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Issue: 1 of 2020 
Discussion date: 15th July 2020 

 
Topic of Discussion: Mapping the global landscape of HHP risk 

reduction work  
 
Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs) are responsible for significant environmental, economic and human health 
problems including acute and chronic poisoning. Consequently, calls to address HHPs have been on the global 
development agenda for many years. The 131st UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) Council in 2006 
recommended priority activities for FAO within the Strategic Approach to International Chemicals Management 
(SAICM) to include risk reduction and a progressive ban on HHPs. Consequently, in 2008 the FAO and World Health 
Organization (WHO) Joint Meeting on Pesticide Management (JMPM) formulated criteria that define HHPs. The 
FAO/WHO International Code of Conduct revised in 2014 led to a definition of HHPs and articles with specific 
references to HHPs. Also notable are the resolutions made at both the third International Conference on Chemicals 
Management (ICCM3) in 2012 and fourth ICCM (ICCM4) in 2015 for concerted global efforts to address HHPs.  
 
Many strategic stakeholders have called for action, guidance and support to address HHPs. These stakeholder 
groups include regulatory authorities,agricultural extension and public health advisory services, health services and 
poison control centres; farmers and farmer associations, trade unions and agricultural workers’ organizations, private 
sector, civil society. Since then, there have been some initiatives to address HHPs by various stakeholder groups 
including Intergovernmental Organizations (IGOs), Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs),academia, the private 
sector and Governments, which in some cases have collaborated regionally through their respective Regional 
Economic Communities (RECs). The common goal of all these efforts is to eliminate the short and long-term health 
and  environment impacts of HHPs.  However, there has been no stock-take of the HHP risk reduction activities, and 
as such, there is neither coherence nor formal coordination of implementation at various levels. Considering these 
challenges, this discussion sought to map the global landscape of HHP risk reduction initiatives from various 
stakeholder group/sector perspectives by engaging around three questions. 
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DISCUSSION	1	ATTENDANCE	BREAKDOWN	
	 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

Sector/ Institution Interventions 
  
  
CropLife International Ø Portfolio Review (Continuous activity that followed on a CLI-co-ordinated voluntary review by 

all member companies of their entire portfolios against the 8 HHP criteria). 
Ø Support to the FAO registration toolkit. 
Ø Promotion of the Code (e-learning tool). 
Ø GHS implementation (CLI joined the High ambition coalition for the post 2020 chemical 

framework (post SAICM). 
Ø Responsible Use programs (e.g. improved application). 
Ø Regulatory Capacity Building (support for simplified risk assessment). 
Ø Establi. 
Ø shing Spray Service Providers Programs. 
Ø Industry guide on adherence to the Code/HPPs. 
Ø Risk Mitigation workshops (with all HHP stakeholders). 
Ø Promotion of IPM (e-learning tools, projects in partnership). 
Ø CLI activities (such as capacity building for practical application of IPM) align well with activities 

referenced by IPEN best practice examples highlighting IPM promotion as a core recommended 
action. 

Ø  CropLife believes in partnership approaches with stakeholders as the critical element to 
address HHP and other general aspects of pesticide management. 

Ø CLI progressing on field risk assessment and is the focus of capacity building efforts.  
Ø Crop life working with national Governments and other stakeholders to facilitate HHP work. 

(e.g., capacity building). 
Key learning shared 

Identified common issues for accelerated stewardship activities:  
Ø Recognized hotspots across the globe; the need to engage generic and local crop protection 

industry. 
Ø Bringing innovation in Low Income Countries (LICs). 
Ø Adjusted approach to capacity building – to promote stakeholder/policy maker dialogue 

focusing on risk mitigation. 

TOTAL	ATTENDEES	FOR	DISCUSSION	1:	39	
	

Q1.	Actions	undertaken	in	countries/	region	to	reduce	HHP	risks,	role	of	organization	–	(Government,	IGO,	NGO,	Industry,	
Academia)	in	the	HHP	risk	reduction	activities	and	the	stakeholder	category/categories	the	sector	falls	under.	

NGO	62%	
(Private	sector	35%,		
Academia	14%))_	

KEY:		
IGO	-	Intergovernmental	organisation	
NGO-	Non-governmental	organisation	

	

IGO	
14%	

	
Government		

22%	
	

Sector	representation	Gender	representation	Gender	representation	Region	representation	

North	America	
10%	

10%	

Africa	
34%	

Asia-Pacific	
3%	

Europe	
50%	

Latin	America	
and	Caribbean	

3%	



 

	

 
 
 

FMC – Agricultural 
Science Company 

Ø Ongoing efforts to phase out HHPs from our product portfolio including Carbofuran most 
recently. 

Ø Committed to not develop or sell any new HHPs. 
Benin Ø In 2017, Government imposed stricter control of imports of paraquat (prohibited in the EU but 

was being exported from a factory in the UK). Government organized a stakeholders’ meeting 
and agreed to information sharing and surveillance. 

 Ø Government organisations in South Africa have developed and are implementing HHP risk 
reduction strategies through a multi-sectoral collaboration approach, with one government 
department taking the lead within the stakeholder group of experts comprising government 
departments, NGO and universities.  

Ø DEFF has a risk reduction strategy based on the Hierarchy if Controls and best practice. 
eSwatini Ø Not much done yet in HHPs, but the most used basis in HHP risk reduction is criterion 5 on 

Stockholm Convention and 6 – Rotterdam Convention. 
South Africa Used all 8 criteria developed by JMPM to identify HHPs, but criterion 8 most applied as some of the 

pesticides we use have chronic exposure.  
Ø Pesticides with carcinogenic and respiratory effects considered under criterion 8. 
Ø The Department of Environment, Forestry and Fisheries in South Africa applied the 

Precautionary Principle and removed all pesticides meeting criteria 1-7, and  are now actively 
screening for those falling in criterion 8. 

Ø Criterion 8 found useful to address chronic hazards not covered by the rest of the criteria. 
Ø Use criterion 8 based on reports received and scientific evidence. 

Mexico Governments and private sector working on HHP risk reduction 
Morocco Ø The National Office of Food Safety (ONSSA) registers pesticides used in agriculture. 

Ø Ministry of Health responsible for public health pesticides ensures no public health pesticides 
are HHP. 

Nigeria Ø Various ongoing HHP risk reduction projects. 
Ø Use the Nigeria Pesticide Registration Guidelines and FAO/WHO HHP Guidelines with focus on 

Criterion 1 (WHO Hazard Classification) and Criterion 8. 
Uganda Ø The Association of Uganda Professional Women in Agriculture and Environment (AUPWAE) 

worked with partners to raise awareness of HHPs among vulnerable communities. 
Ø Farmer groups have integrated pesticide alternatives and organic farming on their work plans 
Ø Use of existing community by-law structures in support of addressing HHPs. 
Ø National Environmental Authority working with NGOs to build knowledge and capacity for 

targeted farming communities, initially through a project focusing on pesticides listed under 
Stockholm Convention. 

Sri Lanka Ø Sri Lanka banned all WHO hazard class 1a and 1b pesticide formulations due to high number of 
deaths and occupational health impacts. 

Collective IGO efforts 
(all represented in 
SAICM, namely (FAO, 
WHO, UNEP); Joint 
Meeting on Pesticide 
Management (JMPM) 

Ø Developed HHP Strategy in the SAICM context. 
Ø Providing information to assist stakeholders to identify and take option on HHPs. 
Ø The IOMC has consolidated a Toolbox to support countries address national issues regarding 

chemicals management. One of the tools available is guidance documents to National 
Management Schemes for Pesticides (http://www.iomctoolbox.org/). 

Ø JMPM. 
UNEP Ø Supporting national Governments strengthen pesticide regulatory frameworks (e.g., At UNEP's 

Regional Office for Africa, we are currently supporting the Kenyan government to review and 
amend the national laws on pesticide. This is in the form of the Pesticide Control Products Bill, 
2017. If adopted by parliament, this new law will replace the current Act of 1985 and introduce 
better legal and institutional infrastructural changes. 

FAO Ø Developing international guidelines and tools to strengthen life cycle management of pesticides 
and HHP risk reduction. 

Rotterdam Convention Ø Rotterdam Convention secretariat is conducting training for national decision makers to 
enhance capacity for scientifically sound decision making on final regulatory actions on 
pesticides and tools to access to technical and scientific information. 

CropLife International Ø CroplIfe: Portfolio review The 2016 published FAO/WHO guidelines and the 8 criteria laid out 
there are the basis for action.  

Ø Underlying principle of risk assessment.  
Ø i.e. Tiered approach (simplified conservative assumptions to real field scenarios), use of data 

from local use assessments, necessarily apply setting of models, scenarios & inputs used in 
regional decision making. 

Ø Information on local uses. 
Ø Based on surveys of actual agricultural practises (crop/equipment/application know how)  
Ø Company network (such as technical services, sales force, etc.).  
Ø Assessment of exposure;  i.e. use of suitable data following clear hierarchy (company own 

measurements in field > published data> estimations from similar situations > estimates based 
on extrapolation). 

Ø Assessment of effects: International accepted reference values (such as Acceptable Operator 
Exposure Level).  

Ø Mitigation measures: Label change, stewardship, crop label withdrawal, formulation change.  



 

	

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Challenges 
Ø Who leads/ organizes HHP partnerships? 
Ø Clear methodology for using criterion 8; lack of data on health or environmental impacts. 
Ø Inadequate pesticide legislation. 
Ø Low education levels and understanding of label instructions and related infographics among farmers. 
Ø Inadequate training for HHP users. 
Ø Lack of ongoing exposure monitoring among pesticide users. 
Ø How to deal with products where there are no risk mitigation measures – remove highly toxic formulations from 

the market if there are no suitable mitigation measures? 
Ø Criterion 8 and how to apply it for bee affecting pesticides not covered under other criteria. 
Ø How best to apply criterion 8 in a consistent manner. 
Ø Information is readily available for rcriteria 1, 5, 6 and 7. However, no definitive list of GHS classifications for 

criteria 2,3 and 4- these are national decisions. While many High-Income Countries publish their official GHS 
classification decisions, these may vary from country to country. 

Ø Lack of willingness to use safer alternatives as they are usually ‘more expensive’. 
Ø Lack of political will to exclude HHPs from Government procurement and to make other decisions and policies 

for HHP risk reduction. 
 

Gaps/ Concerns 
Ø Extensive risk assessments lacking for many HHPs.  
Ø To understand more about the scale of HHP use in the EU. In some cases, pesticides that are banned in Europe 

are still in use in LMICs. 
Ø Concerns about the brodifacoums and organochlorines left over from invasive species control programmes 

being used in agriculture. 
Ø Effects of HHPs on pollinators to be assessed for HHP control, management and regulations. 
Ø How organic farming can be properly implemented if there are farms using pesticides in the same water 

catchment area. 
Ø Spray drift, especially when IPM is implemented and surrounding farms continue using pesticides. Beneficial 

insects and other biodiversity is negatively impacted. 
Ø How to achieve industrial scale organic farming. 
Ø Many countries do not have a poison centre: 

- Limited capacity for effective regulatory control. 

Q2.	What	were	the	resources	and	protocols	that	you	used/followed	to	guide	the	HHP	risk	reduction	work	in	your	
region/country?	Which	criteria	did	you	use	to	identify	HHPs?	

If	your	organization/country/region	is	not	actively	involved	in	HHP	work,	what	resources	do	you	think	are	needed	to	
begin	assessing	the	presence	and	removal	of	HHPs?	

	

Poll	2	(N=	13)		JMPM	Criteria	for	assessing	HHPs	
Never	heard	of	them	until	today=	3				Using	for	assessing	pesticides	=9				Need	more	
information	on	how	to	apply	them	=1		

	
	

Poll	1	(N=	23)	I	have	accessed	the	FAO	registration	toolkit	
	Never=	3		Only	once	=	1			A	few	times		=	15			Use	regularly	=	4	

	
	

Poll	 3	 (N=	 9)	 What	 would	 you	 say	 is	 the	 key	 challenge	 to	
identifying	HHPs?	
	Lack	of	trained	staff	=1			Lack	of	funding=	1				Lack	of	political	will	to	prioritize	=	9	

	



 

	

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Governments NGOs and IGOs 
Ø To accelerate strategic IPM partnerships that the CoP network is interested in. 
Ø To ensure there is a range of different types of pesticide available for resistance management, especially 

in public health. 
Ø To make more investment in public health pesticides. 
Ø To strengthen pesticide monitoring - environment and human health. 
Ø To develop concise and easy to understand HHP Risk Reduction Strategies that are well packaged to 

serve as ‘one stop shops’ for HHP risk reduction. 
Ø To explore possibility of training and certify professional spray teams/ spray service providers. 
Ø To create political will to strengthen the basic infrastructure that exists in the health sector.  
Ø JMPM to have Criterion 8 clearly defined and IGOs to support countries generate health and 

environmental impact data and conduct risk assessments under local conditions. 
Ø Governments to contextualize the assessment of HHPs and rely on precautionary principle to reduce risks 

while assessing pesticides – especially with Criterion 8. Note also made to contextualize not only the 
exposure, but also the hazards. 

Ø To strengthen the health sector recording and reporting system of pesticide poisoning cases; establish 
and/or strengthen poison information centres. 

Ø Foster close collaboration between pesticide regulators and the health reporting systems. 
Ø To build institutional and regulatory capacity for HHP risk reduction. 

Industry 
Ø To have a level playing field between innovator and generic industry for the evolution of regulatory 

frameworks and their applicability. 
Ø To contribute to training of professional spray teams or spray service providers to reduce risks to some 

communities. 
NGOs and academia 

Ø To foster multi-stakeholder collaboration for monitoring environmental impacts of HHPs. 
Ø To make more investment in public health pesticides. 
Ø To strengthen the health sector recording and reporting system of pesticide poisoning cases. 

All stakeholders 
Ø To explore any approach that leads to a definitive global list of HHPs indicating need for risk 

assessment/mitigation and eventually restriction or replacement so that there can be more consistency in 
decision making globally. Additionally, there is a need to explore any approach that will	support authorities 
that may not have the resources to conduct the full HHP assessments. 

Q3.	In	your	HHP	risk	reduction	initiatives	what	have	been	your	i)	major	accomplishments	ii)	key	challenges	iii)	
opportunities	iv)	lessons	learned	iv)	key	recommendations?			

What	are	the	key	challenges	and	opportunities	for	those	of	you	and	for	countries	where	HHP	work	in	not	underway	or	
so	evident?	

	

Poll	5	(N=	11)	Has	your	country/organization	started	on	HHP	risk	
reduction	activities?	
Yes=9						No=	1					We	want	to	identify	first	=	1	

	

Poll	4	(N=	14)	Is	data	from	other	countries	(as	found	in	the	FAO	
toolkit)	enough	to	make	a	decision	about	HHPs	in	your	country?	
Yes=	4				No=	10	

	



 

	

 
 
 
 
 
 

HHP CoP Discussion 1 Summary Points 
Looking Ahead 

 
 

1. Addressing HHP is a global issue affecting many countries. There is a need for more coordinated planning of 
identifying and managing HHPs. 

 
2. Many LMICs lack the resources to address HHPs. 

 
3. Early engagement of all stakeholders is critical, and objectives need to take a bottom up approach to ensure 

sustainability of decisions taken. 
 
 

Some resources that may be of interest:  
• International code of conduct on pesticide management. Guidelines on highly hazardous pesticides. Food and Agriculture 

Organization of the United Nations, Rome, FAO, 2016.: http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5566e.pdf 
• FAO Pesticide Registration Toolkit Brochure: http://www.fao.org/3/ca3814en/ca3814en.pdf 
• Addressing Highly Hazardous Pesticides in Mozambique, FA0 2016: http://www.fao.org/3/a-i5360e.pdf 
• Strategy to address highly hazardous pesticides in the context of the Strategic Approach to International Chemicals 

Management: http://www.saicm.org/Portals/12/Documents/EPI/HHP strategy English.pdf 
 
 
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 on 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 question 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 
 
 

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. 
 

 
 


