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DISCUSSION 4 ATTENDANCE BREAKDOWN 
 

Issue: 4 of 2020 
Discussion date: 21 October 2020 

DISCUSSION DIGEST 
 

Topic of Discussion: Overview of the HHP Global Action Plan and way forward

Despite the success of many actions to eliminate Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs), they continue to 
pose unacceptable risks. HHPs disproportionately account for the negative impacts of pesticides on 
human health and the environment, particularly in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs), where 
they are a barrier to sustainable development. Evidence indicates that reducing or mitigating these 
impacts would significantly reduce the negative impacts of pesticides overall. Concerted actions are, 
therefore, required to mainstream the regulation and sound management of HHPs and contribute to the 
achievement of the Sustainable Development Agenda 2030. To this effect, FAO-WHO-UNEP are jointly 
developing a Global Action Plan (GAP) on HHPs to explore a viable and concrete pathway for the 
international community towards progressive elimination of poisoning and contamination of HHPs and 
progressive phase-in of alternative measures. The GAP calls for global action by all relevant stakeholders 
on addressing HHPs and outlines the overall objectives and roadmap. This discussion solicited input from 
various stakeholders on the current GAP draft. 

Dr Baogen Gu is a specialist in pest and pesticide management. Dr Gu joined FAO in 
September 2016 and has been responsible for pest and pesticide management as well as farmer 
field schools as the leader of Pest and Pesticide Management team in the Division of Plant 
Production and Protection, FAO. 
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Discussion Summary Points and Looking Ahead  
 

1. Four key points were discussed during question one - Why is the GAP on HHPs necessary?  
§ The Global Action Plan (GAP) is widely supported by all sectors. Many colleagues in the discussion agreed 

that the GAP is necessary and important to implement, and that it could help shape the development of 
relevant national policies and align actions from stakeholders. 

§ The engagement between stakeholders and national action is crucial. Improving global co-ordination and 
governance is very important because different countries have different policies and legislations on HHPs. 
The GAP would be helpful in achieving this global coordination. 

§ Issues such as banned pesticides and illegal trade are  examples of the need for engagement on a global level.  
§ There is a lack of knowledge on HHPs and the capacity to address this issue is different between countries. 

Global awareness of the risks posed by HHPs and risk reduction activities could be enhanced by the 
implementation of the GAP.  
 
Currently, no coordinated mechanism exists for managing HHP activities.  The GAP is supported as a 
good first step and support for a more binding or a stronger mechanism (e.g., an Alliance) was 
suggested. 
 

2. Four main points were suggested for question 2 - What are the key issues that you think the Global Action 
Plan should address? 

§ Six valuable suggestions were made: First, joined action among stakeholders is very important. Second, 
banning or high restriction in legislation is crucial especially when mitigating measures do not work. Third, 
there is a necessity to intervene in illegal trade, especially when a pesticide is legal in one country and not in 
another but being used irrespective. Fourth, the co-operation between exporting and importing countries and 
the availability of alternatives. Fifth, the harmonisation of residue standards because it was mentioned that 
there are differences in the residue standards between different countries. Lastly, monitoring of the 
implementation of the GAP is very crucial.  

§ It is difficult to set specific indicators for the GAP, however issues such as poisoning should be discussed 
and revised for inclusion in the document.  

§ Vector control – policies for phasing out of vector vs agricultural HHPs will be different. The GAP focuses 
on finding a suitable alternate policy for agriculture and vector control (note: in vector control, there are only 
two HHPs and GAP could focus on risk mitigation). 

§ Legal binding treaty and mandate of the code of conduct - if there is a globally binding treaty, the problem 
could be solved easily.  
 
Key is that by addressing issues related to HHPs, the GAP will assist in reducing health and 
environmental risks until a more legally binding mechanism is in place. Performance indicators in 
national chemical and pesticide legislation and in international mechanisms (e.g., SAICM, SDGs) 
should include the elimination of HHPs. 
 

3. Four key suggestions were made linked to question 3 - What are your suggestions for the best approaches to 
implement the Global Action Plan? 

§ National governments should take the lead role in implementing the GAP, not only with banning but also 
provide financial incentives for alternatives and IPM.  

§ Engagement of key stakeholders is vital, including industry and farmers, as well as sharing information 
through awareness raising, education and training.  

§ A global steering committee to guide and monitor the implementation of the GAP and communicate it with 
the different stakeholders is needed.  

§ With adequate funding, the GAP could be a good platform for coordination and to address many of the 
current challenges (e.g., coordination of information sharing, sharing success stories and lessons learned 
amongst countries). 

 
SAICM secretariat could play a role in convening a global steering committee for the GAP. 
 

For a more detailed summary of the discussion, see the Annex below. 
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ANNEX 
 

DETAILED SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 4: 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
THE DISCUSSION WAS STRUCTURED AROUND THREE QUESTIONS AND THE KEY DISCUSSION 

POINTS ARE PRESENTED UNDER EACH. 
 

 
 
 
 
Non-profit 
organisation 

Asia Pacific  
Ø Yes, it is necessary, because there is no global governance of HHPs, because HHP use 

is widespread, with 385 million cases of unintentional acute poisoning every year, 
43% of farmers are suffering acute poisoning every year. In some regions, such as SE 
Asia it is even higher, up to 70% (see PAN Asia Pacific. 2018. Rights and Poisons: 
https://panap. net/2018/10/of-rights-and-poisons-accountability-of-the-agrochemical-
industry/ 

Western European and other: 
Ø In India, we not only find many HHPs banned in Europe/US (imported) but the 

companies selling these (mainly international companies based in Europe) also engage 
in very aggressive village level marketing to convince farmers to purchase and spray 
these. This is not acceptable. 

Ø Given that HHPs produced in one country - though may be banned for use in that 
country - can be exported to poor countries like ours (India), there must be global 
governance and action plan. 

Government Western European and other: 
Ø Yes, the Global Action Plan on HHPs is necessary because HHPs are chemicals that 

are mobile, persistent and toxic. So only a global plan and its implementation is the 
way forward to minimize the consequences of the HHP exposure. Also, in today's 
world export and import of items is common. So if HHPs are used in one country 
although banned by the second. It does not solve the underlying problem. All nations 
must be on the same page, i.e. having similar regulations and following similar 
guidelines and protocols on HHP use. 

Africa: 
Ø My view is that the Global Action Plan on HHPs is necessary to help standardize the 

effort of eliminating or reducing their effects world over. My observation is that 
LMICs continue to import and use HHPs that are prohibited for use in developed 
countries as evidenced by the number of suicidal poisoning. So global action to ensure 
that people are aware of the risks posed as well as the capacity building of relevant 
authorities in different countries is really necessary. Most LMICs lack the knowledge 
and capacity to implement. 

Ø The global action plan is necessary for countries in the tropical region to learn how 
best we can eliminate HHPs. The main issue with tropical countries or LMIC is that 
the illegal crossing from one country to another perpetuates the illegal trade of HHPs. 

Private Western European and other: 
Ø CropLIfe International is supportive to the Global Action Plan, with focus on actions 

on national level. 
Africa: 

Ø If global action is not taking place, individual efforts of some countries will not be 
practical (Mozambique banned 30 HHPs but those products are being used in the 

Question 1: In your view, is the Global Action Plan on HHPs necessary? 

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. 
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neighbouring countries and due to poor border control, some of those are being 
imported illegally).  
 

Intergovernmental 
organisation 

Western European and other States  
Ø A global action plan can help shape the development of relevant national policies and 

align action from stakeholders. 
Ø From the exchanges it is important at all levels:  national action is important, global 

too (framework and coordination) and regional action is also key to avoid problems 
among neighbouring countries. 

Presenter notes Ø Actions should be carried out globally in all countries but export of banned HHPs and 
illegal trade is a challenge. 

 
Poll 1 Q1 Results  (N=18) 
Q: What do you think is the main purpose of a GAP and what do you think it can achieve? 
OPEN ENDED ANSWERS: 	
1. To address the double standard of companies - not selling in high income countries yet exporting to LMICs. 
2. Build capacity of policymakers and lawmakers in LMICs. 
3. Make open and transparent regular sharing of data on health and environmental impact of HHPs. 
4. To make provisions for compensation seeking from companies by farmers, workers and communities poisoned 

by HHPs. 
5. Mainstreaming of actions among all relevant stakeholders in a country, including farmers and all relevant 

players. It also needs an approach reflective of all risk management options available. The GAP would benefit 
from addressing why certain progressive has not been made (e.g., the implementation of the Stockholm 
Convention). 

6. The phase out of HHPs in agriculture. 
7. Streamlining the HHP use and regulations, globally. 
8. Help inform and provide recommendations for concrete action on pesticides in the beyond 2020 process for the 

sound management of chemicals and waste. 
9. Harmonizing identification of HHPs and alternatives. 
10. Exchange of information. 
11.  Protect agricultural workers and bystanders. 
12. Help standardize the most relevant actions and promote collaboration among different stakeholders. 
13. To set common objectives linked to the SDGs and promote collaboration.  
14. To act as a platform for sharing information and international harmonisation. 
15. To reduce health harm and poisonings caused by HHPs and to engage all stakeholders in phasing-out HHPs. 
16. Global coordination of HHP risk reduction work. With adequate funding, yes, it can be an excellent platform for 

coordination and to address most of the current challenges (e.g., information sharing). 
17. Consistent, rather then contradictory, approaches. 
18. Bringing together the key stakeholders to agree an approach to work towards improving human and 

environmental health. 
 

There is a need to develop the mechanisms for 
working together: we can see in the discussion that 
there are different points of view but how can we still 
work together. 
 
FAO/WHO categories 1-7 HHPs should be banned 
and stakeholders should inform about viable 
alternatives: Efforts should then be expanded to help 
countries identify HHPs that fit into HHP category 8 
so that they too can be removed from use. There is no 
reason for countries to keep using harmful pesticides 
when viable non-toxic alternatives are available. The 

weakness is in poor advice to farmers and the strength 
of the pesticide industry aggressively selling its 
products where they aren't needed. 
 
Residual limits: The GAP should address the issue of 
food products turned back by the EU market because 
of the bridged standard these food products are then 
sold in the LMIC local markets.  
 
Agricultural different realities are complex: the 
FAO CoC and the guidance on HHP provides a very 

Q2. What are the key issues that you think the Global Action Plan should address?   
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good frame, that can now be strengthened through a 
Global Action Plan. 
 
Clear targets on poisoning and phase-out of HHPs 
in agriculture along with a commitment to 
monitoring progress: The success will be seen in the 
prevention of deaths and ill health from exposure to 
HHPs, in the number of countries in which HHPs are 
banned an in % drop in volume sales in HHPs 
annually.  
 
Sometimes there are vector-borne diseases that can 
only be prevented by using HHPs for vector 
control: This gives a justification for using certain 
HHPs because human health is at risk. For 
agricultural uses, there are usually alternatives 
available. For non-food crops (e.g. cotton) there is not 
even a food security argument. 
 
A legally binding treaty, making the Code of 
Conduct mandatory and include the removal of 
HHPs from agriculture: This needs to happen if 
there is no clear commitment from everyone to ensure 
the phase out of HHPs from agriculture through the 
GAP. 
 

Banning and phasing out the use of HHPs should 
be a priority: However, to establish robust 
authorization schemes in countries should also be 
supported to prevent new HHPs from entering the 
market. 
 
Identification of HHPs and regulatory actions are 
urgent and must be addressed to begin with:  There 
should be a timeframe introduced for such actions 
because otherwise it won’t give results that the global 
action plan is aiming for.  
 
Identification and promotion of alternatives is a 
priority: Important for governments to have enabling 
environments to foster sustainable production systems 
(e.g., with incentives for farmers underpinned by 
robust financial, regulatory and extension policies & 
systems).  
 
FAO recognises that a needs analysis is part of 
deciding what mitigation measures are needed, 
including withdrawal:  Where this has been done 
there have been a number of cases where effective 
alternatives are not (yet) readily available.  Removing 
without alternatives undermines an HHP strategy. 

 
Poll 1 Q2 Results  (N= 17) 
Q: Which activity of the GAP do you think is the MOST important one and should be prioritized? 
A: From the response: 

- 17% said to mobilize key actors to strengthen linkages and communications between them,  
- 41% said to foster regulatory actions on HHPs, 
- 41% said to ensure that viable HHPs alternatives (i.e. safe, sustainable, affordable methods) are developed 

and accessible to end users.  
Comments included: Agree that regulatory action to remove HHPs from use is key. Action should be focused on 
removing HHPs from use entirely.  
 
Poll 2  Q2 Results  (N= 85) 
Q:What information should be shared under the GAP? 
A: From the responses to the poll: 

- 22% said country lists of identified HHPs,  
- 21% said national poisoning data awareness raising and risk communication material on HHPs,  
- 20% said to have alternatives identified and registered, and 
- 11% said national suicide data.  

Comments (2) included: Import and export data on HHPs - countrywise; Data sale proceeds of from HHPs by all 
companies. Import and export data on HHPs - countrywide; Data sale proceeds of from HHPs by all companies 
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There needs to be a small Bureau/Steering Group drawn from each of the stakeholder organisations to provide 
overall governance, assistance, and guidance to the Coalition, including collating and reporting on annual reports and 
monitoring by the stakeholders, supported by a secretariat provided by FAO. It would meet on-line for the present. 
Without such a mechanism, efforts will be scattered, inconsistent and inadequate. The Global Alliance to Eliminate 
Lead Paint provides a good example of what can be achieved with coordination and direction. 
 
Exchange of information of good experience from countries/regions having experience working on HHP risk 
management, such as lessons learned, recommendations for future work, viable alternatives to HHPs, experience 
from the cooperation between stakeholders etc. 
 
Many stakeholders are missing from this discussion and there needs to be thought and action on how to integrate 
them. For example, sustainability standard-setting bodies such as fair trade and rainforest alliance; commodity 
trading organizations for coffee, cocoa, cotton, etc. major food processors and retailers and consumer organizations. 
 
The Alliance to Eliminate Lead in Paint is quite successful - For HHPs, we propose to adopt a similar model. This 
can be done at a relatively low cost, primarily operating online. It should include a range of key stakeholders and 
tracking progress would be one key function. It could also help to mobilize resources. 
 
For the implementation of global action plan, all countries and industrial partners first agree that HHPs are not the 
problem of one single country or region. Industrial partners should step in and provide safer alternatives and the info 
between countries on HHPs must flow swiftly. No country can avoid HHPs if those are being used in another 
country. This confirms that a global action plan is needed.  
 
We should not be counting on "Industry" to provide solutions to HHPs. It is not in the interest of chemical industry 
to support a move that is aiming to reduce their markets. Regulators and farmers need to be looking elsewhere: 
agroecology, biopesticides, etc. 
 
Availability of alternatives is important, but it is well known that regulatory action can be a spur to innovation and 
encourage the development and deployment of alternatives, plenty of examples from other sectors where regulatory 
action has increased availability and helped drive down prices. 
 
How do we involve industry other than CropLife International members? In addition, the discussion on HHPs policy 
is quite narrowly happening in the EU - what is the role of companies in the major producing countries that are 
outside of the EU (a look to the global chemical outlook on where pesticide production is happening might help.) 
Double standard discussions in the EU is held on products that most have global OECD registrations - what about 
the HHPs that are banned by Stockholm and that are still being used and all the illegal pesticides that are floating the 
market? If this is missed out the Global plan will fail or make slow progress. 
 
Farmers keep asking our extension workers the same question, why should the government poison the hands which 
feed them - farmers - they trust the government not to register HHPs. Farmers do trust the government more than 
voluntary standards. It's extremely important that some sort of legally binding action is taken, and government - 
lawmakers and policymakers - are educated on HHPs. 
 
For tropical countries, the GAP, can be implemented through SADC signatories countries, regional implementation 
can also help. This will enable surveillance to be effective particularly on countries that have identified and eliminate 
HHPs. 
 
 
 
 
 
Poll 1 Q3 Results  (N= 10) 
Q: What is needed for national governments to observe the GAP? 
A:  
1. Legally binding instruments that are agreed upon 

Q3.   What are your suggestions for the best approaches to implement the Global Action Plan? 
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2. Scientific bodies and policymakers should form a platform/working groups via which they follow the GAP and 
taking necessary actions based on scientific evidence. 

3. This is not a question that is easy to answer, and naively perhaps not just a question of political will. LMICs 
government may lack not only technical capacity but also enforcement capacity. Maybe the most effective action 
would be incentives via standard-setting organisations (fair trade, organic etc.) and food manufacturers and 
retailers. 

4. All stakeholders' commitment: public pressure highlighting the concern 
5. Build Capacity of Lawmakers and Policymakers - they need to know what they are approving for use in 

countries, enable them to monitor the progress of phasing out of HHPs 
6. They play a vitally important role. They need a regulatory authority that has good information (e.g. links to 

agricultural, environment, health) and does not include industry due to conflict of interest. They also need access 
to evidence of the impact of HHPs and effective alternatives. Often they are chemists with limited resources and 
without this broader understanding. They need support from FAO and others for that. 

7. A small Bureau drawn from each of the stakeholder organisations could provide overall governance, assistance, 
and guidance to the Global Alliance, issuing annual progress and monitoring reports 

8. Political awareness of the cost of inaction. 
9. An evidence-based understanding of the implications of implementing the GAP, what other areas of policy they 

will need to consider. 
10. Vital for all governments to implement it fully. 
 
Poll 2 Results  (N= 36) 
Q: What mechanisms should be put in place to action the GAP?  
A: From the responses to the poll: 

- 16% annual meetings face to face,  
- 25% virtual meetings every two months,  
- 36% data and materials sharing online platform,  
- 19% HHP app for quick information and responses, and  
- 2% said other.  

Comments included: Actioning the GAP will require support for the GAP which will come from buy in from 
different stakeholder groups, establishinga bureau to keep track of progress and that meets virtually. A funded 
dedicated unit to support GAP implementation. A funded dedicated unit to support GAP implementation. A 
multistakeholder alliance along the lines of the Global Alliance to Eliminate Lead Paint primarily with low cost, 
online meetings. A mechanism to coordinate the whole process such as a Bureau or Steering Group. 
Useful Resources: 
 

1. FAO-WHO-UNEP Draft Global Action Plan on HHPs. 
2. PAN Asia Pacific. 2018. Rights and Poisons: https://panap. net/2018/10/of-rights-and-poisons-

accountability-of-the-agrochemical-industry/  

 
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 


