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DISCUSSION DIGEST
Topic of Discussion: Implementation mechanisms of the Global Action Plan on HHPs. Part 1 – The
targets of global action plan on HHPs and role of the stakeholders in the implementation
mechanism
The first discussion of 2021 built on the last Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHP) Community of Practice (CoP) discussion held on
21 October 2020, which solicited input from various stakeholders on the draft Global Action Plan (GAP) on HHPs jointly
developed by FAO, WHO and UNEP. This CoP discussion continued the discussion on the GAP by focussing on targets and
implementation mechanisms looking at the process for measuring progress towards the objectives and targets of the GAP.
The GAP on HHPs calls for global action by all relevant stakeholders on addressing HHPs, including a progressive elimination of
poisonings and contamination caused by HHPs and a progressive phase-in of alternative measures. It outlines the need for
concerted efforts to mainstream the regulation and sound management of HHPs and contribute to the achievement of the
Sustainable Development Agenda 2030. In addition, since ICCM4 in 2015, HHPs are listed among SAICM’s Issues of Concern. As
outlined in a recent UNEP report on Issues of concern, HHPs need to be comprehensively tackled at the global level and
rigorous international actions are urgently needed to address the challenges posed by such pesticides. Therefore, the GAP on
HHPs and implementing activities are key components of post-2020 framework on chemicals and waste management.

ABOUT THE PRESENTER
Beatrice Grenier works with FAO on various pesticide management issues. She is involved in normative
activities related to the FAO/WHO International Code of Conduct on Pesticide Management and in field
projects in particular in West Africa. She has been involved in the area of pesticides and chemicals at the
international level for many years, also working at OECD and participating in IOMC, and has been involved in
many aspects of the pesticide life-cycle, such as: registration, residues, compliance and enforcement,
biopesticides, obsolete pesticides, soil remediation and container management. She also coordinates the
activities, development and trainings of the FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit. Beatrice holds Master degrees
in chemistry and in environmental.
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Note on the status of the GAP: Following the CoP discussion in October 2020, FAO, WHO and UNEP held an on-line
stakeholder consultation and also requested written comments from interested parties. The amount of comments, suggestions
and observations was considerable and showed the high level of interest for the topic on HHPs. A new draft GAP has been
prepared that is still under internal comments within FAO, WHO and UNEP at the time of preparing this CoP discussion.
Therefore, the CoP discussion was based on the earlier draft of the GAP that was shared in October 2020. The intention of this
discussion is for members of the CoP to engage further with the draft, ask questions, as well as, offer suggestions and
recommendations on targets and indicators for the GAP and the role of the coalition.

Discussion Summary Points and Looking Ahead
1. During the discussion three different themes were raised in relation to assessing the feasibility of phasing
out all or most or some HHPs from agriculture by 2030. These were:
Theme 1:
Many participants supported the total phase-out provided several elements are in place, such as:
- Active implementation of Integrated Pest Management (IPM);
- Recognition that some HHPs are easier to phase out than others;
- Availability, accessibility and affordability of alternatives, and
- Buy-in from all relevant stakeholders (including farmers).
Importance of countries having a robust registration was discussed to ensure no new HHPs are registered and
existing HHPs are being deregistered. A suggestion was to start with the HHPs that are easier to deregister.
Theme 2:
Information exchange between countries was identified as important for the phasing out of HHPs. For
example, sharing experiences and the feasibility of phasing out by learning from countries who have
successfully phased out HHPs, such as Mozambique. How to share these experiences needs to be explored.
Also, information sharing between organizations, such as the work of the Pesticide Action Network, was
suggested. Where data and capacity are limited, using decisions made by countries with a similar context
was encouraged.
Theme 3:
Using JMPM HHP criteria assists with planning for the phasing out of agriculture HHPs
- Suggestion was to identify and eliminate the less complex ones quickly
- Another suggestion was to eliminate all HHPs that are used for suicide
2. HHP indicators and targets suggestions for the post-2020 framework (SAICM) on chemicals and waste:
! JMPM Criterion 8: Indicators may need to be country specific based on pesticides that are
problematic in a particular country. Members outlined that criterion 8 is more local and contextoriented than the other 7 criteria. (Note: The FAO is developing guidance on how to apply criterion
8 linked to surveillance and monitoring systems in the specific country).
! Participants supported having an indicator on HHPs as part of the new SAICM framework.
! A suggestion was to develop an indicator linked to pesticide suicides.
! Data for monitoring indicators and targets were identified as problematic (e.g. linked to suicides). A
suggestion was to have a target linked to improving pesticide monitoring systems. It was suggested
to use mortuary data (e.g., for suicides) and develop an online/app system. WHO has produced a
guidance on tools for data collection on pesticide exposures https://www.who.int/ipcs/poisons/pesticides/en/ (Note: this weblink will be changing).
3. An HHP coalition and how it could operate was discussed with the following participants’ suggestions:
! Refer to examples of successful coalitions (e.g. the Lead Paint Alliance);
! All stakeholders need to be able to participate on an equal basis, at no cost, without being dictated to
provided they agree to the objectives and targets of the GAP/Coalition;
! Promote broad stakeholder participation beyond tradition chemical coalitions to include major
traders, retailers, consumer organization and producers of alternatives;
! Should be self-funded (comment by presenter: the GAP is looking at a low-cost model that still
maintains meaningfulness and effectiveness);
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Although UN supported, should focus on country activities and regional synergies
Coalition should be online - not expensive or cumbersome to be inclusive.
Central role of coalition should be implementing the HHP GAP;
Another role would be sharing country experiences (country champions?) in a common and
transparent database maintained by the coalition;
Participants could agree to an action plan and indicate their contribution to achieving it. Other
entities and individuals could join as observers;
Sub-groups with special interests could address legislation, monitoring progress on eliminating
HHPs and other targets, enabling environment, investment, identifying alternatives; and
Comments were made on supporting the integration of HHPs into national action plans. Though
there will be different drivers and forces at stake, streamlining HHPs into country plans should be
aimed at as it will mean having government buy-in. The coalition could help encourage and support
countries integrate HHPs into their regulatory text.

For a more detailed summary of the discussion, see the Annex below.
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ANNEX
DETAILED SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 1 2021:
Disclaimer: The information in this digest represents the opinions of members participating from different
stakeholder groups expressed during the discussion. The views expressed in this document do not necessarily
represent the opinion or the stated policy of the United Nations Environment Programme, the SAICM
Secretariat, the GEF or UCT, nor does citing of trade names or commercial processes constitute endorsement.
THE DISCUSSION WAS STRUCTURED AROUND THREE QUESTIONS AND THE KEY DISCUSSION
POINTS ARE PRESENTED UNDER EACH.

Question 1: Would it be feasible to phase out all/most/some HHPs in agriculture by 2030? What do you see
as the realistic phase out targets and possible milestones (e.g. in 2 years, in 5 years, in 10 years)?
NGO
Western
European and
Other group

"
"
"
"

"
"
"

YES
Existing evidence from many countries shows that it is very feasible to phase out HHPs by
2030. To help facilitate this, farmers can adopt ideas on alternative methods.
Phasing out of all HHPs by 2030 is feasible; however, buy-in from all stakeholders (farmers,
industry etc.) is needed.
Several countries, such as Sri Lanka, are eliminating HHPs without having reductions in
their agricultural production and have substantial reductions in fatal poisonings.
If smallholder farmers, who own as little as 0.5-acre, can phase out HHPs land without
reducing their yield (evidence from BCI in India exist) others can too. In order to do this, we
need actors; especially from industry and the government. In addition, industry needs to stop
predatory marketing of pesticides in the villages.
Phase out should be accompanied by the identification and provision of alternatives. Access
to alternatives is also important. Therefore, information on non-chemical alternatives
especially agroecological approaches must be made available to all farmers by 2030.
If policy-makers send signal that a pesticide will be banned, then alternatives can be found the decision to list endosulfan on Stockholm led to research and sharing of alternatives - e.g.
https://www.pan-uk.org/coffee-without-endosulfan/
It is feasible to phase-out all HHPs from agriculture by 2030 as countries who have already
done it have shown that it can be done without reducing their production. A realistic target
for 2025 is to phase out all HHPs that are being used for suicide, as this will have a dramatic
impact on public health and decrease occupational poisons.

Government
Western
European and
Other group

" There should be an agreement on what the phasing out targets and milestones will be and to
be awareness that some HHPs are easier/faster to phase out whereas others would take a
longer time.
" A starting point is to reduce the pesticide load and treatment frequency and gradually
diminish the use of HHPs, in 2030 or earlier.

Government
Africa

" Through proper implementation of IVM and IPM, it will be feasible to phase out HHPs by
2030.
" Many IPM guides are available, such as the FAW guide for Africa, that has alternatives and
agroecology that is taught in farmer field schools.
" Most countries phase-out HHPs when there are tested alternatives. From a LMICs
perspective, when looking at phasing out of HHPs, a double standard is created when HICs
have restricted HHPs from use in their countries but make it burden for LMICs.

NGO
Africa

Government
Western

PHASING OUT HHPs IS A PROCESS
" Although a ban on HHPs in agriculture as soon as possible is desired, a complete global
phase-out does not sound politcally feasible (i.e we have come across the glyphosate ban in
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European and
Other group
Private sector
Western
European and
Other group

"
"
"
"
"
"
"

France which hasn’t been able to withdraw from use completely). There are many
bottlenecks to enforcing bans.
Foremost there needs to be clarity on what is an HHP and what are priorities (comment:
FAO/WHO Guidelines which spell out 8 criteria to identify HHPs).
Not everything listed as an HHP (such as PAN) is an HHP, and there also priorities with the
group of identified HHPs including those, which must be, addressed most urgently starting
with Stockholm Convention (e.g. endosulfan) and Rotterdam Convention.
Risk management is a key component especially when alternatives are not available and
during transition to alternative technologies.
Ambitious timings sound nice and bold, the reality is that the HHP action plan by its nature
is a process rather than a quick fix achieved by simple policy decisions proposing bans.
Technology transition when alternatives for certain HHPs are found, might take time and
require resources for e.g. training. This is definitively true for certain biological alternatives
and IPM programs.
In principle, any timing needs to be contextualized by the available alternatives, process of
phasing in and through ensuring that the necessary policy to govern a ban to not attract
illegal pesticide market is put in place. Blanket milestones might be meaningful.
Farmer and broader engagement with the entire ag sector is key to drive change.

Question 2: Do you think that the post-2020 framework (SAICM) on chemicals should include a target
and indicators on HHPs? If so, give an example of a target and indicators, and how the data for these
should be collected.
" An indicator linked to suicides and HHPs:
- Identifying suicides linked to pesticides are easier to quantify.
- We should be working towards the elimination of all deaths from pesticide poisoning and aiming to entirely
eradicate it.
- Other hazardous industries have "zero tolerance" for worker harm - why are pesticides treated differently?
- The indicator linked to suicide and HHPs is important but dependent on whether all the data on suicides are
recorded.
- Further development/definition and guidance on the JMPM Criterion 8 will be enough to cover suicides.
- In addition, to capture HHPs implicated for suicides, more guidance is needed for application of criterion 8.
- More needs to be done to strengthen institutional capacity for regulators and other stakeholders to be able to
capture and/or access suicide data.
" Targets for HHPs are needed in SAICM. A NGO group in the virtual working group 1 (VWG) proposed
following indicator:
- Target A.7 By 2030, the use of Highly Hazardous Pesticides is eliminated from agriculture. (Compilation of
electronic inputs for targets under SO A IPEN proposed a subtarget 'By 2025, 70 countries have prohibited
and phased-out at least ten highly hazardous pesticides and by 2030, highly hazardous pesticides are
removed from agriculture').
" Targets for HHPs should be set within that remit and recognising that the targets and indicators for chemicals
and waste are already under discussion at SAICM VWG 1 cover sub-groups of chemicals. Progress and review
of actions can be reported and reviewed by the post SAICM framework, while responsibility remains with FAO.
" Target & indicators for HHPs should be a must in order to assess the effectiveness of any enforced policy ban.
Environmental toxicity and effects on human health are well established indicators for measuring the impact on
human health and the environment.
" Specific indicators should be added for risk assessment.
" For the new Beyond 2020 framework on chemicals and waste a group of NGOs proposed the following targets:
- New Target B5 By 2025, information on HHPs produced, imported, exported and used is available to all
stakeholders.
- New Target B6 By 2030, information on nonchemical alternatives to HHPs and especially agroecological
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approaches is made available to all farmers. It is also important to ensure that by 2030, full GHS is adopted
by all countries, and updated as new versions are published, and the information on chemical classification
and labelling is freely accessible to all. This will help countries to control HHP import.
SAICM should include a target and indicators on HHPs because it is a SAICM priority and without it, no
meaningful progress will be made.
We need to measure impacts on biodiversity and setting targets in order to halt and reverse the decline of
biodiversity caused by pesticides.
Environmental impacts are important, including for farmer productivity (e.g. soil biodiversity and natural
enemies of pests).
It is important to a conduct comparative analysis of which HHPs are used in countries. Often the list of banned
pesticides that countries have include pesticides regulated by the Stockholm or the Rotterdam conventions only.
This limits farmers' awareness and ability to stop using other HHPs. PAN consolidated list of HHPs that also
includes information about which countries banned HHPs is very useful.

Question 3: What do you suggest is the best way to promote engagement of key stakeholders? Give
examples of your understanding of an HHP coalition and how could it operate?

Best way to promote engagement of key stakeholders:
" The coalition must allow for all stakeholders to participate on an equal basis provided they sign up to the
objectives of the GAP. The sustainability of a coalition will depend on it being self-funded (by its members).
" One important point is the exchange of information on action taken against HHPs and the available alternatives.
The existing experience already achieved in countries should become easily accessible, (e.g in a common
database). This could be coordinated by a function in the coalition and trigger good co-operation.
" National Action Plans must be drawn and stakeholder experience must be taken into consideration for a
successful HHP coalition.
" The best way to promote stakeholders engagement is to ensure that the call for stakeholders is publicly known
and this information is accessible to all that are interested. Additionally, there should be a criterion for how
stakeholders are chosen within countries, to ensure transparency, and competence in stakeholders participation.
This is to prevent the participation of those with alternate agendas or those with political motive with no interest
in helping the need of the population.
" While a global lead by the UN sectors would be helpful to support the desired HHP coalition, a focus should be
on a country’s activities and the capturing regional synergies where those exist. In the centre of the plan must be
the farmer, and to be successful we must better understand their needs to manage a successful crop before a
sustainable transition to alternative technologies can be achieved. Mainstreaming of activities is critical among
different ministries in the country (Agriculture, Environment, Health and others), farmers, extension services,
distributors/retailers and industry – NGOs have a critical role to play.
" Success breeds success - if the coalition has a central role in delivering the GAP, and is valuable, then
stakeholders will join. It is up to FAO/WHO/UNEP to make it meaningful and effective through being
committed to tackling this problem and making it happen.
" If the government is involved in HHPs initiatives from the early stages, then motivation and NAPs shouldn't be
an issue.
" The range of stakeholders in the HHP coalition must be broader than traditional chemical coalitions. Major
traders and retailers of agricultural products should be on board. Consumers organizations and producers of
alternatives to chemicals - not just the usual pesticide industry, anti-pesticide NGOs and UN agencies – should
similiarly be on board.
" It is importance to bring a broader range of stakeholders, and bringing supply chain actors, certification
standards, consumer organizations and trade unions into the conversation.
Examples of your understanding of an HHP coalition and how could it operate:
" Where lessons can be learned from countries of similar context then the precautionary measure is applicable.
The main issue with evidence is that funding and capacity is not readily available in all countries. Whilst some
can access funding to collect data, others are not able to. The political will to strengthen research in
developmental areas in achieving the SDGs in the country is important.
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" There are examples of successful coalitions/mechanisms for other challenges (e.g. lead in paint) that can be
learned from.
" The coalition should not be able to dictate to any partner what they should be doing or how, but be more of a
meeting place for partners to learn from and be guided by the experiences of each other towards a set of common
objectives and targets.
" There must be a multistakeholder with the representative committee to make recommendations to the chair.
" It must be cost-free to join and mostly online - not expensive/cumbersome, inclusive. Participants agree to the
action plan and state their contribution to achieving it. Other entities/individuals can join as observers.
Subgroups with special interests could address legislation, monitoring progress on eliminating HHPs and other
targets, enabling environment, investment.
" International coalitions could assist the national action plans (e.g. experience from countries which have been
successful in enforcing bans on number of HHPs must be shared with the rest, to accelerate the activities under
coalitions).
" The Global Alliance to Eliminate Lead Paint achieved good results by encouraging countries to develop national
laws aimed at eliminating/restricting lead in paints. Enforcement of these regulations is the key. Therefore, for an
HHP coalition to be effective it is important to have a champion country and a stakeholder group that will
promote good practice examples and encourage others.
" Have a legal basis especially in LMICs (government support and buy-in). Without government buy-in, it will not
go far. A healthy life of population should act as a motivation for the government. there are plenty of economic
benefits and health benefits if national action plans can convey the message to stakeholders.
" Problems/influence from industry lobbies is experienced globally. However, if scientific community & NGOs
could raise their concern to the government, then they can’t ignore it for long.
" When concerned actors talk about phase-out, we are asked to bring data, provide evidence; whereas industry is
not forthcoming with sharing toxicity data, even when asked by the government.
" There needs to be recognition by many of the drivers of HHP elimination (e.g. the European Union (EU) Farm to
Fork strategy will ban HHPs in the EU but also reach out to producers who export to Europe with the intention
of removing HHPs from their production systems. We have seen how the producer defends chemicals from
listing it on Rotterdam Annex III. The Coalition must help countries to see and respond to these drivers.
" The case of PFAS ban in United States is one example of citizen awareness and evidence (made by the scientific
community). Though the case has taken long, bringing in binding laws can only be effective once the
government is on the same page and understands the seriousness of the problem.
Useful Resources:
1. UNEP paper on Issues of Concern
https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/33807/ARIC.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y (see
section 3.5 on HHPs)
2. SAICM IP4 document on targets and indicators:
http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/documents/meetings/IP4/Docs/SAICM_IP4_3_Proposed-targets-TWGSAICM-smcw-beyond-2020.pdf
3. FAO-WHO-UNEP Draft Global Action Plan on HHPs (PDF circulated).

HHP COP: The Secretariat of the Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management (SAICM) and the
Environmental Health Division at the University of Cape Town (UCT) created this Community of Practice (CoP) to
foster online discussions and address key issues related to Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs) among stakeholders
from governments, international organizations, industry, academia and civil society. This CoP is contributing to the
SAICM/GEF project on Emerging Chemicals Policy Issues Knowledge Management Component.
This activity is supported by the Global Environment Facility (GEF) project ID: 9771 on Global Best Practices on
Emerging Chemical Policy Issues of Concern under the Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management
(SAICM).
If you have any questions or require clarification on this initiative, please contact the SAICM Secretariat at
saicm.chemicals@un.org or UCT at uctcops@outlook.com.
Join the HHP CoP at: https://chemicalswithoutconcern.org/community
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