financial resources for on-the-ground action in LMICs. As of the end of 2016, under
the current EC-supported UNIDO project, the GAHP new and comprehensive HPAP programme
officially started with one preliminary/preparatory HPAP workshop in Thailand (in November
2016) and one in Madagascar in April 2017. These are the first in an expected series of three41.
HPAPs are now planned for a number of countries, including: Bangladesh, Colombia, the Philippines
and Vietnam42. HPAPs in their structure and purpose also represent an element of continuity and at
the same time broadening of scope, in respect to the past NTAPs as they deal ideally not only with
soil contamination but also air and water and sanitation. Currently, GAHP’s role in the Global
Commission on Pollution and Health43, launched in October 2015 at the ICCM4 in Geneva, and the
forthcoming publication of its Report (to be expected in late 2017) seem to represent a key
milestone and step forward in GAHP’s endeavour to bring pollution to the forefront of the global
environmental and development agenda and build the necessary political will to address such issues.
41

GAHP Secretariat communication to the External Evaluator.
GAHP Secretariat communication to the External Evaluator.
43
An initiative of The Lancet, the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP), and the Icahn School of
Medicine at Mount Sinai, with additional coordination and input from the United Nations Environment
Programme and the World Bank.
42
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Table 4.2 – Overview of Principal GAHP Outputs and Outcomes
Strategic Objective

SO 1 - Raising
Awareness &
Mainstreaming

Principal Outputs (and Outcomes)







2012 2014










4 global reports on toxic pollution and 9 country-based reports disseminated (2013).
44
4 issues of the Journal of Health and Pollution released (2012-2014).
4 direct country-requests for GAHP support (Indonesia, Madagascar, Mexico and Peru) in 2013.
Joined a group spearheaded by UNEP to help define a vision for the long-term sound management of chemicals and wastes
post 2020.
2 GAHP-hosted AuthorAid courses in which 74 environmental health researchers participated, and 8 awarded small research
grants (~$2,500 each) for developing country scientists to complete their research related to toxic chemical pollution, health
impacts, environmental control and remediation. (2013)
2 GAHP Reports made available online (GAHP website): “The Poisoned Poor: Toxic Exposures in Low- and Middle-Income
Countries” and “Regulatory Best Practices for Remediation of Legacy Toxic Contamination”.
Launch of #SpotlightPollution campaign (June 2014) to reach out to country delegations and donor and country governments
responsible for negotiating the SDGs. GAHP secured support from a variety of actors, incl. 38 different agencies/organizations
from 25 countries. In total, 19 government agencies from 19 countries sent verbal, email of physical letters of support to GAHP.
Inclusion of pollution language in the draft SDG’s: the Health SDG was broadened to include water and soil pollution/
contamination. (SDG 3, T3.9 and SDG 11, T11.6)
Meetings with 75 agencies to promote GAHP and present TSIP database results;
Expansion of GAHP website to include more resources for LMICs;
3 research articles published in internationally renowned journals in 2012/2013 and 8 peer reviewed scientific papers and
commentaries; and 1 book chapter published in 2014 using data from the TSIP.
Publication of a joint GAHP member report entitled, “Top Ten Countries Turning the Corner on Toxic Pollution (2014)”
GAHP participation and/or presentations at 18 international and regional chemicals events (e.g. incl. SDG Open Working Group
sessions, the International Conference on Sustainable Development Practices hosted by the UN Sustainable Development
Solutions Network (SDSN), the MERCOSUR Chemicals Agenda and Chemical Waste Management Conference, the Diplomatic
Conference on the Minamata Mercury Convention, and the SAICM Africa Regional meeting).

44

The Journal of Health and Pollution (JH&P) is a quarterly on-line journal of peer reviewed research and news published by Pure Earth (formerly Blacksmith Institute). JH&P is
grant funded by the World Bank and the European Union.
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2015 46
2017

45

SO 2 - Assisting
Countries to Take
Concrete Action






SO 3 – Sustainable
Financing, Coord.
and GAHP Admin.

 33 members as of December 2014, and dozens of observers
 The EC and other agencies approved over $6 million toward GAHP funding.
 The US Department of State and ADB were amongst donors who committed over $6.3 million for work supporting GAHP’s
goals, including toxic pollution clean-up.

SO 1 - Promote
Scientific Res./ Raise
Awareness

 5 issues of the Journal of Health and Pollution released.
 Launch of the Global Commission on Pollution, Health & Development, in late 2015.
 GAHP provided input to the draft indicators on chemicals and waste and pollution, prepared by UNEP and the Secretariat of
the Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions (BRS).

Administrative structure of GAHP functioning, with 8 Executive Committee members , 4 subcommittees and a Secretariat.
10 Technical Advisory Group members.
2 GAHP technical guidance documents published in 2013 (Soil Screening Levels and Containment of Lead Material) and 4 in 2014.
7 GAHP pilot projects underway: a total of $585,000 was awarded for seven pilot projects that met a variety of criteria, including
a clear focus on human health, a strong capacity building element, and the ability to be replicated. 6 of the 7 GAHP projects were
completed by the end of first quarter 2015.
 11 NTAP processes were underway in 2014: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Ghana, Indonesia, Kenya, Mexico, Peru, the Philippines,
Tanzania, Uruguay and Vietnam – of which NTAPs were continued in 10). Of these, two had begun in 2014 (Mexico and Tanzania).
 National toxic action planning (NTAP) processes resulted in NTAP documents for Armenia, Azerbaijan and Kenya.
 By end 2014 GAHP TSIP trainings held in 23 countries, 194 investigators and 151 govt. staff trained in rapid site assessment.

45

As of 2016, it comprises 9 members.
At the time of writing, the 2016 GAHP Annual Report is not yet available, thus the reported data derives from interviews with the GAHP Secretariat and members/stakeholders,
in addition to data regarding GAHP contained in the 2016 Report of the UNIDO, EC-co funded project: Mitigating Toxic Health Exposures in Low- and Middle-Income Countries:
Global Alliance on Health and Pollution - Project Number: 150416 (UNIDO), DCI/ENV/2015/371157 (EC).
46
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SO 2 - Build Public
And Political Will /
Catalyse Technical
and Financial
Resources










SO 3 - Assistance to
LMICs /Capacity
Building and priority
country actions




Secured a statement in plenary in the March 2015 SDG negotiations by the Delegation of the Philippines.
Inclusion of pollution language in the final SDG’s. Submitted recommendations for technical indicators to measure Target 3.9.
Meetings with more than 20 agencies to promote GAHP and present TSIP database results.
Expansion of GAHP website to include more resources for low & middle-income countries.
Secured letters of support for the joint UNEP/BRS/GAHP position from: The Ministry of Environment of Madagascar and Cote
D’Ivoire, Office of the President of the Philippines, the NYC Bar Association, and Khazar University.
GAHP had an active presence at ICCM4 in Geneva, Switzerland. It hosted a Side Event on 30th September 2015.
Numerous presentations at international meetings to publicize GAHP, pollution impacts and associated global burden of
disease.
In 2015, the U.S. Department of State, the Government of Sweden via UNEP, and ADB were amongst the donors who provided
nearly $2 million for work supporting GAHP’s goals, including toxic pollution clean-up.
The Alliance membership grew to 40 as of June 2016, and to 50 as of July 2017 (including UNITAR in quality of Observer).
In 2015, the Indonesian government requested GAHP support related to phasing out mercury, in order to meet its commitments
under the Minamata Convention, and to respond to the crisis of widespread mercury contamination from small-scale artisanal
goldmines. Via GAHP, the Office of the Director General of Minerals and Coal, of the Ministry of Energy and Mineral Resources,
requested that Pure Earth assist in the remediation of mercury contaminated sites particularly in 5 priority areas.

 Conclusion of the remaining 3 GAHP Pilot Projects in 2015.
 In 2016 TSIP work began in 10 countries (Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Brazil, India, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Nepal, Tanzania
and Ukraine). Partners have been contracted in each of these countries. Classroom based trainings were held in Bangladesh,
India, Kenya, Nepal and Tanzania where new staff were hired. More advanced field-based trainings on detailed site assessment
47
were held in Azerbaijan and Kyrgyzstan (qualified as being implemented with GAHP support).
 Two pilot projects conducted in 2016 by PE (qualified as being implemented with GAHP support): Kabwe, Zambia and
48
Sovietskoe, Kyrgyzstan
 Remedial investigations were conducted at 4 sites by PE (qualified as being implemented with GAHP support): Patna, Bihar,
49
India; Azerkymia, Sumgait, Azerbaijan; Salyan, Azerbaijan; and Dong Mai, Chi Dao, Vietnam.
 Ministries of environment of the following countries have made direct requests to GAHP for assistance in the pollution
50
planning process: Madagascar, Senegal, Thailand and Jordan.
 One HPAP workshop in Thailand had been conducted (in November 2016) and in Madagascar in April 2017. HPAPs planned for
a number of countries, including: Bangladesh, Colombia, the Philippines and Vietnam.

47

Under GAHP support through the UNIDO, EC-co funded project: Mitigating Toxic Health Exposures in Low- and Middle-Income Countries: Global Alliance on Health and Pollution
- Project Number: 150416 (UNIDO), DCI/ENV/2015/371157 (EC).
48
Ibid.
49
Ibid.
50
Ibid.
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Table 4.3 – Overview of GAHP Pilot Projects51
Project Title

1.

Mercury-Free
Artisanal Gold
Mining Trials

Country

Duration

Indonesia

2012-2014

2.

Funding Amount &
Funding Source(s)

Project Summary

$250,000

Promotion of mercury-free gold extraction methods, using South-South
technology transfer in Central Java and Central Kalimantan.

43,000

Opening of an e-waste recycling center in Accra, in the Agbogbloshie market land
in collaboration with Green Advocacy Ghana (GreenAd) and the Greater Accra
Scrap Dealers Association (GASDA).

50,000

1,000

15,000

WB, UNIDO
$75,000

E-waste

Ghana

2012-2015

UNIDO, EC, GAHP,
Addax & Oryx Fn.

3.
Soil
Contamination
4.

5.

6.

Toxic Hotspots

Used Lead Acid
Battery Recycling
Industrial Center

Buenos Aires –
2012-2015
Argentina

$75,000

Analysis of the extent of soil contamination of a former shipbreaking yard in the
Matanza-Riachuelo River Basin, near the densely populated settlement of Villa
21–24 (pop. 45,000). Collaboration with the City of Buenos Aires & Universidad
Tecnologica Nacional.

Monte-video,
2012-2014
Uruguay

$80,000

Assessment and clean-up a total of 8 toxic hotspots located in the Pantanoso
River Basin (total of 250 people were tested for lead levels). In collaboration with
City of Montevideo.

$15,000

52

Lima, Peru

2012-2014

Sumgayit,
Azerbaijan

2012-2015

$30,000
SOCAR, MoES, GAHP

Akhtala,
Armenia

2012-2014

$25,000

7.
Mine Tailings

51

52

Situational analysis of used lead acid battery recycling in Lima, using Basel
Convention methodologies (in collaboration with M/Environment).
Provision of technical assistance to the government of Azerbaijan to remove
contaminated material from the Sumgayit Organic Synthesis Plant (over 40
factories that produced metals and chemicals).
In-depth assessment of Akhtala, including detailed soil sampling using an XRF.
Local partners also led a blood-lead monitoring campaign s in collaboration with
the Ministry of Health and community training programs aimed at local officials,
health providers, NGO representatives, educators, and the general public.

Estimated
Population
Affected

25,000

10,000

5,000

For a more complete overview of the Pilot Projects’ results refer to VOL.UME II of this Report (Annex III)
The funding amount was reduced to suit the revised scope of work, which had originally also included the production of a safe guidelines pamphlet.
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4.3 Utilisation GAHP Activities and Services
Regarding the extent of utilisation of GAHP activities and/or services53, the LMIC survey showed
significant participation in/utilisation of GAHP’s activities/services, with approx. two-thirds (11-12/19
respondents) choosing “Significant participation/utilisation” or “Some participation/ utilisation” for all
listed GAHP activities/services in the LMIC survey54. The picture is (not surprisingly) somewhat different
with IO members of GAHP, who for the most part have not used GAHP services or participated in GAHP
in-country activities in LMICs, and hence for the majority chose the “No participation/Utilisation”.
Some GAHP activities/services that are closer to global advocacy or awareness-raising have been used
somewhat by IO members – for example GAHP Research and Publications (Factsheets and Reports) were
used somewhat by 75% of IO Respondents, while 70% IO respondents had some participation in/use of
GAHP advocacy activities (e.g. Sustainable Development Goals, UNEA3, GEF Replenishment,
#tellyourpollutionstory). GAHP Updates/Newsletters have been used somewhat by 55% of IO
respondents. The Global Commission on Pollution and Health (Report to be published in the Lancet)
constitutes other examples of high IOs participation within the framework of GAHP’s broader advocacy
activities with 50% of Respondents marking “Some” to “Significant Participation”. Accordingly, about 50
% of IOs Respondents indicated that GAHP’ results to-date regarding the “increasing the global
awareness of toxic pollution challenges” and the “increasing of awareness/understanding of toxic
pollution solutions in LMICSs” are meeting or exceeding GAHP’s strategic objectives.
Somewhat similar results were obtained in the Survey dedicated to GAHP’s international
stakeholders, which showed none the less their attention to the TSIP and to GAHP’s external
communication activities and publications (peer-reviewed journals articles, newsletters and release of
Technical Guidance Documents). Going forward, it is worth asking whether the different
utilisation/participation rate indicated by LMICs and IOs suggests a need for greater focus by GAHP on
defining different member/target group needs, while in the case of IOs may also raise the question of
whether some of the LMIC-oriented activities could be structured or adapted to allow use within
relevant parts of IOs.

4.4 GAHP’s Results and Achievements – Members’ and Stakeholders’ Perceptions
Regarding stakeholder perceptions of GAHP’s work and results, the stakeholder consultation process
showed that a significant number of GAHP members and stakeholders consider that GAHP’s core focus
to be advocacy and awareness-raising at the international level, as well as on-the-ground work related
to toxic (mostly land) pollution. Both members and stakeholders have recognised how GAHP has
contributed to the development of a strong network of pollution and public health experts
throughout the world, capable of reaching, through effective advocacy activities on toxic pollution
reduction, a variety of stakeholders, such as international and development organizations, high level
53

The GAHP activities/services listed in the survey were: 1) Research and Publication (Factsheets and Reports) 2)
Toxic Sites Identification Programme 3) GAHP advocacy activities (e.g. Sustainable Development Goals, UNEA3, GEF
Replenishment, #tellyourpollutionstory) 4) GAHP Updates/Newsletters 5) Technical Guidance (Documents) 6) Site
Remediation Programs and Projects (up to 2015 only) 7) Pollution Info-Sessions (Online Webinars) 8) Regulatoryand Funding-related Information 9) Health and Pollution Action Plans (HPAP) 10) The Lancet Commission/Lancet
Report on Pollution and Health.
54
The only exception to the trend is constituted by the Site Remediation Programs and Projects (up to 2015 only)
for which 10 Respondents marked “No” or “Limited” participation/utilisation.
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officials and civil society organizations and research and academia. They have in particular praised the
Toxic Site Identification Program (TSIP) in its efforts to identify and screen contaminated sites, in order
to assist decision-making at global, regional, national and local levels. Regarding on-the-ground work,
GAHP is often perceived as having comparative advantage thanks to Pure Earth’s expertise and
experience in toxic site identification and remediation. In this regard, GAHP members (and in particular
LMIC members), have praised GAHP’s in-country site work as most impactful. GAHP’s activities have
generally been considered very useful as they complete each other globally for the effective
implementation of pollution related health in LMICs. However, activities such as webinars were
deemed not always effective due to many LMICs countries not yet having access to the Internet for a
continuous period of time.
Main Achievements
What do GAHP members consider to be the Alliance’s most significant achievements to-date? The
survey findings show that International Organisations (IO) consider that GAHP’s most significant
achievement to-date has been its contribution to advocacy work to prioritise (toxic) pollution in the
global Health and Environment agenda, including reference to pollution in the SDGs (9 out of 20
Respondents). The second and third most important achievements for IO stakeholders (see figure 4.1
below) have been the i) launching of the Global Commission on Pollution and Health (7 out of 20) and
promoting to LIMC governments successful models of replication and capacity building to take concrete,
on the ground action to mitigate toxic pollutants effects on human health (7 out of 20)55. In contrast,
according to the GAHP stakeholders (non-members) survey, GAHP stakeholders consider that the most
important result of the GAHP to-date is the promotion to LIMC governments of successful models of
replication and capacity building to take concrete, on-the-ground action to mitigate toxic pollutants
effects on human health (6/17 Respondents), with global advocacy and the Commission on Health and
Polluting sharing the second ranking position (5/17 Respondents).
Fig. 4.1 – Ranking of most significant achievements - Non LMICs-based and IOs Members Survey
(R=20)

55

Somewhat surprisingly, a sizeable number of respondents were not able to provide an answer, with “Not Aware
Of” marked 14 times across the above three options.
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According to LMICs members in particular, a key element behind GAHP’s success to date lies in its
capacity to provide effective technical and financial support to initiate on-the-ground action to mitigate
toxic pollution through the TSIP and determining national intervention strategies according to
prioritization criteria, while in parallel facilitating discussions among interested stakeholders. LMIC
members also recognise how GAHP has been capable of successfully escalating these on-the-ground
actions and technical capacity building based upon use of the TSIP as a starting point to launch a number
of pilot projects and/or initiating more comprehensive discussions with government authorities and
opening possibilities of further training and finding funding for remediation (priority setting and national
planning under negotiated NTAPs (and more recently HPAPs).
Furthermore, GAHP has acted as a global platform for its members to encourage other LMIC countries
to address their pollution problems, and encourage donors to provide technical and financial resources
where necessary. In this context, the GAHP Technical Advisory Board has been praised for providing
useful guideline documents, and for feedback and technical expertise from a variety of GAHP members,
including LMICs and environmental ministries/protection agencies of donor countries as well. GAHP’s
efforts to ensure South-South collaboration amongst its members and for addressing pollution more
broadly have also been positively viewed by both GAHP LMIC members and stakeholders.
Helping Members to Address Key Toxic Pollution and Health Challenges
Regarding the extent to which GAHP helped Member organisations and stakeholders in addressing
existing challenges regarding toxic pollution in their country and region or area of action, the great
majority of the LMICs-based GAHP Members (an average of 63%) found that GAHP has either “Helped
Somewhat” or “Helped a lot” their organisation in addressing a number of challenges56 , the most
voted of which were the “Lack of awareness of the negative health effects of pollution” (12/15
Respondents), the “ Misconceptions regarding the cost of solutions” (10/15 Respondents) and the
Insufficient technical resources for addressing toxic pollution challenges (10/15 Respondents). NonLMICs based/IOs GAHP members were for the majority in agreement that GAHP activities/services did
help “a little” or “somewhat” their organisations to address the above-mentioned challenges, and their
combined vote was always higher than for the “Not Helped At All” option. However, a very high number
of respondents preferred to opt for “Don’t Know-Can’t Say” (on average 30% across all challenges).
Similarly, the majority of the 17 Respondents to the GAHP Stakeholders Survey stated that GAHP has
had some positive effect in addressing the mentioned challenges, as aggregated votes under “Helped
Somewhat”, “Helped a little” and “Helped a lot” were considerably higher than the scores under “Not
helped at all” on all analysed challenges. Again, as IOs Respondents, more than 40% of on average
opted for “Don’t Know-Can’t Say” or “Not Applicable”. As an example of LMIC stakeholder feedback
regarding GAHP effectiveness in its intervention in LMICs, one South-East Asian civil society organisation
reported how taking part in the implementation of the TSIP, benefited the NGO in building up their own
capacity to work with both the local/national Government and international donors for the
implementation of interventions aiming at the improvement of environmental health condition in some
areas of Vietnam and furthermore, how the information/data shared by GAHP was also useful for the
56

The given challenges were 1) Lack of awareness of the negative health effects of pollution, 2) Scale/incidence of
toxic pollution challenges in your organisation’ target countries/regions, 3) Misconceptions regarding the cost of
solutions, 4) Lack of consensus on the environmental agenda, 5) Lack of priority of the environmental agenda, 6)
Insufficient technical resources for addressing toxic pollution challenges, 7)Insufficient financial resources for
addressing toxic pollution challenges, 8)Insufficient human resources for addressing toxic pollution challenges
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development of public awareness-raising campaigns delivered to the local communities and authorities
in the environmental hotspots where they had investigated or intervened.
Generally, GAHP has been considered as very successful and engaged in pushing such topics in a global
policy environment that puts particular emphasis on climate change and its future consequences while
often neglecting the current, day-to-day effects of severe pollution on people's health and well-being.
In this framework, GAHP’s recent involvement as part of the Global Commission on Pollution and Health
initiative has also been regarded throughout the stakeholder consultation programme as essential for
paving the way to its future direction and visibility at the global level. A number of the IOs’ views in this
regard have pointed out that while concrete/on-the-ground actions to mitigate toxic pollution have
been often perceived as a PE activity and thus their most significant contribution as GAHP
members/acting Secretariat, GAHP’s most significant contribution so far has been on its advocacy work
within the Global Commission and the upcoming Lancet Report, which is expected to have significant
impact on raising awareness on pollution-related illnesses at a global scale.
While the GAHP Secretariat in particular has been praised through-out the stakeholder consultation
process for being very effective, engaged and responsive and for its efforts to keep its members
informed on the Alliance activities, the GAHP’s institutional and governance long term arrangements
and support remain, according to most organisations surveyed/interviewed, a challenging issue and a
determining factor to be addressed in order to ensure GAHP's full and effective contribution in the
future.
Assessment of GAHP Membership and Expectations
Overall, it appears that membership of GAHP has met to good extent survey respondents’
expectations (or their Organisations’ expectations). Access to financing seems to have been the weaker
aspect of GAHP’s work according to the GAHP members that responded to the Surveys, regardless of
the kind organisation responding. That excluded, a significant divide also appears between LMICs and
IOs members’ opinions on the other analysed dimensions57. The majority of LMICs-based GAHP
members (10-14/ 19) marked for all analysed dimensions that their/their organisations’ expectations
had been met to “Some Extent” or to a “Significant Extent”. The slightly lower result (10/19) was
obtained regarding “Access financing for toxic pollution remediation”, which has also been the case for
IOs Members (“Access financing support, direct or indirect, for mitigating effects of toxic pollution and
Improve livelihoods of citizens in developing countries”) which had three-quarters of Respondents
(15/20) stating expectations had not been met (10/20), or only to a limited extent (5/20). Overall,
results were quite mixed and indicated that mostly GAHP has met to Limited/Some Extent.
Regarding the extent to which GAHP membership had benefitted the Respondents/their Organisations,
It appears that for the majority of LMICs-based GAHP Members, the membership is befitting their
organisations, as around 50% to 79% of Respondents of Respondents marked all the analysed
dimensions58with “Beneficial” or “Very Beneficial”. The majority of IOs GAHP Members marked across
57

The analysed dimensions were: 1) Overall contribution to your organisation’s work in the area of health and
pollution 2) Access/network with persons engaged in health/toxic pollution 3) Build capacity to understand toxic
pollution challenges 4) Build capacity to address toxic pollution challenges/implement remediation 5) Improve the
capacity to raise awareness on toxic pollution 6) Access financing for toxic pollution remediation 7) Improve
livelihoods of citizens in my country/region 8) Overall.
58

The analysed dimensions were: 1) Enabling contribution to global advocacy efforts 2) Advancing the agenda on
toxic pollution in my country/region 3) Overall contribution to your organisation’s work in the area of health and
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all analysed dimensions to consider its membership at least to some extent beneficial (aggregated
scores or all positive assessment options are higher on all dimensions in respect to score of “Not
beneficial”), with the exception again for “Accessing financing for toxic pollution remediation” where
60% of respondents marked “Not beneficial”. A significant number of Respondents marked “Don’t Know
Can’t Say” across all dimensions analysed (30% on average). Regarding GAHP Stakeholders, it appears
that GAHP’s work is for the great majority (70% of Respondents) beneficial to their organisations, as
most responses are scattered between “Somewhat Beneficial”, “Beneficial” or “Very Beneficial”.

4.5 GAHP Impact - Members and stakeholders’ Perceptions
In general, GAHP’s activities were perceived to have had significant impacts by LMICs-based
Members, and more limited impact according to other IOs and non LMICs-based Members and by
surveyed stakeholders from the broader Health and Pollution sector. GAHP’s activities in LMICs have
had a significant impact all analysed dimensions proposed by the Survey59. GAHP appears to have had
significant impact as a catalyst for change for its members and the 85% of Respondents to the LMICsbased GAHP member Survey (on average 12.75 out of 15) marked that GAHP had “Some” to
“Significant” impact on all analysed dimensions, with “Improved government awareness of toxic
pollution challenges” yielding the highest score of 14 (/15).

pollution. 4) Accessing/networking with persons engaged in health/toxic pollution 5) Building capacity to
understand toxic pollution challenges 6) Building capacity to address toxic pollution challenges/implement
remediation 7) Improving capacity to raise awareness on toxic pollution 8) Accessing financing for toxic pollution
remediation 9) Improving livelihoods of citizens in my country/region
59
Regarding the actual/current and/or potential longer-term impacts arising from GAHP’s activities in their
country/region/geographical area of work on toxic pollution’s negative effects on health, the given dimensions for
assessments provided to the Survey Respondents were 1) Catalyst for change 2) Improved government awareness
of toxic pollution challenges 3) Improved effectiveness of global initiatives on toxic pollution challenges 4) Improved
civil society awareness on toxic pollution challenges 5) Improved industry awareness on toxic pollution challenges
6) Improved government ownership on toxic pollution challenges 7) Improved civil society ownership on toxic
pollution challenges 8) Improved industry/private sector ownership on toxic pollution challenges.
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Fig. 5.1: LMICs GAHP Members Survey: Assessment of the actual/current and/or potential longer-term impacts
arising from GAHP’s activities in their country/region/geographical area of work, regarding toxic pollution’s negative
effects on health (R=15).

In the case of IOs GAHP Members, the 20 Respondents had quite mixed views, and for all analysed
dimensions, as both the extreme ends of the assessment scale were marked. However, the majority of
Respondents stands on GAHP having had “Limited” to “Some” impact in every dimension (aggregated
result is always higher that “No Impacts” result). A high number of Respondents marked “Don’t KnowCan’t Say” (more than 36% on average across all dimensions).
The highest marked impacts were under “Some Impact” and were “Improved national governments'
awareness of toxic pollution challenges” (8 out of 20) and “Improved civil society awareness” and
“ownership” on toxic pollution challenges (both 7 out of 20).

Fig. 5.2: IO GHAP Members Survey: Assessment of actual/current impacts arising from GAHP’s activities in their
country/region/geographical area of work, regarding toxic pollution’s negative effects on health (R=20)
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A narrow majority of the 17 Respondents to the GAHP Stakeholders Survey has marked that GAHP had
“Some” to “Significant” impact on all analysed dimensions. Their aggregated score is still higher, for
every analysed dimension, than the aggregated score of those who voted for “Limited” and “No Impact”
(with one even result for “Improved effectiveness of global initiatives on toxic pollution challenges”).
Similar to Respondents from IOs and non-LMICs –based organisations, a little more than 50% of
Respondents on average marked in each dimension to be analysed “Don’t Know- Can’t Say” or “Not
Applicable”. Respondents again expressed in the open section for comments, concerns regarding the
importance of distinguishing between GAHP's work versus Pure Earth's work.

Fig. 5.3: GAHP Stakeholders Survey: Assessment of the results/impact arising from the GAHP’s work in their
country(ies) of focus (or geographical/sector area of focus) (R=17)
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4.6 Assessing Impact – A Counterfactual Perspective
From a counterfactual perspective, assessing how the Health and Pollution landscape would have
evolved had GAHP not been created is by nature difficult. Some evolutions in the sector which have
made an important difference for GAHP and others, such as the introduction of the Global Burden of
Disease study series from the Institute of Health Metrics and Evaluation (IHME), would have happened
anyway. Other initiatives under development from the World Health Organisation (WHO) would
similarly have progressed.
A number of key informant interviews with international organisations have however emphasised that
GAHP had in their view played an important role in the advocacy work to secure mention of toxic
pollution in the SDGs. Some UN System organisation stakeholders thought it unlikely that a UN-housed
alliance similar to GAHP would have registered the same achievements as it would have had to operate
within the constraints of the operating procedures of a UN organisation, and thus the entrepreneurial
and can-do attitude of GAHP would have been lost.
One UN stakeholder also praised the more dynamic and innovative approach to some of the
communication and advocacy displayed by GAHP during the SDGs campaign, and considered this had
made a difference. It is also reasonable to assume that a Global Commission on Health and Pollution
(and related Lancet Report initiative) would most likely not have been launched, and at a wider level it is
probably likely that less progress would have been made in bringing all pollution actors together.

4.7 Conclusions
Overall, there are strong grounds for considering that GAHP has achieved more than many key
stakeholders had anticipated, especially in view of its organisational constraints and resource limitations
(primarily the legal aspects/ incorporation). A number of international organisations underlined that had
GAHP been operating with the requirements, procedures and constraints of an international
organisation it would be highly unlikely that the Alliance could have achieved the same results. GAHP
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has also shown an ability to target some more strategic and higher-impact initiatives, not least the
Global Commission on Pollution and Health. In terms of ambition and intended visibility, this represents
a considerable undertaking by GAHP.

Chapter Findings


GAHP’s activities and services are used quite actively by LMICs, and for the majority of LMICsbased members GAHP membership is befitting their organisation



A significant number of GAHP members and stakeholders consider that GAHP’s core focus to be
advocacy and awareness-raising at the international level, as well as on-the-ground work related
to toxic (mostly land) pollution.



GAHP is perceived as having contributed to the development of a strong network of pollution
and public health experts throughout the world, capable of reaching a variety of stakeholders
through effective advocacy activities on toxic pollution reduction, and GAHP is often perceived as
having comparative advantage thanks to Pure Earth and Blacksmith’s expertise and experience in
toxic site identification and remediation.



For International Organisation members, GAHP’s most significant achievements to-date have
been its contribution to advocacy work to prioritise (toxic) pollution in the global Health and
Environment agenda, including reference to pollution in the SDGs, followed by the launching of
the Global Commission on Pollution and Health and promoting successful models of replication
and capacity building to LIMC governments to take concrete, on the ground action to mitigate
toxic pollutants effects on human health.



GAHP has achieved more than many key members had anticipated, especially in view of its
organisational constraints and resource limitations (primarily the legal aspect/ incorporation).
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Chapter 5 - GAHP Efficiency, Structure, Functioning &
Governance
Chapter Guide
This section considers GAHP’s structure, governance arrangements and legal status, specifically:
 Reviews GAHP’s overall efficiency (Section 6.1)
 Reviews GAHP membership requirements and obligations (Section 6.2)
 Sets out an overview/log of GAHP’s structure and governance (Section 6.2)
 Review’s GAHPs legal status and the issue of incorporation (Section 6.4)
 Reviews GAHP’s governance (Section 6.5)

5.1 GAHP Efficiency
It is important to emphasise that there are a number of challenges in making an assessment of GAHP’s
efficiency, and in particular any comprehensive assessment. One challenge is that GAHP does not
operate with a medium-term budget and financing framework, against which detailed objectives have
been set. A second one is that many work axes and activities do not contain specific measurable
objectives, and a third is that GAHP does maintain resource-based activity monitoring.
Regarding efficiency in terms of GAHP resourcing, the review has asked GAHP to provide an overview of
the scale and nature of staffing provided by Pure Earth for the GAHP Secretariat since its inception in
2012. Table 5.1 below sets out the information provided by GAHP, from which it can be seen that GAHP
Secretariat has operated with approximately with staffing levels ranging from a low of 2.68 full-time
staff to a high of just over 6 staff. This amounts to a total of 24.6 man-years of staffing support since
GAHP’s inception, representing an annual average of approximately 49 person-months per year or
approximately the equivalent of 4 full time staff.
Table 5.1 – Overview GAHP Average Annual Staffing
Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017

Total Staffing
(Person-years)
2.68
3.36
3.92
3.16
5.52
6.02

Of which Senior
PE Staff
1.55
2.01
2.35
1.96
3.02
3.22

Of which Junior
/Admin PE Staff
1.13
1.35
1.58
1.20
2.50
2.80

Total Human
Resources Cost
$230,000
$293,000
$342,000
$290,000
$509,000
$544,000

It is important to point out that GAHP has emphasised that the information is approximative for a
number of reasons, as Pure Earth is the Secretariat of GAHP and GAHP is not an incorporated entity, and
Pure Earth staff are seconded to the Secretariat, it is difficult to break down actual staffing of GAHP for
2012-2017. Further, the thinking on what constitutes a “GAHP” activity has changed within GAHP over
time. Moreover, the confusion and overlap in Pure Earth activity reporting and GAHP reporting means
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that it is very difficult to draw clear conclusions based on GAHP cost efficiency with respect to work
outputs and staff inputs. The lack of dedicated GAHP record-keeping for Pure Earth staff is not only a
transparency issue, but creates risks of misreporting – for example the GAHP staffing provided during
this review (see Volume II, Annex VIII – pages 178-179) does not match GAHP activity staffing provided
under the predecessor EC-funded Reduction of Toxic Pollution Threatening the Environment and Health
of Vulnerable Communities. It is important that Pure Earth and GAHP address this as a matter of urgency
going forward. In terms of cost-efficiency in terms of staff costs, the (combined) costs of approx. EUR
270,000 for GAHP core staff roles (GAHP Director and GAHP Secretariat Programme manager) per year
does not look particularly cost-efficient, even taking into account New York living costs.
One efficiency yardstick that can be used is what outputs and results have been produced by GAHP
with the inputs and resources it has used. As already seen, Chapter 4 summarises GAHP’s principal
work outputs and related results since its creation. The most important results have been summarised
under the effectiveness sub-section (e.g. Section 4.2 and Annexes in Volume II of this report), but this
measurement must factor in all activities and work tasks. Thus, in addition to the most important work
outputs and results, all other work tasks must be added, including ongoing work tasks such as website
maintenance and updating, member communication (all media channels), organisation of GAHP annual
events, organisation of Executive Committee meetings, GAHP newsletter preparation and delivery,
administration, GAHP annual report, etc... On top of this comes GAHP work activities carried out on
specific projects (e.g. donor-funded projects such as the current UNIDO project under which this review
is being carried out.
Reviewing GAHP’s volume of activities against the core input resources (part-time staffing support
from Pure Earth and other costs support) suggests that GAHP is a busy and productive initiative at the
activity level, providing a strong efficiency performance in terms of ‘work return on capital’. Considering
only work outputs and results, GAHP also performs well in terms of efficiency in converting inputs into
work outputs and outcomes. The repeated mixing of activities in GAHP’s and Pure Earth’s reporting
makes it impossible however to draw any definitive conclusions regarding GAHP’s cost efficiency.
At a broad level, the provision of human resource staffing from Pure Earth has meant that GAHP is
relatively cost-efficient, in that it does not maintain a dedicated staffing body of its own, with its
operational staffing model representing something much more akin to a bootstrapping of a part time
start-up company by persons in full-time or part time employment. While this means that GAHP might
face efficiency challenges when its own work demands require additional resources that are not
available from Pure Earth, it does have an efficiency advantage of avoiding under-utilisation of staff
resources.
Table 5.2 below (See also Annex VII, Volume II of this Report) provides a breakdown of GAHP funding by
funding sources) by year and by project, along with a summary of which GAHP activities that the funding
was used for. This information has been provided by GAHP following an information request as part of
the review, and (as mentioned above) GAHP has noted that it is difficult to always break down “GAHP
funding by funding source, while the thinking on what constitutes a “GAHP” activity has changed over
time. Moreover, Pure Earth’s accounting system is not currently set up to by activity-based for all its
projects organization wide. The figures below are Pure Earth “pro forma” actuals of estimated expenses
for what was included 2012-2017 by funding source for all GAHP coded expenses, but do not include
TSIP, non-GAHP pilot projects, financial management, overhead or other expenses that were incurred to
GAHP but not necessarily coded to GAHP. Hence, according to GAHP, these numbers are less than the
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full amount, apart from being averaged and rounded, and while based on actual expenses, these
numbers will not necessarily match/reconcile absolutely with our financial statements/accounts, nor the
numbers reported in our GAHP annual reports.
Even taking into account the above constraints, the GAHP funding table below presents a number of
issues. Firstly, the numbers do not match those provided in Table 5.1 above w.r.t. GAHP staff costs, with
the difference for the years 2016 and 2017 in particular being striking. Furthermore, neither table seems
to co-relate with the original budget table for the budget provision made for a GAHP Secretariat Director
and GAHP Secretariat Program Manager. For example, EC-UNIDO funding for GAHP for 2016 and 2017 is
reported as only being USD 75,000 (i.e. USD 29,000 in 2016 and USD 46,000 in 2017). However, the ECUNIDO project provides for a total budget of more than EUR 320,000 to fund core GAHP Secretariat
roles (GAHP Director and GAHP Secretariat Programme Manager) for 2016 and 2017. However, no
explanation is provided for the extremely low EC-UNIDO GAHP funding reported. Moreover, the wider
EC-UNIDO funding contribution amounts to a total of EUR 3,998.384, (comprising EUR 1,429,303 in Year
1, EUR 1,472,870 in Year 2, and EUR 1,096,303 in Year 1), with a further EUR 4,650,000 provided under
the predecessor EC-UNIDO project to support efforts to combat toxic pollution60. Again, the above
serves to emphasise the need for strengthened management of GAPH and more transparency in
financial management and reporting.

60

The predecessor project ‘Reduction of Toxic Pollution Threatening the Environment and Health of Vulnerable
Communities’ involved an EC grant of EUR 5 million, with a management fee of EUR 50,000 for UNIDO.
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Table 5.2 - Overview GAHP-Reported Funding Sources by Programme/Project, Year and Funding Source
GAHP Funding
Source

World Bank

European
Commission via
UNIDO

German Federal
Ministry of
Environment
and Buildings
Green Cross
Switzerland

2012

$300,000

$280,000

2013

$316,000

$346,000

Funding Amount
2014
2015

$150,000

$473,000

$173,000

$29,000

$127,000

$123,000

$193,000

$185,000

US Agency for
International
Development
Swedish
Ministry of

2016

$154,000

$117,000

$90,000

2017

Program / Project
Name

Design of Global
Partnership to Address
Legacy Pollution and its
Health Impacts Affecting
Poor Communities in
Priority Countries
Reduction of Toxic
Pollution Threatening
the Environment and
Health of Vulnerable
Communities
$46,000 Mitigating Toxic Health
Exposures in Low- and
Middle-Income
Countries: Global
Alliance on Health and
Pollution
Global Commission on
Health and Pollution
$270,000
Reducing the Threats of
Toxic Chemical Pollution
$300,000
to Human Health in
LMICs
Sustainable
Development Goals

GAHP Activities financed under this
Funding
Setting up GAHP, management and
administrative structures;
Awareness raising/presentations
Organizing Bellagio 2012 conference
Fundraising for GAHP activities

GAHP Secretariat support
GAHP pilot projects (7)
National toxics action planning
Awareness raising/presentations
Organizing Pocantico conference
GAHP Secretariat support
Health and Pollution Action Plans

Writing and design of Commission Report
Presentations and travel to raise awareness
about report and solicit feedback
General GAHP support
GAHP Secretariat support
Health and Pollution Action Plans
Provide comments to draft indicators on
chemicals and waste and pollution as
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GAHP Funding
Source
Environment
and
Energy/SIDA

2012

2013

Funding Amount
2014
2015

2016

2017

Program / Project
Name
Outreach Campaign

Global Commission on
Health and Pollution
Donated Freshfields Legal
Donated –
Others
Pure Earth in
kind
TOTALS

$394,000
$25,000

$36,000

$80,000

$130,000

$685,000

$828,000

GAHP Activities financed under this
Funding
prepared by UNEP and Secretariat of the
Basel, Rotterdam & Stockholm Conventions.
Organize two to three (2-3) outreach events
in New York in the margins of the UN SDG
intergovernmental negotiations
Develop outreach materials on the linkages
between chemicals and wastes, including
pollution, and the SDGs
Writing and design of Commission Report
Presentations and travel to raise awareness
about report and solicit feedback
GAHP incorporation research

$45,000

$55,000

$55,000

$302,000

$101,000

$263,000

$440,000

$1,319,000

$756,000

$899,000

$1,111,000

Bellagio Conferences;
Pocantico Conference
All of the above
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5.2 GAHP Membership – Member Requirements and Obligations
Section 2 has already provided an overview of GAHP’s membership base. Membership of GAHP is
open to both public and private sector organizations that have taken concrete action, shown
leadership and/or are interested in resolving the issues of toxic pollution. 61 The procedure for joining
GAHP is relatively uncomplicated, and depends on the nature of the applicant organisation. GAHP’s
constitutive document states that since Government agencies (whether national or local), bilateral and
multilateral donor agencies, and international organizations under the United Nations are key to the
scope of the GAHP, the GAHP Secretariat can confirm membership without Executive Committee approval. Thus, these organizations are required only to send an official letter or email to GAHP stating
an intent to join, and the GAHP Secretariat can confirm membership without Executive Committee
approval. Other organizations, such as NGOs, academia or industry groups are also encouraged to join
provided “their missions and/or expertise/experience are relevant and their activities support the
GAHP’s objectives”. The GAHP Secretariat is the entity responsible for conducting due diligence to confirm the applicant’s intent, relevance and contribution to GAHP objectives and for submission for approval by the Executive Committee of applicants’ candidatures.
Membership also does not have any financial requirements or cost. GAHP membership obligations
are defined rather generally - according to the GAHP constitutive document GAHP members are expected to contribute to GAHP in at least one of the following areas: i) Sharing knowledge and experience that may be pertinent to GAHP objectives; ii) Promoting the issue of legacy pollution at
appropriate occasions and venues; iii) Providing technical assistance in activities supported by GAHP;
iv) exploring options for mobilizing financial resources for clean-up projects in low-income countries
and for dealing with emergencies; and v) Actively participate in the GAHP annual meeting, the
Executive Committee and/or the Technical Advisory Group (TAG).

5.3 GAHP Structure and Design
GAHP activities are implemented by the Secretariat, currently hosted by Pure Earth, and governed by
an Executive Committee. A Technical Advisory Group (TAG) provides key technical expertise and
advice to GAHP operations and activities. Table 6.1 below provides an overview of the GAHP
governance organs and the roles and responsibilities.
The Executive Committee is the key fulcrum of GAHP’s governance and decision-making. Regarding
its responsibilties, the Executive Committee is tasked with providing leadership and strategic
direction, administrative and fiduciary oversight, approval of GAHP strategies, policies, annual work
and fundraising plans; approval of prospective new TAG members and co-ordination with GAHP
Members. Regarding modus operandi, the regulations concerning GAHP’s Executive Committee are
that it comprise 9 prepresentatives, while decisions require consensus or a quorum of 5 Execom
members. The Executive Committee’s current composition comprises 9 representatives, with currently
8 positions filled: WB (Chair), the EC, UNIDO, the German Federal Ministry of the Environment (BMUB),
Pure Earth, the Ministry of Environment of Madagascar, the EPA of Ghana, the Department of
Environment and Natural Resources (DENR) of Philippines (Acting Representative, position to be filled)
and the UNEP. UNEP is a Member of the Executive Committee (since 2015) and a voting member of the
61

GAHP (2017) Membership. Available at: http://www.gahp.net/new/what-is-gahp/members/
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Executive Committee. However, according to the GAHP Secretariat, UNEP has assumed this role
unofficially and this issue will be subject of discussion at the upcoming Executive Committee meeting.
The presence of three different regional LMIC representatives was a deliberate choice of the original
Executive Committee, which had voted in January 201362 to expand the Executive Committee structure
to include two additional members from LMICs in order to safeguard the regional balance of
representation. Regarding meeting frequency, the ExecComm convenes quarterly (via
tele/videoconference or in person (although sometimes frequency can increase), while Executive
Committee members serve four-year terms, stagged by two year intervals in order to manage the
turnover of Executive Committee members. Tables 5.3 and 5.4 below provides a summary history of
who has served on the Executive Committee since GAHP’s creation.
Regarding the Technical Advisory Group (TAG), this structure is modelled after Blacksmith Institute’s
TAG group and comprises 15-25 technical experts, of which a minimum of 5 should come from LMICs.
Comprising in the main of volunteers, the TAG convenes twice a year via teleconference.63 TAG activities
include providing guidance and expertise to GAHP operations, in particular during GAHP’s design phase,
as well as reviewing and selection of proposals, monitoring and evaluation of projects; and providing
technical expertise on specific projects, where there is no conflict of interest.
Regarding the third organ of GAHP’s structure, the GAHP Secretariat, the Secretariat’s role includes
ensuring transparency about its activities and operations by regularly updating the GAHP Executive
Committee and the members, and meeting minutes and reports on its activities are available online on
the GAHP website Pure Earth has served as the interim Secretariat for GAHP during the design phase.
Based on the GAHP (2013) Constitutive Document of May 2013 the Executive Committee is tasked with
determining a permanent arrangement for the Secretariat for the Implementation Phase (i.e. hosted at
Pure Earth or other institution) in due course.’ The Secretariat’s activities include developing the design
and structure of GAHP with GAHP members, implementing GAHP activities, developing work plans and
expenditure schedules, as well as researching long-term financing and developing fund mobilization
plans. Regarding GAHP pilot projects, work responsibilities include developing proposed selection
criteria for pilot projects, and nomination and selection criteria for the TAG members. Another key
activity is developing GAHP’s programmatic and financial reports of GAHP, for example project-focussed
reports for donors and funding providers as well as the GAHP’s annual report.
GAHP also uses ad-hoc organs to manage its business, in particular GAHP Subcommittees. At the
January 2013 Executive Committee meeting, the GAHP Secretariat proposed the adoption of a
Subcommittees structure to facilitate the work of the Alliance and enable the Executive Committee and
other members to provide feedback, report back and be more involved in GAHP activities. Four
Subcommittees were proposed and adopted - Communications, Fundraising, Projects, and Technical
Advisory Group – and it was proposed that they would meet at least once in between each Executive
Committee meetings.
The proposal for a dedicated Subcommittee on fundraising was in particular welcomed, in part as it
would be more agile in ensure that existing calls for fundraising were not missed and overall contribute
to enhance the coordination of the Alliance and its sustainability. This would have a mandate to both
62
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Executive Committee Meeting Minutes January 2013, GAHP. Avalable on www.gahp.net
GAHP (2013) Constitutive Document, May 2013, page 6.
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explore options and raise funds, which are considered priorities for GAHP. The WB, EC, ADB and BID
were suggested as appropriate members for the Fundraising subcommittee. Regarding the Projects
subcommittee, the GIZ and UNIDO were suggested as members, as well as other members such as
Fundación Chile. The Communications subcommittee would be in charge of reviewing the new GAHP
website, collecting information from members on activities and strategize how to reach different
audiences, especially agencies within recipient countries (LMICs) and showcase GAHP’s current
successes, technologies, guidance documents, etc. The Subcommittees structure seems to have been
kept alive until April 2014, when publicly available minutes of the GAHP Executive Committee meetings
show records of reporting of updates by individual subcommittees.
Table 5.3: GAHP Component Governance Bodies - Overview
GAHP Organ
Role
Overview

Activities
Design Phase

Activities
Implementati

GAHP Executive
Committee
- 9 representatives.
- Decisions requires
consensus.
- Quorum: 5 representatives.
- Executive Committee
member organizations not
required to make a financial
contribution in order to
64
participate .
- Convenes quarterly (via
tele/videoconference or in
person).
- 4-year terms, staggered by 2
65
years.
- Leadership and strategic
direction.
- Administrative and fiduciary
oversight.
- Approval of GAHP strategies,
policies, annual work and
fundraising plans.
- Approval of TAG members.
- Coordination with GAHP
Members.
- Assistance with fund and
technical know-how
mobilization for Secretariat
and the mechanism.
- Review terms for
governance structure.
- GAHP Leadership,
Administration, Approval of

GAHP TAG

GAHP Secretariat

- 15-25 technical experts.
- Minimum 5 members from
LMICs.
- Modelled after Blacksmith - Secretariat function provided
Institute’s TAG.
by Pure Earth since GAHP’s
- Comprised ‘largely’ of
launch.
66
volunteers.
- Convenes twice/ year via
teleconference.

-Provide guidance and
expertise to GAHP
operations.

- Proposal review and
selection.

- Develop design and structure
of GAHP with GAHP
members.
- Implement GAHP activities.
- Develop work plans,
expenditure schedules,
selection criteria for pilot
projects, nomination and
selection criteria for TAG
members.
- Research long-term financing
-Develop fund mobilization
plan.
- Write programmatic and
financial reports of GAHP.
- Activities of design and
structure of GAHP,
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GAHP (2013) Constitutive Document, May 2013. Link : http://www.gahp.net/new/wpcontent/uploads/2013/05/GAHPConstitutiveDocument_May2013.pdf page 5.
65
GAHP (2015) GAHP Executive Committee Meeting Summary. http://www.gahp.net/new/wpcontent/uploads/2013/04/ExecCommAnnualMeeting_Minutes_Sept2015-ExternalSummary.pdf
66
GAHP (2013) Constitutive Document, May 2013, page 6.
56

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

GAHP Organ
on Phase

GAHP Executive
Committee

GAHP TAG

GAHP Secretariat

GAHP strategies and work
- Monitoring and evaluation -Implementation and Work
and fundraising plans,
of projects.
plans and expenditure
Coordination and Assistance - Provide technical expertise
schedules, research long-term
of Design phase.
on specific projects, where financing option, fund
- Review and approve pilot
there is no conflict of
mobilization and reporting of
project implementation.
interest.
Design phase.
- Test GAHP’s design and
- Review grant applications.
67
suitability.
- Manage and coordinate grant
implementation.
- Manage general program
related information (e.g.
outreach, models, lessons).
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‘Depending on the mechanism chosen, some or all of functions of the Executive Committee will be incorporated
into the mechanism (in the case of a Trust Fund housed at the World Bank, which would then take on
administrative and fiduciary oversight) or transferred to the Secretariat.’ GAHP (2013) Constitutive Document, May
2013.
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Table 5.4 – Current GAHP Executive Committee Representatives / Participants / Observers, as of 6/13/2017.
Legend: x = Executive Committee Member / Organisation representative; *Lead/Main Representative;
Organisation

Years Served

WB

EC

Official Membership
with Vote

2012

Yes

Jostein Nygard*

Yes

Yewande Awe
Montserrat MeiroLorenzo
Jill Hanna*

2012 – present

2012 – present

Name
x

2013

2014

Yes
2012 – present

x

x

x

X

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Stephan Sicars*

x

x

x

Alexander Nies Retired

x

Bjorn Ingendahl

x

Birgit Wolz*
Livia Nink

x

x
x

x
x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

Heinz Leuenberger*

68

German Federal
Ministry of Environment
(BMUB)

2015 – present

Pure Earth

2012 – present

yes

Richard Fuller*

Govt Madagascar, MOEF

2014- present

yes

Marthe Rahelimalala*

Govt Philippines, DENR

2012 – present

yes

x

Neric Acosta*

yes

x

69

Marlo Mendoza*
Ghana EPA

2017

x

Ludovic Bernaudat
Yes

2016

X

X

x

Maria Pachta
UNIDO

2015

John Pwamang

x

X

x

X

x

x

x

70

x
x

x

x

68

Retired.
No longer in position.
70
Acting, waiting for position to be filled.
69
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Organisation

Years Served

UNEP

71

Official Membership
with Vote
yes

2015 – present

Clean Air Asia

2017 – present

GACC

2017 – present

Icahn School of
Medicine

2017 – present

Name
Pierre Quiblier
Achim Halpaap*

Executive Committee
Observer
Executive Committee
Observer
Executive Committee
Observer

2012

2013

2014

2015
x

2016

2017

x

x

x

x

Desiree Narvaez

x

Bjarne Pedersen

x

Sumi Mehta

x

Philip Landrigan

x

71

Currently UNEP is a Member of the GAHP EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE (since 2015) as a non-voting member. However, UNEP has assumed this role unofficially and this issue will be
subject of discussion at the upcoming Executive Committee meeting.
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Table 5.5 – Former GAHP Executive Committee Representatives / Participants / Observers
(Legend: *lead/main representative)

Agency

Years Agency
Served

US EPA

2015-2016

Executive Committee
Observer

Govt Mexico,
SEMARNAT

2015

LMIC member –
due to rotation

ADB

2012-2016

Notes

Resigned from GAHP

Name

2012

2013

2014

2015

Mathy Stanislaus

x

x

Christopher Prins

x

x

Luis Eduardo de Avila

x

Naomi Chakwin*

x

Amy Leung

x

x

x

Soonman Kwon
Frank Fecher*

x
x

x

Helmut Krist*
2012-2014

Replaced by BMUB

x

Harald Flohr

x

x

Gundolf Klaen

x

x

Julika Tribukait

2017

x

Pavit Ramachandran

GIZ

2016

x

x

60

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

5.4 GAHP’s Legal Status and the Issue of Incorporation
As already mentioned GAHP is a ‘loose’ alliance, with the Pure Earth organisation acting as
Secretariat, but without legal independence, and hence contracting and financial activity for GAHP
work goes through its Secretariat. The possibility of establishing the GAHP has a separate legal entity
have been under discussion ever since the first grant allocated to Pure Earth for its creation. The May
2013 Constitutive Document also mentioned the possibility for the WB to act as a ‘host for a future
multilateral donor trust fund’ is mentioned, which also shows GAHP stakeholders’ interest in it being
an independent entity from inception or at least exploring a more long-term funding mechanism for
combatting the health impacts of toxic pollution.
The need for GAHP to become a legal entity was also stressed by the European Commission in its
Annex 19 of the Commission Implementing Decision on the Annual Action Programme 2014 for
Environment and Climate Change under the Global Public Goods and Challenges Thematic
Programme.72 The Action Document for the“2014 contribution to sound management of chemicals
and waste,” included an overview of “Mitigating toxic health exposures in the Low- and MiddleIncome Countries through support to the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution” for which UNIDO
was the implementing party with Pure Earth as a technical subcontractor. Furthermore, one of the
three expected results for this project being “GAHP established as a legal entity with an independent
Secretariat.”73
GAHP’s Executive Committee has since 2014 been discussing incorporation options for GAHP.74 At
the September 2014 Annual Meeting it was agreed that GAHP would take the form of an
independent legal entity if EC, WB, ADB and at least one UN agency approved it, and representatives
present at the meeting indicated that this should be feasible. The GAHP also discussed its new fiveyear strategy, including a process for organizing and managing the “soon-to- be-legal GAHP”. During
2014 the law firm Freshfields provided in-kind services for a total of $394.000 to GAHP/Pure Earth to
explore feasibility and models for the incorporation of GAHP as a legal entity. In parallel to the
September 2014 Annual meeting, the GAHP received the report on the analysis of the GAHPs
Structural Options,75 and in the December 2014 Executive Committee Meeting it was reported that
the draft GAHP incorporation documents were in review by Swiss authorities76 in Geneva.77

72

EC (2013) Action Document for “2014 contribution to sound management of chemicals and waste”. Available
at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/
comitologie/ros/2014/D035635-02/COM-AC_DR(2014)D035635-02(ANN19)_EN.pdf
73
EC (2013) Action Document for “2014 contribution to sound management of chemicals and waste”. Available
at: http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/commission_europeenne/comitologie/
ros/2014/D035635-02/COM-AC_DR(2014)D035635-02(ANN19)_EN.pdf, page 8.
74
GAHP (2014) GAHP 2014 Annual Meeting Summary, September. Available at: http://www.gahp.net/new/wpcontent/uploads/2013/04/AnnualMeeting_Minutes_2014-ExternalSummary-.pdf
75
Freshfields Bruckhaus Deringer (2014) GAHP Restructuring. Available at: http://www.gahp.net/new/wpcontent/uploads/2013/04/Freshfields-GAHP-Structure-Options-September-Draft.pdf
76
To be able to incorporate GAHP as an NGO in Geneva, Switzerland, an organization needs to submit its
documents for review and comment to the NGO Coordinator’s office (http://www.cagi.ch/en/ngo.php)
77
GAHP (2014) GAHP Executive Committee Meeting Summary, December. Available at:
http://www.gahp.net/new/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/ExecComm_Minutes_Dec2014-ExternalSummary.pdf
GAHP (2014) GAHP Executive Committee Meeting Summary, April. Available at:
http://www.gahp.net/new/wp-content/uploads/2013/04/ExecComm_Minutes_April2014ExternalSummary.pdf
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Furthermore, the December 2014 minutes mentioned above also state that “full GAHP Executive
Committee member support was needed before incorporation would be filed.”
GAHP incorporation continues to be mentioned in minutes from 2015 Executive Committee
meetings, where the importance of incorporation was stressed by several members. During the 2015
Annual meeting it was announced that, pending changes and approval of the Executive Committee,
the GAHP incorporation could proceed. It was also clarified that “while the main focus for GAHP’s
work [would be] to provide technical and financial assistance for cleaning up contaminated sites,
GAHP [would] also advocate to move forward the pollution agenda more broadly” and that “this
would be stated in both statutes and bylaws”. Additionally, it was suggested that GAHP (Sub)Committees could be listed as “as necessary” in the incorporation documents. The role of various
members and potential members was discussed and multiple questions were raised concerning the
legalities regarding becoming a donor to GAHP. It was also clarified that project-based resources may
be provided to GAHP for relevant project-based technical operations. It was also noted that a bank
account will be sought after incorporation. It was also confirmed that according to the incorporation
documents, board positions were to be set at 4-year terms, staggered by 2 years. It was additionally
confirmed that GAHP is interested in industry representatives, and suggestions from members of
possible groups were welcomed by the Executive Committee Chair.
Due to the still unanswered amount of questions about incorporation, the Executive Committee
declared that the incorporation process should not be rushed, and that it would benefit GAHP to
continue to build a strong case for addressing pollution first. It was agreed that a discussion on
bylaws would be included in the next meeting’s agenda. The subject of GAHP incorporation was again
raised in the executive Committee of January 2016, when it was proposed that Freshfields would
attend the next meeting. However, it appears the law firm did not attend the meeting, based upon
the minutes of the April 2016 Executive Committee Minutes.
The January 2016 Executive Committee meeting notes restated that that full agreement from the
Executive Committee members would be necessary before incorporation would be filed. It was also
announced that the Secretariat had received comments from the Swiss Authorities and Swiss
Counsel on the draft incorporation documents. The GAHP counsel and the Swiss Authorities had
recommended simplifying the Statutes, as these documents were to be permanent, thus leaving the
more in-depth legal details for the future GAHP Regulations (by-laws). The minutes also state that
since the September 2015 annual meeting it had become clear that GAHP should take on an
advocacy role for the larger pollution agenda as well as become a fundraising and grant-making
entity, clearly separated from Pure Earth. Representatives from the Executive Committee from
UNIDO and the German Ministry BMUB expressed doubts on the feasibility of the process of renewal
of membership for their organisations, following legal incorporation. The GAHP Secretariat expressed
particular concern on the need for incorporation, stating there was appetite, also from LMIC
recipients, to create a stronger legal entity in order to mobilise more resources and sustain the GAHP
long term-vision. However, the April 2016 discussions on GAHP Incorporation were brief and
confirmed that such process “would happen in the background, whilst strong activities and
deliverables help build the case for incorporation”. In February 2017, the GAHP Secretariat, i.e. Pure
Earth, stated that ‘there [weren’t] any plans to [incorporate] until there [was] further appetite
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amongst donor agencies’ and that, as a consequence, ‘incorporation is on hold, and not[sic] further
work has been done to the incorporation documents.’78
Overall, the review of GAHP Executive Committee meetings and selected documents suggests the
discussion had somewhat stalled, and that the issue of incorporation has been put ‘on the back
burner’. The review interviews programme showed that there appears to be support for formalising
GAHP’s status, provided issues regarding clarity of strategy and a clear work plan, including how
GAHP would propose to work with other key stakeholders (this is discussed in more detail
subsequent sections of this report). Issues that emerged as obstacles or ‘issues to be deal with’
regarding GAHP incorporation were the legal implications for at least some international
organisations (UN agencies) and some national governments (and whether legally they could become
members) and the implications or effect this might have on the effectiveness of GAHP (and in
particular the Executive Committee) as an effective platform for advocacy setting.
The review survey programme also asked GAHP members as to their views on whether GAHP
should be incorporated. The survey of IOs (18 respondents) showed mixed feedback - As visible in
the graph below, statements containing more positive aspects and outcomes linked to the incorporation, yielded responses that were for the majority divided between agreement towards the positive outcomes (“Agree”) and uncertainty (“Don’t know – Can’t Say”), with the remaining options
available marked in almost equal amount. Regarding the more negative statements, on whether the
GAHP incorporation would make it more difficult for the Respondent’s organisation to be involved in
GAHP or on whether the GAHP incorporation would create more challenges than opportunities in
general, the majority of respondents marked “Don’t know - Can’t say”.
Fig. 5.1 – Respondent Views on GAHP Incorporation

78

Email communication (February, 2017) between the evaluator and Rachael Kupka, Director, Strategy &
Development; Pure Earth / Global Alliance on Health & Pollution.

63

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

As the above chart shows, the respondents from international organisations is more positive than
negative regarding what might be the benefits or opportunities if GAHP were to incorportate, but
the bigger message is that many respondents simply don’t know enough to be able to decide
whether GAHP the pros and benefits of GAHP incorporation would outweigh the cons and
disadvantages.

5.5 GAHP Governance
As mentioned earlier, the GAHP Executive Committee is the key decision-making organ of the GAHP.
Regarding GAHP governance, the assessment approach has reviewed the extent to which key
discussion and decisions are adequately documented, in terms of reviewing the GAHP Executive
Committee meeting minutes. Meeting minutes tend to take either a longer or short form, but for key
management and strategic issues do not generally appear to have provided sufficient explanation on
why a decision was or not taken, or refer to another background document or pre-meeting briefing
document. Regarding the content of meeting minutes, until 2015 they used to report updates
following the (four) GAHP Sub-Committee structures, while from 2015 the section headings of
Executive Committee minutes were structured by topic discussed.
Stakeholder interviews suggested that many organisations with involvement in the Executive Committee are broadly satisfied with the Executive Committee’s performance, with some mentioning
that a lot gets covered in Executive Committee Conference Calls, while the calls are generally considered to be effectively moderated by GAHP leadership. Reviewing the minutes of Executive Committee minutes also suggests that the majority of Calls are taken up with content-related issues around
the health and toxic pollution agenda and the promotion of same. This likely makes these Calls more
relevant and attractive to Executive Committee members, compared if a significant amount of time
was being devoted to GAHP-related management and administrative issues. Moreover, these Executive Committee Conference Calls do not impose an overly heavy time burden on Executive Committee members, allowing the GAHP Executive Committee to have key members of key international organisations and other government organisations on its key decision-making body.
While the Executive Committee appears to have performed relatively satisfactory as a good tool for
discussion and decision-making on content-related health and pollution matters, in particular advocacy and awareness-raising, it is less clear that the Executive Committee has been as effective in
providing governance and oversight. The issue of GAHP’s incorporation would seem to point to
some weaknesses in GAHP’s governance, which why the history of the discusison has been
spelled out in some detail above. From the above, it can be seen that no substantive and
comprehensive elaboration is provided as why there was a lack of appetite among donor
agencies, and if any actions were considered to address this ‘lack of appetite’. In this respect, from
an outside governance perspective, there is to to some extent a lack of a sufficiently detailed
account of the issues on such an imporant issue. It is also noticeable from the above account that
the criteria for how the Executive Committte voting on proceeding with incorporation changed
from one meeting to another. More importantly, the impression given is that much of the
discussion in the Executive Committee does not seem to have been sufficiently prepared and
managed. It is difficult to understand how short Executive Committee meetings could be expected
to advance such a complicated and mutli-facted discussion in the short space of time available for
such meetings.
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A more logical option (as would have the case in many Boards of Directors) would be to created a
dedicated sub-committee or working group to look at all aspects in a detailed analysis andand
come back ot the Board with carefully analysis and recommendations on who to proceed.
Furthermore, such a discussion would reqjuire a fully-informed discussion on incorporation would
also require this to take place with the support of a strategic vision and strategy and development
plan of a detail that has not yet been some from GAHP. This is likely to be a key reason explaining
the relatively large proportion of international organisation stakeholders responded as ‘don’t
know/can’t say’ in the IO survey, as they could not predict on incorporation effects and impact in
the absence of a strategy and development plan. Finally, the issues raised by some members
should have been identified and categorised as issues to be explored in greater depth, and not as
reasons to postpone or stall the discussion. Thus, despite the best intentions of all, the
incorporation issue sugests that a series of governance short comings – insufficient preparation
and framing of the discussion by the GAHP Secretariat, and insufficient management and
leadership by the Executive Committee.
The Bellagio 2017 meeting would also suggest to some weaknesses that are likely constraining
GAHP from evolving and grwoing to another level. Many of the meetings aspects (location,
organisationa and logistics support, time for informal networking) were highly appreciated by
meeting participants. However, the agenda did not seem completely coherent with the initial aim
of a significant, high-level meeting coming on GAHP’s 5-year anniversary, and on the even of the
launch of the Gobal Commission (Lancet) report. Discussion on one document initially foreseen as
some sort of press communique revealed wider unanswered questions about GAHP’s strategic
communications management, and consumed an amount of time that was not productive. But
most of all, what was striking was that the discussion on the future of GAHP, even if open,
engaged and welcomed by participants, was not preceded by a clear framework, or underpinned
by discussion documents on strategic scenarios for GAHP’s future development. This contributes
further to an impression that while GAHP doesn many things well, its capacities on strategic
reflection, strategy-setting and strategy development are weak and will need to be strengthened.
Some of the desk research work, and selected interview feedback, also raises questions about
whether GAHP governance is adequate, in particular if it has ambitions to grow and register bigger
impacts in advancing the health and pollution agenda. One example is regarding GAHP reporting,
where the desk review has identified a number of inconsistencies in general and project-specific
reporting on activities, while in some instances reporting seems to have confused of doubled up
reporting on GAHP activities and Pure Earth activities. Yet this does not seem to have been
identified in the GAHP Secretariat’s internal quality control, nor by the Executive Committee. For
example, according to the GAHP Annual Report 2013, “more than 3,200 sites have been identified so
far, and more than 1,800 screened on site. […] Since 2012, GAHP has held training workshops in nineteen countries, and trained more than 160 investigators and 120 government representatives how to
identify and assess toxic sites.”
Similarly, as of July 2017, the Pure Earth website stated that “more than 3,100 sites have been identified so far, and more than 1,800 screened on site. […]” and as part of the training activities related to
the TSIP process “Since 2012, GAHP has held training workshops in fourteen countries, and trained
nearly 150 investigators and 90 government representatives how to identify and assess toxic sites.
These errors are also finding their way into some donor programming documents – for example is
the EC Action Document mentioned earlier in this Chapter, which speaks of “projects funded by
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GAHP include more than 3,000 sites identified and assessed in nearly 50 countries where heavy metals, pesticides, solvents, radionuclides and other toxic substances exist at dangerous levels in drinking
water, soil, air and food and are in a pathway of exposure to human beings”.
While the Global Commission on Health and Pollution (a joint initiative of GAHP, The Lancet and
Icahn School of Medicine at Mount Sinai) is an ongoing and future-oriented activity, some
feedback from interviews suggests that a number of processes could have been better defined at
the outset and made the process easier for all, including editing and quality checks at different
stages of the drafting. Moreover, looking to the future, the foreseen launch and publication of the
Global Commmission Report in The Lancet will not only bring increased visibilty to GAHP and
opportunities to bring the pollution and health advocacy message to a higher level but it will also
likely increase stakeholder and media focus on GAHP. Beyond likely increased stakeholder and
media visibilty of GAHP messages (and scrutiny thereof), GAHP’s internal operational processes
will also likely need strengthenin if is to have the requisite capacity to puruse and realise
opportunities that may open up in the period following publication of the Global Commission
Report, as well as other high-profile opportunities such as UNEA3 etc.
Regarding another aspect of GAHP’s governance described above – GAHP Subcommittees – there
appears little further discussion of these in Executive Committeee meetings during 2015 and
2016, and it is not clear if they continue to work or whether they have ceased functioning.

Chapter Findings
Selected key findings on GAHP’s structure and governance include:


GAHP’s membership obligations are quite open



GAHP has had a protracted discussion at Executive level over more 3-4 years on whether the
Alliance should be incorporated without any real decision being made, with the discussion also
lacking sufficient preparation, framing and management.



GAHP’s discussion on incorporation suggests some governance deficits at the level of the
Secretariat and the Executive Committee.



Linked to the above, GAHP’s governance at the strategic level is weak and needs to be
strengthened, while GAHP’s internal operational processes also need strengthening.

66

UNIDO Independent Assessment of the Global Alliance on Health and Pollution (GAHP)

Chapter 6 – GAHP’s Sustainability Prospects
Chapter Guide
This chapter considers GAHP’s sustainability prospects, specifically:


Considers GAHP’s institutional sustainability prospects as well as governance risk (Section
6.2)



Examines GAHP’s financial sustainability prospects (Section 6.3)



Considers GAHP’s sustainability w.r.t the scale of need regarding advancing the health and
pollution agenda (Section 6.4)

6.1 Introductory Remarks
Assessing GAHP’s prospects for sustainability is not easy, not least because trying to predict the
future is rarely easy and many, if not most, predictions regarding the future tend to be wrong.
However, this chapter nevertheless seeks to analyse and distil the review’s desk research work and
stakeholder consultation feedback, and frame some messages regarding GAHP’s prospects for being
sustainable.

6.2 Institutional Sustainability and Governance Risks
At the level of its membership, GAHP’s institutional sustainability prospects would appear mixed.
This is not to criticise the GAHP, rather simply acknowledging that the linkage with many of its
members base is relatively light, all the more so as GAHP membership does entail a specific package
of services within its value proposition, and there is no systematic enquiry and assessment of
member needs and interests. Should GAHP develop a stronger value proposition for members and
increase its value proposition for them in a more formalised membership offer, its institutional
sustainability prospects would be strengthened.
Regarding GAHP’s wider prospects for institutional sustainability, it is important to consider the
consequences of the GAHP’s current situation where does not have its own legal personality. This
means that GAHP cannot contract with donors for specific projects, it cannot build a strong
organisational basis, it cannot optimally develop its own cohort of knowledgeable and experienced
staff dedicated to GAHP’s mission and that builds up knowledge of its modus operandi, its members
and the nature and scale of the pollution and health challenges faced by its LMIC-based members
around the globe.
Thus, despite its results and achievements to-date, GAHP’s prospects for being sustainable as a
network are probably at best mixed, in the absence of increased formalisation and
institutionalisation of the network during the coming years. Some of the international organisations
that are members of GAHP believe that GAHP faces a future choice of either formalising and
institutionalising itself or risking withering and dying over time, and this is a viewpoint that the
review would broadly concur with. A number of stakeholders pointed out that they personally were
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not aware of any network or loose alliance that had started and that had continued to thrive without
at one point formalising its organisational and institutional basis.
It is important to point out that while most international stakeholders consulted believe that GAHP
will need to formalise if it is to develop and evolve to the next level, this does not mean that there is
complete consensus on this point. One international stakeholder for example pointed out that other
initiatives were not necessarily impeded by not having been incorporated as a legal entity, citing the
Cities Alliance79 partnership as one example, an initiative which is generally regarded as having been
able to able to attain significant achievement. (However, an important difference between Cities
Alliance and GAHP was that Cities Alliance operated under the aegis of two international
organisations, the World Bank and UN-Habitat).
For most international stakeholders consulted, incorporation and institutionalisation of GAHP needs
to go hand in hand with the development of a clearer vision by GAHP, and in particular a strategy on
how that vision will be realised and how specifically it will seek to work with other organisations and
stakeholders in the health and pollution arena. The perceived expansion of GAHP’s focus and work to
include air pollution has served in part to heighten the perceived need for a clearer GAHP vision,
strategy and engagement plan with other stakeholders.
The current institutional situation of GAHP also has created a number of organisation issues that
need to be addressed, such as a need to improve monitoring and evaluation and to improve the
quality of GAHP general and project-specific reporting, in particular ensuring transparency in
reporting GAHP activities and Pure Earth activities. While reliance on Pure Earth for managing the
GAHP’s secretariat has made GAHP cost-efficient, it has also meant that GAHP is too often confused,
or appear interchangeable, with Pure Earth and has not developed a sufficiently autonomous identity
distinct from Pure earth. Another consequence of this may be that GAHP’s focus and portfolio of
activities may have been unduly influenced by Pure Earth – for example GAHP’s mixes a widening
focus with a portfolio of activities that are often centred around Pure Earth’s cores strengths in toxic
pollution and onsite remediation work. This might well be an example of where lack of its own
autonomous organisation basis has, even if unintended, conspired to constrain GAHP’s development,
by GAHP strategic development and operational development being primarily influenced by Pure
Earth experience, with taking sufficient account of expertise from other GAHP stakeholders.

6.3 GAHP Financial Sustainability
Overall, based upon its current situation, GAHP’s financial sustainability prospects are not very
strong. This is in part linked to its lacking its own legal personality and the related constraints that
come with this (in particular not being able to contract directly with would-be donors), but also
relates to the fact that GAHP does not have a clear financing model, not does it have a clear strategy
that has been vetted with key GAHP stakeholders and secured buy-in from its membership and
partners.
More positively, there are numerous ‘assets’ upon which GAHP can draw as it seeks to develop a
strategy for the medium-term. A first is a strong reservoir of goodwill from members and
international organisations that have been impressed by some of its results, and want to see it
79

Cities Alliance was conceived as a means to create a partnership between UN-Habitat and the World Bank in
order to advance the agenda of the United Nations Conference on Human Settlements at Istanbul in 1996
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succeed. A second its Pure Earth and GAHP’s past capacity to leverage some funding and co-funding
(e.g. for some GAHP pilot projects).

6.4 Sustainability w.r.t. the Scale of Need regarding the Health and Pollution
Agenda
Regarding whether sufficient public/stakeholder awareness exists to support GAHP’s longer-term
objectives, a positive aspect is that the review findings suggest sufficient GAHP stakeholder
awareness exists, while ongoing projects such as the Lancet Report can be expected to lease to
increased public awareness. Stakeholder interview feedback showed that there is a need for an actor
that can act as a global convenor of health and pollution actors across the spectrum of pollution, if
GAHP can address some of the above-mentioned constraints and weaknesses. As mentioned earlier,
this is part of the value proposition of GAHP, in particular if it can develop a clearer strategic vision
and how it would propose to partner and synergise with other key actors, its value to its members
and key stakeholders can increase significantly. The survey findings also show that most GAHP
members and stakeholders consider that GAHP’s work is for the most part synergistic with other
initiatives, even if there is some scope for improvement. It should be noted that LMIC stakeholders
are somewhat more positive compared with international stakeholders, although this may be also
because LMIC stakeholders are considering synergy and duplication with primarily national
initiatives, while international stakeholders are considering synergy and duplication with a wider
number of international, regional and sub-regional initiatives.
The draft Commission Report on Health and Pollution (Lancet Report) suggests that the majority of
the work in making pollution a higher-order priority has yet to be done, including increasing the
financing of pollution remediation and mitigating the negative health impacts. The survey findings
showed that many GAHP members consider that the challenges regarding toxic pollution and health
has for the most part remained broadly the same during the past 5 tears, implying that there is so
much more to be done.
Despite GAHP’s recording some significant achievements, and providing examples of results that
demonstrate the potential added-value and impact that it can bring, the review findings suggest that
there are significant constraints and risks to GAHP’s long-term sustainability. As alluded to elsewhere
in this report, GAHP is to some extent at a crossroads, a fact acknowledged in part by GAHP’s own
launching of a discussion on future scenarios for development at the GAHP Bellagio meeting in May
2017.

6.5 GAHP Added value
To the extent that GAHP members use (or participate in) GAHP’s activities/services, do they find
them valuable? A significant majority of the 19 LMIC Member Survey Respondents consider all
GAHP activities80 to be either “Useful” or “Very Useful” for their organisation (13 – 17/19). The

80

The given list of activities was: 1) Research and Publication (Factsheets and Reports), 2) Toxic Sites
Identification Programme (TSIP), 3) GAHP advocacy activities (e.g. Sustainable Development Goals, UNEA3, GEF
Replenishment, #tellyourpollutionstory,), 4) GAHP Updates/Newsletters, 5) Technical Guidance (Documents), 6)
Site Remediation Programs and Projects (up to 2015 only), 7) Pollution Info-Sessions (Online Webinars), 8)
Regulatory- and Funding-related Information, 9) Health and Pollution Action Plans (HPAPs), 10) National Toxics
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most valuable was the Site Remediation Programs and Projects (up to 2015 only), with 11
respondents considering them “Very Useful”, followed by GAHP Research and Publication (Factsheets
and Reports) with 10 respondents considering them “Very Useful”. The scale of the positive value
assessment on some LMIC members’ responses on in-country related services, given in part the
rather limited in-country site work carried out by GAHP, does lead to a question of whether some
respondents are also considering in their assessment in-country and site identification and
remediation work carried out by Pure Earth. Another explanation however might be that they are
aware of the kind of work, and even if Pure Earth has done more in-country work than GAHP, they
want to communicate and emphasise that they find this on-the ground valuable.
Among LMICs-based GHAP Members, some of the unique aspects of GAHP praised in the E-Survey
were the Alliance’ multi-stakeholder, collaborative, open, non-binding nature, and its capacity to
help LMIC Governments in prioritising future actions regarding addressing pollution challenges and
toxic sites remediation. The TSIP was particularly praised in this framework. The awareness raising
efforts of GHAP have been globally praised by Respondents form all three Surveys, as well as
advocacy activities in international fora, which have contributed to elevate the issue of pollution to a
priority status, mainstreaming into both national and international development agendas.
The (scientific) knowledge and information sharing activities on pollution’ impacts on human
health has also been seen as a key component to GAHP, thanks to effective networking between
experts working in different countries and from different fields of work. GAHP’s unicity of scope and
mission has been often underlined by LMICs Respondents, particularly regarding the idea of
working on pollution issues with a focus on health at a global level. One Respondent to the LMICsbased Members Survey stated how “GAHP is one of the only organizations working to address
pollution globally, with a focus on health and also achieving tangible impact.”
Regarding GAHP IO members, a majority of the 20 Respondents considered GAHP activities/services
to be either “Useful” or “Very Useful” for their organisations, with a minority assessing them to be
“Not so useful” or “Not Useful”. 30% of the Respondents on average did opt for the “Don’t KnowCan’t Say” answer option. For the “National Toxics Action Plans (NTAPs)”, IO members were almost
equally divided between those considering them useful and less/not useful. One of the unique
aspects of GAHP praised in the IOs E-Survey comments was its participatory process in selecting
problem areas and national counterparts/partners (also praised by LMICs). Furthermore, its ability
to embrace the whole pollution agenda was deemed very unique. Some Respondents also
underlined has GHAP’s specificity its “Global reach and local acting” mechanism, thanks to its handson experiences from LMICs and evidence based focus.
Regarding GAHP’s advocacy and awareness raising activities, the key achievements praised by its
members and stakeholders have been the efforts and work done in 2014 and 2015 during the
negotiation and adoption of SDGs (particularly through fact sheets and communication tools). GAHP
has been labelled instrumental by a number of Members in ensuring that all types of pollution were
included in Target 3.9, under the Health SDG, and in pushing the UNEA3 theme to be about pollution.

Action Plans (NTAPs), 11) The Global Commission on Pollution + Health (Report on Pollution and Health to be
published in the Lancet).
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Additionally, GAHP members have also praised the ongoing outreach efforts by the GAHP Secretariat
to the GEF7 Council Members to encourage additional funding for GEF7 chemicals and wastes81.
From GAHP Members and stakeholders that contributed to this review it also emerged keen interest
in seeing how GAHP is/would incorporate in the future activities and partnerships related to air and
water pollution, considering its current strategic objective n.2 focused on “build[ing] public and
political will to address pollution by raising awareness of the health and environmental impact of all
types of pollution”. Some of the concerns emerged from GAHP stakeholders have focused on
whether GAHP currently possess a complete understanding of the subject of public health and the
work of Ministries of Health, as this would be essential to effectively implement its new wider
advocacy role. To this end, it has also been remarked how GAHP will need in the future a more
dedicated focus on the development of a strategic plan to ensure that it can deliver on a broader set
of objectives beyond toxic pollution.
Among the broader group of GAHP’ stakeholders, the TSIP has been generally been presented as
example of GHAP’s activity that constitute its primarily added value. The wide coverage of its
activities, particularly the monitoring scope, and GAHP’s nature of global alliance and its platform’s
configuration have also been highlighted as a GAHP added value. In the context of its global advocacy
efforts, well praised by stakeholders, the sharing of experiences aspect (for example through video
clips and presentations shared on YouTube) were also mentioned as unique and useful.
In terms of stakeholder survey feedback, one stakeholder commented that “GAHP's participatory site
identification model is rather unique, and simultaneously builds capacity and adds intelligence to
prioritization of sites and issues in their participating countries. Their low-cost remediation efforts are
smart-minded, and increasingly well evaluated. GAHP's contribution of environmental and
occupational hygiene principles to this work is a significant improvement over many prior efforts,
which demonstrated difficulty prioritizing sites, characterizing actual public health risk, and making
the case for scaling the work”. Another stakeholder, commenting on GAHP’s added value,
emphasised its “flexibility in bringing different types of partners together, unlike with the UN
organizations, where country government environment or health ministries or agencies are the
primary local counterpart”.

Chapter Findings


Overall, based upon its current situation, GAHP’s financial sustainability prospects are not
very strong, linked in part to its lacking its own legal personality and the related constraints
that come with this, and the fact that GAHP does not have a clear financing model,



Institutional sustainability prospects are also at best mixed, with GAHP lacking a clear
strategy that has been vetted with key GAHP stakeholders and secured buy-in from its
membership and partners.



More positively, there are numerous ‘assets’ upon which GAHP can draw as it seeks to
develop a strategy for the medium-term. A first is a strong reservoir of goodwill from

81

See the recently approved GEF ChemObs project aimed to contribute to improved health and environment
through strengthening national and regional institutions, and implementing priority chemicals and waste
related interventions.
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Chapter Findings
members and international organisations that have been impressed by some of its results,
and want to see it succeed.


Thus, notwithstanding GAHP’s having recording some significant achievements, there are
significant constraints and risks to GAHP’s long-term sustainability.



However, there is a big need for an organisation with GAHP’s mission, with the draft
Commission Report on Health and Pollution (Lancet Report) suggests that the majority of the
work in making pollution a higher-order priority has yet to be done, including increasing the
financing of pollution remediation and mitigating the negative health impacts.



GAHP is to some extent at a crossroads, a fact acknowledged in part by GAHP’s own
launching of a discussion on future scenarios for development at the GAHP Bellagio meeting
in May 2017.
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Part III – GAHP and the Future
Chapter 7 – GAHP and the Future
Chapter Guide
This chapter considers further GAHP and the future, in particular:


Considers the continued and future need for GAHP (Section 7.1)



GAHP’s need to deepen its understanding of its members needs and expectations (Section
7.2)



Linked to GAHP’s understanding of its members’ needs and expectations GAHP’s need to
start strengthening and deepening its partnerships (Section 7.3)



Considers whether GAHP needs to strengthen its conceptual framework (Section 7.4)

7.1 GAHP’s Mission is as relevant now as it ever was
Despite some of the sustainability risks linked GAHP not being a formalised legal entity and a relatively
weak institutional, governance and financial situation, there are also a number of highly positive aspects
to consider with regard to GAHP’s sustainability prospects (as mentioned in the previous Chapter).
One such important positive aspect with regard to GAHP’s sustainability prospects is that the relevance
and need for a GAHP remains as important as ever, with GAHP members and stakeholders considering
that significant challenges remaining with respect to addressing the negative impacts of pollution, which
is of course entirely consistent with GAHP‘s advocacy message. The survey programme asked GAHP
members as to which areas and actions they considered that GAHP should prioritise in the future (see
footnote below82). In the LMIC members survey, while all areas were considered important by
respondents, those considered most important were i) Sharing good practice among members; ii)
Building networks of support between members (peer to peer support, south-south collaboration etc.)
and iii) Increasing the range and volume of international funding for toxic pollution remediation.
82

1) Global awareness-raising regarding impacts of toxic pollution (TP); 2) Country/local awareness-raising
regarding impacts of TP, 3) Global advocacy to advance the TP agenda, 4) Country-/regional-level advocacy to
advance the TP agenda, 5) Building capacity of national government stakeholders 6) Building capacity of local
government stakeholders, 7) Building capacity of LMICs non-government stakeholders, 8) Sharing good practice
among members, 9) Building networks of support between members (peer to peer support, south-south
collaboration etc.), 10) Fostering dialogue and consensus with national government (e.g. HPAP processes etc.), 11)
Increasing the range and volume of local funding for TPR, 12) Increasing the range and volume of international
funding for TPR, 13) Increasing the range and volume of private sector funding for TPR, 14) Developing online
resource tools for LMICs' stakeholders, 15) Helping LMICs' stakeholders to design remediation actions, 16) Helping
LMICs' stakeholders to implement remediation actions, 17) Implementing remediation actions in LMICs directly, 18)
Monitoring country-level incidence of TP.
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However, what is most striking is the very high proportion of respondents that consider most or all
actions and activities to be very important, and the number that consider the proposed areas to be either
very important or important.

Fig. 7.1 - LMIC Members’ Views on Priority Actions and Activities for GAHP

Somewhat similarly, IO GAHP members also perceive that most GAHP activities should be prioritised. This
is particularly the case for i) Sharing good practice among members; ii) Global awareness-raising
regarding impacts of toxic pollution, and iii) Building networks of support between members (peer to peer
support, south-south collaboration etc.), where 15-16 of the 18 survey respondents considered them to
be either very important or important.
Other actions and activities that a significant majority of IO respondents considered them to be either
very important or important included awareness-raising at both the global level and the LMIC level
regarding the impacts of toxic pollution (14-15/18 respondents) and developing and sharing cost effective
models of toxic pollution remediation (14/18 respondents). For some other activities IO member
responses have lower proportions of respondents considering them to be very important (when
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compared with LMIC members’ responses) and/or higher don’t know responses, but this seems at least in
part because these priorities concern LMIC-related activities and IO members are less sure.

Fig. 7.2 - IO Members Views on Priority Actions and Activities for GAHP

The text box below sets out a selection of comments from GAHP members regarding future priorities and
what GHAP should do and where it should focus.
GAHP Priorities in the eyes of Selected Members:
Selected Survey Respondent Open-Text Comments
“I think the biggest challenge is the extent to which the mandate focuses on 'toxic' pollution vs
pollution more broadly. The GAHP is trying to be a global alliance; however, as an NGO this
will always be difficult. ….Consideration could be made for integrating GAHP more into an
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GAHP Priorities in the eyes of Selected Members:
Selected Survey Respondent Open-Text Comments
international (e.g. UN agency) organisation for greater global commitment to action. Until
then, it is difficult to see how the alliance can gain global recognition among governments and
industry”.
“I would focus on overall advocacy about the pollution management and environmental
health agenda and particularly work on the ground for toxic land pollution where GAHP has its
comparative agenda”.
“Also important for GAHP to be inclusive on including a variety of technology and managerial
counterparts in the toxic land pollution agenda so client countries see more than Pure Earth
support through the GAHP program. If going wider they would be more attractive”.
“The only issue from past experience is (the universal one of) lack of funding which (at least at
the time) made decisions subject to opportunity and possibility even”.

7.2 Deepening GAHP’s understanding of its members needs and expectations
While GAHP’s work and its results to-date have won respect of many of its members, and the admiration
of at least some, the review findings also show significant variation in level of knowledge of GAHP’s
activities, as well as noticeable differences in how LMIC and International Organisation members perceive
GAHP and its work and results. This is not surprising to some extent, as one could reasonable expect
LMIC-based stakeholders to have different expectations in at least some respects to e.g. a UN Agency.
A more ambitious GAHP (and by implication a better resourced GAHP) will need to build a more detailed
picture of its members motivations and expectations as members, and the extent to which it can satisfy
them. Building on the survey carried out within the work programme of this review to carry out a full
member needs analysis would seem to be an important first action to carry out. Within this, there needs
to be clearer segmentation of member groups and where and how they differ. Secondly, GAHP needs to
consider its value proposition to each member category, and within this process carry out some in-depth
reflection on the value proposition for international organisations (in particular, but not only) UN
Agencies.
The review feedback on the lack of a clear vision for GAHP, in particular IOs’ interview feedback on the
lack of a clear strategic vision and detailed roadmap for the future, is a key issue that needs urgently to be
addressed. This came up in many of the international organisations interviews, and the lack of a clear
plan today, and how GAHP’s members ‘fit’ within it, is a real constraint in taking partnership to the next
level, and in tandem building stronger foundations for GAHP. For many international members, including
GAHP’s UN system members, this needs to be done at an individual level, apart from of course being
done within a collective framework, observing that it is difficult to build a partnership when it is not clear
what GAHP’s strategic plan is and if and how it plans to work with other stakeholders. For some
international organisations, it is also not clear how GAHP’s perceived expanded scope to cover air
pollution will be managed by GAHP, and in particular how it would propose to work with other actors in
the air pollution arena. Going forward, GAHP will in any case need to build a deeper understanding of its
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members’ needs. The review survey provides a useful input, but needs of course to be widened and
deepened, while as mentioned above individual and group meetings with international organisations will
likely be needed.

7.3 Strengthening GAHP’s Partnerships
The findings from the survey, even if not including all of GAHP’s members, does suggest that members
consider there is some scope, and often significant scope, to build increased synergies between the
work of GAHP and its members, a message consistent with the feedback from the stakeholder
interview programme. The review survey programme asked international organisations (IOs/non LMICbased GAHP Members and other GAHP Stakeholders) to provide their views on whether the potential
synergies between GAHP and the work of their (respective) organisation had been identified/explored
and whether there was significant scope to explore new synergies. From the analysis of the overall
results it emerges that about 50 % of respondents (out of the aggregated total of 33 respondents) see
significant scope to explore new synergies between GAHP and their organisation.
Fig. 7.3 – Extent for further potential to increase the synergies between the work of GAHP and the work of
Respondents’ Organisation

Regarding the scope and areas in which to develop further synergies between the GAHP and the work of
their organisations, the same group of Respondents indicated that for all areas the majority of the 33
Respondents stated there is for all assessed areas “Some” to “Significant” potential for synergies
(aggregated score was always between 14 and 22 out of 33). This aggregated result is significantly higher
(twice to four times higher or more) than any score assigned to the option “Limited potential”. However,
on average 30% of respondents marked for all areas “Don’t know – Can’t Say”.
Looking specifically at the two groups of respondents, the majority of the 18 Respondents from the and
IOs (non LMICs-based) GAHP Members E-Survey consider that “Some” to “Significant” potential for
synergies in all areas (aggregated score was always between 7 and 12 out of 18). This aggregated result is
almost the double of the scores obtained by the other option “Limited Potential”, exception made for the
areas of “toxic pollution site remediation efforts” and of “monitoring toxic pollution incidence and
remediation”, where the aggregated score is almost equal. The great majority of the 15 GAHP
Stakeholders respondents stated there is for all areas “Some” to “Significant” potential for synergies
(aggregated score was always between 7 and 10 out of 15). This aggregated result is almost the triple or
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the total of all of the votes for obtained by the other options “Limited Potential”.
Fig. 7.4 – Potential for developing further synergies between GAHP and Members

Some of the review findings would seem to raise questions on whether GAHP is dialoguing sufficiently
with its members and securing an in-depth understanding of their expectations, as well as where winwin collaboration can be pursued. This dialogue, in particular with its international stakeholders, is
necessary in order to understand where added value can be created through win-win collaboration,
where synergies can be identified and harvested, and where there are duplication risks to be managed
and avoided/minimised. This dialogue takes in part time, and GAHP’s limited resourcing may have been
to-date a constraint, but without such discussion it will be hard to build deep and synergistic
partnerships, and without the latter GAHP will not be able to realise its potential as a global convenor or
co-convenor. This will be a key part of the process of developing a strategic vision for the Alliance, and
where it can bring most added value and impact. The discussion at the GAHP 2017 Bellagio meeting
provided a first valuable discussion in this regard. Building on the categorisation of GAHP’s activities used
in this meeting, a simple conceptual typology of GAHP activities could be developed.
The table below provides a very simple and outline example of how this could be developed, and part
from need further development and improvement is mean to simply provide an indicative and
incomplete example. As an example, under the activity areas of global advocacy, the GAHP strategic
reflection process would need to ask questions such as: i) what are members key needs here and what
does GAHP added value look like (e.g. does it continue or increase its role as a global convenor of health
and pollution actors?); ii) does it focus on toxic pollution or also include air pollution and if the latter does
it need to bring in other core air pollution actors such as WHO to act as co-convenors?; iii) who are the
partners that would need to be involved in supporting the development and delivery of key global
advocacy messages and campaigns?, and iv) what is needed from both sides to ensure a synergistic
partnership?
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Table 7.1 - Building a conceptual framework of GAHP Added Value and Key Partnerships
– Sample Outline (for indicative purposes only)
Service Provision
Research on
Global
LMIC AwarenessIn-Country
Level
Pollution and
Advocacy
Raising on Pollution LMIC Pollution
Health Nexus
Health Impacts
Remediation
GAHP Added Value
Role of GAHP
Key Partners
Key Partner
Contributions
Target Results
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7.4 Strengthening GAHP’s Conceptual Framework and Underpinnings
The review findings also raise the question whether there is a need to build out the understanding of
pollution and how effective pollution solutions can be developed and implemented. The survey findings
showed that there finding cost effective models of toxic pollution remediation and increasing the scale of
financing to tackle toxic pollution are priorities for both LMIC members and IO members of GAHP. While
GAHP has been seen to have made a differing in awareness-raising and advocacy on toxic pollution (and
widening to cover air pollution), much of the research would seem to be targeted for supporting
advocacy. In contrast, there seems to have been limited progress in strategically mapping the pollution
sector, and within that considering what remediation models exist and to what extent new models can
make an impact on pollution remediation.
Much of GAHP’s work on toxic pollution would seem to stem from the work of Pure Earth, which is not
surprising as GAHP’s secretariat staffing is provided by Pure Earth staff. While some of the approaches
and innovations from GAHP have clearly been influenced by other outside models and experiences (e.g.
following other examples and developed a Lancet-supported report on health and pollution) much seems
to stem from Pure Earth’s past work and experience (e.g. TSIP, NTAPs and more latterly HPAPs). While
this is good in itself, it is worth reflecting on whether and how GAHP could benefit from other members’
experience and expertise. UNDP for example, like other GAHP members, has dedicated teams working in
innovative financing approaches, one example being its work around Social Impact Bonds (SIBs). Like
other GAHP members, it is working in other approaches such as Public-Private Partnerships or Output
based Aid. Much of GAHP’s ‘framing’ of the toxic pollution financing challenge seems to be based on a
lack of sufficient interest and funding from the international donor community compared to the funding
allocated to other key development challenges, and a key reflection question is to what extent can (or
are) new models of financing be developed that can leverage alternative financing sources, in particular
private financing but also exploring social investment funds, polluter-pay models, models exploring the
potential for corporate social responsibility, blended finance solutions and of course charitable donations.
Another area of potential for at least some types of pollution may be linked to community- or locally
empowered development dynamics, where tackling the pollution challenge and ensuring sustainable
solutions may require or create local socio-economic development opportunities. The review of the
predecessor 2015 EC-funded UNIDO global pollutants project highlighted some of the strengths of the
Pure Earth and GAHP pilot projects in toxic pollution remediation, but also questioned whether more
could be done to create a wider development rationale and dynamic in some projects. As an example, a
pilot project focussed on addressing toxic pollution from lead poisoning in traditional artisanal pottery
making in the Morelos region of Mexico showed not only promising impact in reducing lead poisoning
(and promising initial results in terms of securing the buy in of local health and governmental authorities)
but also displayed potential for increased micro-enterprise development around a pollution avoidance
and health success story with additional socio-economic development in the wide region (such as linkages
to consumers or such pottery such as restaurants and hotels which could also possibly build a tourism
story around this ‘empowered lives’ story). In this regard, it is worth emphasising that the more GAHP can
identify and articulate a wider development dimension for at least some pollution remediation, the
greater the potential range and sources of financing for tackling pollution will be, in particular where
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models can be developed that show potential to part finance or totally finance the costs of remediation
over time.
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Part IV - Conclusions & Recommendations
Chapter 8 - Review Conclusions
8.1 Relevance
The review shows that GAHP is highly relevant to the needs of its LMIC members and international
members. Regarding LMIC governments, GAHP is relevant to national health, environment and wider
development policies, in particular where it is carrying out some specific in-country work such as a toxic site
remediation or a participatory Health and Pollution Action Plan (HPAP) development process. At the global
level, GAHP is relevant as it seeks to provide a global lens on the health impacts of pollution, and thus
helping to bridge the health and environment agendas and related stakeholder communities. For GAHP’s
international members, GAHP’s work as a global alliance and network which helps bring together the key
actors together the different pollution and health areas is a key part of its relevance (and added value).

8.2 Effectiveness
While assessing GAHP’s effectiveness in terms of work outputs and results obtain faces some challenges,
such as many activities not having specific target outcomes and some overlap in reporting between Pure
Earth and GAHP, overall GAHP can be seen to have implemented a significant volume of work activities.
Results have been most visible in the area of global advocacy, where GAHP is generally acknowledged to
have made a valuable contribution in the campaign to have toxic pollution mentioned in the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs). GAHP’s range of services to members is expanding somewhat, and the incountry work with the HPAPs show a number of innovations and improvements compared to the
predecessor National Toxic Action Plans (NTAPs). GAHP also maintains a significant volume of other activities
and information services and an increasing focus on capacity development support towards LMICs. Looking
to the future, it is reasonable to expect that the forthcoming report from the (Lancet) Commission on Health
and Pollution can make an impact, and possibly a significant one, in raising international awareness on the
health impacts of pollution to another level.
Regarding whether GAHP is for the most part creating synergies and avoiding duplication with other
relevant initiatives and bodies, the reviewing findings also show that most GAHP members and
stakeholders consider that GAHP’s work is for the most part synergistic with other initiatives, even if
there is some scope for improvement. It should be noted that LMIC stakeholders are somewhat more
positive compared with international stakeholders, although this may be also because LMIC stakeholders
are considering synergy and duplication with primarily national initiatives, while international
stakeholders are considering synergy and duplication with a wider number of international, regional and
sub-regional initiatives.
As an international alliance, GAHP would seem to show scope for appropriating more learning from its
members and partners. While the high-level Commission on Health and Pollution (Lancet Report) is a
model that has been inspired by other organisations, a significant number of GAHP’s activities are the
same or similar to those of Pure Earth. In this regard, the use of only Pure Earth staff for the GAHP
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secretariat (even if completely understandable from a practical perspective) may possibly also have
conspired to limit the level of take up of learning and innovation from other GAHP members.

8.3 Impact
Overall, it is difficult to assess how this area would have evolved had GAHP not been created, but it is
important to consider this counterfactual scenario. A number of key informant interviews with
international organisations emphasised that GAHP had in their view played an important role in the
advocacy work to secure mention of toxic pollution in the SDGs. Some UN System organisation
stakeholders thought it unlikely that a UN-housed alliance similar to GAHP would have registered the
same achievements as it would have had to operate within the constraints of the operating procedures of
a UN organisation, and thus the entrepreneurial and can-do attitude of GAHP would have been lost. One
UN stakeholder also praised the more dynamic and innovative approach to some of the communication
and advocacy displayed by GAHP during the SDGs campaign, and considered this had made a difference.
It is also reasonable to assume that a Global Commission on Health and Pollution (and related Lancet
Report initiative) would most likely not have been launched, and at a wider level it is probably likely that
less progress would have been made in bringing all pollution actors together.

8.4 Efficiency
While making a comprehensive efficiency assessment of GAHP is difficult83, GAHP would seem to be
relatively efficient when its set of activities implemented and outputs and outputs produced is compared
with its resourcing. As seen in this review’s section on effectiveness (Chapter 4), GAHP has implemented a
rather considerable scope and number of activities84, using approximately 24.6 years of staff support
from Pure Earth staff. Overall, this level of activity and outputs would appear relatively reasonable when
compared with the input resources available to GAHP, and suggests that GAHP has been a rather busy
and productive initiative, providing a relatively efficiency performance in terms of ‘work return on
capital/inputs’. Regarding cost-efficiency in terms of staff costs, GAHP’s costs for senior management
appear relatively high. Furthermore, GAHP’s reported funding does not include significant EC-UNIDO
funding and there also appear to be inconsistencies in GAHP’s reporting on staffing of GAHP-related
activities. Moreover, the repeated mixing of activities in GAHP’s and Pure Earth’s reporting makes it
impossible to draw any definitive conclusions regarding GAHP’s cost efficiency, and it is important that
weaknesses in financial management and reporting are addressed and increased transparency is provided
to GAHP funders and donors.

83

Two challenges involved in assessing GAHP efficiency include the fact that GAHP does not operate with a mediumterm budget and financing framework, against which detailed objectives have been set, while a second challenge is
that many work axes and activities do not contain specific measurable objectives.
84
In addition to the most important work outputs and results, all other work tasks must be added, including ongoing
work tasks such as website maintenance and updating, member communication (all media channels), organisation
of GAHP annual events, organisation of Executive Committee meetings, GAHP newsletter preparation and delivery,
administration, GAHP annual report, etc... On top of this comes GAHP work activities carried out on specific projects
(e.g. donor-funded projects such as the current UNIDO project under which this review is being carried out.
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The provision of human resource staffing from Pure Earth for GAHP’s Secretariat function has brought
some important cost-efficiency advantages to GAHP, meaning that has not been required to develop and
maintain a dedicated staffing body of its own. In this respect, GAHP’s operational staffing model has
represented something much more akin to a bootstrapping of a part time start-up company by persons in
full-time or part time employment. Downsides to this arrangement have been that GAHP’s identity is
sometimes confused with that of Pure Earth, and created some perception of a lack of separation of both
entities. Another disadvantage is likely the difficulty of committing staffing resources over a medium-term
framework and against a medium-term budget.

8.5 GAHP Design, Structure, and Governance
Regarding GAHP governance, Stakeholder interviews suggested that many organisations with
involvement in the Executive Committee are broadly satisfied with its performance, with some
mentioning that a lot gets covered in EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE Conference Calls, while the calls are
generally considered to be effectively moderated by GAHP leadership. Regarding GAHP members’ scope
to influence GAHP decision-making, there is a marked difference in views among GAHP LMIC members
(who are generally satisfied) and GAHP’s international members (who are for the most part not satisfied).
While the Executive Committee may have been a useful body for discussion and decision-making on
many content-related issues (GAHP advocacy plans etc.) it less clear that it has been as effective as a
governance mechanism for wider strategic and management issues, where issues such as GAHP’s strategy
and resourcing and whether GAHP should be incorporated seem to have been more put on the long
finger rather than adequately researched, discussed and dealt with. Contributing factors may also have
been GAHP’s limited resourcing and possibly GAHP weaknesses in terms of organisational strategysetting, governance, and orchestrating a participatory dialogue with key members and stakeholders.

8.6 Sustainability
Regarding institutional sustainability, GAHP’s institutional sustainability prospects at the level of its
membership would appear mixed, given that GAHP members do not pay a membership fee in
expectation of a defined package of services and benefits, and thus the linkage with many of its members
base is relatively light. Moreover, GAHP’s current situation as a loose network that has not been
incorporated as a legal entity imposes significant constraints on its scope for action, for example in terms
of contracting with donors for specific projects or building a strong organisational basis. Thus, despite its
results and achievements to-date, GAHP’s prospects for being sustainable as a network are probably at
best mixed, in the absence of increased formalisation and institutionalisation of the network during the
coming years. This is a view shared by at least some of the international stakeholders consulted, where
many believe that GAHP faces a future choice of either formalising and institutionalising itself or risking
withering and dying over time. Regarding financial sustainability, GAHP’s financial sustainability
prospects do not appear very strong, linked to its lacking its own legal personality and the related
constraints that come with this (see above) but also its lack of a clear financing model and vision of how it
can fund itself.
Another significant constraint on GAHP’s prospects for continued development and organisational
longevity is the lack of a clear strategic vision, and a plan on how to implement such a vision, including
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where and how it would partner with other stakeholders in pollution and health. This lack of a clear
vision and plan is noticed by many of GAHP’s key international members, and is acting as a significant
constraint in GAHP’s development and reaching another level of effectiveness and impact, while the
perceived expansion of GAHP’s focus to include air pollution has served to underline this perceived lack of
clarity. At the GAHP Bellagio meeting in May 2017, GAHP also committed to work on a new strategic
vision and plan, and it is important that this work is done in a participatory manner with meaningful input
and involvement from GAHP’s stakeholders.
It is important that the somewhat uncertain sustainability prospects for GAHP’s longer-term future - due
as mentioned to a lack of a clearer strategic plan, its relative weak institutional basis and selected
governance shortcomings – should not be interpreted as a criticism of GAHP and those working GAHP per
se. The review findings have shown that GAHP is well regarded, and there is real appreciation for the
efforts it has made in advancing the pollution and health agenda, with numerous international
stakeholders considering that GAHP has achieved some results in the area of advocacy and awarenessraising that they would not have thought possible at the outset. Moreover, there is admiration among
GAHP stakeholders for the commitment and energy that GAHP’s leadership has given to the health and
pollution agenda during the past 5 years, and a desire to see GAHP evolve and succeed at a bigger level.

8.7 The Future
Going forward, incorporation and institutionalisation of GAHP needs to go hand in hand with the
development of a clearer vision by GAHP, and in particular a strategy on how that vision will be realised
and how specifically it will seek to work with other organisations and stakeholders in the health and
pollution arena and ensure that synergies are optimised and unnecessary duplication is avoided. The
current institutional situation of GAHP also has created a number of organisation issues that need to be
addressed, such as a need to improve monitoring and evaluation and to improve the quality of GAHP
general and project-specific reporting, in particular ensuring transparency in reporting GAHP activities
and Pure Earth activities. While reliance on Pure Earth for managing GAHP’s secretariat has made GAHP
cost-efficient, it has also meant that GAHP is too often confused, or appear interchangeable, with Pure
Earth and has not developed a sufficiently autonomous identity distinct from Pure earth. Another
consequence of this may be that GAHP’s focus and portfolio of activities may have been unduly
influenced by Pure Earth – for example GAHP’s mixes a widening focus with a portfolio of activities that
are often centred around Pure Earth’s cores strengths in toxic pollution and onsite remediation work.
Regarding sustainability w.r.t the scale of need regarding advancing the health and pollution agenda,
another positive aspect is that the review findings suggest that there is a continued need for an actor that
can act as a global convenor of health and pollution actors across the spectrum of pollution, if GAHP can
address some of the above-mentioned constraints and weaknesses. As mentioned earlier, this is part of
the value proposition of GAHP, in particular if it can develop a clearer strategic vision and how it would
propose to partner and synergise with other key actors, its value to its members and key stakeholders can
increase significantly.
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Chapter 9 – Review Recommendations
The Recommendations emanating from this review are set out below. It should be noted that the
recommendations provided are somewhat global/all-encompassing, in order to avoid too many separate
recommendations, and thus could be further broken down into specific recommendations if this were
deemed valuable85. These recommendations should be considered not as a criticism of GAHP, but rather
a suggested course of action on how to take stock at this moment in time (a time when GAHP itself is also
reflecting on its own future strategy) and learn from the past and optimise the prospects for building on
some of GAHP’s strong results and achievements to-date, as well as avoiding some of the organisational
and sustainability risks that it (like so many informal and/or young organisations) faces.
Table 9.1 - Recommendation 1
Rec No 1

GAHP should launch a participatory strategic reflection and strategy development
exercise, with a specific time-frame and working with a strategy working group of key
GAHP stakeholders

Detailed

GAHP should commence a participatory strategic reflection and strategy development
exercise, within a specific time-frame, with a view to addressing the key questions for
GAHP’s strategy development.

Description

This should include (but not be limited to):
a. Assessment of GAHP’s current added value.
b. Identifying where and how GAHP’s value proposition can be strengthened.
c. Carrying out individual and group consultations with its key international
stakeholders and partners, including a specific understanding of the expectations of
each UN system agency in GAHP’s focus area.
d. Building on the review survey to carry out further surveying of members’ needs, in
particular LMICs’ needs.
e. Defining more clearly its core target groups, and what value proposition it can offer
them.
It is important that this process involves consultation with GAHP members and
stakeholders, and it is strongly recommended that a representative working group is
involved, within the constraint that most persons’ capacity to contribute time will
naturally be limited. External facilitation and/or support might help to make the
cost/commitment more manageable. It is important that the strategy working group
represents key GAHP stakeholder groups (e.g. LMIC stakeholders, UN Agencies,
international organisations etc.)
Timing

September 2017 – December 2017

Led by

GAHP Strategy Working Group
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For example, specific recommendations dealing with GAHP strategic assets, strengthening GAHP internal
operational processes, further specifications for a GAHP incorporation study (e.g. including strategic, institutional
and legal aspects), GAHP strategy-setting, GAHP financial sustainability, GAHP conceptual framework on
pollution/toxic pollution etc.
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Table 9.2 - Recommendation 2
Rec No 2

GAHP should proceed to incorporate itself with legal personality, and define a full
organisational and governance structure once a provisional strategy is in place.

Detailed
GAHP should proceed to incorporate itself with legal personality, and define a full
Description organisational and governance structure, once a provisional strategy has been developed
by a GAHP Strategy Working Group.
Formalisation of GAHP’s institutional and legal status should not be limited to legal
incorporation but should also focus on developing a solid organisation and management
structure, with robust governance arrangements. Indicatively, this would include the
following activities below, but a fuller specification should be developed, along with input
from GAHP’s key stakeholders.
a. Providing guidance and oversight to a legal specialist on incorporation options, and
ensure that this work is done with a strategic framework of where GAHP is looking to
go.
b. Develop an outline of a GAHP organisation, ensuring where possible continuity with
elements of GAHP that have worked.
c. Explore how any past issues flagged, such as membership constraints for some
international organisations and/or government ministries, can be managed or
mitigated.
d. Specifying governance organs/bodies and arrangements.
e. Identifying key management and operational functions.
f. Ensuring sufficient distinction from Pure Earth, such as to protect both Pure Earth and
GAHP’s respective interests.
g. Specifying key staff roles and related job/role responsibilities.
While legal incorporation should take place only when a strategy and implementation
plan have been developed and endorsed by GAHP’s key stakeholders, much of the
preparatory work listed above can proceed in tandem with the strategy work.
Timing

September 2017 – March 2018

Led by

GAHP Strategy Working Group
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