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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Caribbean Region consists largely of Small Island Developing States (SIDS) in which tourism and 

agriculture are major revenue earners and important sources of employment. Shifts away from 

commercial production of commodities (sugarcane, bananas) have contributed to an estimated 200 

tons of stockpiles of obsolete chemicals belonging to former commodity farms, which are beyond the 

capacity of the governments to dispose of in an environmentally sound manner. Of the 46 total stores 

already inventoried 14 present ‘High’ or ‘Higher’ hazard and environmental risk– these stores may be 

located near environmentally sensitive areas, near human settlements, or contain extremely toxic 

products. A number of these sites present contamination of soils in addition to the stocks of obsolete 

products, which governments have only recently begun to inventory and prioritize for remediation.  

 

The use of pesticides in the region is characterised by use of older, hazardous products including many 

that are classified as “Highly Hazardous Pesticides” according to the FAO definition. Combined with 

the inappropriate conditions of use, including use of illegal or restricted products, pesticide application 

poses an important risk to the fragile island ecosystems, which are included in the Critical Ecosystem 

Partnership Fund listing of the world’s 35 diversity ‘hotspots’. The Global International Waters 

Assessment has noted that “the use of agro-chemicals within the agricultural sector is a source of 

significant damage to both surface and groundwater resources” and highlighted indiscriminate and 

improper disposal of agricultural wastes as a priority issue. 

 

The legislation and regulations for the management of pesticides during their life-cycle in the 

Caribbean and participating countries are fragmented and at various stages of development and 

enactment.  Some make provision for the implementation of requirements for international chemical 

management conventions. In some countries, legislation and regulations are non-existent.  Pesticide 

regulatory authorities of Caribbean countries are coordinated through the CGPC, the main 

implementing partner for this project. The CGPC was established in 1987 to improve regional 

coordination, communication and action on pesticides management issues, and has repeatedly called 

for a harmonized legal framework for pesticides, including registration and inspection.  

 

The project objective is to promote the sound management of pesticides in the Caribbean throughout 

their life-cycle in ways that lead to the minimization of significant adverse effects on human health 

and the global environment. Specific objectives of each component are to: safely destroy POPs and 

obsolete pesticides (Component 1); remediate pesticide-contaminated sites (Component 2); and 

establish mechanisms to deal with empty pesticide and other waste plastic containers (Component 3). 

As well as addressing the end-of-life cycle stage, the project aims to prevent wastes by interventions at 

earlier life cycle stages, strengthen the institutional and regulatory framework for managing pesticides 

through their life cycle (Component 4); and increasing the successful uptake of alternatives to the most 

hazardous chemical pesticides on key crops (Component 5). These five components are supported by a 

horizontal project management, Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) and awareness/communication 

component (Component 6) which will inform project execution decisions and create the necessary 

conditions for beneficiary knowledge and participation in project activities. 
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SECTION 1:  RELEVANCE   

 

1.1 GENERAL CONTEXT 

The Caribbean Region consists largely of Small Island Developing States (SIDS) in which tourism and 

agriculture are major revenue earners and important sources of employment.  While Caribbean 

countries were long viewed primarily as exporters of sugar, coffee, and tobacco, this changed in the 

1990’s with increasing trade liberalisation, and diversification of national economies away from 

agriculture towards tourism and financial services. This has been particularly driven by shifts away 

from commercial production of commodities (sugarcane, bananas) – for example, in Saint Kitts and 

Nevis, a poor harvest in 2005 led the government to close the sugar industry, after several decades of 

losses. One impact of this shift has been to contribute to an estimated 200 tons of stockpiles of 

obsolete chemicals belonging to former commodity farms, which are beyond the capacity of the 

governments to dispose of in an environmentally sound manner.1 In 2010 coastal sediments in 

Martinique and Guadeloupe with high levels of chlordecone (a POP used for 30 years in banana 

production that accumulated in estuary sediments after river transport) were identified as the source of 

contaminated fish and lobsters - that local communities depend on – and of a spike in prostate cancer 

in the island. The French government allocated over USD 33 million in research and aid for affected 

communities, but demonstrations continued into 2013 as the contamination is recognized as 

impossible to remove and will affect communities indefinitely.  

The Caribbean Islands are classified by the Critical Ecosystem Partnership Fund (CEPF) as one of the 

world’s 35 ‘hotspots’2. The geography and climate of the Caribbean Islands hotspot have resulted in 

an amazing diversity of habitats and ecosystems, which in turn support high levels of species richness 

and species found nowhere else. These include important freshwater habitats, including rivers, 

streams, lakes, wetlands and underground karst networks, which provide habitat, clean water, food, 

hydroelectricity and many other services to local communities. These services are especially important 

as the small islands of the insular Caribbean are surrounded by salt water, and rely greatly on limited, 

land-based fresh water from functional ecosystems. Toxic chemicals and waste present particular acute 

challenges to these ecosystems, and the CEPF Investment Priorities include promotion of sustainable 

agriculture in conservation corridors. Pollution and sedimentation has negatively affected marine 

environments by smothering coral reefs, killing fish and reducing the recreational value of beaches. 

The Global International Waters Assessment3 identified the impacts of chemical pollution on water 

resources in the Caribbean small islands as moderate, observing that “the use of agro-chemicals within 

the agricultural sector is a source of significant damage to both surface and groundwater resources” 

and highlighting indiscriminate and improper disposal of agricultural wastes as a priority issue. 

While agriculture contributes less than in the past to national economies, it is still an important sector 

in terms of food security and employment4 - in Dominica, it supplies 60% of the food requirements 

and employs 40% of the labour force. In Saint Lucia, crops such as bananas, mangos, and avocados 

continue to be grown for export, but the once-solid banana industry has been devastated by strong 

competition. In Saint Vincent and the Grenadines seasonal variations and natural disasters wiped out 

substantial portions of crops in 1994, 1995, and 2002, and floods and mudslides in 2013 caused 

damage to infrastructure, homes, and crops which the World Bank estimated at USD 112 million. In 

recent years governments have focused on food security, especially since the 2008 food crisis which 

caused massive spikes in costs in countries that had grown to depend on food imports – CARICOM 

members have an annual food import bill of USD 4.75 billion. With the average age of farmers in the 

Caribbean now over 45, and most farmers on the islands aged over 60, there is also an urgent need to 

attract more young people to the sector, and make it more appealing – one strategy to achieve this has 

been in promoting approaches that add value including organic production and processing, increasing 

                                                           
 

1 This estimate is based on what has been entered in the Pesticide Stock Management System (PSMS) for the 

Region. However, stocks from Dominican Republic estimated at 50-100 tons have still not been inventoried (see 

section 1.2.a) 
2 CEPF (2009) Caribbean Islands Biodiversity Hotspot: Ecosystem Profile Summary 
3 GIWA (2006) Regional Assessment 3a – Caribbean Sea/Small Islands Assessment 
4 Labour force in agriculture: ATG 7%, BHS 3%, BRB 10%, DCA 40%; DOM 14.6%, JAM 17%, LCA 21.7%, 

VCA 26%, SUR 8%, TTO 3.8%. 
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production efficiencies and promoting nutritional and health benefits. New agriculture initiatives have 

increased agricultural production, particularly in short-term crops for local consumption and regional 

markets (vegetables, root crops, fruits etc.) where indiscriminate use of pesticides is widespread, and 

has led to an increase in the demand for agro-chemicals and pesticides. Annual imports of pesticides 

into the region are estimated at approximately 10,000 tonnes5. 

Legal, policy and institutional context 

Different countries have different systems and varying degrees of development of legislation, for 

example some have legislation dating back to the mid-1970s (e.g. Dominica, Grenada, Suriname) 

while the others have more recently updated Acts and Regulations. Legislation in all the countries is 

observed to diverge from the International Code of Conduct on Pesticide Management (“Code of 

Conduct”), including in key areas such as definitions of pesticides, registration requirements and 

involvement of stakeholders from environment and health as well as agriculture, and addressing the 

complete pesticide lifecycle particularly post-registration surveillance of pesticide fate and impacts. 

All project countries have ratified the Stockholm and Basel Conventions, and the large majority have 

also ratified the Rotterdam Convention, as shown in Table 1. The Rotterdam Convention Secretariat 

has convened several workshops in the Caribbean to review status of ratification and challenges to 

implementation and to advance national pesticide registration through identification of needs, gaps and 

barriers and solutions.  

Table 1. Status of countries in relation to Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions 

Participant Basel Convention Rotterdam Convention Stockholm Convention 

 Accession (a) Signature Accession (a) 

 

Signature Accession (a) 

Ratification 

Antigua & Barbuda 05/04/1993 (a)  23/08/2010 (a) 23/05/2001 10/09/2003 

Barbados 24/08/1995 (a) 11/09/1998   07/06/2004 (a) 

Dominica 05/05/1998 (a)  30/12/2005 (a)  08/08/2003 (a) 

Dominican Republic 10/07/2000 (a)  24/03/2006 (a) 23/05/2001 04/05/2007  

Guyana 04/04/2001 (a)  25/06/2007 (a)  12/09/2007 (a) 

Jamaica 23/01/2003 (a)  20/08/2002 (a) 23/05/2001 01/06/2007  

Saint Kitts & Nevis 07/09/1994 (a)  14/08/2012 (a)  21/05/2004 (a) 

Saint Lucia 09/12/1993 (a) 25/01/1999   04/10/2002 (a) 

Saint Vincent & the Grenadines 02/12/1996 (a)  29/10/2010 (a)  15/09/2005 (a) 

Suriname 20/09/2011 (a)  30/05/2000 (a) 22/05/2002 20/09/2011 

Trinidad & Tobago 18/02/1995 (a)  16/12/2009 (a)  13/12/2002 (a) 

http://synergies.pops.int/Decisionmaking/PartiestotheConventions/StatusofRatifications/tabid/2649/language/en-

US/Default.aspx 

The legislation and regulations for the management of pesticides during their life-cycle in the 

Caribbean and participating countries are fragmented and at various stages of development and 

enactment.  Some make provision for the implementation of requirements for international chemical 

management conventions. In some countries, legislation and regulations are non-existent.   

All countries (except Dominican Republic) are members of the Caribbean Community (CARICOM). 

The work of CARICOM at the regional level is coordinated by a Secretariat located in Guyana, whose 

recent Strategic Plan (2015-2019) 6 names Agriculture as a key economic growth driver. Within the 

Secretariat, the Agriculture and Industry Unit, headed by a Programme Manager and supported by a 

Deputy Programme Manager, coordinates activities related to development of trade, agriculture, 

industry and related areas.  

The Council for Trade and Economic Development (COTED) is an Organ of CARICOM7 with 

particular responsibility for enhancing and developing agricultural production and for policies on the 

environment and sustainable development, including pesticides. As the decision-making body on these 

issues, COTED’s support would be required for the establishment of a harmonised regional 

registration process for pesticides in CARICOM Member States.  

                                                           
 

5 Country Presentations at the 19th Meeting of the Coordinating Group of Pesticides Control Boards of the Caribbean.  Antigua and 
Barbuda  June 2-3, 2014 
6http://www.caricom.org/overview-reform.jsp; http://caricom.org/jsp/secretariat/caribbean-community-strategic-plan.jsp; 

http://caricom.org/jsp/secretariat/EXECUTIVE%20PLAN%20VOL%201%20-%20FINAL.pdf 
7 http://www.caricom.org/jsp/community_organs/coted.jsp 

http://synergies.pops.int/Decisionmaking/PartiestotheConventions/StatusofRatifications/tabid/2649/language/en-US/Default.aspx
http://synergies.pops.int/Decisionmaking/PartiestotheConventions/StatusofRatifications/tabid/2649/language/en-US/Default.aspx
http://www.caricom.org/overview-reform.jsp
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CARICOM Institutions are Organisations which have been “established by or under the auspices of 

the Community shall be recognised as Institutions of the Community…and such other entities as may 

be designated by the Conference” (Article 21 of the Revised Treaty of Chaguaramas that established 

CARICOM) and have a reporting function to an Organ of CARICOM. One Institution that is named in 

the Revised Treaty is the Caribbean Agricultural Research and Development Institute (CARDI). The 

recently-operationalized Caribbean Agricultural Health and Food Safety Agency (CAHFSA) is not 

named in the Treaty but has been subsequently designated as an Institution of CARICOM8. Both 

CARDI and CAHFSA report to the COTED. 

The CARICOM Economic Partnership Agreement with the EU (EPA) includes obligations in relation 

to environmental protection and the tourism industry, both of which are indirectly but significantly 

affected by sound management of pesticides and chemicals. While this Agreement has only been 

enacted in domestic law in Trinidad and Tobago, an EPA Implementing Unit is established by the 

CARICOM Secretariat to facilitate its implementation in all Member States. 

Five project countries are Members of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States (OECS) (Antigua 

and Barbuda, the Commonwealth of Dominica, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia and Saint Vincent 

and the Grenadines) and have adopted the St. George's Declaration of Principles for Environmental 

Sustainability in the OECS to minimize environmental vulnerability, improve environmental 

management and protect the region's natural (including historical and cultural) resource base for 

optimal social and economic benefits for Member States (Article 24.1 of the Revised Treaty of 

Basseterre establishing the OECS). 

The Caribbean Agricultural Health and Food Safety Agency (CAHFSA) was established in 2010, with 

a role and mandate to assist CARICOM Member States to coordinate and strengthen their 

infrastructure, institutional and human resource capacity to effectively deliver agricultural goods 

which achieve the international agricultural health and food safety standards, measures and guidelines 

in order to safeguard human health and to prevent the introduction of or minimize the incidence of 

transmission of agricultural pests across national borders. Due to resource constraints, full 

operationalization has been delayed, however a Chief Executing Officer was nominated in 2014 and a 

2015-2017 operational plan is currently being developed in collaboration with FAO, IICA, CARDI, 

CARICOM Secretariat and the OECS Secretariat. It is anticipated that existing regional bodies / 

mechanisms for cooperation (e.g. the Caribbean Plant Health Directors’ (CPHD) Forum, CARIBVET 

for animal health /Veterinary issues and the Coordinating Group of the Pesticides Control Boards of 

the Caribbean (CGPC) will serve as technical advisory bodies to CAHFSA. In addition, CAHFSA will 

work closely with the well-established CARICOM Regional Organisation for Standards and Quality 

(CROSQ) on issues related to food safety, including standards, product labelling, certification etc. 

All project countries are members of the Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture 

(IICA), which supports the efforts of the Member States to achieve agricultural development and rural 

well-being.  

Pesticide regulatory authorities of Caribbean countries are coordinated through the CGPC9, the main 

implementing partner for this project. The CGPC was established in 1987 to improve regional 

coordination, communication and action on pesticides management issues. IICA provides the 

Secretariat for the CGPC, specifically coordination of the annual meetings and collation of Annual 

Reports on behalf of the CGPC. An on-going FAO project assists in building the capacity and 

sustainability of the CGPC by providing support for their annual meetings and training in several 

aspects of pesticides management. The Annual Meeting provides a forum for the regional 

collaboration and data sharing but primarily on a voluntary basis, as the participating Beneficiary 

Countries are not bound to share or fully disclose information at such a Meeting.   

For many years, including at its 19th and most recent meeting (June 2014), CGPC members called for a 

harmonized legal framework for pesticides, since companies that use pesticides operate throughout the 

                                                           
 

8 http://www.caricom.org/jsp/community/institutions.jsp?menu=community 

9 http://ptccb.org.gy/pGroup.html; The membership of the CGPC is divided into three categories: Core Members, Associate Members and 
Observers. The Core Members are the Chairpersons or Registrars of the Pesticides Control Boards of Member Countries. Associate 
Members consist of the private sector companies dealing with pesticides and toxic chemicals. Observers include development partners - 
FAO, IICA, CARICOM Secretariat, OECS Secretariat, CARDI and PAHO among others. 

http://ptccb.org.gy/pGroup.html
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Beneficiary Countries and there is a need to avoid the “arbitrage” that may arise as a result of 

differences in rules and regulations. Some harmonization of legislation already exists, for example 

among the OECS Member States which have common legislation, including a proposed (but not yet 

enacted) model Pesticides and Toxic Chemical Control Bill, which would repeal and replace the 

Pesticides Control Act, 1975. As well as reflecting chemical management international obligations, 

this model legislation was reviewed in 2004 to give effect to certain provisions of the Convention on 

the Prohibition of the Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on 

their Destruction. Once this bill is enacted, detailed Regulations would be required in all project 

countries to address pesticide issues.  

 

1.2 RATIONALE  

a) Pesticide global environmental issues to be addressed 

Weaknesses in the capacity of responsible institutions, farmers and other actors to effectively manage 

pesticides and associated wastes throughout their lifecycle, and gaps in the legal and regulatory 

framework in the region have led to the accumulation of obsolete pesticides stockpiles and 

contamination of sites threatening unique ecosystems, its biodiversity and human health. Specific 

issues to be addressed by the GEF funded project are outlined below. 

Obsolete pesticide stockpiles: Efforts since 2002 have inventoried the presence and extent of 

obsolete pesticides in the Caribbean, and several initiatives have started to safeguard and export the 

wastes for safe disposal (see section b below). The following table (Table 2) shows the current 

inventories as they appear in Pesticides Stock Management System (PSMS), primarily as a result of 

the FAO EC co-financing project (see section 1.2.b). However, the precise quantities of stockpiles 

have been observed to be changeable, with new products being added and in some cases removed, 

from stores, or corrections to previous data when sites are revisited. The table below does not include 

stocks in the Dominican Republic, estimated at between 50-100 tonnes, which will be inventoried 

during the project. The table also does not include data on PCB stocks which will be inventoried under 

a UNIDO-implemented and Basel Convention Regional Centre (BCRC) project “Development and 

implementation of a sustainable management system for POPs in the Caribbean” (GEF project ID 

5558) (see section 1.2.b).  

 

Table 2: Stockpiles of obsolete pesticides in project countries, Nov 2014 
Country  # of sites  Pesticides 

(tonnes) 

Tonnes 

already 

safeguarded10 

Tonnes 

remaining 

Antigua & Barbuda  2 0.8  0.8 

Barbados  7 0.2  0.2 

Dominica  2 0.6  0.6 

Dominican Rep.   No inventory done yet   

Guyana  7 8.9  8.9 

Jamaica  5 7.1 28.0 7.1 

Saint Lucia 2 2.3 12.0 2.3 

Saint  Kitts & Nevis  13 39.6  39.6 

Saint Vincent & The Grenadines  3 3.2  3.2 

Suriname  2 10.7 94.2 10.7 

Trinidad & Tobago  1 14.8 76.2 14.8 

TOTAL  44 90.3 210.4 90.3 

 

Of the 44 total stores registered in PSMS, 14 present ‘High’ or ‘Higher’ hazard and environmental 

                                                           
 

10 These safeguarded stocks have not been disposed of yet, as the funds for the project were limited. See 
section 1.2b for more details.  
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risk– these stores may be located near environmentally sensitive areas, near human settlements, or 

contain extremely toxic products. The evaluation of a co-financing project reported that stocks in 

Grenada may have been ‘lost’ in Hurricanes Ivan and Emily, which hit the country in 2004 and 2005, 

demonstrate the risk of leaving stocks in this hurricane prone region. Difficulties encountered in a 

previous project with transport of wastes through a neighbouring territory demonstrate the need for an 

efficient, regional level intervention to address these stocks.  

 

Contaminated land: The normal climate for the Caribbean has a wet season characterised by intense 

storm events, favouring the movement of pollutants and contamination of large geographical areas. 

This situation is further complimented by the large diversity in soil series across the region, which 

may limit general strategies geared at reducing risk, and the increased risk of landslides and soil 

erosion that is one of the impacts of predicted climate changes in the region. While previous initiatives 

have addressed obsolete pesticides in some countries, with five of the project countries having noted 

contaminated sites in their obsolete pesticide inventories (see Section 2.3), most country 

representatives indicated that the number and distribution of contaminated sites is unknown: and that 

there were no previous, on-going or planned activities to address the risks associated with 

contaminated sites. Some exceptions include some organic and inorganic chemical contaminated sites 

in Trinidad and Tobago by the Environmental Management Authority (EMA) with support from the 

University of the West Indies (UWI) and private stakeholders. The model yielded success in reducing 

both the public health risk in addition to the environmental risks and can similarly address pesticide 

contamination. Most countries possess public entities, national competent authorities whose role and 

responsibility entails environmental protection and/or public health, which can cooperate with 

accredited educational and research institutions such as the UWI to take the lead in technology transfer 

of methodologies for risk reduction and remediation of pesticide contaminated sites.  

Weak capacity for the management of pesticide waste including empty containers:  The level of 

product stewardship by pesticide importers and traders is considered as very low in Caribbean 

countries and ranges from failure to offer less hazardous formulations to a collection system for used 

pesticide containers. There is some repackaging and reformulation of pesticides in project countries, 

including in glass bottles and non-recyclable containers. None of the countries have regulations or 

adequate legislation on pesticide containers to facilitate introduction of a producer responsibility 

scheme to collect and dispose of the empty containers. In addition, hazardous waste legislation in 

many countries is weak and does not support or require recycling systems. Previous awareness-raising 

campaigns on triple rinsing have been carried out in some countries, but with no evaluation of their 

impact on farmer practices.  

Weak institutional and regulatory capacities for pesticide life cycle management: The 

proliferation of obsolete chemicals (estimated at approximately 200 tonnes from a recent inventory 

conducted in most of the countries) is evidence of the inadequacy of the system in the Region. Most of 

the countries have incomplete legislation and specifically lack detailed technical regulations to allow 

the requirements of the primary legislation to be effectively implemented (see legal section above).  

The small size of the countries, limited human and financial capital and inadequate regulatory systems 

to adequately manage pesticide importation and use, all contribute to making the countries in the 

Caribbean vulnerable to the entry of potentially harmful, unregistered and unregulated pesticides 

including counterfeit, poorly manufactured and banned products, which may negatively impact food 

security and food safety of the Region. The private chemical providers from outside the region may 

comply with EPA regulations, but don’t follow through at the farmer’s education level, while local 

shops do not have educated or appropriately-trained staff to advise farmers on the handling and 

application of the chemicals. 

There are particular challenges with registration of pesticides in Small Island Developing States, given 

the need for technical staff to evaluate multiple dimensions (agronomic, health, environmental) of 

pesticide registration applications, and in practice, there are large discrepancies between different 

states, with applicants waiting anything from months to indefinitely for their applications to be 

reviewed and a registration decision made. This discrepancy, combined with high levels of trade and 

exchange between islands, means that it is practically impossible to control the use and distribution of 

pesticides and ensure their use according to authorised practices, leading to illegal use and cross 

boundary trade of products. The CGPC has recognized that there is a need for greater technical 

capacity within the Pesticide Control Boards in the Region to undertake the evaluation of technical 

data for pesticide registration.  
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Limited knowledge and/or availability of registered alternatives to chemical pesticides: 

Knowledge and skills of farmers relating to cropping systems is limited and the use of available 

information on guidelines for crop production and protection (i.e. alternatives to insecticides in 

different crops; traditional knowledge) is underutilized or not sufficiently promoted. While six of the 

project countries have developed Farmer Field School (FFS) projects to support the adoption of IPM 

practices, these have been inadequately integrated / mainstreamed into national agricultural policies 

and programmes with the result of limited up-scaling and take up. At the policy level, there is a lack of 

coordination and awareness on the benefits and possibilities of IPM, despite the success of the (often 

externally-funded) FFS and the demonstrated interest in organic agriculture in a number of countries. 

For example, Suriname has a programme promoting organic agriculture to farmers, but in relation to a 

large scale sugar cane biofuel operation proposed on 12,000 ha, the NIP predicts significant increases 

in pesticide imports, without considering IPM approaches to mitigate the impacts of large scale 

production – which are likely to be significant given the lack of capacity in the National Authority to 

control illegal and inappropriate uses of products (e.g. on crops other than those the products were 

registered for). An initial survey of pesticides status in the region finds a total of 89 active ingredients 

that have been banned or restricted in one or more countries, but also highlights a further 54 as Highly 

Hazardous or problematic in terms of health or environmental impact, which are priority candidates 

for replacement with safer alternatives. 

 

b) Baseline and co-financing initiatives 

Recently a series of projects have been implemented in the region, which relate to different project 

components, of which the most important were the following: 

· GCP/INT/153/EC - Capacity Building related to Multilateral Environmental Agreements in 

ACP countries Phase II 

· GCP/INT/063/EC Capacity Building related to Multilateral Environmental Agreements in 

African, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) countries - Clean-up of obsolete pesticides, pesticides 

management and sustainable pest management 

Obsolete pesticides initiatives (components 1, 2 and 3) 

Obsolete pesticides were first surveyed in the region in 2002 by the FAO Sub-regional Office for the 

Caribbean in Barbados and the national Ministries of Agriculture. Jamaica self-financed a project for 

disposal of eight tons of obsolete pesticides in 1998 (US$23,114).  

Saint Lucia self-financed disposal of 11.75 tonnes in 2011-12, but the wastes have not yet been 

exported for destruction due to delays in obtaining required Basel Convention consents for transit 

through neighbouring states. The Dominican Republic has just initiated actions to begin their 

inventory, where it is estimated that at least another 50 tonnes of obsolete pesticides stocks could be 

reported. 

GCP/INT/063/EC - “Capacity Building related to Multilateral Environmental Agreements in Africa, 

Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) States – Clean-up of obsolete pesticides, pesticides management and 

sustainable pest management” (2009 – 2014, referred to as ‘FAO-EC project’). This EC-funded 

project supported the implementation of Multilateral Environmental Agreements (MEAs) linked to 

pesticides (Basel, Rotterdam and Stockholm Conventions). Phase 1 (2009-2012) focused on providing 

technical support to countries to develop capacity at national level, producing inventories of obsolete 

pesticides stocks in all project countries except the Dominican Republic, refurbishing a central store in 

Trinidad and Tobago, training 16 technicians in repackaging and safeguarding operations, of whom 

four took part in the field operations under a contract with Veolia Field Services to repackage 210.4 

tonnes of wastes in 3 countries (Jamaica – 28 tonnes, Suriname – 94.2 tonnes and Trinidad & Tobago 

– 76.2 tonnes). The project also facilitated the examination of working systems to effectively deliver 

support at national and regional level. The FAO EC Phase 2 project became operational in 2013 with a 

four year implementation period, and will complement activities to be carried out under the GEF 

project.in the areas of container management, regulation and legislation, and identification and 

promotion of alternatives to highly hazardous pesticides with a cash contribution of $423,646.   

“Development and implementation of a sustainable management system for POPs in the Caribbean”, 

GEF project ID 5558, implemented by UNIDO and executed by the Basel Convention Regional 

Centre (BCRC). This project contains some overlapping components with the current project, and the 
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coordination established to date will be continued during project implementation. Under Component 1, 

the FAO project includes funds to dispose of up to 100 tonnes of PCB and PCB contaminated wastes, 

which will be inventoried and packaged for future export under the BCRC/ UNIDO project. In this 

way, the risk of the PCBs will be eliminated in the region, while maximising the cost efficiency by 

including these wastes into an existing disposal contract being developed by FAO for the other POPs 

and obsolete pesticides. Furthermore, the UNIDO/BCRC project will focus on the new industrial 

POPs rather than agricultural and legacy POPs and obsolete pesticides that are covered under the FAO 

project.  

Contaminated site assessment has been initiated by some countries, including Trinidad and Tobago 

(both inorganic and organic contaminated sites), coordinated by the Environmental Management 

Authority (EMA) with support from UWI and private stakeholders. The model yielded success in 

reducing both the public health risk in addition to the environmental risks. Dominica’s 2013 NIP 

update reported sampling of soils in farms, river sediments and landfill sites, where pesticide and PCB 

residues were found in three of 17 farms, and at the Jimmit Solid Waste Facility. Fish sampling 

identified detectable residues of various POPs and pesticides. The UNIDO/BCRC project (GEF ID 

5558), mentioned above, includes a component on identifying and delineating contaminated sites 

through numerical modelling, followed by off-site treatment of soil and groundwater from highly 

contaminated sites: this neatly complements the FAO project which will focus on technology transfer 

of less specialized and resource intensive approaches relying on in-situ remediation, possibly 

including phyto- and bio-remediation techniques that FAO has demonstrated in other developing 

regions such as West Africa and Central Asia.  

Regional regulation and cooperation on pesticide management (component 4) 

GCP/INT/063/EC - “Capacity Building related to Multilateral Environmental Agreements in Africa, 

Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) States – Clean-up of obsolete pesticides, pesticides management and 

sustainable pest management” (2009 – 2014). The project included a component on pesticide 

management, policies and strategies, and conducted a review on the status of regional legislation and 

registration. The project also presented a proposal for a regional pesticide registration body (following 

the example of the West African CILSS countries model) which was well-received by countries as a 

potential model for further development and implementation.  

Phase 2 of the project (GCP/INT/153/EC, 2013-2017) had its Inception Workshop in February 2014, 

and has adopted the CGPC workplan as agreed at the 2013 18th CGPC Annual Meeting. This workplan 

includes strengthening of the CGPC, including annual meetings, developing a strategic approach to 

harmonize pesticide legislation, registration and management, and a comprehensive training 

programme for diverse beneficiaries including medical professionals, pesticide applicators vendors, 

and regulators. The training and support to CGPC and pesticide regulators seeks to build capacity and 

expertise in the region on registration, PSMS, linkages between pesticides and biodiversity policies 

and instruments, and prioritizing and delivering FFS on IPM. Like the EC project, the current GEF 

proposal has been developed based on the priorities set by the CGPC at its annual meetings, so there 

will be a high degree of complementarity between the EC Phase 2 and the GEF project, particularly in 

relation to Components 4 and 5 on pesticide life cycle management and promotion of alternatives. To 

coordinate activities and ensure that duplication is avoided, the projects are both coordinated by the 

CGPC, which is executing this project, and through participation in this Project Steering Committee 

(PSC). The overall contribution from this project to the activities specified in the GEF project is 

$42,646 with $163,646 allocated to regulation and legislation as described under component 4 of the 

GEF project 

European Development Fund, Caribbean SPS project (IICA, 2014-2017): The 10th cycle of the EDF 

is providing technical assistance and funding under the Economic Partnership Agreement to assist 

countries of the Caribbean meet their obligations under World Trade Organization Sanitary and 

Phytosanitary Agreements. This project seeks to build capacity in the area of animal and plant health, 

food safety and fisheries. Components relevant to this GEF project, estimated at USD 2.25 million, 

include developing model legislation and regulations including on food safety; building capacity on 

pesticide risk management, inspections, and good agricultural practices, and supporting the CGPC 

technical working groups and programmes; development of data exchange mechanisms on agricultural 

health and food safety; and residue monitoring. The close fit of this project with the GEF project will 
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be managed among others by close involvement of IICA in the inception and Project Steering 

Committee, to ensure synergies are maximised in particular with Components 4 and 5 of this project.  

Development and implementation of a sustainable management system for POPs in the Caribbean” 

this UNIDO/BCRC GEF project (as above) also includes components on creating enabling 

mechanisms in the Caribbean for Stockholm Convention implementation, which complement 

Components 3 and 4 of the FAO project. Under component 3, the FAO project will address 

predominately plastic waste streams from the agricultural sector, thus complementing the 

UNIDO/BCRC activities on source segregation of plastic (and other POPs-generating) wastes from 

municipal waste streams. Cooperation will be established on identifying and adapting existing plastic 

waste recycling facilities to ensure that properly rinsed pesticide containers can also be accepted. The 

UNIDO/BCRC project component 1 work on developing templates for legislation and border control 

mechanisms will be supplemented by the training and data exchange tools such as PSMS which the 

FAO project will provide.  

IPM and alternatives initiatives (Component 5) 

Farmer Field Schools (FFS) facilitating the adoption of IPM practices were introduced to the 

Caribbean in 2003 with European Development Fund support by CAB International in collaboration 

with FAO and other regional partners. The programme trained 11 Master trainers from six countries 

(Dominica, Dominican Republic, Haiti, Jamaica, Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago). FFS continued in 

Trinidad, Saint Lucia, Suriname, Jamaica, Dominica and Saint Vincent and The Grenadines. A 

number of other institutions including the University of the West Indies (UWI – Trinidad/Jamaica), 

Ministries of Agriculture, Caribbean Agricultural Research Development Institute (CARDI), IICA and 

farmers groups are engaged in programmes to reduce the amount of pesticides by promoting the use of 

alternatives. The UWI, Trinidad and Tobago is currently implementing research programmes in 

Disease Management studies with emphasis on alternatives to use of pesticides and fertilizers. 

Several current FAO managed projects are supporting IPM in a range of production situations 

including citrus production (MTF/RLA/143/CFC), vegetable and herb production 

(MTF/RLA/187/CFC) and root and tuber production (MTF/RLA/188/CFC). IPM is supported in the 

context of sustainable crop production intensification through the FAO led zero hunger initiative for 

Latin America and the Caribbean (MTF/RLA/160/SPA), and an agricultural diversification initiative 

in the Windward Islands. A project to build capacity among Civil Society organizations to support 

sustainable intensification approaches in family farming is contributing specifically to the Dominican 

Republic GCP /RLA/173/BRA, and three FAO projects are building institutional capacity in support 

of IPM and sustainable intensification approaches in the Caribbean region (TCP/SLC/3404, 

TCP/STK/3501, TCP/STL/3501).  

Nearly all the countries are very active in promoting pesticide awareness and alternatives to farmers 

and communities, through training programmes (e.g. farmers, professional users, farmstore workers, 

vendors) and public awareness campaigns with significant visibility in the last week of September 

each year during Pesticide Awareness Week where activities are coordinated and delivered by CGPC 

members. Previous initiatives including the FAO EC project generated communications and awareness 

raising materials on obsolete pesticide and alternatives. The UNIDO/BCRC project also includes an 

awareness raising component to the general public on environmentally sound management of wastes 

and chemicals and the revised NIP strategies, and these higher level campaigns will complement and 

be linked with the more targeted campaigns planned by the FAO project, which are more specific to 

farmers, home gardeners and fresh produce consumers.  

 

Incremental cost reasoning 

The planned project will complement existing projects and build on the capacity developed in the 

region. GEF resources will be used to provide targeted inputs which will either complete existing work 

or initiate systems which will then be replicated using co-financing resources. This project will 

primarily seek to further reduce risks from obsolete pesticide stockpiles and old pesticide containers 

(Components 1, 2 and 3) based on the successful development of capacity under previous projects. 

The project will also build on existing structures to put in place sustainable systems to prevent future 

accumulation of new stockpiles via regional institutional capacity building (component 4) and 

encouraging farmers to adopt Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approaches to reduce the use of 
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Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs) in agricultural production (Component 5). Specifically the 

project will support: 

Components 1 and 2: Safeguarding and safe disposal of POPs and other obsolete pesticides and 

associated wastes posing high risk to public health and the environment: With regard to global 

environmental benefits, the project will dispose of about 400 tonnes of POPs and obsolete pesticides, 

thus eliminating legacy stocks of POPs and other wastes from the region. It will also pilot remediation 

at three contaminated sites which pose an immediate threat to human health and the global 

environment. While Caribbean countries have all recognized and place priority on the issue of obsolete 

pesticides, they lack resources (both financial and technical) to address the problems, and the existing 

baseline projects will not remove the stocks from the region. Without the proposed intervention, the 

countries will continue to address their stocks in a piecemeal, country by country approach as has been 

demonstrated to date, taking longer to address the source of global contamination, and missing an 

opportunity for synergy and regional cooperation to prevent future stocks of POPs accumulating in the 

region.  

Component 3: Development and implementation of empty pesticide containers management 

systems: The limited scale of generation of pesticide empty containers in the Small Island Developing 

States of the project makes it prohibitive for countries to establish pesticide container management 

systems following models that may work for larger countries and higher rates of waste generation. The 

limited scale of use does not however translate to limited impacts, as the containers are either reused 

or discarded into the environment, from where any residues remaining on the containers, given the 

climate and island setting, are particularly prone to wide global dispersal through ocean and 

atmospheric currents. The GEF resources are essential to support technical assistance for further 

research and development of innovative pilots and to provide the impetus for development of a 

sustainable system for container management across the region into the future. 

Component 4: Strengthening the regulatory framework and institutional capacity for sound 

management of pesticides: The Caribbean states have already initiated the process of strengthening 

the institutional and regulatory framework for pesticide management in the region, with the 

establishment of CAHFSA, however resource constraints have hampered progress. GEF funding will 

support the process, providing technical assistance for development of harmonized regional 

regulations and a regional pesticide registration system. These will increase the scrutiny and control of 

products, with emphasis on environmental fate and impacts, without which existing weaknesses would 

probably remain unaddressed. The GEF resources are critical to the implementation of an effective 

system for regulation of pesticides at regional and national levels and prevent future accumulations of 

obsolete pesticides due to poor life-cycle management. 

Component 5: Promotion of alternatives to chemical pesticides: As mentioned in the previous sub-

section, past and ongoing initiatives have successfully demonstrated integrated pest management 

alternatives but the results are scattered and adoption of IPM practices is limited. The proposed project 

will build on the experience and outcomes of these earlier projects to pull together a solid scientific 

evidence base for the use of promising, low-toxicity alternatives to highly hazardous pesticides 

through collaboration with national and international researchers.  The GEF resources are needed to 

scale up the existing work and allow for roll-out of working systems to countries in the region. The 

support from GEF will have a significant catalytic effect on reduction of risks to the environment and 

farmers and improve food quality due to reduction in harmful pesticide residues. 

1.3 FAO’S COMPARATIVE ADVANTAGE 

The mandate of FAO includes prevention and management of agricultural pests; safe distribution and 

use of pesticides including their disposal as governed by the International Code of Conduct on 

Pesticide Management (2013); and the control of international trade in particularly hazardous pesticide 

formulations as governed by the Rotterdam Convention on Prior Informed Consent. A specific 

mandate from the FAO Council instructed FAO to assist countries in reducing risks from pesticides. In 

addition, the Plant Production and Protection Division of FAO (AGP) provides guidance on the 

Sustainable Production Intensification of Crops with a particular focus on ecological approaches as 

embodied in Integrated Pest Management (IPM), which is able to reduce reliance on chemical 

pesticides, and on migratory pest control, which has been a major cause of obsolete pesticide 

stockpiles. 
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FAO has operated a programme for the prevention and elimination of obsolete pesticides since 1994. 

The experience gained by AGP in the area of obsolete pesticide prevention and disposal is unique 

among the Intergovernmental Agencies. The FAO programme, that supports countries to deal with 

obsolete pesticides, is currently supporting activities in 60 countries. 

AGP has been advocating IPM for over three decades through the FAO Regular Programme and extra-

budgetary funding from various financial support sources. The Global IPM Facility, established in 

collaboration with the World Bank in the 1990s, was hosted in AGP and significantly boosted the 

dissemination and uptake of IPM in many countries.  

FAO is therefore ideally and uniquely positioned to support its member states in the development and 

implementation of projects for the comprehensive, safe and effective management of pesticides, 

disposal of obsolete pesticides, and promotion of alternatives to hazardous pesticides. 

1.4 PARTICIPANTS AND OTHER STAKEHOLDERS  

Coordinating Group of Pesticide Control Boards of the Caribbean (CGPC): The members of CGPC 

are the main executing partner with responsibility of delivery of most of the components in the 

participating countries. The project will coordinate regional training and Project Steering Committee 

workshops at the CGPC Annual Meetings and coordinate closely with related baseline projects 

including the FAO EC and IICA projects to maximise efficiencies in meetings and workshops.  

Ministries of Agriculture, Environment and Health: These national institutions will work closely with 

the CGPC in the implementation of activities at the national level. The link will be through the 

nominated National Focal Points, who will coordinate effective provision of inputs and dissemination 

of project information and events.  

Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA): Support the regional cooperation 

activities of the project, particularly in relation to increased collaboration on pesticide registration, 

promotion of sustainable agriculture and alternatives to HHP, and support to the CGPC. The IICA is 

both a co-financing as well as implementation partner, and will be invited to send a representative to 

participate in project Steering Committee meetings to ensure a high level of involvement and 

coordination with their related activities.  

The University of the West Indies (UWI, Trinidad and Tobago): Coordinate the delivery of training 

and technology transfer and participate in the management and implementation of assessment and 

remediation of contaminated sites. Also assist in regional coordination through satellite facilities that 

may increase efficiencies by delivering training courses through distance learning rather than only at 

regional face to face meetings. The UWI will be guided by an international consultant to further 

increase capacity in the region, and ensure effective links with other FAO contaminated land projects 

in other regions.  

Caribbean Agricultural Research and Development Institute (CARDI): Cooperation with CARDI (as 

well as UWI) will focus on alternatives to chemical pesticides, with sample proposals already 

submitted for field testing of alternatives to chemical pesticides (e.g. entomopathogenic fungi or Plant 

Growth Promoting Rhizobacteria, or a rational pesticide use approach on vegetable amaranth and 

white potato). These (or others) will be selected based on the prioritisation of HHP to be replaced or 

specific pest / issue to be addressed.  

Basel Convention Regional Centre (BCRC):  Partner in technology transfer and demonstration of 

assessment and remediation of chemical contaminated sites including pesticide contamination. The 

project will also cooperate on the disposal of POPs wastes, seeking to include PCB wastes from the 

BCRC project in order to improve both human and resource efficiency.  

Regional Research Organisations: Regional organisations will assist in delivery of training and 

facilitate dissemination of technical information and political engagement. Consultations are on-going 

with the following national authorities and regional agricultural research bodies such as the Caribbean 

Agricultural Research and Development Institute (CARDI, Trinidad), and UWI, Mona Jamaica, the 

Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA), among others. 

Farmers organizations and farmers groups: The Caribbean Farmers Network (CaFAN), formed in 

2004, is a regional network of Farmers' Associations and Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs) in 

the Caribbean, aiming to foster linkages, training and information sharing amongst Caribbean farmers. 

CaFAN organises training workshops, advocacy, study tours, information sharing, regional planning 
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sessions, and produces a variety of publications. CaFAN and its members will be engaged in field 

testing alternatives to pesticide use, as well as other farmers groups already identified in project 

preparation including Orange Grove farmers, Puzzle Island Farmers and Caroni farmers in Trinidad 

and Tobago. In addition, farmers groups and other non-governmental organisations will be involved in 

the communications activities at grassroots level on empty containers and adoption of alternatives, 

including conducting baseline and final KAP surveys to target these activities and monitor their 

impact. These will all be coordinated and implemented through CaFAN.  

Industry: The project will continue to seek to engage pesticide manufacturers and distributors in the 

region, particularly relating to pesticide life cycle management initiatives and through the CGPC. The 

project will also involve other industries including plastic recycling and waste management companies 

in developing sustainable container management pilots and networks, as well as importers and 

distributors of alternative pest control products and services.  

1.5 LESSONS LEARNED FROM PAST AND RELATED WORK, INCLUDING 

EVALUATIONS 

The final evaluation of the FAO EC (GCP/INT/063/EC) found significant differences in rates of 

project execution between different countries in the Caribbean region, and identified opportunities for 

greater cooperation and sharing between ‘lead’ and ‘lag’ countries. This has been reflected in the 

project design which for all components, involves all countries in capacity building and training 

activities, before proceeding in specific countries for piloting field activities (e.g. containers, 

contaminated land, legislation, registration and alternatives components). This approach will enable a 

high degree of regional sharing of experience and expertise through targeted communication strategies 

for these components. Similarly, the development of a regional registration committee will allow the 

relative ‘lag’ countries in this area to benefit from greater capacity among ‘leaders’ in increasing the 

scrutiny and evidence base for pesticide registration decisions.  

The evaluation identified relatively weak engagement of national stakeholders, citing lack of full 

knowledge of the project and its activities among key line ministries. This is a risk to this project as 

well, which focuses mostly on regional level interventions, so the project has adapted the previous 

implementation arrangement to include National Project Teams with National Focal Points from 

different line ministries supporting the key implementing partner (CGPC members), as well as 

strengthening communication and visibility actions through a project level strategy and annual 

national workshops to report on project activities.  

Experience in West Africa with the Sahelian Pesticide Committee, a regional committee which 

provides regional pesticide evaluation and registration functions on behalf of its member states will be 

considered in establishing a similar regional registration system for the Caribbean. Lessons learnt 

include the potential for improved reliability and transparency of the decisions taken by pesticide 

registrars, and for better insurance that pesticides used in the participating Member States are effective 

and have acceptable hazards for man and the environment, by combining the experience and expertise 

of the Member States. However weaknesses in that system relate to the continuing lack of capacity at 

national level for post-registration control and inspection. This project therefore adopts a full lifecycle 

management approach to pesticide control, and will seek to strengthen both technical and financial 

capacity through related outputs on inspection training, information control, and financial 

sustainability of pesticide management.  

 

1.6 LINKS TO NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT GOALS, STRATEGIES, PLANS, POLICY 

AND LEGISLATION, GEF AND FAO’S STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES  

 

a) Alignment with national and regional development goals and policies 

 

The Revised OECS Regional Plan of Action for Agriculture (2012-2022)11 , identifies ‘conducting 

agricultural production on a competitive, market-oriented, internationally integrated and 

                                                           
 

11 http://www.iica.int/Eng/regiones/caribe/ECS/IICADocuments/OECS_RegionalPlanAction.pdf  

http://www.iica.int/Eng/regiones/caribe/ECS/IICADocuments/OECS_RegionalPlanAction.pdf
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environmentally sustainable basis’ as a means of achieving the goal of “transforming the agricultural 

sector of the OECS Member States while reducing poverty and promoting food and nutrition 

security”. The Plan aims to build the capacity of institutions to promote innovations in agricultural 

technology and production. It also urges inter-alia the development of ‘a robust harmonized legislative 

framework that will provide the necessary protection to measures in sustainable natural resources 

management; the efficient delivery of services that will facilitate innovation and productivity 

enhancement measures; and the adoption and implementation of agriculture health and food safety 

measures’. 

There are similar statements in the national agriculture plans of most other countries. For instance, the 

mission statement of the Ministry of Agriculture, Trinidad and Tobago, reiterates its commitment to 

sustainable development of agriculture, fisheries and food production with the use of modern 

technology. Equally important is its commitment to the introduction of all new technologies for the 

attainment of the goal of sustainable food production and food security. In the National Food 

Production Action Plan 2012-1512, there are explicit references to the Ministry’s commitment to 

support the production of safe food (particularly vegetables), with an improved and sustainable 

approach to pest management, specifically IPM. The Jamaican 2014-2017 Agriculture Business Plan13  

states that in order to meet its mission and vision and the Ministry of Agriculture will need to inter-alia 

‘establish sustainable policy and planning frameworks to protect and develop suitable agricultural 

lands and fisheries resources; and promote good agricultural practices that support sustainable 

development and impact environmental, climate and topographical management aimed at enhancing 

adaptive capacity towards sustainable use of natural resources’. The plan also identifies the use of 

FFSs and demonstration plots for training in improved pest management and good agricultural 

practices (GAPS). Guyana’s National Agriculture Strategy 2013-202014 specifically prioritizes the use 

of appropriate pesticides as an important component of sound agriculture policy, and the need for 

strengthening the Pesticides and Toxic Chemicals Board and laboratory capacity to measure pesticides 

in water, soil and produce. It also places special emphasis on the management of pests and diseases 

affecting crops and intensify efforts to control and manage pests using an IPM approach. 

In recent years, governments of the Caribbean have begun negotiating multilateral environmental 

agreements (MEAs) in an attempt to tackle a growing array of environmental challenges. However, 

mainstreaming these MEAs into national strategies and policies to achieve improvements in the 

environment is a considerable challenge15. The GEF project supports the implementation of the MEAs 

in the Caribbean. Environmentally sound production of agricultural products and the efficient 

management and sustainable exploitation of the Region’s natural resources are among of the goals of 

the Community Agricultural Policy16, as outlined in Articles 56-58 of the Revised Treaty of 

Chaguaramas that  established the Caribbean Community, including the CARICOM Single Market 

and Economy. The implementation of the policy calls for ‘research and development with a view to 

the adaptation, dissemination and application of appropriate technologies at all levels of the sector and 

all stages of production’, as well as ‘the establishment of an effective regime of sanitary and 

phytosanitary measures’. For the purpose of assisting the Member States to implement the agricultural 

policy, it is proposed that COTED establishes effective support measures including: strengthening the 

relevant administrative and institutional framework to modernise and upgrading of national and 

regional capabilities in the areas of sustainable natural resources management. 

 

b) Alignment to the Stockholm Convention National Implementation Plan 

 

All countries participating in this project have ratified the Stockholm Convention, and all have 

submitted their NIPS (or draft NIP in the case of St Vincent).  All the NIPs prioritize for POPs 

pesticides the disposal of waste, management contaminated sites, and strengthening of legislative, 

                                                           
 

12 http://www.agriculture.gov.tt/pdf/National%20Food%20Production%20Action%20Plan%202012-2015.pdf  
13 http://www.moa.gov.jm/AboutUs/MoAF-Strategic-Business-Plan-2014-2017.pdf  
14 http://agriculture.gov.gy/National%20Agriculture%20Strategy%202013-2020.pdf  
15 http://www.pnuma.org/deat1/pdf/mea_building_capacities_carribean.pdf  
16 http://www.caricom.org/jsp/community/donor_conference_agriculture/agricultural_policy.jsp  

http://www.agriculture.gov.tt/pdf/National%20Food%20Production%20Action%20Plan%202012-2015.pdf
http://www.moa.gov.jm/AboutUs/MoAF-Strategic-Business-Plan-2014-2017.pdf
http://agriculture.gov.gy/National%20Agriculture%20Strategy%202013-2020.pdf
http://www.pnuma.org/deat1/pdf/mea_building_capacities_carribean.pdf
http://www.caricom.org/jsp/community/donor_conference_agriculture/agricultural_policy.jsp
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institutional and technical capacity; specifically for prioritized issues of obsolete stocks and pesticide 

management: 

- Safe disposal of obsolete pesticide stocks and associated waste;  

- Strengthening institutional and regulatory frameworks;  

- Development of a harmonized system for registered pesticides and a database on pesticide 

imports and use;  

- Training of staff to ensure appropriate control of pesticides in and among CARICOM member 

countries; and 

- Promotion of alternatives to hazardous pesticides. 

 

c) Alignment with GEF focal area and/or LDCF/SCCF strategies 

The project contributes to the implementation of the GEF-5 Chemicals Strategy. It focuses on: 

CHEM-1, specifically: POPs waste prevented, managed, and disposed of; POPs contaminated sites 

managed in an environmentally sound manner; and country capacity built to effectively phase out and 

reduce releases of POPs. The project will dispose of up to 400 tonnes of existing obsolete pesticides 

and remediate three heavily contaminated priority sites. To prevent future mismanagement, the project 

is also focused on strengthening the institutional capacity to enforce pesticide regulations, as well as 

the development of framework legislation on pesticides. 

The project addresses a number of SAICM Global Plan of Action priorities including helping 

Caribbean countries to implement the International Code of Conduct on Pesticide Management, which 

is the guiding reference for all the project activities on building capacity for regulation, including 

legislation, registration, post-registration surveillance and control, phasing out of HHP and promotion 

of alternatives.  

d)  Alignment with FAO Strategic Framework and Objectives 

The new FAO Strategic Framework is comprised of five Strategic Objectives (SOs) that represent the 

main areas of work of FAO. This project is linked mainly to Strategic Objective 2 (SO-2), “Increase 

and improve provision of goods and services from agriculture, forestry and fisheries in a sustainable 

manner” particularly Organizational Outcome 2 under SO-2 “Stakeholders in member countries 

strengthen governance – the laws, policies and institutions that are needed to support producers in the 

transition to sustainable agricultural systems.” Under the Latin America and Caribbean Regional 

Initiative 3 (RI3) - Agricultural and Food Value Chain Development -- Improving food and feed 

systems, the project contributes to Result 2: Best practices adopted by stakeholders that enhance the 

value chain and Result 5: Strengthened capacities to improve policy and institutional incentives and 

services for competitiveness and sustainability. 

 

FAO Country Programme Framework (CPF) documents consider strategic development in the 

agricultural sector. The CPFs for the participating countries prioritise several issues related to pest and 

pesticide management, e.g. concerns of pesticide leaching in watershed areas, increasing pest 

problems with consequent increased pesticide usage and limited monitoring and enforcement 

capabilities for pesticide management. This project will assist in addressing these priorities. 
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SECTION 2: PROJECT FRAMEWORK AND EXPECTED RESULTS 

 

2.1. PROJECT STRATEGY 

In designing the project, priority has been placed on linking up with existing and on-going initiatives, 

contractors and project teams in the region, to maximise efficiencies in safeguarding and removing 

stocks. The project builds on activities carried out under a previous project and works in coordination 

with parallel initiatives in the region, using inventories and capacity already developed and linking up 

with related projects on other POPs where possible. In addition to eliminating stocks from the whole 

region, the project will also start to address related waste streams and contamination including sites 

and containers.  

The project design includes complementary components to improve pesticide management and 

promote alternatives, addressing the root causes for accumulation of these wastes and preventing 

future stockpiles. The pesticide life cycle management and alternatives to Highly Hazardous Pesticides 

(HHPs) components seek to engage and strengthen regional initiatives and institutions, recognizing the 

particular challenges of SIDS countries, and promoting regional cooperation and political support for 

these solutions.  

The project will benefit farmers and rural communities, including women, youth and other vulnerable 

groups, in demonstrating and promoting alternatives to HHPs, complementing regulatory actions with 

strong communications focus to encourage adoption of risk reducing behaviour changes at grassroots 

pesticide user levels, including adoption of affordable, low cost, readily available alternatives to 

chemical pesticides, and participation in container management schemes.  

2.2. PROJECT OBJECTIVES  

The project objective is to promote the sound management of pesticides in the Caribbean throughout 

their life-cycle in ways that lead to the minimization of significant adverse effects on human health 

and the global environment. Specific objectives of each component are to: safely destroy POPs and 

obsolete pesticides (Component 1); remediate pesticide-contaminated sites (Component 2); and 

establish mechanisms to deal with empty pesticide and other waste plastic containers (Component 3). 

As well as addressing the end-of-life cycle stage, the project aims to prevent wastes by interventions at 

earlier life cycle stages, strengthen the institutional and regulatory framework for managing pesticides 

through their life cycle (Component 4); and increasing the successful uptake of alternatives to the most 

hazardous chemical pesticides on key crops (Component 5). These five components are supported by a 

horizontal project management, Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) and awareness/communication 

component (Component 6) which will inform project execution decisions and create the necessary 

conditions for beneficiary knowledge and participation in project activities.  

2.3. PROJECT COMPONENTS, OUTCOMES AND OUTPUTS  

To achieve the objectives indicated above, the project has been structured into six components and 

various subcomponents with their respective outputs as presented in Table 3 and described in more 

detail below. 

Table 3: Components and Sub-components of the project Disposal of obsolete pesticides including 

POPs, promotion of alternatives and strengthening pesticide management in the Caribbean 

Component 1:  

Safe disposal of POPs and 

other obsolete pesticides and 

PCB 

1.1 Regional risk reduction and disposal strategy 

1.2 Safeguarding, centralization and destruction of obsolete pesticides 

Component 2:  

Technology transfer of 

methodologies for 

identification and 

remediation of contaminated 

sites 

2.1 Capacity building of national authorities in remediation of 

contaminated sites 

2.2 Remediation strategies and environmental management plans for 

pilot sites 

2.3 Demonstration of implementation of remediation strategies for 

pilot sites 

Component 3:  

Development of systems for 

3.1 Pesticide container management options identified  

3.2 Container management practices improved 
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the management of empty 

containers  

Component 4:  

Strengthening the regulatory 

framework and institutional 

capacity for sound 

management of pesticides 

4.1 Model harmonized regulations provided to countries 

4.2 Regional harmonized pesticide registration mechanism 

4.3 Common system for inspection and control of imported pesticides 

4.4 Sustainable financing for regional pesticide lifecycle management 

Component 5:  

Promotion of alternatives to 

chemical pesticides 

5.1 Regional HHP use and risk reduction plan 

5.2 Field demonstration of alternatives to HHP 

5,3 Promotion of IPM 

Component 6:  

Monitoring and evaluations 

6.1 Project monitoring system 

6.2 Mid term and final evaluations conducted 

6.3 Dissemination of project lessons learned 

 

COMPONENT 1:  SAFE DISPOSAL OF POPS AND OTHER OBSOLETE PESTICIDES AND 

PCBS 

This component will focus on the verification of obsolete pesticide stocks inventories in participating 

countries and assist the Dominican Republic to conduct their inventory. It will then repackage and 

safeguard the stocks for export for destruction, based on the detailed Environmental Assessment and 

Environmental Management Plans (EMPs) to be developed or finalized, in cases where drafts have 

already been developed in previous projects and the project preparation phase.  

Disposal of hazardous wastes is a major problem in the Caribbean because none of the countries have 

internationally-recognized, environmentally-sound disposal facilities for hazardous wastes.  Pesticides 

have accumulated over the years, especially with the transition of several Caribbean economies from 

agriculture-based to tourism-based. 

Outcome 1: Known stocks of POPs, other obsolete pesticide and PCB stocks in 11 countries in 

the region disposed of in an environmentally sound manner. 

Target: 300 tonnes of OP and 100 tons of PCBs destroyed 

The major part of the inventory work in the region was completed and some stocks repackaged in 

Jamaica, Suriname and Trinidad & Tobago under the project entitled “GCP/INT/063/EC: “Capacity 

Building related to Multilateral Environmental Agreements in Africa, Caribbean and Pacific (ACP) 

States – Clean-up of obsolete pesticides, pesticides management and sustainable pest management”. 

This project will continue where that project left off, eliminating stocks of legacy obsolete pesticides 

from the region, and seeking to coordinate with a parallel GEF project to also dispose of 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in the most efficient manner.  

Output 1.1:  Regional risk reduction and disposal strategy for sound management of obsolete and 

POPs pesticides completed including EAs and EMPs for all sites. 

Target: 1 Regional EAs and 11 EMPs, updated for 10 countries, adopted 

The project safeguarding and disposal strategy is developed using the FAO Environmental 

Management Tool Kit (EMTK) which follows a step-by-step approach to inventory all stocks, rank 

them by risk factors, and develop Environmental Assessments and site-specific Environmental 

Management Plans (EMPs) to guide the work of contractors or field teams in organizing and carrying 

out the safeguarding. Most countries have completed submitting information on their inventories. 

However, inaccurate inventory data from Jamaica, Suriname and Trinidad & Tobago resulted in 

problems for the contractor to undertake the repackaging under the EC MEA project. It is therefore 

necessary to verify that the information submitted on inventories from all the participating countries is 

accurate.  Additionally, the Dominican Republic has recently set in motion initiatives to conduct a 

national inventory of obsolete pesticides stocks.  The project will support them in conducting the 

inventory, and upload it into PSMS.   

Previous experience has shown that identification of temporary storage sites is particularly 

problematic in the region, with only one country having successfully identified a suitable storage site. 

Where it is impossible to identify a suitable site, safeguarded stocks will be left on site (as has been 

done in the three countries where safeguarding has been completed), and governments will provide for 

secure transport to a single loading site (e.g. in the main port) when all the arrangements for export of 
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the wastes have been made and the shipping company is ready. This and all other operational details 

will be set out and approved in the EMP.  

Main Activities: The main activities to be implemented under this output are: 

1.1.1 Obsolete stocks inventories in participating countries will be verified by double 

checking all country information submitted with National Authorities. This will also 

include verification of the presence of pesticides-contaminated soils.  

1.1.2 Inventory of obsolete pesticides stocks will be conducted in the Dominican Republic 

and entered into the Pesticide Stock Management System (PSMS) database.  

1.1.3 Approval of drafted EA/ EMPs for the 10 countries; development of versions for 

Dominican Republic, covering all operational considerations and standards. 

1.1.4     Finalization of Regional risk reduction and disposal strategy 

Timeline for Implementation: All inventory field work, verification and upload into PSMS will be 

completed in Year 1. All Environmental Management Plans approved by Year 2.  

Output 1.2: Safeguarding, centralization and destruction of obsolete pesticides and PCBs 

Targets: a) 11 government staff trained and with field experience of safeguarding obsolete wastes; b) 

300 tonnes of OPs from 11 countries safeguarded and destroyed and 100 tonnes of PCBs from 11 

countries destroyed 

Once the precise needs for each store are assessed for all countries in the region, a single contract will 

be signed with a disposal contractor which will set out the detailed approach for safeguarding, 

centralizing and exporting stocks for destruction, following the model of the existing multi-phased 

contract with Veolia Field Services under a co-financing project (see Section 1). Following previous 

examples from Trinidad & Tobago, Suriname and Jamaica, it is anticipated that safeguarding will be 

done by a combination of contractor and government field teams, thus building capacity to handle 

obsolete pesticide wastes while minimizing risks.  

The project will also seek to cooperate with a parallel BCRC Trinidad project inventorying and 

managing PCB wastes in Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Lucia, 

Suriname, Trinidad and Tobago, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. In order to maximise efficiencies 

with disposal contracts, the project will seek to include any quantity of PCB wastes for which 

adequate data is available to enable any contractor to safely repackage and export the wastes.  

The main activities under this output are: 

1.2.1 Development of tender and award of contract based on the EA/EMP and site plans 

developed under Output 1.1 

1.2.2 National technicians will be trained in repackaging and safeguarding activities at sites 

and stores with obsolete pesticides stocks in a “learning by doing” manner. 

1.2.3 Obsolete pesticides stocks will be repackaged and centralized prior to export for 

destruction. 

1.2.4 Obsolete pesticide stocks from participating countries will be exported for 

environmentally-sound destruction, in line with all applicable Basel Convention 

requirements. 

Timeline for Implementation: All safeguarding and risk reducing activities will be completed during 

year 1. Export for destruction will be done by the end of Year 2. 

Component 2: Technology transfer of methodologies for identification and remediation of 

contaminated sites 

In developing national inventories, five countries (Jamaica, Saint Kitts & Nevis, Suriname, Trinidad & 

Tobago and Dominica) identified in PSMS soils contaminated by obsolete pesticides stocks, including 

mixtures of unknown pesticides. The quantities reported cannot be exported for destruction, and the 

existence of many such sites makes a compelling case for developing regional and national capacity to 

deal with them in the future. The region faces particular challenges in developing and deploying 

appropriate identification, characterisation and remediation strategies due to the small size of the states 

and the particular risks of climate change on soil erosion and landslides, potentially releasing 

significant levels of contamination to the surrounding marine and freshwater ecosystems. This 

component of the project seeks to adapt methods that have been developed and piloted in other regions 

to the Caribbean context, and build capacity in regional institutions and National Authorities to apply 
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and continue to refine these approaches. The project will deliver this through practical experience at 

three pilot study plots, where detailed analysis will be done and locally and regionally available 

remediation techniques applied and shared throughout the region. National Authorities will be trained 

and closely involved in delivering the remediation projects.  

Outcome 2 Capacity improved in the region to identify and remediate contaminated sites 

through the availability of regionally appropriate tools and strategies for identification, 

characterisation and remediation of pesticide and POPs-contaminated soil 

Targets: a) 22 staff trained in identification and implementation of strategies for remediation of 

pesticides and POPs contaminated soils; b) Three priority sites selected and for which a strategy and 

EMP is developed; c) 50% reduction in contamination levels in high priority sites where remediation 

has started 

The project seeks to develop both capacities and tools for environmentally sound management of 

contaminated sites in the region, developing and deploying strategies for identification, 

characterisation and remediation of sites that recognize both the level of capacity and resources readily 

available in the region, as well as the particular environmental sensitivities of the island settings. 

Through a south-south cooperation approach, the project will link up regional research institutes with 

related FAO projects in other regions, demonstrating a systematic approach at three pilot sites based 

on site specific EMPs to ensure that any remediation is undertaken in an environmentally sound 

manner in line with the Stockholm Convention. The component will be jointly delivered with UWI in 

Trinidad & Tobago, which has experience in contaminated land remediation in the region, and will be 

coordinated with similar work being under taken by FAO and other GEF Agencies in countries such as 

Botswana, Mozambique, Central Asia and Vietnam to ensure consistency of approach and application 

of lessons learnt. 

Output 2.1: Capacity of National Authorities to identify, characterize and remediate contaminated 

sites is increased 

Targets: a) 22 staff trained with at least 75% correct score in end of training evaluation; b) Guidance 

manuals published ; c) 3 site case studies prepared and d) shared with at least 18 government staff 

This output will seek to ensure that countries are technically equipped to address future discoveries of 

contaminated sites, whether from obsolete stockpiles or current pesticides in use. This output will 

involve National Authorities from all project countries, with comprehensive training, followed up by 

effective communication and sharing of pilot project results among all countries.  

Main activities: The main activities to be implemented under this output are:  

2.1.1 Development and delivery of a training plan for national technical staff in pesticide 

contaminated site identification, characterization, risk assessment and remediation, 

including identification of an institution capable of providing such training. 

Technicians from governments or national authorities will be trained in the 

identification, assessment, characterization and the remediation of pesticides 

contaminated soils, through a variety of training approaches  

2.1.2 The successful technologies will be documented and disseminated among all CGPC 

members and other countries according to a communication strategy to be developed 

for this component 

Timeline for implementation:  Training course completed in Year 1, and continued through learning-

by-doing approaches throughout project period. Dissemination of successful technologies and methods 

in years 3-4. 

 

Output 2.2: Regional strategies and locally available technologies and tools developed for 

identification, characterization and remediation of contaminated sites and incorporated in EMPs for 

specific sites 

Target: 3 remediation strategies and EMPs developed 

During pesticide inventories, contaminated sites in five countries were recorded in PSMS, ranked 

according to environmental risk in the following order: Trinidad and Tobago, Dominica, Saint Kitts 

and Nevis, Suriname and Jamaica. Additional criteria including ensuring secure access for 

demonstration purposes, public and ecological risk, availability of co-finance and potential for up-
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scaling led to three of these sites being prioritized and initially proposed for pilot remediation 

activities, in Trinidad and Tobago, Saint Kitts and Nevis, and Suriname. The project will review 

previous remediation experiences in the region, and draw on similar initiatives deploying appropriate 

technical solutions (e.g. bio or phytoremediation pilots conducted by FAO in Africa and other 

regions), to develop strategies and tools that respond to the particular needs of SIDS and can be 

delivered in the future using existing capacity. Through joint delivery of the three pilot interventions, 

regional experts and National Authorities will develop the technical skills to identify and implement 

appropriate and correct methodologies. The project will reduce risks to the health of local 

communities, especially vulnerable groups such as children that are exposed to pollution from 

pesticide stockpiles and environmental contamination through air, water, food and soil. 

Main activities: The main activities to be implemented under this output are:  

2.2.1 Confirm three top priority sites based on inventory updates and particularly 

considering decentralized smaller stockpiles associated with retailers, farmer groups 

and associations. 

2.2.2 Demonstration of site characterization and assessment methodologies at selected pilot 

sites, with involvement of National Authorities using internationally accepted but 

locally relevant methods. 

2.2.3 Preparation of an environmental management plan and evaluation of low cost 

remediation strategies applicable to local conditions and realities. 

Timeline for implementation:  Data review of PSMS and confirmation of sites; training in site risk 

assessment and remediation plans developed for selected sites, all completed in Year 1 

 

Output 2.3: Demonstration of appropriate remediation strategies at three high priority pilot sites 

Target: Min 50% reduction in contamination at three high priority pilot sites 

Main activities: The main activities to be implemented under this output are:  

2.3.1 Identify necessary co-finance for field projects, and bring delivery partners on board 

2.3.2 Implementation of remediation strategies and EMPs developed under Output 2.2 

2.3.3 Monitoring and reporting of contamination levels, to promote results and modify 

interventions as needed. Where possible, laboratories in the region, including from the 

UWI, will be used to provide laboratory services, and where this is not possible (e.g. 

no accredited labs for the particular procedures), the project will seek to develop local 

capacity in collaboration with laboratories outside the region.  

Timeline for implementation:  Years 2 – 4 – Implementation of remediation plans at selected pilot 

plots; implementation plans monitored and assessed; in-field training of national authority or 

government staff; production of training manuals; results sharing. 

 

Component 3: Development of systems for the management of empty pesticides containers 

In the Caribbean, there are no formal systems in place for empty container management and empty 

pesticides containers, especially those larger than 5 litres, present an environmental and public health 

hazard. The containers are disposed of indiscriminately in the environment, or are used for water 

storage, especially in countries where the supply of potable water can be erratic, mainly in the dry 

season or periods of drought. Such periods of drought are expected to become more severe due to the 

effects of climate change.  There is little experience of suppliers and distributors implementing any 

sustainable “take back” programmes for empty containers in a stewardship role, and this is 

compounded by the lack of any type of plastic recycling facilities in all countries of the region except 

Barbados.  

Previous awareness-raising campaigns have sought to disseminate messages to deal with empty 

pesticide containers such as: “puncture and bury or incinerate” or “triple rinse and add to the 

municipal waste stream”, but no assessment of the effects or uptake of these messages has been done.  

Outcome 3:  Risks to the environment and human health from empty pesticide containers 

reduced through establishing and enhancing container management systems at national level 
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Targets: a) 50% of surveyed farmers triple rinse containers at the end of their life; b) Centralized data 

on containers collected in at least 2 countries 

The PPG study identified an annual generation rate of empty plastic pesticide containers of around 726 

tonnes among all 11 Caribbean countries, ranging from 270 t (Dominican Republic), 181 t (Suriname), 

121 t (Guyana), 70 t (Jamaica), to 2 t (Antigua and Barbuda). Current practices include domestic reuse 

of the larger containers, and open burning in the field and at unlicensed waste dumping sites. The low 

generation of empty pesticide containers constrains the feasibility of establishing dedicated container 

management schemes that may be effective in major agricultural areas in other parts of the world, but 

will require the containers to be effectively integrated into the wider context of plastic waste 

management, including other agriculture sector sources (e.g. greenhouse sheeting and banana 

sleeving). 

Output 3.1: Pesticide container management options identified and assessed and stakeholders engaged 

Target: Four pesticide container management options identified and presented at regional stakeholder 

meeting 

The above data are known to be incomplete or imprecise, being based on country submissions from 

only three countries (Antigua & Barbuda, Guyana, and Suriname) with the rest being estimated from 

total crop areas and various assumptions and conversion factors. The limited quantities estimated raise 

issues of sustainability of a ‘typical’ container management system similar to those operating in 

various regions, since it may not be possible to generate sufficient income to run a scheme in the long 

run. These risks make it essential to complete this initial baseline estimate with further investigation 

and data of quantities of containers generated, current mechanisms for disposal, and the status of 

legislation and its ability to deal with empty containers, before making any further decisions on how to 

most efficiently address the problem. The scale of the pesticide container wastes will require a 

combined approach, so the project will further explore integrated waste collection and management for 

plastics in agriculture, to ensure sustainability.  

Main activities:The main activities to be implemented under this Output are: 

3.1.1 Country reviews to complete the baseline data, including full review of import data of 

all participating countries to determine quantities and types of pesticide containers 

imported; a survey to determine present methods of disposal utilised and farmer 

awareness of any previous education or awareness campaigns conducted; and in 

coordination with Component 4, review of legislation to determine what regulations 

are prescribed to deal with the problem of empty pesticides containers; and detailed 

review of waste management policies and strategies (including both hazardous and 

non-hazardous wastes) in all project countries 

3.1.2 The pesticides suppliers and distributors, municipal or other private sector services 

potentially collecting wastes, and any other relevant stakeholders engaged in a 

regional workshop as part of a CGPC annual meeting, in order to agree on the 

container management strategy to be rolled out by the project.  

Timeline for implementation: Year 1 – country baseline reviews (import data, legislation, waste 

management policies); engagement of suppliers and distributors and joint assessment of viable options 

at the CGPC meeting in Year 2.  

Output 3.2: Container management networks established and pesticide user practices improved 

Target: a) Two countries with stakeholder networks; and b) 11 countries where communication 

campaigns have been successfully implemented 

Based on the outcomes of Output 3.1, the project will develop activities to establish networks of 

cooperation between pesticide distributors, users and regulators, along with stakeholders in other 

relevant waste management sectors. The networking activities will seek to strike a balance between 

countries where waste management facilities or capacities may exist (e.g. Barbados), and those which 

generate the highest number of containers.  

Recognizing the importance of voluntary participation in container management schemes, and the 

large gains possible with relatively simple risk reduction steps such as triple rinsing by users, the 

project will also develop behaviour change communication strategies and materials for countries to 
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use with farmers, promoting triple rinsing and participation in any existing collection schemes. A 

sample communication strategy has been drafted during project preparation (Appendix 9a), which 

identified previous campaigns on triple rinsing but found a lack of systematic evaluation of these 

efforts, These strategies will be based on baseline farmer surveys, which will also inform the design of 

any possible container management schemes (Output 3.1), and will be followed up at the end of the 

project to identify impacts in terms of changes in awareness and behaviour. 

Main activities:The main activities to be implemented under this Output are: 

3.2.1 Networks involving pesticide suppliers, distributors, farmers and users and waste 

management operators, will be established and their roles in empty container 

management defined. They will all be required to commit to do “their part” to ensure 

that empty containers are managed in an environmentally-sound and safe manner. 

3.2.2 Demonstration or development of pilot activities to integrate container wastes into 

existing plastic waste management systems in any of the countries, as determined in 

Output 3.1  

3.2.3 Communications strategy on container management developed at a regional level, 

including conducting Knowledge, Attitudes and Practices (KAP) surveys to identify 

baseline practices, develop key messages and channels; and review of existing 

communication materials to develop regionally relevant materials for all countries to 

roll out in the framework of existing national communication and extension services. 

A final KAP survey will enable the impact of this strategy to be determined. The KAP 

surveys will be developed jointly with those planned under Component 5 (IPM), as it 

is anticipated that target communities will at least partly overlap, allowing cost 

efficiencies and addressing the whole life cycle from decision making on pesticide use 

to disposal of associated wastes.  

Timeline for implementation: Establishment of networks with stakeholders in Year 2; 

implementation of pilot facilities in Years 2-3: Communication campaigns developed in Year 1 and 

rolled out and monitored in Years 2-4. 

 

Component 4: Strengthening the regulatory framework and institutional capacity for sound 

management of pesticides 

Pesticides are poorly managed in most stages of their life cycle in the Caribbean. The diversity in 

legislative and regulatory capacity between the larger and smaller states, the relatively small quantities 

of pesticides used, and the limited compliance and enforcement capacity all contribute to inefficiencies 

and inconsistencies between neighbouring states. The easy and frequent trade between countries 

means that increasing harmonisation would facilitate economies of scale as well as simplify 

enforcement, benefitting regulators, industry and pesticide users.  

Since the advent of generics, there has been an explosion of pesticide products with familiar and 

unfamiliar active ingredients from China, India, and Latin America. These products usually cost far 

less than the original patented pesticide products which have been traditionally available on the 

market.  Therefore, suppliers and distributors are anxious to register and sell them in the region 

quoting lesser costs to the end users.  There have been instances in the past where these products are 

rejected by one country and the suppliers try to get them onto the market in another. Also, the material 

safety data sheets and labels which accompany these products are often inadequate, for example not in 

the language of the market where they are intended to be sold for use. 

While the preparation phase has enabled the project to identify regional priorities and gaps, the variety 

of baseline situations, needs and priorities of each country has led the project to propose a flexible 

stepwise approach. At inception, a series of possible structures and activities for harmonized regional 

pesticide registration and control will be discussed, and countries will be invited to consider how they 

could envisage participating and contributing to all or some of these. The project will involve all 

project countries in foundational capacity building activities, with progressively more sophisticated 

and targeted activities being supported in countries or groups of countries which express interest and 

provide additional resources for customized elements of pesticide life cycle management and regional 

coordination.  

Outcome 4: Common tools and processes adopted and financed by Caribbean countries for 
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regionally harmonized pesticide registration and control 

Targets: a) Five countries adopting new and harmonized regulations; b) Five regional registration 

recommendations voluntarily adopted by national registration bodies ; c) Budget available for regional 

pesticide management, with a decreasing contribution towards the cost of CGPC meetings thereby 

building in a sustainability strategy. 

The smaller territories – Antigua & Barbuda, Barbados, Dominica, Saint Kitts & Nevis, Saint Lucia, 

Saint Vincent & The Grenadines – have legislation in various stages and strengths, but often limited 

national capacity to evaluate applications from pesticides companies for the registration of pesticides 

products for use in their countries. They have expressed the desire for a regional panel of experts from 

all CGPC members to evaluate applications and make recommendations, and for increased 

harmonisation between countries to simplify and streamline regulatory activities.  Further, most of the 

countries do not have National Authorities which are self-sustaining financially, limiting capacity to 

implement national work programmes and to attend regional meetings, workshops and consultations. 

Output 4.1 Model harmonized regulations provided to countries for national review and adoption 

Targets: a) baseline regulatory gap analysis and tailored FAO model regulation tailored available for 

the countries; b) Policy brief(s) on container management;  

While some project countries do have recent laws on pesticide management, (e.g. Jamaica, Guyana 

and Trinidad & Tobago), others have older legislation which has not been regularly updated. 

However, none of the countries legislation is harmonized between themselves, or with the Code of 

Conduct, with basic elements of the Code in most countries: ranging from bare minimum needs such 

as Boards to register products and publish lists of approved pesticides (e.g. Barbados, Dominica) to 

more sophisticated requirements which are absent in most countries, such as clear legal mandates for 

customs and pesticides inspectors to monitor imports and take action to reduce risks, marketing and 

availability of products and training of users, and collection of data and statistics on health effects of 

pesticides. These elements for pesticide management are typically set out in detailed technical 

Regulations which support the national law on pesticides or toxic chemicals, and these regulations 

should cover all aspects of pesticide management as recommended by the Code of Conduct.  

This output will identify specific gaps and propose model regulations based on the Code of Conduct 

for project countries, to strengthen the countries regulatory systems by filling gaps in technical 

guidance. By providing harmonized regulations, the project will facilitate future harmonization of 

pesticide management between the region’s countries, by establishing similar processes and 

requirements across the region. The five Member States of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean 

States (OECS) would be an obvious starting group for harmonized registration and legislation and 

regulations. As an economic union, the regulations may also be adopted in the OECS Member states 

that are not participating in this project (Grenada, Montserrat, Anguilla, British Virgin Islands).  

Main activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

4.1.1  Updating the baseline to identify the specific regulations that already exist and the gaps 

that remain, for all countries. Model FAO regulations will be developed reflecting best 

practices and multilateral environmental and chemical agreements, in consultation 

with Chief Parliamentary Counsel at the national level and CARICOM Legal Affairs 

Committee at the regional level 

4.1.2   Meeting of attorneys general or legislative drafters of the OECS and the regions will be 

convened (preferably in conjunction with an annual CGPC meeting) to introduce and 

consider the model legislation and engage the technical experts and obtain their 

approval  

4.1.3  Updated model regulations will be circulated to Beneficiary countries for signature or 

enactment, particularly by the 5 member countries of the OECS (ANT, DMI, STK, 

STL, STV) 

Timeline for implementation: FAO Model Regulations reviewed and updated in Year 1 and 

consultation with regional legislative drafters and technical experts in Year 1. Year 2 – updated FAO 

model regulations shared with countries, for eventual adoption and enactment by Year 4. 

Output 4.2 Regionally harmonized pesticide registration mechanisms developed and piloted 
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Targets: a) 24 registrar/ equivalent staff trained in pesticide evaluation; b) 100% of national data on 

registrations inserted into PSMS; c) Regional working group reviews and provides recommendations 

for at least 5 products 

National institutional framework and capacity for the effective registration and life cycle pesticide 

management remain weak and adversely affects regional collaboration on pesticide evaluation, 

registration and data sharing. Harmonizing registration procedures and sharing information between 

countries particularly benefits the smaller states that currently don’t have the capacity to evaluate 

registration applications for health and environmental protection. The approach that presently exists is 

extremely fragmented with each country having different levels of technical expertise, resulting in 

applicant “wait times” which vary from 90 days to several years, depending among other things, on 

the frequency of national authority meetings.  Suppliers have criticised the need to submit individual 

registration applications to separate countries and the very long delays in responses. 

Regional registration committees exist in other regions, notably in Europe and West Africa, made up 

of experts from each participating country and various observers, and can streamline the process of 

evaluation of registration applications, producing recommendations that are then adopted by each 

country. As well as greatly reducing the duplication of effort (both by applicants and registrars) in 

evaluation of products, the process can greatly increase the quality, efficiency, and consistency of 

pesticide evaluation in a region. The process to establish such an official committee is beyond the 

scope of this project, but a number of steps can be taken towards this eventual goal, notably in 

building capacity in the region for more comprehensive evaluation, encouraging sharing of data and 

decisions between countries, and piloting a regional approach to demonstrate how a regional 

committee might work in the future. The working group will seek to involve regional institutions, 

notably CAHFSA, that would be likely to play an important role in the eventual establishment and 

continued operation of such a group.  

Main activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

4.2.1 Consultation and establishment of a Regional Technical Working Group on Pesticide 

Evaluation for Registration, involving pesticide registrars and observers from 

CAHFSA, and other regional institutions as well as CARICOM Secretariat, for the 

evaluation of applications for the registration of pesticides products. The group would 

develop administrative and working procedures based on existing national registration 

procedures, and a detailed work plan and budget  

4.2.2 Training on the FAO Registration Toolkit and associated Guidelines (e.g. on data 

requirements, evaluations, etc.)  

4.2.3 Field testing of the guidance by evaluation of pesticide dossiers submitted to countries 

and/or re-evaluation of an existing registration (prioritizing products identified as HHP 

under Component 5) from one or more countries. This will also include monitoring the 

use of PSMS and other communication channels established (e.g. the CGPC has 

established a Facebook group) to assess information needs, communication 

mechanisms 

4.2.4 Feasibility report on establishment of the technical working group and other 

information exchange tools as formal bodies under one or more regional institutions 

Timeline for implementation: Year 1 - Evaluation training  conducted and countries uploading and 

accessing information in PSMS and agreement on the Regional Technical Working Group on 

Pesticide Evaluation for Registration. Year 2 – information sharing in progress, establishment of the 

registration group, with Terms of Reference and Rules of Procedure developed. Years 2-4 Regional 

registration group considers registration applications and publishes recommendations. Year 4 – 

proposal for future common Registration Committee prepared and presented to the Ministers of 

Agriculture and/or Health for approval at the COTED (Agriculture) 

Output 4.3  A common system for inspection and control of imported pesticides established to 

prevent illegal trafficking of POPs 

Targets: a) 11 inspectors trained on FAO Inspection manual (M/F) scoring at least 75% in end of 

training evaluations; b) Information exchange between different inspectors in at least 4 countries 

The porous land and sea borders of participating countries and throughout the region make it relatively 

easy for pesticides products to be smuggled into countries.  So apart from vigilance at the borders and 
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ports of entry, there also has to be vigilance over the market places, distributor outlets, variety stores, 

supermarkets, drug stores, home and garden stores and mobile salepersons, as well as premises where 

illegal repackaging of bulk pesticides is undertaken. 

Main Activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

4.3.1 Sub-regional Training-of-Trainers for pesticides inspectors and customs officers from 

four countries on the FAO manual, including on sampling protocols and best practice, 

reporting and documenting non-compliance, and appropriate responses and use of 

PSMS to quickly identify banned or registered products. Support will be provided for 

inspectors to provide national training to customs officers and other pesticide 

inspectors throughout the four years of the project.  

4.3.2 Establishing of an information sharing network based on PSMS and other electronic 

communications (e-network) to share information among customs officers, pesticides 

inspectors, laboratories, national authorities and CGPC on imports, inspections, 

analysis of pesticides samples and illegal and sub-standard pesticide products.  

Timeline for implementation: Training of Trainers in Year 1, with follow up support for trainings for 

national customs officers and pesticide inspectors throughout the 4 years; information sharing 

including PSMS to share inspection and quality control data  

Output 4.4  Sustainable financing identified and committed for regional pesticide lifecycle 

management. 

Targets: At least 1 recommendation submitted by CGPC for consideration to line ministry for 

increased budget allocations for pesticide management 

Since the formation of the CGPC, national authorities have depended for the large part on donor 

contributions to fund attendance and participation at regional annual meetings and workshops, and 

often basic compliance monitoring and enforcement measures are not conducted due to lack of 

resources. CAHFSA has just become operationalized, and its continuity and functioning depends 

largely on buy-in and contributions from Member States. Jamaica and Guyana, and to a lesser extent, 

Trinidad & Tobago, have regular budgets for pesticide management, but all other countries depend on 

allocations from the national budget to finance their activities. Fees prescribed by the relevant laws are 

not enforced in practice, so services provided by national authorities are often free of charge to clients 

in most countries. In some instances, import fees and duties on pesticides are reduced, and 

governments resist applying an environmental levy onto pesticide products for farmers, in their 

attempt to promote agriculture. At the same time, experience and guidance is becoming available at 

the international level (e.g. by UNEP, SAICM and others) on cost recovery as an important means for 

sustainable financing for chemicals management.  

Main Activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

4.4.1 Cost recovery status analysis of all National Authorities, bearing in mind their abilities 

to provide services, sources of income or funding and estimate of actual and required 

annual national and regional finance requirements under different scenarios of 

regional cooperation (particularly considering the regional evaluation of dossiers in 

Output 4.2). The report will gather evidence on the costs of inaction on pesticides in 

the Caribbean region by desk-based research.  

4.4.2 Presentation of the above analyses at regional meetings to engage national finance 

authorities, senior decision makers, and private sector/ pesticides industry, to further 

develop mechanisms for self-sustaining operations, including presentations by other 

countries that have conducted similar projects and policy briefs or papers, with follow 

up national meetings to advocate for support for regional institutions based on policy 

briefs or recommendations to be developed by CGPC.  

Timeline for implementation: Year 1 – cost recover assessment for 11 countries; engagment of 

national government and other stakeholders in Years 2 and 3; Regional workshop in Years 2-3 

(depending on calendar of relevant events in the region) 

Component 5: Promotion of alternatives to chemical pesticides 
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Outcome 5:  Alternatives to conventional chemical pesticides up-scaled and use of highly 

hazardous pesticides reduced 

Targets: a) At least 4 HHP products de-registered and overall 20% reduction in number of registered 

HHPs; b) 10% reduction in use of HHP and chemical pesticides by farmers and home gardeners 

Chemical pesticides promotion and use has taken place in the region since the advent of plantation 

agriculture (1940s), and this has not changed despite the decline of plantation agriculture. There has 

been a sharp increase in the numbers of small farmers, who produce mainly short-term crops and use 

pesticides, often indiscriminately on a calendar basis, to manage pests and diseases. This has led to the 

development of resistance to many of the commonly available (less hazardous) pesticides and the need 

/ use of more toxic or hazardous formulations. At the same time, despite successful pilot scale 

interventions demonstrating the efficacy and significant cost benefits of IPM approaches, broad uptake 

has been slow. Work begun several years ago on the evaluation of the barriers to wider adoption of 

IPM in Trinidad and Tobago will be expanded to other countries, to address challenges to 

implementing FFS/FP IPM, Inertia both by farmers and regulators to change common practices is 

partly linked to cost distortions of widely and cheaply available hazardous products, whose high 

external cost which are not reflected in their price. This project adopts an innovative strategy by 

prioritizing specific IPM methods for promotion, based on the hazard of the chemical products they 

replace, focusing initially on Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHP) as defined by the JMPM. This 

project will seek to identify the HHP pesticides which prove to be most problematic in the region 

through use or misuse, storage or disposal and work with regulators to assess the need for these 

pesticides and encourage changes to less hazardous and more sustainable pest management solutions. 

Availability and cost of alternatives is essential before chemical products can be phased out or 

substituted, so the project seeks to identify and promote the use of traditional knowledge and 

environmentally-friendly products, which may be available in the region, along with IPM based on 

agroecological assessment of farms, to mitigate against farm pest and disease problems. Significant 

experience in the region in applying IPM for specific pests and crops will be accessed and expanded to 

demonstrate the viability of these methods; and upscaling of their use by farmers will be achieved 

through a ‘carrot and stick’ approach which emphasizes the viability of IPM, but also provides 

targeted information to farmers on specific risks of HHPs, and evidence to justify eventual bans as an 

policy incentive for farmers to adopt more sustainable and safe  alternatives,   

Output 5.1 HHP use and risk reduction plan developed for the region 

Target: HHP use and risk reduction plan presented in national workshops and follow up actions for its 

implementation agreed 

During the baseline EC-funded project, progress has been made with identifying potential HHP in 

seven countries (ANT,  DMI, GUY, STL, TRI, SUR), which have identified a number of HHPs and 

have taken initial steps to gather additional evidence, including a review of the chemicals listed in the 

Rotterdam Convention and other initiatives (see Appendix 8). This work will be completed, including 

national level activities to identify specific HHPs and problematic pesticides in each country’s register 

of pesticides, supported by a regional activity in identifying common issues and developing a regional 

plan to address these as a priority.  

Main Activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

5.1.1 HHPs and problematic pesticides will be identified through review of registered 

products against the characteristics of HHPs as defined by FAO/WHO Joint Meeting 

on Pesticide Management (JMPM) 

5.1.2 Risk reduction plan to replace them will be developed, including justification for their 

ban and replacement, including assessment of available alternatives both in the region 

and other regions.  

5.1.3 National workshops to present plans to national stakeholders for endorsement and 

agree follow up actions 

Timeline for implementation: Year 1 – HHPs identified and risk reduction plan developed. National 

workshops by Y2 

Output 5.2  Alternatives to HHP field tested and demonstrated 
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Targets: ) At least 2 field trials or demonstrations established; b) Demonstrated maintainance or 

increase in yelds in field testing of alternatives 

The farmer field school (FFS) methodology and the use of farmer participatory (FP) approaches have 

already been introduced into the region in several countries and have been successful in training 

farmers to use an IPM and agro-ecological assessment approach to pest and disease management at the 

farm level, together with several introductions of natural enemies for pests and diseases starting 

decades ago. However, adoption of these techniques has been slow, partly because of limited 

availability of alternatives for common pest problems.  Where alternatives to HHPs identified in 

Output 5.1 are not available in the region, or have not been tested in typical conditions, the project will 

support limited field testing and demonstration of these alternatives, linking as far as possible to 

existing and co-financing FFS and other IPM trials.  

Main Activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

5.2.1 Alternatives to pesticides already present in the region will be identified and 

catalogued; and any alternatives that are known in other regions for pests currently 

controlled by HHP will be identified  

5.2.2 Research for field testing of alternatives using the FFS approach will be conducted in 

collaboration with regional Universities, Organizations and farmers. Alternatives that 

may be tested will be selected based on their relevance to the HHPs or other chemicals 

prioritized in Output 5.1, and where there is a lack of field experience or evidence for 

the region.  

Timeline for implementation: Year 1 –Locally and regionally available alternatives identified and 

catalogued. Year 2 – 3 – Field testing of locally and regionally available alternatives will be done to 

verify their efficacy and rates and methods of application for promotion as alternatives. 

Output 5.3 Promote previous IPM and support farmers and home gardeners to reduce use of HHPs 

Target:  

As previously mentioned (see sections on Baseline, Output 5.2) various FFS/FP initiatives have been 

started in the region from 2003, when a Training of Master Trainers was conducted for six countries 

by a consortium of regional organizations17. FAO-mediated and national FFS/FP activities continue in 

DMI, TRI, SUR, JAM, STL and STV, and studies available for Saint Lucia show that IPM improved 

the cost-benefit ratio for farmers compared with traditional farmer practice involving pesticide use18. 

Key gaps identified in project preparation include a number of coordination and promotion issues 

which this project may be able to effectively intervene on. Key gaps identified in project preparation 

include a number of institutional barriers (especially lack of linkages between farmers, research, 

extension and policy stakeholders), as well as poor communication with farmers, including effective 

transfer of research findings and feedback on farmers’ needs. Output 5.1 creates an explicit link 

between IPM researchers and pesticide registration policy makers; Output 5.2 further contributes to 

ongoing efforts to disseminate and improve research into alternatives; and Output 5.3 provides 

targeted communications on specific methods to farmers. . 

During project preparation, considerable work was done on compiling a draft communications strategy 

for this component (Appendix 9) which describes baseline situation and proposes home gardeners and 

farmers as key audiences, to be targeted through various channels including via school children 

through educational activities in schools.  

Main Activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

5.3.1 After identification of the best alternatives, information will be compiled on them, 

published and then disseminated/promoted to farmers in the region. 

5.3.2 Public awareness and communications on the dangers of chemical pesticides to human 

health and the environment and alternatives, including messages on the risks and 

alternatives of specific HHPs, will be implemented according to the communication 

                                                           
 

17 Escuelas de campo de agricultores en el Caribe by Vyjayanthi Lopez and Deanne Ramroop. Pp. 233-252 in Agricultura Familiar en América 
Latina y el Caribe: Recomendaciones de Política. FAO-RLC (2014) http://www.fao.org/docrep/019/i3788s/i3788s.pdf   
18 The farmer field school approach for integrated pest management: the Saint Lucia experience, Proceedings of The Caribbean Food Crops 
Society. 47:34-39. 2011 

http://www.fao.org/docrep/019/i3788s/i3788s.pdf
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strategy to be finalized for the component. Similar to Component 3, the strategy will 

be developed on a regional basis for country implementation and roll out by National 

Authorities.  

5.3.3 KAP surveys conducted in a sample of countries before and after communications 

strategy rollout to develop the specific communication approach and then monitor 

behaviour change among targeted groups. These surveys will be developed and 

conducted together with those planned under Component 3 (on container 

management) to ensure maximum efficiency.  

Timeline for implementation: Identified alternatives promoted through the FFS and public awareness 

in Year 4. KAP surveys in Years 1 and 4.  

Component 6: Monitoring and Evaluation  

Outcome 6: Project achievements and lessons monitored and widely shared for maximum 

influence 

The objective of component 6 is to ensure a systematic approach to results-based monitoring and 

evaluation of project progress towards achieving project outputs and outcome targets as established in 

the Project Results Framework.  It also aims to maximise the impact of the project, particularly of the 

life cycle management pilot projects, to influence pesticide and agricultural policy making in the 

project countries and the other CGPC Members. Sections 4.5 and 4.6 below include a detailed 

description of M&E activities and the project monitoring and evaluation plan, including assignment of 

responsibilities.  

Output 6.1: Project monitoring system operational, providing systematic information on progress in 

achieving Project outcomes and outputs.   

Target: Eight (8) semi-annual Project Progress Reports (PPR).   

Output 6.2: Mid-term and final evaluations.  

Target: Two (2) evaluation reports.  

Output 6.3: Project lessons widely disseminated to key national and international audiences 

Target: Communication and visibility plan developed and executed, including at least 5 FAO press 

releases 

 

Based on the indicators of the results framework and the milestones set in the work plan a bespoke 

M&E plan will be developed for the project, based on the existing FAO M&E tracking system. The 

system uses a series of simple milestones from the work plan to estimate the percentage delivery by 

Output and Component. In addition, a number of statutory evaluations required as part of FAOs role as 

a GEF agency.  

Main Activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

6.1.1 Monthly reports on progress in achieving project outputs and outcomes using the 

bespoke system for project tracking linked to the log frame and work plan;  

6.1.2 Independent mid-term and final evaluations will be organized by FAO in consultation 

with the project partners and the PSC.  

Time for implementation: M&E will be continuous. A mid-term review will be conducted at project 

mid-term (after two years of implementation) and an independent final evaluation at project 

completion. 

Output 6.3: Project lessons are widely disseminated to key national and international audiences 

The regional focus on the project means that there are limited country-specific activities, with a risk 

that individual countries may not generate the momentum and visibility needed to catalyse 

prioritization by decision makers for policy change. Therefore, the project will proactively engage the 

public and policy makers to ensure the project results are expressed and communicated in a 

compelling and unified manner, based on the pesticide life cycle approach.  

Main Activities: The key activities to be implemented under this output are: 

6.3.1 Development of a project level communication and visibility plan 
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6.3.2 Regular communication and information provided to journalists, international 

partners, and national decision makers e.g. regular newsletter and press releases 

Time for implementation: Communications and visibility activities will be continuous. 

 

2.4. GLOBAL ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS 

The project will deliver significant and immediate global environmental benefits through the safe 

disposal of up to 300 tons of POPs and other obsolete pesticides and 100 tons of PCBs. The disposal 

of POPs and clean-up of contamination sources will reduce releases of hazardous products into the 

receiving environmental media – air, land and water. This will include min. 50% reduction in 

contamination levels in three priority highly contaminated sites. 

Through demonstrating container management and raising awareness among the general public and 

the region’s regulators about the risks inherent in re-using containers for domestic purposes, 

specifically for storing foodstuff and drinking water, project activities will further reduce the adverse 

impacts of the release of pesticides to the environment, mitigating the risk of surface and ground water 

contamination and soil degradation. It is expected that 50% of farmers will apply triple rinsing of 

empty containers in target areas after the end of the project.  

Improving pesticide regulations and enhancing capacity to implement them as well as the promotion 

of alternatives to HHP will contribute to the sustained use of pesticides that are less hazardous both to 

human health and the environment, improved quality control of pesticides, and to better managed use 

of hazardous pesticides. It is expected that field testing will demonstrate maintenance or improved 

yields using IPM substituting HHP and a 20% reduction in registered HHPs is expected. Ultimately, 

all of these outcomes will lead to reduced releases of highly hazardous pesticides into the receiving 

environment.    

2.5. COST EFFECTIVENESS  

The disposal element will benefit from FAO’s unique experience in disposing of obsolete pesticides 

around the world, which has found that the use of specialist companies to export and destroy the 

pesticides at dedicated hazardous waste treatment facilities is the most cost-effective environmentally 

sound management strategy, while the safeguarding will be conducted by the most cost-effective 

combination of national staff and international contractors that is required to minimise the risks of 

these operations to an acceptable level. The FAO tools on environmental assessment and management 

planning provide standard tools to quantify and make decisions on these risks. The costs of exporting 

small quantities of wastes identified on most of the islands are prohibitive, so the project will combine 

all the wastes, also including PCB wastes if the required data is available on time, to bring economies 

of scale and drive down unit costs.  

The project has already benefited significantly from ongoing cooperation with related initiatives, for 

example by adopting life cycle management analyses and significant information exchange that has 

taken place at CGPC Annual Meetings in recent years. Through partnerships with regional institutions 

such as the UWI, the project will deliver field activities effectively by using existing structures and 

mechanisms, and accessing co-finance from these partners.   

The adoption of pilot/ demonstration projects for the pesticide life cycle management priorities 

identified will allow participating countries to learn from each other’s experience on all the life cycle 

stages prioritized, and by demonstrating field activities a significant body of experience will be 

generated which can be used to expand activities in the future in a cost effective way. Furthermore, the 

project will employ regional consultants where adequate capacity exists, and work in a selective way 

with international consultants from further afield in order to increase the capacity and experience of 

individuals and institutions in the region. An example is the use of regional consultants who were 

trained and gained experience in safeguarding operations in the EC project, who will be used to 

provide supervision and guidance to all countries that begin repackaging in this project.  

Finally the project will maximise efficiencies in organizing regional meetings, delivering multiple 

activities in single meetings and planning for workshops to be linked to relevant events such as the 

CGPC Annual Meetings.  
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2.6. INNOVATIVENESS 

The pesticide life cycle approach is innovative in the region, with the systematic assessment of each 

life cycle phase following the Code of Conduct having already been an effective way of promoting the 

Code and encouraging a holistic view of pesticide management. The proposed pilot demonstration 

projects will transfer technologies and best practices to the countries on all life cycle stages, including 

on revisiting the need for pesticides in the first place and promotion of alternative non-chemical 

options.  
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SECTION 3: FEASIBILITY 

 

3.1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 

The project is designed to have positive benefits to the environment through the removal of obsolete 

pesticides and risk reduction of contaminated sites together with the reduction in use of hazardous 

pesticides and the routine environmentally sound management of empty pesticide containers. 

However, in achieving these objectives, there is potential for environmental impairment particularly in 

the event of an accident in the removal and elimination of the obsolete pesticides. To mitigate these 

risks the project will follow FAO’s Environmental Management Tool Kits (EMTK) for the 

assessment, safeguarding, transportation and disposal of obsolete pesticides. Environmental 

Management Plans (EMP) will be developed for the safeguarding activities that will consider all 

potential risks and develop mitigation strategies. The EMP will cover the following: 

• repackaging of obsolete pesticides;  

• safeguarding of stocks of obsolete pesticides; 

• collection, transportation and safe storage/handling of empty containers; 

• transportation and intermediate storage of stocks of obsolete pesticides; and 

• decontamination of heavily pesticide-contaminated sites. 

The methodologies set out in the EMTK have been used in similar FAO projects since 2003 and no 

adverse environmental impacts have resulted when they have been utilized. This project is therefore 

classified as Category B under FAO’s guideline “Environmental Impact Assessment – Guidelines for 

FAO’s field projects”. 

3.2. RISK MANAGEMENT 

The following risks were identified during the preparation of the project. Mitigation measures are 

proposed, and where appropriate, mitigation measures for high risks, will be further elaborated in the 

EMP. 

Table 4 Risk Table 

Risk Ranking Mitigation measures 

Insufficient funds dedicated 

to the safeguarding of high-

priority sites, and the 

disposal of POPs. 

Medium Cost estimates are based on recently completed disposal 

activities under FAO–EC project. If there is a need for 

additional co-financing, it will be sought from project 

partners and related projects during project execution.  

Establishment of effective 

institutional arrangements is 

delayed and poses 

challenges to timely project 

execution.  

Low Extensive consultations with stakeholders were held and 

implementation arrangements agreed during the preparation 

of the project. Institutional arrangements, including the 

roles and responsibilities of stakeholders will be confirmed 

again at the start of project implementation.  

Extreme weather conditions 

such as hurricanes and 

floods 

Low to 

medium 

Sites will be primarily safeguarded during the driest and 

coolest months (from December to May) with a view to 

reducing risks associated with hurricanes. Contingency 

plans, especially targeting removal of excess water 

accumulated in the holding areas, will be implemented in 

the event of torrential rains. 

Environmental 

contamination from leakage 

of POPs and other obsolete 

pesticides due to poor 

conditions of containers 

High Management measures to be included in the EMP include 

field procedures to ensure no further leakage occurs during 

the project activities. Chemical stores in each country have 

been ranked according to risk and will be safe-guarded in 

this order 

Lack of appropriate storage 

for safeguarded stocks 

High FAO guideline EMTK 2 facilitates the identification of 

possible interim collection locations based on a combination 

of environmental and logistical criteria, and included in the 

national EA and EMP. If stores are not identified, the 

project will leave repackaged stocks at their original 

locations in secure conditions, and request governments to 
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provide for their transport directly to loading sites for the 

final export.  

Incidents during 

safeguarding 

High All staff of the project engaged in safeguarding operations 

have been trained and will be provided with protection gear 

by the international contractor. Strict application of 

measures included in Environmental Management Plan 

(EMP) and Health and Safety Plans. 

Delays in the procurement of 

equipment necessary for the 

disposal  

Medium 

Equipment to be supplied as part of international contract. 

Contractor to provide all necessary documents to National 

Authorities to allow timely import.  

Government authorities 

disagree with the strategy 

for the reduction of risks 

posed by contaminated sites 

Low Strategy will be developed based on objective data and 

options presented to government for endorsement.    

Delays in administrative 

procedures / decisions as 

regards transport of obsolete 

stocks 

High Capacity-building / guidance of the competent Government 

authority as regards procedures of the Basel Convention. 

Insufficient ownership of 

the drafted model 

regulations and 

recommendations of 

regional registration 

technical group. 

Medium National and regional stakeholders have been consulted 

during previous projects and project preparation. The 

development of a harmonized approach is at the region’s 

request. Continued sensitization will be conducted during 

project execution including national training sessions, and 

regional consultations with CARICOM and OECS legal 

experts.  

Low uptake of alternative 

technologies by producers.  

Low A large-scale information and awareness-raising campaign 

about the modes of application and effectiveness of the 

proposed alternatives will be undertaken to promote uptake 

of alternatives.   

Another strategy is to employ existing farmer field schools 

networks. The promotion of IPM through FFS has been 

quite successful in previous related initiatives.   
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SECTION 4:  IMPLEMENTATION AND MANAGEMENT 

ARRANGEMENTS  

4.1. INSTITUTIONAL ARRANGEMENTS 

a. General institutional context and responsibilities 

The institutional arrangements for this project are based on the mandates and experience of key 

institutions involved in the management of pesticides in the region. The main responsibility for 

management of pesticides in the Caribbean region is generally assigned to the Ministry of Agriculture 

or Ministry of Health (in the case of Jamaica), who host the pesticide Board and play the main role in 

registration and inspection. These ministries will generally sign the Project Agreement with FAO and 

be the project’s co-executing partners at the national level, but the main executing partner is the 

CGPC, whose members will coordinate delivery of all outputs. The institutions include those whose 

respective mandates and responsibilities are outlined in sections 1.1 and 1.4.  

FAO will do the financial and operational execution of the project in close consultation with the 

national pesticide boards, and the CGPC. FAO will also be the GEF Agency with the overall 

responsibility for project oversight and technical support. Other key project stakeholders are the 

farmers, who will be involved in particular in component 3 in the management of empty containers 

and component 5 on testing and promoting alternatives to HHP. 

b. Coordination with other ongoing and planned related initiatives 

The project is developed and will be delivered in close coordination with existing FAO initiatives in 

the region, particularly the EC-funded obsolete pesticides and pesticide management programme. 

Links will be effectively forged via the common project executing partner (CGPC), as well as join 

representation in the PSC.  

The project also relates strongly to the IICA project, particularly in relation to regional registration 

capacity building, and improving legislation and compliance mechanisms. Effective coordination will 

be ensure by participation of IICA in the PSC and through their membership, full sharing and 

disclosure of project reports and results.  

Finally the project will be delivered in close coordination with the BCRC GEF-funded project on 

POPs, and particularly in relation to the inventory of PCBs that will be developed by that project. 

Through close liaison during the phases of planning the inventory and development of the disposal 

tender for obsolete pesticides, FAO-LTU will be able to include any reliably inventoried PCB stocks 

in the same tender for disposal.  

4.2. IMPLEMENTATION ARRANGEMENTS  

The Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) will be the GEF Agency 

responsible for the supervision, and provision of technical guidance during the implementation of the 

project. As requested by the CGPC during project preparation, FAO will also be responsible for the 

financial execution and operation of the project. The key executing partners, based on decisions and 

recommendations of the regional and national partners, are the CGPC, the Ministries of Agriculture, 

Health and Environment and other regional institutions, who will be organized in Component Task 

Teams. These include UWI who will be responsible for component 2. Since existing institutions at 

national level have mixed responsibilities in the area of pests and pesticide management, other 

relevant ministries (Ministries of Environment and Public Health and other stakeholders) will be 

involved through the National Project Teams. A Project Coordinator (PC) will be hosted by FAO’s 

Sub-regional Office for the Caribbean (FAO-SLC), which will provide all the necessary logistical and 

operational support to the project. The institutional set up for project implementation is illustrated in 

figure 4.1 and a detailed description of roles and responsibilities follows below. 
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Figure 4.1: Organigram for project implementation 

 

a. Roles and responsibilities of executing partners  

Regional level 

CGPC will be the regional executing partner responsible for coordination and the overall technical 

execution of the project in close collaboration with FAO and national co-executing partners. CGPC 

will in particular be responsible for the technical execution and coordination of component 4 and , and 

its member countries participating in the project will provide country and regional inputs to the six-

monthly Project Progress Reports (PPR) and the Annual Work Plan and Budget (AWP/B) and monitor 

its timely and effective implementation. The CGPC will meet on an annual basis at the CGPC Annual 

Meeting in order to coordinate and share project results and issues, and on an ad-hoc basis during 

regional trainings and joint events (e.g. demonstration visits to different pilot projects).   

To facilitate regional integration and support joint decision making, a Project Steering Committee 

(PSC) will be established to support the project by monitoring the quality and timeliness of the 

execution of project activities and delivery of outputs, and propose adjustments as necessary. The PSC 

will meet in person on an annual basis, and virtually by conference call (telephone or Skype) as 

needed, and guide and oversee implementation of the project, through the:  

a) Provision of guidance to ensure that project implementation is in accordance with the project 

document;   

b) Review and approval of any proposed project revisions – including the results framework and 

implementation arrangements;  

c) Review, amendment (if appropriate) and endorsement of AWP/B;  

d) Review of project progress and achievement of planned results as presented in six-monthly 

Project Progress Reports (PPR, annual Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) and Financial 

Reports; 

e) Provision of advice on issues and problems arising from project implementation, submitted for 

consideration by the CGPC or by various stakeholders; and 

f) Facilitation of cooperation between all project partners and collaboration between the Project 

and other relevant programmes, projects and initiatives in the region.  

Regional institutions including CARICOM Secretariat, BCRC, IICA, the OECS Secretariat, and 

CAHFSA will be invited to nominate a representative to the Project Steering Committee, and key 

industry and civil society groups will also be invited. The governments will be represented by the 
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CGPC representatives, who will include the current and previous CGPC Chairs (who are nominated 

annually). In the event that either Chair represents a non-project country, the CGPC members will be 

invited to nominate alternative representative(s). FAO will be represented by the FAO Budget Holder 

for the project, the Lead Technical Officer, and the GEF Coordination Unit as needed.   

A Project Coordinator (PC) will support implementation, financed by the project’s GEF resources, 

with the support of short-term consultants as necessary. In close consultation with the country 

representatives of the CGPC, the PSC and FAO, the PC will be responsible for the day-to-day 

management and technical supervision of the project which included the following: 

a) Act as Secretariat to the PSC;  

b) Organize project meetings and workshops, as required;  

c) Prepare Annual Work Plans and detailed Budgets (AWP/B) and submit these for approval by 

FAO and the PSC;  

d) Coordinate and monitor the implementation of the approved AWP/B;  

e) Prepare the six-monthly Project Progress Reports (PPRs) and give inputs in the preparation of 

the annual Project Implementation Review (PIR) by the Lead Technical Officer.  

f) Ensure that all co-financing partners provide information on co-financing provided during the 

course of the year for inclusion in the PIR; 

g) Draft TORs for consultants (inclusive of gender considerations) and Letters of Agreement 

(LOAs) in consultation with FAO LTO and LTU, approving outputs and monitoring 

performance 

h) Developing specifications for procurement in consultation with FAO, and supporting 

development of disposal tender with FAO Procurement service including drafting 

specifications based on national data; 

i) Carry out field supervision visits and provide on-site advice to technical staff of national co-

executing partners and other national and local partners involved in the project 

j) Liaising with Ministries and States, representing the project on behalf of FAO 

k) During project inception period, review the project’s M&E plan and propose refinements, as 

necessary, and implement the plan;  

l) Assist in the organization of midterm and final evaluations.   

m) Coordinate the project with other related on-going activities and ensure a high degree of inter-

institutional collaboration 

n) Contribute to the effective dissemination of lessons learned at the national and regional levels. 

o) Carry out any other activities, as necessary, for the successful implementation of the project 

(see detailed draft TORs for the RPC in Appendix 6) 

 

National level  

National activities and support will be coordinated in each project country through a National 

Coordinator (NC) – this would be the CGPC representative (usually an official in the Ministry of 

Agriculture, or in the case of Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago, the Ministry of Health) – who is 

funded by the government as part of their in-kind contribution. The National Coordinator will be 

responsible for the day-to-day management of the project’s subcomponents and activities to be 

implemented at the national level, timely and efficient implementation of the approved annual work 

plans and budgets for country activities, and gathering information for continuous monitoring of 

project progress and results at the national level. They will also be responsible for gathering data and 

disseminating information between the country and regional level. More specifically the NC will: 

a) Support the national government partners to develop the country annex to the Project 

Operational Manual, describing activities to be implemented and mechanisms of delivery 

under the project at national level; 

b) Coordinate government inputs to the different project components and ensure they are 

provided in an efficient and timely manner; 

c) Assist in the development of the national annual work plans and budgets for activities at the 

national level by project Component to be submitted to the Project Coordinator in FAO-SLC 

in close collaboration with all national and local partners, including partners involved in pilot 

site and demonstration and up-scaling activities.  
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d) Assist in the development of six-monthly national PPRs to be submitted to the Project 

Coordinator in FAO-SLC including progress against the agreed work plan and in achieving 

national project outcomes and outputs, and any risks and risk management measures  

e) Report on invested national and local co-financing on an annual basis.  

f) Provide a report annually on national project activities at the CGPC meeting/ PSC meeting; 

g) Participate in Component Team and Project Steering Committee meetings and support 

national focal points in the preparation of reports and presentations to be made at each 

meeting 

h) Organize and facilitate annual workshops on the project with national stakeholders, and 

discuss with them the project achievements and implementation issues, and report on these 

workshops to the PC and FAO SLC; 

i) Act as the focal point for all project related communications to government national focal 

points, including providing a six-monthly update on the project to all national stakeholders 

(e.g. newsletter or other channels); 

j) Assist in specific technical areas 

 

In addition to the National Coordinator in the main line ministry, additional participating Ministries 

(e.g. Health, Environment, etc.) will appoint a National Focal Point who will give input to the 

National Project Team (NPT), at regular meetings (once every six months, with an optional quarterly 

meeting if considered necessary), which will be reported to the PC by the National Coordinator. The 

National Focal Points will remain government employees and the cost of their support to the project 

will count as project co-financing to the GEF contribution from each Ministry. Their role is to liaise 

with the Ministry personnel necessary to support implementation of each Component, ensuring 

effective provision of inputs and ensuring the necessary linkages are established to national policies 

and on-going initiatives. The aim is to ensure that project results are endorsed at Ministerial level 

resulting in the mainstreaming of the project into the overall plans for the Ministries.  

The composition of the NPT will depend on the activities to be carried out in each country, and may 

include consultants and contracting partners (e.g. conducting communications or field monitoring 

surveys, or delivering pilot projects on containers or contaminated sites). The specific representatives 

and responsibilities of each country’s NPTs will be set out in country-specific annexes to the Project 

Operational Manual. This manual is proposed following the experience gained during the EC project, 

which will set out the specific roles and inputs of the governments to the project. This will be refined 

at the project Inception Meeting and will include allocation of responsibility for day-to-day support to 

the execution of activities under each different component, confirmation of the countries where pilot 

activities will be delivered, specific arrangements for provision of in-kind contributions and other 

inputs, and any specific requirements including on import of equipment etc.  

Project activities will be delivered through contracts with relevant local partners including 

government, civil society and academic institutions, and National Consultants as provided for in the 

component budgets and Project Operational Manual (and country annexes). All contracts will be 

coordinated, issued and managed by FAO-SLC based in Barbados.  

 

b. FAO’s Role and responsibilities as the GEF agency and the fund administrator  

FAO will be the GEF Agency for the project. As the GEF Agency, FAO will maintain project 

oversight to ensure that GEF policies and criteria are adhered to and that the project meets its 

objectives and achieves expected outcomes in an efficient and effective manner. FAO will report on 

project progress to the GEF Secretariat; financial reporting will be to the GEF Trustee. FAO will 

closely monitor the project and provide technical guidance and carry out supervision missions. The 

administration of the GEF resources will be carried out in accordance with the rules and procedures of 

FAO, and in accordance with the agreement between FAO and the GEF Trustee. 

As the GEF Agency for the project, FAO will: 

• Manage and disburse funds from GEF in accordance with the rules and procedures of FAO; 
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• Oversee project implementation in accordance with the project document, work plans, budgets, 

agreements with co-financiers and the rules and procedures of FAO; 

• Provide technical guidance to ensure that appropriate technical quality is applied to all activities;  

• Carry out at least one supervision mission per year; and 

• Report to the GEF Secretariat and Evaluation Office, through the annual Project Implementation 

Review, on project progress, midterm and final evaluations, and provide financial reports to the 

GEF Trustee.  

Roles and responsibilities of FAO as the GEF fund administrator 

At the request of the countries participating in this project, in addition to being the GEF implementing 

agency, FAO will be the administrator of the GEF resources and will be in charge of the financial 

execution, procurement and contracting of goods and services, following rules and procedures 

stipulated in the FAO manual (mainly in the sections No. 502 and 507).  The PC, in line with guidance 

from the CGPC, NCs and the PSC, will request FAO to execute payments for the implementation of 

products and services delivered by consultants and contract holders.  

As administrator of the GEF resources, FAO will submit semi-annual financial statements of 

expenditures to the PC, NCs and PSC to report on progress of financial delivery in accordance with 

the project document, the AWP/B and the Procurement and Travel Plan. FAO will perform budget 

revisions in close coordination with the PC and NCs to keep the budget updated in the financial 

system of FAO (FPMIS) and will communicate revised budgets to the PSC so as to facilitate Project 

planning and execution. In collaboration with PC and NCs, FAO will participate in the planning and 

realization of contracting and procurement processes including selection of providers and consultants 

and issuing of contracts. FAO will also pay for products and services delivered after approval by the 

PC, the NCs for activities in the countries and the CGPC for regional activities.  

Roles and responsibilities of FAO as the GEF agency and administrator of the GEF resources, 

including FAO internal arrangements. 

The FAO Sub-Regional Coordinator for the FAO Sub-Regional Office for the Caribbean (FAO-

SLC) in Barbados will be designated as the Budget Holder (BH) of the project and will be 

responsible for the timely operational, administrative and financial management of the GEF resources 

in close coordination with the FAO Lead Technical Officer and the Lead Technical Unit (see below), 

The BH will in particular be responsible for: 

a) Management of GEF resources in accordance with the Project Document, and approved Annual 

Work Plans and Budgets;  

b) Procurement of goods and contracting of services for the GEF component of the project in 

accordance with the AWP/B approved by the PSC and FAO rules and procedures in collaboration 

with the PC and NCs; 

c) Effectuate payments for goods and services delivered in coordination with the PC and NCs   

d) Preparation of annual/six-monthly budget revisions, as required,  for submission to the LTO/LTU 

and the GEF Coordination Unit for technical review and clearance respectively;  

e) Preparation of six-monthly financial reports shared with the executing partners and the PSC;  

f)  Represent FAO in the PSC. 

The BH will, in consultation with the FAO LTO, LTU and the GEF coordination Unit, review and 

give no-objection to the Annual Work Plans and Budgets (AWP/B) and co-financing reports prepared 

by the PC and NCs as well as Project Progress Reports, which must be approved by the LTO and 

subsequently uploaded into FPMIS. 

FAO Project Task Force (PTF): Immediately after the endorsement of the project by the GEF CEO 

and the FAO, the BH will call for a meeting in the multi-disciplinary PTF, which will be chaired by 

the BH and will guide the implementation of the project. Members of the task force will be responsible 

for supervision of activities in their area of technical competence in collaboration with the LTO and 

BH. The PTF will include representatives of the BH office, The Pesticide Risk Reduction Group 

(AGPMC) in the Plant Production and Protection Division (AGP), the FAO Development Law Service 

(LEGN), and the FAO-GEF Coordination Unit in TCI as the Fund Liaison Office.  

 



41 

The FAO Lead Technical Officer (LTO) and Lead Technical Unit (LTU): The Plant Production 

and Protection Officer at FAO-SLC will be appointed as the LTO for this project. The Pesticide Risk 

Reduction Group (AGPMC) in the Plant Production and Protection Division (AGP) of the Agriculture 

and Consumer Protection Department will be the FAO LTU1. The LTU will support an LTO, in 

providing technical advice and backstopping in consultation with other teams in AGP and FAO. The 

LTO, supported by and in consultation with the LTU and further supported by the PTF, will 

coordinate the technical support services to the project and will:   

a) Review and ensure clearance by relevant FAO technical officers of Terms of Reference (TORs) 

for consultancies, LOAs and contracts to be performed under the project, CVs, and technical 

proposals short-listed by the PC, and NCs for key project positions, goods, and services to be 

financed by GEF resources;  

b) Participate in the selection of consultants and firms to be hired with GEF funding;  

c) Review and provide technical comments to draft technical products/reports and, as necessary,  

ensure clearance by relevant FAO technical officers of final technical products delivered by 

consultants and contract holders financed by GEF resources before the final payment can be 

processed; 

d) Review and approve project progress reports submitted by the PC to the BH who distribute them 

to the PTF for comments;  

e) Support the BH in reviewing, revising and giving no-objection to AWP/B submitted by the PC 

and to be approved by the PSC; 

f) Prepare the annual Project Implementation Review (PIR) report, with inputs from NCs and the 

PC, to be submitted to the PTF and the GEF Coordination (TCI) for completion and clearance. 

The PIR will subsequently be submitted to the GEF Secretariat and Evaluation Office by the GEF 

Coordination Unit as part of the Annual Monitoring Review report of the FAO-GEF portfolio. 

The LTO must ensure that National Co-executing Partners and other co-financing partners have 

provided information on co-financing invested during the course of the year for inclusion in the 

PIR;  

g) In coordination with the LTU, provide, annual (or as needed) technical support and supervision 

missions. The officer to complete the missions will be selected based on the technical area to be 

reviewed; 

h) Review and provide comments on TORs for the mid-term evaluation, participate in the mid-term 

workshop with all key project stakeholders, develop an eventual agreed adjustment plan in project 

execution approach in coordination with the PC and the PSC, and supervise its implementation;   

i) Review and provide comments on TORs for the final evaluation, participate in the final project 

closure workshop with all key project stakeholders and the development of and follow up on 

recommendations on how to insure sustainability of project outputs and results after the end of 

the project.  

The GEF Coordination Unit in FAO based in the Investment Centre Division (TCI) will monitor 

PPRS and approve budget revisions. The Unit will review and clear the annual PIRs and undertake 

supervision missions as considered necessary. The unit will also participate in the mid-term and final 

evaluations and the development of corrective actions to mitigate eventual risks affecting the timely 

and effective implementation of the project. The GEF Coordination Unit will, in collaboration with the 

FAO Finance Division, request transfer of project funds from the GEF Trustee based on 6 monthly 

projections. 

The FAO Finance Division will provide annual Financial Reports to GEF Trustee and, in 

collaboration with the GEF Coordination Unit, call for project funds on a six-monthly basis from the 

GEF Trustee.  

  

                                                           
 

1 See roles and responsibilities of FAO LTO and LTU in the FAO projects cycle guideline available in the FAO 

handbook on the intranet 
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4.3. FINANCIAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT 

4.3.1. Financial plan (by component, outputs and co-financier) 

Total project costs will amount to USD 30.7 million, out of which USD 4.4 million will be funded by a GEF grant, and USD 26.4 million from counterpart 

contributions committed during project preparation. Table 4.1 shows costs by component, output and funding source. Table 4.2 shows sources and type of 

confirmed co-funding. FAO, as the GEF agency, shall solely be accountable for the implementation of the GEF resources and FAO co-financing. 

Table 4.1: Project costs by component, ouput and funding source  

Component/output FAO 

All 

govern-

ments 

IICA CARDI 
CAHFS

A 

Universit

y of the 

West 

Indies 

Total Co-

financing 

% Co-

financi

ng 

GEF % GEF Total 

Component. 1:  Safe disposal of POPs and 

other obsolete pesticides and PCB 
571,060 4,524,187 - - 200,000 - 5,295,247 69% 2,330,500 31% 7,625,747 

O 1.1.1: Regional risk reduction and disposal 

strategy 
144,220 4,492,274 - - 200,000 - 4,836,494 96% 171,375 4% 5,007,869 

O 1.1.2: Safeguarding, centralization and 

destruction of obsolete pesticides and PCBs 
426,840 31,912 - - - - 458,753 18% 2,159,125 82% 2,617,878 

Component 2: Technology transfer of 

methodologies for identification and 

remediation of contaminated sites 

- 1,422,899 - - - - 1,422,899 78% 398,300 22% 1,821,199 

O 2.1.1: Capacity building of national 

authorities in remediation of contaminated sites 
- 1,187,593 - - - - 1,187,593 89% 150,200 11% 1,337,793 

O 2.1.2: Remediation strategies and 

environmental management plans for pilot sites 
- 210,306 - - - - 210,306 68% 99,300 32% 309,606 

O 2.1.3: Demonstration of remediation 

strategies for pilot sites 
- 25,000 - - - - 25,000 14% 148,800 86% 173,800 

Component 3: Development of systems for 

the management of empty containers 
158,600 1,142,554 - - - - 1,301,154 76% 400,250 24% 1,701,404 

O 3.1.1: Pesticide container management 

options identified 
78,600 946,082 - - - - 1,024,682 87% 157,001 13% 1,181,683 

O 3.1.2: Container management  networks 

established 
80,000 196,471 - - - - 276,471 53% 243,250 47% 519,721 
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Component/output FAO 

All 

govern-

ments 

IICA CARDI 
CAHFS

A 

Universit

y of the 

West 

Indies 

Total Co-

financing 

% Co-

financi

ng 

GEF % GEF Total 

Component 4:  Strengthening the regulatory 

framework and institutional capacity for 

sound management of pesticides 

484,625 4,026,365 500,000 - - - 5,010,990 95% 286,340 5% 5,297,330 

O 4.1.1: Model harmonized regulations 

provided to countries 
46,235 1,495,423 500,000 - - - 2,041,658 97% 58,480 3% 2,100,138 

O 4.1.2:  Regional harmonized pesticide 

registration mechanism 
366,390 588,384 - - - - 954,774 91% 94,880 9% 1,049,654 

O 4.1.3: Common system for inspection and 

control of imported pesticides 
72,000 1,817,208 - - - - 1,889,208 95% 102,680 5% 1,991,888 

O 4.1.4: Sustainable financing for regional 

pesticide lifecycle management 
- 125,350 - - - - 125,350 81% 30,300 19% 155,650 

Component 5: Promotion of alternatives to 

chemical pesticides 
3,412,582 5,829,677 1,750,000 591,242 - 200,000 11,783,501 97% 425,061 3% 12,208,562 

O 5.1.1 :  Regional HHP use and risk reduction 

plan 
1,967,582 2,065,011 1,750,000 - - - 5,782,593 98% 114,520 2% 5,897,113 

O 5.1.2:  Field demonstration of alternatives to 

HHP 
- 3,670,129 - 591,242 - 200,000 4,461,371 96% 196,901 4% 4,658,272 

O 5.1.3:  Promotion of IPM 1,445,000 94,537 - - - - 1,539,537 93% 113,640 7% 1,653,177 

Component 6:  Monitoring and evaluations 23,500 990,705 - - - - 1,014,205 77% 299,825 23% 1,314,030 

O 6.1.1 :  Project monitoring system 23,500 950,705 - - - - 974,205 86% 154,325 14% 1,128,530 

O 6.1.2: Mid term and final evaluations 

conducted  
20,000 - - - - 20,000 13% 140,000 88% 160,000 

O 6.1.3: Dissemination of project lessons 

learned  
20,000 - - - - 20,000 78% 5,500 22% 25,500 

Project Management 540,742 - - - - - 540,742 71% 217,224 29% 757,966 

Total Project 5,191,109 17,936,388 2,250,000 591,242 200,000 200,000 26,368,739 86% 4,357,500 14% 30,726,239 
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Table 4.2: Source and type of confirmed co-financing 

Sources of Co-financing  Name of Co-financier (source) 

Type of Co-

financing 

Co-financing 

Amount ($)  

UN Agency Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations Cash 
5,191,109 

National government Government of Antigua In-kind 
2,000,000 

National government Government of Barbados In-kind 
837,594 

National government Govermnent of Dominica In-kind 
621,151 

National government Government of the Dominican Republic In-kind 
857,944 

National government Government of Guyana In-kind 
2,250,000 

National government Government of Jamaica In-kind 
3,026,000 

National government Government of St Kitts and Nevis In-kind 
1,267,537 

National government Government of St Lucia In-kind 
4,651,419 

National government Government of Saint Vincent and the Grenadines In-kind 
330,246 

National government Government of Suriname In-kind 
909,987 

National government Government of Trinidad and Tobago In-kind 
1,184,510 

Research Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA) In-kind 
2,250,000 

Research Caribbean Agricultural Research and Development Institute In-kind 
591,242 

Research Caribbean Agricultural Health and Food Safety Agency In-kind 
200,000 

Research University of the West Indies In-kind 
200,000 

Total Co-financing 26,368,739 
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4.3.2. GEF inputs 

The largest proportion of GEF funds (USD 2,728,800) are allocated to the safe disposal of POPs and 

highly hazardous pesticides and the remediation of contaminated sites (Components 1 and 2). To 

support the sustainability of the project’s key results and prevent future accumulation of POPs and 

obsolete pesticides, GEF funds are also allocated to support development of a sustainable container 

management pilot project in at least two participating countries (USD 400,251. Component 3); 

building the capacity for pesticide management throughout the whole life cycle (USD 286,340) under 

Component 4; and promoting less toxic alternatives (USD 425,061) under Component 5. GEF 

resources are also allocated to support Monitoring and Evaluation (USD 299,825) under Component 6 

of the project and project management (USD 217,224). 

4.3.3. Government inputs 

The participating governments will provide cash and in-kind co-financing in the form of: 

 the preparation and facilitation of all paper work required under the Basel Convention for 

transboundary movement of hazardous wastes;  

 the provision of national teams for the preparation of the EA and EMPs and the supervision of 

disposal, including facilitating access to all the sites where obsolete pesticides stocks are 

located;  

 During the safeguarding exercise, provide in-country transportation for personnel on the 

safeguarding team; Equipment and materials; Transportation of the repackaged obsolete 

pesticides stocks to a selected, centralized appropriate location to await removal from the 

country; In some cases, lifting equipment (e.g. a forklift) may be required. 

 To facilitate the safeguarding exercise, assist with in-country logistics for: Organization (but 

not payment for) accommodation of personnel near the work site(s); Safe storage of 

safeguarding equipment and materials (which will arrive in-country before the safeguarding 

teams) at the stores; Provision of a qualified paramedic nurse to be present on site during all 

pesticide repackaging operations; Security for the safeguarding team 

 a national team for sites remediation;  

 contribution to the container management infrastructure and operation including the provision 

of transport and intermediate and final collection centres for processing empty pesticides 

containers; 

 Government staff time, particularly for the National Coordinators and National Focal Points, 

as well as the field teams mentioned above; 

 Operational costs of pesticide legislation enforcement and control. 

 Facilitate the duties and tax free temporary import and export of the materials and equipment 

that will be needed for the safeguarding exercise, including providing a name, address and 

telephone number / email address of the official consignee,  and, any special instructions that 

may need to be followed; 

 Facilitate the liaison with national pesticides regulatory authorities and other stakeholders; 

 

The government will host the PSMS system and ensure its ongoing maintenance and availability of 

up-to-date information on registered and banned pesticides. The governments will contribute to the 

promotion of alternatives to hazardous pesticides through ministries of agriculture in the form of in-

kind staff time. In addition, governments will provide in-kind co-financing to support project 

management including office space for the National Project Management Teams and M&E through 

the NPMT National Focal Points.  

4.3.4. FAO inputs 

FAO is providing a significant amount of cash and in-kind co-finance through a number of FAO-

managed projects (see Section 1.2.b), as well as FAO Regular Programme contributions of staff time 

and expertise delivered through FAO Representations. The total estimated contribution is around 

$5,191,109 over the four years.  
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4.3.5. Other co-financiers inputs1 

The remaining co-finance will be provided by CAHFSA, IICA and CARDI as described in section 

1.2.b. 

4.3.6. FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT AND REPORTING ON GEF RESOURCES  

Financial management and reporting in relation to the GEF resources will be carried out in accordance 

with FAO’s rules and procedures and the Financial Procedures Agreement between FAO and the GEF 

Trustee. In accordance with the project budget, FAO will carry out the operations for disbursement, 

procurement and contracting for a total of USD 4,357,500 of GEF resources. FAO will maintain a 

separate account in US dollars for the GEF resources of the project, showing all income and 

expenditure. 

Financial reports 

FAO SLC as the BH, supported by Operations and Administrative Officer, will prepare six-monthly 

statements of expenditures of GEF resources to the PC, NCs and PSC within ten working days from 

the end of each semester, i.e. before 10 July and 10 January. FAO shall prepare the following financial 

reports on the use of GEF resources using FAO’s FPMIS analysis: 

• Details of Project expenditures on an output-by-output basis, reported in line with Project 

budget codes as set out in the project budget included in the Project Document Appendix 3, as 

at 30 June and 31 December each year. 

• An annual budget revision in accordance with the expenses incurred and the AWP/B approved 

by the PSC. The revision shall be prepared in accordance with FAO guidelines, standards and 

procedures and shall be cleared by the LTO and the BH and approved by the GEF 

Coordination Unit. 

• A final statement of account in line with the project budget, included in the Project Document 

appendix 3, reflecting actual final expenditures under the GEF component of the Project, 

when all obligations have been liquidated. 

 

Financial reports for submission to the donor (GEF) will be prepared in accordance with the 

provisions in the Financial Procedures Agreement with the GEF Trustee and submitted by FAO’s 

Finance Division. 

Responsibility for cost overruns 

The BH will be responsible for the use of GEF funds in strict compliance with this Project Document. 

The BH will be authorized to make variations not exceeding 20 per cent on any total output budget 

line or any cost category line of the project budget, provided that the total allocated for the specific 

budgeted project component is not exceeded and the reallocation of funds does not have an impact the 

achievement of any project outputs. Any variations exceeding 20 per cent on any total output budget 

line or any cost category line, that may be necessary for the proper and successful implementation of 

the project, shall be subject to prior consultations with, and approval by the GEF Coordination Unit, to 

confirm the budget revision will not impact on the overall design and scope of the project (including 

an impact on the achievement of project outputs and outcomes). If this cannot be confirmed, the GEF 

Coordination Unit shall consult with the GEF Secretariat prior to the eventual adoption of the budget 

revision. Under no circumstances can spending higher than that approved by GEF take place. Cost 

overruns (expenditure in excess of the budgeted amount) will be the sole responsibility of the budget 

holder.  

                                                           
 

1 Please also see section 1.2 b)  
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Audit 

Project GEF resources will be subject to the internal and external auditing procedures provided for in 

FAO financial regulations, rules and directives and in keeping with the Financial Procedures 

Agreement between the GEF Trustee and FAO. 

The audit regime at FAO consists of an external audit provided by the Auditor-General (or persons 

exercising an equivalent function) of a member nation appointed by the governing bodies of the 

Organization and reporting directly to them, and an internal audit function headed by the Inspector-

General who reports directly to the Director-General. This function operates as an integral part of the 

Organization under policies established by senior management, and furthermore has a reporting line to 

the governing bodies. Both functions are required under the Basic Texts of FAO, which establish a 

framework for the TOR of each. Internal audits of imprest accounts, records, bank reconciliation and 

asset verification take place at FAO field and liaison offices on a cyclical basis. 

 

4.4. PROCUREMENT 

Careful procurement planning is necessary for securing goods, services and works in a timely manner, 

on a “Best Value for Money” basis, and in accordance with FAO’s Rules and Regulations O. It 

requires an analysis of needs and constraints, including forecast of the reasonable timeframe required 

to execute the procurement process. Procurement and delivery of inputs in technical cooperation 

projects follow FAO’s Rules and Regulations for the procurement of supplies, equipment and services 

(i.e. Manual Sections 502 and 507). Manual Section 502: “Procurement of Goods, Works and 

Services” establishes the principles and procedures that apply to procurement of all goods, works and 

services on behalf of the Organization, in all offices and in all locations, with the exception of the 

procurement actions described in Appendix A – Procurement Not Governed by Manual Section 502. 

Manual Section 507 establishes the principles and rules that govern the use of Letters of Agreement 

(LoA) by FAO for the timely acquisition of services from eligible entities in a transparent and 

impartial manner, taking into consideration economy and efficiency to achieve an optimum 

combination of expected whole life costs and benefits (“Best Value for Money”). 

As per the guidance in FAO’s Project Cycle Guide, the BH will prepare an annual procurement plan 

for major items which will be the basis of requests for procurement actions during implementation. 

The first procurement plan will be prepared at the time of project inception (Appendix 5). The plan 

will include a description of the goods, works, or services to be procured, estimated budget and source 

of funding, schedule of procurement activities and proposed method of procurement. In situations 

where exact information is not yet available, the procurement plan should at least contain reasonable 

projections that will be corrected as information becomes available 

4.5. MONITORING AND REPORTING 

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) of progress in achieving project results and objectives will be done 

based on the targets and indicators established in the project Results Matrix (Appendix 1) and in 

accordance with the descriptions of Components 1-5 in sections 2.3. Component 4 contains the 

activities related to M&E and, within this framework, the project’s M&E plan has been budgeted at 

USD 294,325 (see table 4.3 below). Monitoring and evaluation activities will follow FAO and GEF 

monitoring and evaluation policies and guidelines. The monitoring and evaluation system will also 

facilitate learning and mainstreaming of project outcomes and lessons learned in sound pesticide 

lifecycle management. 

4.5.1. Oversight and monitoring responsibilities 

Project oversight will be carried out by the PSC and FAO. Project oversight will be facilitated by: (i) 

documenting project transactions and progress in meeting its outcomes through traceability of related 

documents throughout the implementation of the project; (ii) ensuring that the project is implemented 

within the planned activities applying established standards and guidelines; (iii) continuous 

identification and monitoring of project risks and risk mitigation strategies; and (iv) ensuring project 

outputs are produced in accordance with the project results framework and work plan. At any time 
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during project execution, under-performing components may be required to undergo additional 

assessments, implementation changes to improve performance or be halted until remedies have been 

identified and implemented. 

Project revisions  

The following types of revisions may be made to this project document with no-objection from the 

PSC and the approval of FAO GEF Coordination Unit in consultation with the LTO, LTU and BH:  

 Minor revisions that do not involve significant changes in the immediate objectives, outputs or 

activities of the project, but are caused by the rearrangement of inputs already agreed to or by 

cost increases due to inflation. These minor amendments could include, inter alia, changes in 

the specification of project outputs that do not have significant impact on the project 

outcomes, objectives or scope, changes in the work plan or specific implementation targets or 

dates or renaming of implementing entities, not affecting the project’s scope. 

 Revisions in, or addition of, any of the annexes of the project document , not affecting the 

achievement of the project’s outcomes, objectives or scope.  

 Mandatory annual revisions which rephase the delivery of agreed project inputs and outputs or 

take into account expenditure flexibility. 

All minor revisions shall be reported in six-monthly project progress reports and the annual Project 

Implementation Reviews (PIRs) submitted by FAO to the GEF Secretariat and Evaluation Office. 

Monitoring responsibilities 

The monitoring and evaluation tasks and responsibilities, described in the summery of the Project 

Monitoring Plan (table 4.3 below) will be achieved through: (i) day-to-day monitoring and supervision 

of project progress (RC and NCs); (ii) technical monitoring of the indicators on the status of 

implementing: EMPs and disposal plans for obsolete pesticides, EMPs and reduction in contamination 

levels in contaminated sites, national empty container management systems, harmonized pesticide 

registration and control, and alternatives to HHPs (PC and NCs); (iii) the implementation of 

monitoring plans for adoption of rinsing and other empty container management practices and 

alternatives to HHPs by farmers and other local stakeholders in specific project intervention areas 

(NCs as well as farmers and other stakeholders through participatory monitoring); (iv) mid-term and 

final evaluations (independent consultants and FAO Evaluation Office); and (iv) continual oversight, 

monitoring and supervisory missions (PC and FAO).  

At the initiation of implementation of the GEF Project, the RC will set up a project progress 

monitoring system coordinated with subsystems, as appropriate, in each participating country. 

Participatory mechanisms and methodologies for systematic data collection and recording will be 

developed in support of the monitoring and evaluation of achievement of outcome and output 

indicators. During the inception workshop (see section 4.5.3 below), M&E related tasks to be 

addressed will include: (i) presentation and clarification (if needed) of the project’s Results 

Framework with all project stakeholders; (ii) review of the M&E indicators and their baseline and 

identification of immediate actions to be taken to collect eventual missing baseline information; (iii) 

drafting the required clauses to include in consultants’ contracts to ensure they complete their M&E 

reporting functions (if relevant); and (iv) clarification of distribution of M&E tasks among the 

project’s different stakeholders. One of the main outputs of the inception workshop will be a detailed 

monitoring plan agreed to by all stakeholders based on the preliminary M&E plan summary presented 

in section 4.5.4 below. 

The day-to-day monitoring of the project implementation will be the responsibility of the Project 

Coordinator and NCs and driven by the preparation and implementation of annual work plans and 

budgets (AWP/B) and followed up through six-monthly project progress reports (PPRs). The 

preparation of the AWP/B and six-monthly PPRs will represent the product of a unified planning 

process between main project partners including farmers in particular regarding component 3 on 

empty container management and 5 on alternatives to HHPs. As tools for results-based-management 

(RBM), the AWP/B will identify actions proposed for the coming project year and provide the 

necessary details on output targets to be achieved and related activities to monitor these targets.  PPRs 
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will report on the monitoring of the implementation of actions and the achievement of output targets. 

An annual project progress review and planning meeting should be organized by the Project 

Management Team with the participation of representatives from key executing partners prior to the 

Project Steering Committee Meeting. The AWP/B and PPRs will be submitted to the PSC for approval 

(AWP/B) and Review (PPRs) and to FAO for approval. The AWP/B will be developed in a manner 

consistent with the project’s Results Framework (Appendix 1) to ensure adequate fulfillment and 

monitoring of project outputs and outcomes. 

4.5.2. Indicators and information sources 

To monitor project outputs and outcomes including contributions to global environmental and human 

benefits specific indicators have been developed in the Results Framework (see Appendix 1).  The 

framework’s indicators and means of verification will be applied to monitor both project performance 

and impact.  Following FAO’s monitoring procedures and progress reporting formats, data collected 

will be of sufficient detail to be able to track specific outputs and outcomes and flag project risks early 

on. Output target indicators will be monitored on a six-monthly basis and outcome target indicators 

will be monitored on an annual basis if possible or as part of the mid-term and final evaluations. 

Project output and outcome indicators have been designed to monitor impacts on health and 

environmental risk reduction and progress building capacities for sound pesticide management 

throughout the entire lifecycle in the region. 

Indicators for impacts on health and environmental risk reduction will monitor: 

a) Tonnes of hazardous wastes including POPs and other pesticides and PCBs destroyed in an 

environmentally sound manner  

b) % reduction in contamination levels in high priority sites where remediation has started 

c) % of farmers triple rinse containers at the end of their life (measured through farmer surveys 

in target areas) 

d) Reduction in registration and use of HHP and chemical pesticides by farmers and home 

gardeners  

 

Indicators on capacity building will monitor: 

a) Number of staff trained and with field experience of safeguarding obsolete wastes  

b) Number of staff trained and their capacities demonstrated in identification and implementation 

of strategies for remediation of pesticides and POPs contaminated soils 

c) Guidance manual and number of shared case studies for remediation of contaminated sites 

shared 

d) Number of stakeholder networks for safe management of empty pesticide containers 

established 

e) Number of countries adopting new and harmonized regulations for pesticide registration and 

control and number of regional registration recommendations voluntarily adopted by national 

registration bodies 

f) Number of pesticide registrars trained and capacity improved 

g) Number of field trials or demonstrations showing equal or increased yields in field testing of 

alternatives to HHPs 

h) Increased awareness on IPM 

 

Monitoring information sources will be evidence of outputs (reports, websites, farmer surveys, lists of 

participants in training activities, manuals etc.). To assess and confirm the congruence of outcomes 

with project objectives, physical inspection and/or surveying of activity sites and participants will be 

carried out. This latter task would often be undertaken by the Project Coordinator supported by the 

FAO LTO and LTU. 
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Data collected from the pilots on participation in the container management system, on knowledge, 

attitudes and practices (KAP) and knowledge and opinions on alternative approaches to pest control, 

will be important inputs for the relevant indicators in the Results Framework. 

4.5.3. Reports and their schedule 

Specific reports that will be prepared under the M&E program are: project inception report; Annual 

Work Plan and Budget (AWP/B); Project Progress Reports (PPRs); annual project implementation 

review (PIR); technical reports; co-financing reports; and a terminal report. In addition, assessment of 

the GEF POPs tracking tool against the baseline will be required at mid-term and final evaluation. 

Project Inception Report: After FAO approval of the project and signature of the FAO/Government 

Cooperative Programme (GCP) Agreement, the project will be initiated within a six month inception 

period.  An inception workshop will be held, and immediately after the workshop, the Project 

Coordinator will prepare a project inception report in consultation with the FAO LTO. The report will 

include a narrative on the institutional roles and responsibilities and coordinating action of project 

partners, progress to date on project establishment and start-up activities and an update of any changed 

external conditions that may affect project implementation. It will also include a detailed First Year 

Annual Work Plan and Budget (AWP/B) and a supervision plan with all monitoring and supervision 

requirements based on the summary presented in table 4.3 below. The draft report will be circulated to 

FAO and the PSC for review and comments before its finalization no later than six months after 

project start up. The report shall be cleared by the FAO BH (FAO-SLC), LTO, LTU and the GEF 

Coordination Unit and uploaded in FPMIS by the BH. 

Annual Work Plan and Budget (AWP/B): The draft of the first AWP/B will be prepared by the PC 

in consultation with the FAO Project Task Force and be reviewed at the project Inception Workshop 

with NCs and PSC members. The inputs provided during the inception workshop will be incorporated 

and the PC will submit a final draft AWP/B to the BH. In subsequent years, the Project Coordinator 

will submit the draft AWP/B to the FAO BH (who will circulate it to the Project Task Force) and NCs 

no later than 10 January. When comments have been incorporated, the final AWP/B will be submitted 

to the FAO BH and LTO for final clearance and subsequently to the PSC for approval. The AWP/B 

must be linked to the project’s Results Framework indicators so that the project’s work is contributing 

to the achievement of the indicators. The AWP/B should include detailed activities, divided into 

monthly timeframes, to be implemented by project output and targets and milestones dates for output 

indicators to be achieved during the year. A detailed project budget for the activities to be 

implemented during the year should also be included together with all monitoring and supervision 

activities required during the year. The AWP/B approved by the PSC should be uploaded in FPMIS by 

the BH.  

Project Progress Reports: The Project Coordinator will prepare a semi-annual Project Progress 

Report (PPR) with inputs from progress reports from NCs and based on the systematic monitoring of 

output and outcome indicators identified in the project’s Results Matrix (Appendix 1). The purpose of 

the PPR is to identify constraints, problems or bottlenecks that impede timely implementation, and to 

take appropriate remedial action in relation to any project risks in a timely manner. The report will 

contain the following: (i) an account of actual implementation of project activities compared to those 

scheduled in the AWP/B; (ii) an account of the achievement of outputs and progress towards 

achieving project objectives and outcomes (based on the indicators contained in the results 

framework); (iii) identification of any problems and constraints (technical, human, financial, etc.) 

encountered in project implementation and the reasons for these constraints; (iv) clear 

recommendations for corrective actions in addressing key problems and managing risks resulting in 

lack of progress in achieving results; (v) a revised work plan for the final six months of the project 

year. The report will also include an estimate of co-financing received from all co-financing partners. 

The PPR will be submitted by the Project Coordinator to the FAO BH and LTO no later than 10 July 

(covering the period January through June) and 10 January (covering the period July through 

December). The BH and LTO will review the PPR and circulate it to the FAO Project Task Force, the 

PSC and GEF Coordination Unit for eventual comments. When comments have been duly 
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incorporated, the RC will re-submit the PPR to the LTO for final approval and to the PSC and the 

FAO project task force for information before the BH uploads it in FPMIS.  

Project Implementation Review: The LTO supported by the LTU and BH, with inputs from the 

Project Coordinator will prepare an annual Project Implementation Review (PIR) covering the period 

July (the previous year) through June (current year). The PIR shall be submitted to the GEF 

Coordination Unit in TCI for review and approval no later than 15 July. The GEF Coordination Unit 

will clear and upload the final PIR in FPMIS and submit it to the GEF Secretariat and Evaluation 

Office as part of the Annual Monitoring Review report of the FAO-GEF portfolio. The BH will, via 

the FAO Representations in participating countries, send the final PIR to the government GEF Focal 

Points for information. The GEF Coordination Unit will provide the updated format when the first PIR 

is due. 

Technical Reports: Technical reports will be prepared as part of project outputs and to document and 

share project outcomes and lessons learned. The drafts of any technical reports must be submitted by 

the Project Coordinator to the FAO BH in SLC who will share it with the LTO. The LTO will be 

responsible for ensuring appropriate technical review and clearance of the said report prior to 

finalization and publication. Copies of the technical reports will be distributed to the Project Steering 

Committee and other project partners as appropriate. These will be posted on the FAO FPMIS by the 

BH.  

Co-financing Reports: The Project Coordinator, with support from NCs, will be responsible for 

collecting the required information and reporting on in-kind and cash co-financing provided by all co-

financing partners included in table 4.2 above as well as other partners not foreseen at the time of 

project design. The report, which covers the period 1 July through 30 June, is to be submitted on or 

before 10 July to the FAO BH and will be incorporated into the annual PIR. The format and tables for 

reporting on co-financing can be found in the PIR. 

GEF-5 CHEM Tracking Tool: Following the GEF policies and procedures, the tracking tools for 

CHEM will be submitted at three moments: (i) with the project document at CEO endorsement; (ii) at 

project mid-term evaluation; and (iii) at final evaluation. At project mid-term and end, the tracking 
tool should be completed by Project Coordinator with support from the LTO and in close consultation 

with NCs. 

Terminal Report: Within two months of the project completion date, the Project Coordinator will 

submit to FAO a draft Terminal Report, which the BH will circulate to the project Task Force. The 

main purpose of the Terminal Report is to give guidance at ministerial or senior government level on the 

policy decisions required for the follow-up of the project, and to provide the donor with information on 

how the funds were utilized. The Terminal Report is accordingly a concise account of the main products, 

results, conclusions and recommendations of the project, without unnecessary background, narrative or 

technical details. The target readership consists of persons who are not necessarily technical specialists but 

who need to understand the policy implications of technical findings and needs for ensuring sustainability 

of project results. Work is assessed, lessons learned are summarized, and recommendations are expressed 

in terms of further harmonization of pesticide registration and control in the region and continued work on 

management of empty pesticides containers and obsolete pesticides, prioritizing and remediating 

contaminated sites and promoting IPM substituting HHPs and reducing the use of chemical pesticides in 

the region. This report will specifically include the findings of the final review/evaluation. A final 

project review meeting should be held to discuss the draft Terminal Report before it is finalized by the 

PC and approved by the FAO LTO and the FAO GEF Coordination Unit. 

4.5.4. Monitoring and evaluation plan summary 

The monitoring and evaluation plan is summarized below.  

Table 4.3: Summary of main monitoring and evaluation activities 
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Type of monitoring and 

evaluation activity Responsible parties  Time frame   Budget  

Inception Workshop PC and FAO (BH with the 

support of the LTO/LTU and 

the GEF Coordination Unit) 

Within two months 

after the project has 

become operational. 

USD 40 000. FAO costs 

covered by GEF agency fee. 

Inception report PC and BH approved by the 

LTO and the GEF 

Coordination Unit 

Immediately after the 

inception workshop. 

USD 5 000 

Establishment of 

monitoring and evaluation 

system, including staff 

training   

PC During the first six 

months of project 

implementation  

USD 7 500 

Supervision 

visits/missions and 

validation of project 

progress reported and 

rated in PPRs and PIRs 

PC and LTO/LTU (and FAO 

GEF Coordination Unit as 

needed) 

Annual or as 

required. 

The visits of the FAO LTO 

and the GEF Coordination 

Unit will be paid by GEF 

agency fee. The visits of the 

PC will be paid from the 

project travel budget 

Impact monitoring “in the 

field” 

NCs and other national 

project participants  

Continuously Financed by co-financing in 

terms of time of the NCs 

and local stakeholders 

participating in project 

activities 

Project progress reports 

(PPR) 

PC with inputs from NCs 

and other partners 

Six- monthly USD 11 000  

Project Implementation 

Review (PIR)  

FAO LTO with inputs from 

PC, BH and LTU. Cleared 

and submitted by the FAO 

GEF Coordination Unit to 

the GEF Secretariat. Final 

report also submitted to the 

PSC and the GEF 

Operational Focal Point. 

Annually. Covered by the GEF agency 

fee. 

Reports on co-financing  PC with inputs from NCs Six monthly and 

annually as part of 

PPR and PIR.   

USD 7 500 

PSC meetings for project 

planning and monitoring. 

(Year 4 is also Terminal 

Workshop) 

PC, PSC Chair, FAO BH, 

LTO and LTU as needed 

At least once a year USD 38 325 

Mid- term evaluation  External consultants and 

FAO Office of Evaluation 

(OEDD) in consultation with 

the project team 

At mid-point of 

project 

implementation. 

USD 70 000 for external 

consultants. FAO staff time 

paid through the GEF 

agency fee.  

Final evaluation  External consultants and 

FAO Office of Evaluation 

(OEDD) in consultation with 

the project team 

At the end of project 

implementation 

USD 70 000 for external 

consultants. FAO staff time 

paid through the GEF 

agency fee. 

Terminal Workshop FAO LTU, PC, CGPC At the end of project 

implementation. 

USD 40,000 

Terminal report  PC with inputs from NCs 

and supported by FAO (BH, 

LTO, GEF Coordination 

Unit, TCSR Report Unit) 

At least two months 

before the end of the 

Project 

USD 5 000 

  Total USD 294 325 
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4.6. PROVISION FOR EVALUATIONS 

Twenty-six months after the project becomes operational an independent Mid-Term Evaluation (MTE) 

will be undertaken by consultants and under the overall responsibility of the FAO Evaluation Office 

(OED). The objective of the MTE is to evaluate progress and effectiveness of implementation in terms 

of achieving the project objectives, outcomes and outputs. Findings and recommendations of this 

evaluation will be instrumental for bringing improvement in the overall project design and execution 

strategy for the remaining period of the project’s term. FAO will arrange for the MTE in consultation 

with the project partners. The evaluation will, inter alia: 

(i) review the effectiveness, efficiency and timeliness of project implementation; 

(ii) analyze effectiveness of partnership arrangements; 

(iii) identify issues requiring decisions and remedial actions; 

(iv) propose any mid-course corrections and/or adjustments to the implementation strategy as 

necessary; and 

(v) highlight technical achievements and lessons learned derived from project design, 

implementation and management. 

An independent Final Evaluation (FE) will be carried out three months prior to the terminal review 

meeting of the project partners. Under the overall responsibility and guidance of FAO’s Office of 

Evaluation, the FE will aim to identify the project impacts and sustainability of project results and the 

degree of achievement of long-term results. This evaluation will also have the purpose of indicating 

future actions needed to sustain project results, mainstream and upscale its products and practices 

within the region and other regions with similar conditions, and disseminate information to pesticide 

management authorities to ensure continuity of the processes initiated by the project.  

Some of the critical elements that the MTE and FE must pay special attention to are the following: 

a) The degree of participation of men and women in project activities and the degree to 

which the two gender groups are benefitting from capacity building in IPM and sound 

container management, etc. and other benefits provided by the project; 

b) The level of experience sharing among and buy in from pesticide regulators and 

higher level decision makers to the harmonized registration and control at the regional 

level and funding sources to support this work are identified; 

c) The degree to which the project has a facilitating impact on the further mainstreaming 

and up-scaling of good practices for container management including triple rinsing 

and IPM in agriculture development programmes;  

d) The level of further adoption by the countries of tools and strategies for identification, 

characterization and remediation of pesticide and POPs-contaminated soil provided 

and demonstrated by the project. 

e) The extent to which the supporting pesticide management activities are having any 

effect on reducing or preventing the generation of new stocks of obsolete pesticides, 

and in which sectors such new stockpiles may be a continuing issue 

4.7. COMMUNICATION AND VISIBILITY  

The project includes communication activities throughout all the components, in order to facilitate 

more specific communication objectives and activities explicitly linked with knowledge, attitude and 

behavioural changes (e.g. accessing obsolete pesticide stores, participating in the container 

management scheme, improving pesticide handling practices and adopting IPM). The communication 

activities will particularly target women, youth and small farmers to encourage participation in the 

container collection scheme, adoption of HHP alternatives, informing rural populations about the 

dangers and risks associated with pesticide use, as well as the availability of alternatives.  

Specific monitoring indicators will allow the project to monitor the impact of the communication 

activities. Each component or pilot project will develop a communications strategy that will identify 

the main target groups, messages and appropriate delivery mechanisms, including budget. These 

activities (which appear under separate components in the results-based budget) will all be coordinated 

through the Communications Consultant (see detailed ToR in Appendix 6), who will also provide 
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support and advice to national NGOs to design and execute communications campaigns with 

behavioural change objectives, and in monitoring such changes and linking them to the project M&E 

plan.  

In addition to public and grassroots communications efforts, the project will also require effective and 

sustained communication with diverse stakeholders in order to progress project activities and ensure 

buy-in; key examples are the private sector in relation to the long term sustainability of the container 

management scheme; and national decision makers in relation to review of regulations and registration 

systems and review of the cost status of pesticide management. CGPC members will coordinate all 

communication activities for their country, with guidance and additional inputs for these efforts from 

the communications experts and PC explicitly included in project communication strategy. 

All project communications will be in line with the GEF Communications and Visibility Policy in 

order to give adequate publicity to the action being implemented as well as to the support from the 

GEF. This will be explicitly included in the National Coordinator terms of reference, as well as all 

other consultants or partners with a role in communications (including developing the project 

communication strategy, and communications aspects of Components 3 and 5 in particular). The 

Policy and guidelines documents will be provided to all relevant partners.  

FAO serves as a knowledge network, and is respected for the information and communications 

generated to inform agricultural and natural resource management and development. FAOs websites 

have amongst the highest traffic in the United Nations systems, with other one million visits per 

month; activities in the area of pesticide risk reduction group are primarily communicated through 

http://www.fao.org/agriculture/pesticides/en/. The communication plan and activities will be aligned 

with FAO’s corporate communication strategy.  

 

  

http://www.fao.org/agriculture/pesticides/en/
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SECTION 5: SUSTAINABILITY OF RESULTS  

5.1. SOCIAL SUSTAINABILITY  

The project is expected to generate community health benefits through decreased exposure to highly 

hazardous pesticides, by: removing sources of these chemicals from stockpiles and contaminated sites; 

removing contaminated containers from communities; promoting and encouraging availability and 

uptake of non-toxic alternatives; and enhancing the quality of products through better control of 

pesticides in their life cycle, ultimately reducing pesticide residues. By promoting alternatives to 

chemical pesticides, the project will help producers reduce their reliance on credit and expensive 

inputs, contributing to increased profits from production. Currently the direct and indirect costs 

incurred in pesticide mismanagement through pesticide poisoning, medical expenses and loss of 

capacity to work are significant – for example, estimated annual cost of $4.4bn in sub-Saharan Africa1. 

Although equivalent data are not available for the Caribbean , reduction of these impacts of pesticide 

mismanagement will without doubt also result in indirect economic benefits to both victims and the 

public health system, as well as the direct improvements in farm incomes.  

The Caribbean region has a particularly high proportion of youth (aged 15-24), making up 20% of the 

total population. The project will explicitly target youth and women through the communications 

activities, and ensure that they are represented in all project component activities through partnerships 

with civil society organizations in training and awareness-raising activities. Women and youth may 

produce food for family consumption and may in some cases be using pesticides intended for other 

crops, not in accordance with the intended uses and conditions, exposing themselves and their families 

to high levels of inappropriate residues. When developing communication strategies, the project will 

conduct KAP surveys to identify the specific differences in the roles of women and men in the crop 

cycle and related pesticide uses and exposures, in order to understand the most appropriate messages 

to select. These insights will also guide other specific component activities and approaches including 

the priorities for container management or alternatives to HHPs.  By improving the pesticide 

registration, labelling and packaging requirements, the project will improve risk communication to all 

pesticide users, but ensure that vulnerable groups are explicitly considered in registration decision 

making. 

5.2. ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 

Project activities related to environmental sustainability include the removal of key source 

contaminants from the environment: obsolete pesticide stocks including POPs; empty pesticides 

containers; and heavily contaminated sites. Project benefits related to environmental sustainability 

include the safe disposal and safeguarding of emergency stocks of POPs and other obsolete pesticides 

posing high risk to human health and environment, which are currently stored in substandard 

conditions. These pesticides will be repackaged, transported, and destroyed in an environmentally-

sound manner, in compliance with Stockholm Convention and the Basel Convention on the 

Transboundary Movement of Hazardous Wastes, thereby mitigating the risk that they will be released 

to the receiving environment during the clean-up process.   

The contaminated land remediation activities will remove the contamination source, and prevent any 

further leaching into the environment including groundwater sources. To promote sustainability of 

these activities, local technical staff will be trained in the safeguarding of obsolete stocks, 

investigation and remediation of sites, ensuring they have the knowledge to safeguard any further 

chemicals identified, and remediate any additional sites deemed to be priority.  

These benefits are consistent with GEF objectives and the Millennium Development Goals. 

                                                           
 

1 UNEP 2013, The cost of inaction 
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5.3. FINANCIAL AND ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY 

This project will promote alternatives to conventional chemical pesticides with a focus on 

documenting and reporting evidence for social and cost benefits of adopting alternative strategies, 

through the KAP surveys which will accompany the IPM component 5. Through this approach a 

sustainable farming system will be promoted, with a sustainable yield, using fewer inputs including 

pesticides and chemical fertilizers, and contributing to the financial and economic sustainability of 

farmers. Further, to reduce demand for POPs and highly hazardous pesticides, the project will 

research, pilot and promote viable alternatives for key crops, in an effort to drive long-term uptake of 

such non-toxic alternatives. The routine use of IPM also brings important cost reductions to farmers.  

Component 4 on regional pesticide management includes an output on identifying and promoting 

sustainable financing for regional and national regulatory activity. This work will gather data on the 

full costs of pesticide use and regulation in the region for the first time, and access global research 

findings and methods, taking advantage of the recent UNEP work on the costs of inaction and cost 

recovery for chemicals and pesticide management, to encourage an improvement in post registration 

capacity. The development of regional registration and cooperation between customs and inspectors 

should bring cost savings to individual National Authorities, as well as quality improvements, and 

such savings can supplement other sources of finance to expand pesticide management in a sustainable 

manner.  

5.4. SUSTAINABILITY OF CAPACITIES DEVELOPED  

This project aims to build sustainable capacity in regional institutions to implement MEAs and 

facilitate effective pesticide management throughout the life cycle. Several elements have been 

incorporated into the project design to ensure capacities are developed to lead to the continuity of 

project-initiated activities. These include: a focus on strengthening national institutional capacity and 

pesticide management skills; the cooperation with national stakeholders and NGO representatives to 

promote alternatives to highly hazardous pesticides to prevent building up of future stocks through 

increased public awareness of the risks of pesticides; and the analysis of container wastes in the 

context of waste management, to ensure that the scale of any strategy and initiatives that are 

established remain sustainable and integrated into existing structures and capacities. In addition the 

project will assist in building capacities of legislative and pesticide specialists from countries in the 

region through the sharing of experiences in the development of a comprehensive pesticide 

framework, and in building the capacities of regional institutions including UWI in managing 

contaminated sites, through development of guidance manuals and involvement in field remediation 

activities.  

5.5. APPROPRIATENESS OF TECHNOLOGY INTRODUCED 

The technologies to be used in the project must be relevant to the climatic and ecological conditions of 

the Caribbean, in particular in the areas where the project will develop its activities. As such, the pilot 

activities on non-toxic alternatives will focus on affordable, low-cost, readily available alternatives, 

aiming to demonstrate their efficacy and to ensure they are within reach of farmers. Further to this, 

Component 1 involves the remediation of contaminated sites. Remediation will employ locally 

available, cost-effective techniques, ensuring it can be repeated on further identified sites by trained 

national staff, post-project. Container management activities will also employ container washing, and 

recycling technologies, again based on pilot activities being carried out to ensure appropriate, 

affordable technologies are trialled, before being subsequently rolled out.   

The relevance of the technologies was considered in detail during the PPG, and the results of this are 

outlined in Table 6, below.  
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Table 6: Relevance of technologies to be used in the project  

Technologies considered Relevance 

High temperature incineration of POPs 

obsolete pesticides and associated 

wastes 

 Expensive, but appropriate for high-risk obsolete pesticides that 

cannot be safely disposed of in the Caribbean.  

 Not appropriate for wastes that can be safely managed in the 

region, for example soils 

Triple rinsing and recycling of empty 

containers. 

 Increases overall cleanliness rate by over 90 % 

 Restricts the reuse of empty containers and therefore 

intoxication cases  

 Provides possibilities for recycling plastic and metal materials 

and using them for non-food purposes.  

Bioremediation and phytoremediation 

of soils contaminated with pesticides  

 Minimizes any contribution to the contamination of the 

environment 

 Utilizes local means (organic manures, native plants, etc.)  

 Develops local and regional expertise 

 Significantly less expensive than thermal treatment 

Alternatives to conventional chemical 

pesticides  

 Provides non-hazardous products 

 Efficiency tested and proven for controlling a number of target 

pests  

 Accessible through either local production or  regulated 

importation  

 

5.6. REPLICABILITY AND SCALING UP  

The project design is focused on executing pilot activities for alternatives to chemical pesticides, 

container management, and soil decontamination. Once pilot activities are executed the results will be 

assessed, and the design of activities improved based on the results of pilots. This approach will ensure 

activities are well developed, locally appropriate, and replicable in areas of the Caribbean not 

explicitly included in the project, and also in neighbouring CARICOM member countries facing 

similar challenges. For example, the model regulations to be developed under Component 4 will be 

consulted with OECS legal experts and designed to be relevant and easily adapted to all OECS 

members states, not only the five represented in the project.  

The container management pilot (Component 3) is supported by the regulations review which will 

establish the necessary legal duty for companies to manage containers, in order to allow the pilot to be 

scaled up on a sustainable financial and legal footing. Similarly, the sustainable finance studies and 

contaminated site assessments will establish guidelines and examples for other countries to follow in 

dealing with common issues.  
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 APPENDIX 1: RESULTS MATRIX  

 

OBJECTIVE ASSUMPTIONS 

To promote the sound management of pesticides 

in the Caribbean throughout their life-cycle in 

ways that lead to the minimization of significant 

adverse effects on human health and the global 

environment. 

Strong political support from national governments  

Political/legal barriers that prevent transportation of hazardous waste through transit countries are overcome 

Government and community  support for remediation of contaminated sites 

Communication campaigns are delivered by National Authorities in all countries 

Suitable facilities already exist for plastic recycling and can accept pesticide containers 

Governments willing to review and enact new regulations for pesticide management 

Recommended improvements in  surveillance and enforcement are followed up by governments 

Governments are able to commit resources for regional coordination especially on pesticide registration decision making 

Registrars and decision makers are willing and able to de-register products based on evidence of problems or unacceptable risk 

Farmers keep records on pesticide use and are able to identify the products they use 

Antigua And Barbuda - ANT, Barbados - BAR, Dominica - DMI, Dominican Republic DOM, Guyana - GUY, Jamaica - JAM, Saint Kitts And Nevis - STK, Saint Lucia - STL, Saint 

Vincent And The Grenadines - STV, Suriname - SUR, Trinidad And Tobago – TRI  
 

Component 1: Safe disposal of POPs and other obsolete pesticides and PCBs 

Outcome and outputs Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility 

for data 

collection 

Outcome 1: Known stocks 

of POPs, other obsolete 

pesticide and PCB stocks in 

11 countries in the region 

disposed of in an 

environmentally sound 

manner. 

a) Tonnes of 

hazardous 

wastes destroyed 

in an 

environmentally 

sound manner 

210.4 tonnes safeguarded by 

FAO EC project in JAM, 

SUR, TRI, 

(GCP/INT/063/EC), 

including 12 tonnes 

safeguarded and awaiting 

export from STL 

 Inventories 

completed 

and 

confirmed, 

contract 

agreed and 

safeguarding 

completed 

 300 

tonnes of 

OP and 

100 tons 

of PCBs 

destroyed 

Basel 

Convention 

destruction 

certificats. 

Project 

Management 

Unit/PC; 

 

National project 

teams 

Output 1.1: Regional risk 

reduction and disposal 

strategy for sound 

management of obsolete and 

POPs pesticides completed 

including EAs and EMPs for 

all sites. 

Number of EAs 

and EMPs 

finalized and 

approved by 

countries 

PSMS inventories for 10 

countries (not DOM). 

Environmental assessment of 

all locations during PPG 

phase (99 sites) 

Inventories 

updated/ 

completed 

11 EAs and 

44 EMPs, 

updated for 

11 countries, 

adopted 

  EAs and 

EMPs reports  

PSMS risk 

profiles 

National project 

teams 
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Component 1: Safe disposal of POPs and other obsolete pesticides and PCBs 

Outcome and outputs Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility 

for data 

collection 

Output 1.2: Safeguarding, 

centralization and 

destruction of obsolete 

pesticides and PCBs 

Number of staff 

trained and with 

field experience 

of safeguarding 

obsolete wastes  

16 national staff (ANT - 1; 

BAR -1; JAM 2; SUR 3; 

STV 2; (Grenada 2); LCA  1 

and TTO 4) trained (TRI, 

Dec 2013 ) 

4 assisted contractor in TRI, 

SUR, JAM under supervision 

by FAO.  

11 national 

government 

staff trained in 

11 countries 

11 

government 

staff involved 

in 

repackaging 

field 

operations 

  Training 

records and 

certificates 

Contractor 

records of 

field activity 

Training 

consultant 

 

Contractor 

Number of 

tonnes of wastes  

a) 

safeguarded 

and  

b) destroyed  

210.4 tonnes safeguarded: 

(JAM 28t, STL 12t, SUR 

94.2t, TRI 76.2t) 
Exact stocks of PCBs not 

known but will be 

inventoried in BCRC project 

Tender(s) for 

waste disposal 

and 

safeguarding 

services 

developed 

a) 300+ 

tonnes of OP 

safeguarded 

in 11 

countries 

b) 300 tonnes 

of OPs and 100 

tonnes of PCBs 

from 11 

countries 

destroyed 

 Contract 

documents 

Basel 

Convention 

destruction 

certificates. 

Project 

Management 

Unit/PC; 

 

National project 

teams 

 
Component 2: Technology transfer of methodologies for identification and remediation of contaminated sites 

Outcome and outputs Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility 

for data 

collection 

Outcome 2: Capacity 

improved in the region to 

identify and remediate 

contaminated sites through 

the availability of 

regionally appropriate 

tools and strategies for 

identification, 

characterisation and 

remediation of pesticide 

and POPs-contaminated 

soil 

a) number of staff 

trained in 

identification and 

implementation of 

strategies for 

remediation of 

pesticides and POPs 

contaminated soils 

PSMS includes five 

locations with 

contaminated soil   

Training of at 

least 22 staff 

completed 

     

b) number of priority 

sites selected and for 

which a strategy and 

EMP is developed 

  Three priority 

sites selected 
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Component 2: Technology transfer of methodologies for identification and remediation of contaminated sites 

Outcome and outputs Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility 

for data 

collection 

c) % reduction in 

contamination levels 

in high priority sites 

where remediation 

has started 

JAM project on organic 

and inorganic 

contaminated land 

   Min 50% 

reduction in 

contamination 

levels in three 

priority sites 

  

Output 2.1 

Capacity of national 

authorities to identify, 

characterize and remediate 

contaminated sites is 

increased and lessons 

learned shared 

a) Number of staff 

trained and average 

score in training 

evaluation 

demonstrating 

capacity to assess and 

remediate sites 

b) guidance manuals 

published 

 a) 22 staff 

trained with at 

least 75% 

correct score 

in end of 

training  

evaluation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b) Guidance 

manuals 

published  

  Training 

records and 

assessments  

 

 

 

 

 

Guidance 

manuals  

Training 

consultant 

c) number of site case 

studies shared 

d) Number of 

government staff 

among which case 

studies are shared 

There is no awareness 

or sharing of 

contaminated site 

experience in the region 

  c) 3 site 

case 

studies 

prepared 

d) Case 

studies  shared 

with at least 

18 

government 

staff (2 per 

country) 

Site reports National teams 

Output 2.2 

Low cost remediation 

strategies and locally 

available technologies and 

tools developed for 

identification, 

characterization and 

remediation of 

contaminated sites and 

incorporated in EMPs for 

specific sites 

Number of detailed 

site remediation 

strategies and EMPs 

complete 

Based on PSMS 

ranking, SUR, DMI and 

STK currently identified 

for pilots 

 3 remediation 

strategies and 

EMPs 

developed 

  Approved 

plans 

National 

Authority, Risk 

Characterization 

Consultant 
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Component 2: Technology transfer of methodologies for identification and remediation of contaminated sites 

Outcome and outputs Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility 

for data 

collection 

Output 2.3 

Demonstration of 

appropriate remediation 

strategies at three high 

priority pilot sites 

% reduction in 

contamination levels 

No remediation has 

been undertaken on 

pesticide contaminated 

sites, although some 

capacity for organic and 

inorganic pollution 

exists in TRI 

 Baseline 

contamination 

established in 3 

pilot sites  

10% 

reduction 

in 

contaminat

ion 

Min 50% 

reduction in 

contamination 

Interim reports 

and soil 

monitoring 

records (lab 

reports) 

Remediation 

consultant, 

National 

Authority 

 

 

Component 3: Development of systems for the management of empty pesticides containers  

Output and outcome Indicator Baseline Target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 

Outcome 3: Risks to 

the environment and 

human health from 

empty pesticide 

containers reduced 

through establishing 

and enhancing 

container 

management 

systems at national 

level 

a) 50% of 

farmers triple 

rinse containers 

at the end of 

their life  

b) Number of 

countries with 

data accessible 

by regulators on 

empty pesticide 

containers 

No data available – 

previous awareness 

raising campaigns 

not evaluated in 

terms of 

behaviours 

 

Limited facilities 

for plastic waste 

management, with 

some recycling in 

BRB, TRI, JAM 

and GUY 

   50% of 

surveyed 

farmers triple 

rinse 

 

 

Centralized 

data on 

containers 

collected in at 

least 2 

countries  

Farmer surveys 

in target areas 

 

Output 3.1 

Pesticide container 

management options 

identified and 

assessed and 

stakeholders 

engaged 

Number of 

pesticide 

container 

management 

options identified 

PPG study 

highlighted 3 

possible case 

studies (TRI, STL, 

BAR) 

Baseline data 

collected from 11 

countries 

Presentation of at 

least 4 options at 

regional 

stakeholder 

meeting 

  Consultant 

report 

Regional 

workshop report 

Containers 

consultant 

CGPC 
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Component 3: Development of systems for the management of empty pesticides containers  

Output and outcome Indicator Baseline Target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 

Output 3.2 

Container 

management 

networks 

established and 

pesticide user 

practices improved 

a) Number of 

countries with 

stakeholder 

networks  

3: distributors or 

landfill operators 

accept containers 

in STV, GUY and 

TRI 

  Networks 

established in 

1 country 

Networks in 2 

countries 

Information 

exchanged via 

network 

Operator of 

collection & 

recycling facilities 

b) Number of 

countries where 

communication 

campaigns have 

been successfully 

implemented 

Communication 

since 2011 on 

triple rinsing using 

flyers, 12 month 

calendars and short 

video.  

Draft 

communication 

strategy available 

(annex) 

KAP survey to 

identify farmer 

practices 

Communication 

strategy and 

materials  

Delivery of 

communication 

campaign in 4 

countries 

Communicatio

ns in 8 

countries 

Communicatio

ns in 11 

countries 

Communication 

materials  

Extension service, 

GCPC 

Communications 

consultant  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Component 4: Strengthening the regulatory framework and institutional capacity for sound management of pesticides 

Output and Outcome Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 
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Component 4: Strengthening the regulatory framework and institutional capacity for sound management of pesticides 

Output and Outcome Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 

Outcome 4: Common 

tools and processes 

adopted and financed 

by Caribbean countries 

for regionally 

harmonized pesticide 

registration and control 

a) Number of 

countries 

adopting new 

and harmonized 

regulations  

b) Number of 

regional 

registration 

recommendatio

ns voluntarily 

adopted by 

national 

registration 

bodies  

c) Budget 

available for 

regional 

pesticide 

management 

National legislation 

diverse but most 

countries have no 

detailed regulations 

to support legislation 

 

Each country 

responsible for its 

own evaluations with 

no access to regional 

technical expertise or 

assistance 

 

 

 

CGPC programmes 

and events supported 

by FAO and other 

donor contributions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regional training 

on evaluation; 

country data in 

PSMS 

Model 

harmonized 

pesticide 

regulations 

developed and 

endorsed by the 

Ministers of 

Agriculture at 

COTED 

Evaluation 

working group 

established and 

procedures 

agreed 

 At least 5 countries 

have begun the 

process of adopting 

new regulations 

 

 

 

Recommendations 

on at least 5 

pesticides 

 

 

 

A decreasing 

contribution from 

80% to  20% at 

project end, of 

CGPC costs 

provided through in 

a sustainable 

manner from 

member countries 
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Component 4: Strengthening the regulatory framework and institutional capacity for sound management of pesticides 

Output and Outcome Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 

Output 4.1:  Model 

harmonized 

regulations on 

pesticide life cycle 

management provided 

to countries for 

national review and 

adoption 

a) baseline 

regulatory gap 

analysis and 

tailored FAO 

model 

regulation 

tailored 

available for 

the countries 

b) Policy 

brief(s) on 

container 

management  

Some countries have 

regulations on 

registration, 

labelling, or storage. 

Not all countries data 

was available  

ANT – 0, BAR – 2, 

DOM – 2, GUY – 1, 

JAM – 1, STK – 2, 

STL – 2, TRI - 5 1 

a) Baseline 

updated and 

regulatory gabs 

analyzed and one 

FAO model 

regulation 

reviewed and 

updated tailored 

to the needs of 

the region  

a) Regional 

consultation and 

adjustment of 

model regulation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

b) Policy brief(s) 

on container 

management 

regulatory needs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Draft 

Regulations 

Consultation 

reports 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy briefs 

 

 

 

Project 

Management 

Unit/PC 

Communications 

consultant 

National project 

teams 

Output 4.2:   

Regionally harmonized 

pesticide registration 

mechanisms developed 

and piloted 

a) Number of 

registrars 

trained and 

capacity 

improved 

b) % national 

data on 

registration 

inserted in 

PSMS 

PSMS training in EC 

project 

Registration Toolkit 

developed by FAO 

a) 24 registrar/ 

equivalent staff 

trained in 

pesticide 

evaluation 

 

 

 

 

 

b) 100% of 

national data on 

registrations 

inserted into 

PSMS 

  Training 

records; 

PSMS 

records 

PSMS trainer 

                                                           
 

1 Numbers of regulations currently available on pesticide life cycle management based on Legal Report, Schedule 1 – Pesticide Laws Examined. Not all countries were able to 
submit detailed information on their legal status for this review, so the baseline will be updated at project inception.   
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Component 4: Strengthening the regulatory framework and institutional capacity for sound management of pesticides 

Output and Outcome Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 

c) Number of 

pesticide 

dossiers 

evaluated by 

regional 

working group 

Proposal for a 

regional registration 

procedure under 

CGPC recognized by 

COTED/CARICOM 

Process for 

formation of 

regional working 

group initiated 

Working 

procedures for the 

operation of the 

regional working 

group agreed  

Working 

group 

reviews and 

providesreco

mmendations 

for at least 2 

products 

Working group 

reviews and 

provides 

recommendations 

for at least 5 

products 

Dossier 

evaluations 

Recommend

ations of 

working 

group 

CGPC 

Ouput 4.3:  A common 

system for inspection 

and control of 

imported pesticides 

established to prevent 

illegal trafficking of 

POPs  

a) Number of 

inspectors 

increased 

scoring at least 

75% in end of 

training 

evaluations 

b) Number of 

countries 

exchanging 

information 

among their 

inspector 

authorities 

Import permits 

required but 

inspection and 

custom officers in 

ports are not able to 

identify registered or 

banned products 

 a) 11 inspectors 

trained on FAO 

Inspection 

manual (M/F) 

scoring at least 

75% in end of 

training 

evaluations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b) 

Information 

exchange 

between 

different 

inspectors in 

at least 4 

countries  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

b) Information 

exchange between 

different inspectors 

in at least 4 

countries 

Training 

reports 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PSMS 

records 

CGPC  

Output 4.4: 

Sustainable financing 

identified and 

committed for regional 

pesticide lifecycle 

management 

Number of 

recommendatio

ns for increased 

budget 

allocations for 

pesticide 

management 

CGPC relies on 

FAO/donor funds for 

its functions  

Only Jamaica and 

Guyana charge fees 

for services offered 

by the National 

Authority.  

Costs and 

benefits to 

countries 

quantified and 

options 

developed 

Findings 

presented at 

relevant regional 

workshops with 

decision makers 

and industry 

At least 1 

recommendat

ion submitted 

by CGPC for 

consideration 

to line 

ministry 

 National 

budgets and 

annual 

reports 

CGPC 
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Component 5: Promotion of alternatives to chemical pesticides 

Output Indicator Baseline Target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for data 

collection 

Outcome 5: 

Alternatives to 

conventional 

chemical pesticides 

up-scaled and use 

of highly hazardous 

pesticides reduced 

a) Reduction in 

number of 

registrations of 

HHP or products 

that cause health or 

environmental 

problems  

b)Reduced use of 

HHP and chemical 

pesticides by 

farmers and home 

gardeners 

An initial review of 

countries identified 54 

priority active 

ingredients (HHPs or 

problems documented in 

use) 

Registers 

reviewed to 

identify 

HHP in all 

countries; 

data 

collected on 

health and 

environment

al impacts 

 Review of 

registrations 

(see also 

Output 4.2)  

b) KAP survey 

and 

communicatio

n activities 

rolled out to 

farmers and 

related target 

groups 

At least 4 

products de-

registered 

and overall 

20% 

reduction in 

number of 

registered 

HHPs  

 

KAP survey 

repeated 

and shows 

10% 

reduction in 

HHP use 

  

Output 5.1  

HHP use and risk 

reduction plan 

developed for the 

region 

Regional HHP use 

and risk reduction 

plan 

Will be set during KAP 

surveys in Year 1 (see 

Component 3).  

Data on use, 

storage and 

alternatives 

to HHP 

collected 

and use and 

risk 

reduction 

plan 

developed 

HHP use and 

risk reduction 

plan presented 

in national 

workshops 

and follow up 

actions for its 

implementatio

n agreed  

  
PSMS 

KAP survey 
National project teams 

Output 5.2  

Alternatives to 

HHP field tested 

and demonstrated  

a) Number of field 

trials or 

demonstrations  

b) Demonstrated 

maintainance or 

increase in yelds in 

field testing of 

alternatives 

A number of alternatives 

have been tested but may 

not cover all the globally 

available options.  

Research 

into all 

available 

alternatives 

a) Partner 

entities 

establish 1 

field tests and 

training for 

alternatives to 

HHP 

 

b) Yields 

a) Partner 

entities 

establish 2 

field tests and 

training for 

alternatives to 

HHP 

b) Yields 

 Field protocols 

and results 

Research partners 



  

68 

Component 5: Promotion of alternatives to chemical pesticides 

Output Indicator Baseline Target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for data 

collection 

maintained or 

increased 

maintained or 

increased 

Output 5.3  

Promote previous 

IPM and support 

farmers and home 

gardeners to reduce 

use of HHPs 

Number of 

communications 

tools developed and 

awareness of IPM 

Little policy support or 

outreach e.g. cost benefit 

analysis available for 

STL only 

Compile / 

highlight 

results of  

prior IPM 

initiatives; 

baseline 

KAP 

Produce 

communicatio

ns tools  

Roll out 

communicatio

ns work 

Final KAP 

survey  

KAP survey 

(with 

Component 3) 

National / regional 

NGO 

 

 
Component 6: Project achievements and lessons monitored and widely shared for maximum influence 

Output and Outcome Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 

Outcome 6: Project 

implementation is 

based on results-based 

management and 

project results are 

shared between project 

countries and outside 

stakeholders 

a)Project  

outcomes are 

achieved, 

disseminated  and 

sustained  

b) Positive media 

coverage of the 

project   

a. Project results 

matrix exists with 

baseline information 

and outcome and 

output indicators and 

targets 

b. Technical officers 

promote life cycle 

management but face 

weak involvement 

and support from 

decision makers 

  30-40% 

progress in 

achieving 

project 

outcomes  

 

 

b) National and 

international 

reports of the 

project and its 

findings 

Project  

outcomes are 

achieved and 

prove to be 

sustainable 

  

Output 6.1  Project 

monitoring system 

operating and providing 

systematic information 

on progress in 

a) Number of 

quality and timely 

6-monthly project 

progress reports. 

None Two 6-

monthly 

progress 

reports.  

 

Two 6-monthly 

progress reports.  

 

Two 6-monthly 

progress  

Two 6-monthly 

progress  

PPR Reports  PC 
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Component 6: Project achievements and lessons monitored and widely shared for maximum influence 

Output and Outcome Indicator Baseline Milestones and target values Data Collection and reporting 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Means of 

verification 

Responsibility for 

data collection 

achieving project 

outcome and output 

targets in all countries. 

b) Number of 

annual Project 

Implementation 

Review Reports 

(PIR)  

None b) One 

Annual PIR 

report. 

b) One Annual 

PIR report. 

b) One Annual 

PIR report. 

b) One Annual 

PIR report. 

PIR reports. PC, FAO LTO, BH 

and GEF 

Coordination Unit 

Output 6.2 Mid-term 

and final evaluation 

conducted and project 

implementation 

adjusted according to 

recommendations 

Midterm and final 

evaluation reports 

  Midterm 

evaluation 

report 

 Final evaluation 

report 

Evaluation 

reports 

External evaluators 

Output 6.3   

Project lessons are 

widely disseminated to 

key national and 

international audiences 

Media coverage of 

project and its 

lessons 

Media coverage from 

previous projects will 

be compiled at 

inception 

  At least 2 FAO 

press releases 

At least 5 total 

FAO press 

releases 

 Communications 

expert 
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APPENDIX 2: PROVISIONAL WORK PLAN  

 

Output Activities 
Responsible 

entity 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Component 1. Safe disposal of POPs and other obsolete 

pesticides, and remediation of contaminated sites 
                 

Output 1.1.  
 

1.1.1. Inventories verified – 11 countries                  

1.1.2. Inventory in Dominican Republic entered to 

PSMS 
                 

1.1.3. Approval of EMP/EA                  

Output 1.2.  
 

1.2.1. Development of tender and award of 

contract 
                 

1.2.2. Training of national technicians Contractor                 

1.2.3. Implementation of contract Contractor                 

1.2.4. Export of wastes for destruction Contractor                 

Component 2. Technology transfer – contaminated sites                  

Output 2.1.  2.1.1. Training plan and training of government 

technicians 
                 

2.1.2. Documentation of remediation technologies 

and dissemination 
                 

Output 2.2.  
 

2.2.1. Confirm three priority sites                   

2.2.2. Demonstration of REA and detailed site 

investigations 
                 

2.2.3. Preparation of site management plans and 

evaluation of strategies 
                 

Output 2.3.  
 

2.3.1. Identify co-finance and delivery partners                   

2.3.2. Implementation of remediation plans                  

2.3.3. Monitoring and reporting contamination 

levels 
                 

Component 3. Management of empty pesticide containers                  

Output 3.1.  
3.1.1. Country baseline reviews                  
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Output Activities 
Responsible 

entity 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

3.1.2. Regional workshop to agree strategy                  

Output 3.2.  
 

3.2.1. Networks established for container 

stakeholders 
                 

3.2.2. Demonstration or pilot activities delivered                  

3.2.3. Communication strategy on containers 

including KAP 
                 

Component 4. Institutional and technical capacities for 

registration and post-registration system 
                 

Output 4.1.  
 

4.1.1. Update on baseline and development of 

model regulations 
                 

4.1.2. Regional workshop with Legal Affairs 

Committee & national workshops 
                 

4.1.3. Circulation of model regulations    
 

 
             

Output 4.2.  
 

4.2.1. Establishments of Regional Technical 

Working Group for registration 
                 

4.2.2. Training on FAO Evaluation Toolkit                   

4.2.3. Operation and testing of working group and 

monitoring access to shared information 
                 

4.2.4. Feasibility report on the function and formal 

adoption of technical working group 
                 

Output 4.3.  
 

4.3.1. Inspector and customs Training of Trainers                  

4.3.2. Information sharing network                  

Output 4.4.  
 

4.4.1. Financial and cost recovery analysis                  

4.4.2. Regional meeting for finance authorities                  

Component 5. Promotion of alternatives to conventional 

pesticides and communication strategy 
                 

Output 5.1.  5.1.1. Identification of HHP and problem 

pesticides 
CGPC                 

5.1.2. Risk reduction plan including Identification 

of potential alternatives 
                 

5.1.3. Stakeholders workshop to agree on 

alternatives and strategy for field testing 
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Output Activities 
Responsible 

entity 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 

Output 5.2.  5.2.1. Collate information on existing alternatives                  

5.2.2. Establishment of experimentation plots for 

the selected alternatives 
                 

Output 5.3.  5.3.1. Dissemination of data on existing 

alternatives  
                 

5.3.2. Communication strategy developed and 

rolled out 
                 

5.3.3. KAP surveys to develop comms and 

monitor impact 
                 

Component 6.                   

Output 6.1.  6.1.1. 6 Monthly progress reports                  

6.1.2. Annual PIR reports                  

Output 6.2.  6.2.1. Mid term and final evaluations                  

Output 6.3.  6.3.1. Project level communication strategy                  

6.3.2. Regular information provided to 

stakeholders 
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APPENDIX 3: RESULTS BUDGET   

Oracle code and description Unit 

No. 

of 

unit

s 

Unit cost 

Comp 1: 

Obsolete 

stocks 

Comp 2: 

Contami

nated 

sites 

Compone

nt 3: 

Containe

r mgmt 

Compone

nt 4: 

Regulatio

n and 

legislatio

n 

Compone

nt 5: 

Alternati

ves 

Compone

nt 6: 

M&E 

PM GEF Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 

5300 Salaries professionals 
             

HR and Procurement officer 

AGPMC 
month 7 12,000 

      
84,000 84,000 21000 21000 21000 21000 

Administrator FAO Country 

offices 
country 5 26,645 0 0 0 0 0 0 133,224 133,224 33,306 33306 33306 33306 

5300 Sub-total salaries professionals 0 0 0 0 0 0 217,224 217,224 54,306 54,306 54,306 54,306 

5570 International Consultants 0 
           

Project Coordinator month 48 6,000 108,000 36,000 48,000 24,000 36,000 36,000 
 

288,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 72,000 

OP Disposal Consultant day 44 500 22,000 0 0 0 0 0 
 

22,000 22,000 
   

International communications 

consultant 
day 123 300 0 6,000 9,000 5,400 12,000 4,500 

 
36,900 9,225 9,225 9,225 9,225 

Contaminated site assessment 

and remediation expert 
day 40 500 0 20,000 0 0 0 0 

 
20,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

International consultant, 

Container Management 
day 49 500 0 0 24,500 0 0 0 

 
24,500 6,125 6,125 6,125 6,125 

International consultant - 

Pesticides legislation 
day 22 500 0 0 0 11,000 0 0 

 
11,000 5,500 5,500 

  

Cost recovery analist 

(Economist) 
day 22 300 0 0 0 6,600 0 0 

 
6,600 

 
3,300 3,300 

 

PSMS, pesticide registration 

& inspection expert 
day 36 300 0 0 0 10,800 0 0 

 
10,800 2,700 2,700 2,700 2,700 

IPM specialist day 40 300 0 0 0 0 12,000 0 
 

12,000 4,000 4,000 4,000 
 

Sub-total international Consultants 130,000 62,000 81,500 57,800 60,000 40,500 0 431,800 126,550 107,850 102,350 95,050 

National consultants 0 
   

0 
  

0 
    

Soil decontamination expert day 660 90 0 59,400 0 0 0 0 
 

59,400 14,850 14,850 14,850 14,850 
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Oracle code and description Unit 

No. 

of 

unit

s 

Unit cost 

Comp 1: 

Obsolete 

stocks 

Comp 2: 

Contami

nated 

sites 

Compone

nt 3: 

Containe

r mgmt 

Compone

nt 4: 

Regulatio

n and 

legislatio

n 

Compone

nt 5: 

Alternati

ves 

Compone

nt 6: 

M&E 

PM GEF Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 

Local Consultants/ NGOs for 

containers awareness raising 
day 125 90 0 0 11,250 0 0 0 

 
11,250 2,813 2,813 2,813 2,813 

National Consultant, 

Container management 

review 

day 240 90 0 0 21,600 0 0 0 
 

21,600 10,800 10,800 
  

National Consultants – 

Legislation Review (11 

countries) 

day 132 90 0 0 0 11,880 0 0 
 

11,880 5,940 5,940 
  

Pesticide registration, 

inspection and cost recovery 
day 444 90 0 0 0 39,960 0 0 

 
39,960 9,990 9,990 9,990 9,990 

IPM communication strategy 

delivery 
day 352 90 0 0 0 0 31,680 0 

 
31,680 7,920 7,920 7,920 7,920 

HHP specialist - HHP review 

and action plan 
day 528 90 0 0 0 0 47,520 0 

 
47,520 23,760 23,760 

  

Statistician day 44 90 0 0 0 0 3,960 0 
 

3,960 1,980 
  

1,980 

Sub-total national Consultants 0 59,400 32,850 51,840 83,160 0 0 227,250 78,053 76,073 35,573 37,553 

5570 Sub-total consultants 130,000 121,400 114,350 109,640 143,160 40,500 0 659,050 204,603 183,923 137,923 132,603 

5650 Contracts 
            

Analytical Services -  

Inventory 
samples 120 300 36,000 0 0 0 0 0 

 
36,000 36,000 

   

Safeguarding and Disposal tonnes 400 5,000 2,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 
 

2,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
  

UWI LoA (planning, trg, field 

operations, visits) 

lumpsu

m 
1 150,000 0 150,000 0 0 0 0 

 
150,000 37,500 37,500 37,500 37,500 

Container pilot Country 2 80,000 0 0 160,000 0 0 0 
 

160,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 

Communications - KAP 

(jointly with KAP surveys in 

Comp 5 on IPM) 

Country 1 25,000 0 0 25,000 0 0 0 
 

25,000 6,250 6,250 6,250 6,250 

Translations of FAO and 

other guidance and toolkits 

lumpsu

m 
1 2,000 0 0 0 2,000 0 0 

 
2,000 500 500 500 500 
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Oracle code and description Unit 

No. 

of 

unit

s 

Unit cost 

Comp 1: 

Obsolete 

stocks 

Comp 2: 

Contami

nated 

sites 

Compone

nt 3: 

Containe

r mgmt 

Compone

nt 4: 

Regulatio

n and 

legislatio

n 

Compone

nt 5: 

Alternati

ves 

Compone

nt 6: 

M&E 

PM GEF Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 

Implementing Partner for IPM 

field trials 

lumpsu

m 
2 74,388 0 0 0 0 148,776 0 

 
148,776 148,776 

   

KAP survey of use of HHPs 

and other pesticides and/or 

IPM practices 

country 2 25,000 0 0 0 0 50,000 0 
 

50,000 25,000 
  

25,000 

Midterm and final 

international evaluations 

evaluati

on 
2 70,000 0 0 0 0 0 140,000 

 
140,000 

 
70,000 

 
70,000 

5650 Sub-total Contracts 2,036,000 150,000 185,000 2,000 198,776 140,000 0 2,711,776 1,294,026 1,154,250 84,250 179,250 

5900 Travel 
            

International Travel PC trip 14 2,375 28,500 0 4,750 0 0 0 
 

33,250 8,313 8,313 8,313 8,313 

OP Disposal consultant 

(Inventory and PSMS 

training; EA and EMP 

development in 11 countries; 

safeguarding supervision 

training) 

trip 8 2,875 23,000 0 0 0 0 0 
 

23,000 23,000 
   

National Teams Travel 

Inventory, EMP, 

Safeguarding 

Country 11 5,455 60,000 0 0 0 0 0 
 

60,000 36,000 24,000 
  

Participant costs - regional 

remediation training 

workshop 

person 22 2,291 0 50,400 0 0 0 0 
 

50,400 50,400 
   

National Teams travel to 

contaminated sites (mixed 

groups, govt & non-govt) 

Country 

lump 
3 10,000 0 30,000 0 0 0 0 

 
30,000 7,500 7,500 7,500 7,500 

Communications missions - 

international communications 

specialist 

country 4 2,375 0 0 9,500 0 0 0 
 

9,500 2,375 2,375 2,375 2,375 

Regional container 

management workshop travel 

and DSA 

worksh

op 
1 45,000 0 0 45,000 0 0 0 

 
45,000 

 
45,000 

  

PC/ trainer to workshops Event 3 2,100 0 0 0 6,300 0 0 
 

6,300 1,575 1,575 1,575 1,575 
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Oracle code and description Unit 

No. 

of 

unit

s 

Unit cost 

Comp 1: 

Obsolete 

stocks 

Comp 2: 

Contami

nated 

sites 

Compone

nt 3: 

Containe

r mgmt 

Compone

nt 4: 

Regulatio

n and 

legislatio

n 

Compone

nt 5: 

Alternati

ves 

Compone

nt 6: 

M&E 

PM GEF Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 

Regional workshop&training 

- travel of participants 

4 day 

event 
64 2,100 0 0 0 134,400 0 0 

 
134,400 33,600 33,600 33,600 33,600 

IPM specialist 5 day 3 3,375 0 0 0 0 10,125 0 
 

10,125 10,125 
   

National consultants 
person/

days 
250 100 0 0 0 0 25,000 0 

 
25,000 8,333 8,333 8,333 

 

National HHP review 

workshops-travel and DSA of 

participants 

Worksh

op 
12 3,000 0 0 0 0 36,000 0 

 
36,000 

 
36,000 

  

Project Steering Committee 

meetings - participant travel / 

DSA 

Meeting 3 12,775 0 0 0 0 0 38,325 
 

38,325 9,581 9,581 9,581 9,581 

Inception & Terminal 

workshops - travel and DSA 

of participants 

Workhs

hop 
2 40,000 0 0 0 0 0 80,000 

 
80,000 40,000 

  
40,000 

5900 Sub-total travel 111,500 80,400 59,250 140,700 71,125 118,325 0 581,300 230,802 176,277 71,277 102,944 

5023 Training and workshops 
            

Inventory, EMP, Disposal, 

regional workshops - venues, 

materials, meeting costs 

woksho

p 
1 5,000 5,000 0 0 0 0 0 

 
5,000 5,000 

   

Regional workshop costs 

(venue materials) 

woksho

p 
5 5,000 0 5,000 5,000 15,000 0 0 

 
25,000 6,250 6,250 6,250 6,250 

5023 Sub-total training 5,000 5,000 5,000 15,000 0 0 0 30,000 11,250 6,250 6,250 6,250 

6000 Expendable procurement 
            

Trnaslations, pubblications pages 700 15 0 10,500 0 0 0 0 
 

10,500 4,875 1,875 1,875 1,875 

Communications materials 

production 
Country 11 2,241 0 0 24,651 0 0 0 

 
24,651 12,326 12,326 

  

Material for inspection 

training 

lumpsu

m 
1 1,000 0 0 0 1,000 0 0 

 
1,000 250 250 250 250 

Communications and 

publications 
output 4 1,500 0 0 0 6,000 0 0 

 
6,000 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 

Communications and 

publications 

lumpsu

m 
1 1,000.0 0 0 0 0 0 1,000 

 
1,000 250 250 250 250 
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Oracle code and description Unit 

No. 

of 

unit

s 

Unit cost 

Comp 1: 

Obsolete 

stocks 

Comp 2: 

Contami

nated 

sites 

Compone

nt 3: 

Containe

r mgmt 

Compone

nt 4: 

Regulatio

n and 

legislatio

n 

Compone

nt 5: 

Alternati

ves 

Compone

nt 6: 

M&E 

PM GEF Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year4 

6000 Sub-total expendable procurement 0 10,500 24,651 7,000 0 1,000 0 43,151 19,201 16,201 3,875 3,875 

6100 Non-expendable procurement 
            

Equipment -information 

generation and management 

(PSMS database) 

lumpsu

m 
1 20,000 20,000 0 0 0 0 0 

 
20,000 15,000 5,000 

  

Field pesticide equipment - 

repackaging 

lumpsu

m 
1 4,000 4,000 0 0 0 0 0 

 
4,000 4,000 

   

Equipment -information 

generation and management - 

contaminated land modelling 

lumpsu

m 
1 20,000 0 20,000 0 0 0 0 

 
20,000 20,000 

   

Field pesticide equipment - 

remediation work 

lumpsu

m 
1 4,000 0 4,000 0 0 0 0 

 
4,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

Equipment -information 

generation and management 

lumpsu

m 
1 10,000 0 0 10,000 0 0 0 

 
10,000 5,000 5,000 

  

Container management 

equipment 

lumpsu

m 
1 2,000 0 0 2,000 0 0 0 

 
2,000 500 500 500 500 

Inspection training equipment 
lumpsu

m 
1 12,000 0 0 0 12,000 0 0 

 
12,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 

6100 Sub-total non-expendable procurement 24,000 24,000 12,000 12,000 0 0 0 72,000 48,500 14,500 4,500 4,500 

6300 GOE budget 
            

Medicals for staff handling 

hazardous wastes 

lumpsu

m 
24 1,000 24,000 0 0 0 0 0 

 
24,000 12,000 12,000 

  

Medicals for staff invovled in 

remediation 

lumpsu

m 
7 1,000 0 7,000 0 0 0 0 

 
7,000 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750 

Miscellaneous including 

contingencies 

lumpsu

m 
3 4,000 0 0 0 0 12,000 0 

 
12,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 

6300 Sub-total GOE budget 24,000 7,000 0 0 12,000 0 0 43,000 16,750 16,750 4,750 4,750 

TOTAL 
   

2,330,500 398,300 400,250 286,340 425,061 299,825 217,224 4,357,500 1,879,437 1,622,456 367,130 488,477 
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SUBTOTAL Comp 1 2,330,500 53.5% 

SUBTOTAL Comp 2 398,300 9.1% 

SUBTOTAL Comp 3 400,250 9.2% 

SUBTOTAL Comp 4 286,340 6.6% 

SUBTOTAL Comp 5 425,061 9.8% 

SUBTOTAL Comp 6 299,825 6.9% 

SUBTOTAL PM 217,224 5.0% 

TOTAL GEF 4,357,500 100.0% 
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APPENDIX 4: RISK MATRIX   

Risk Description Category1 Impact2 Likelihood
3 

Mitigating actions Owner Status4 

Insufficient funds 

dedicated to the 

safeguarding of high-

priority sites, and the 

disposal of POPs. 

Right Resources Medium Medium Cost estimates are based on recently completed disposal 

activities under FAO–EC project. If there is a need for 

additional co-financing, it will be sought from project 

partners and related projects during project execution.  

LTU  

Establishment of 

effective institutional 

arrangements is delayed 

and poses challenges to 

timely project 

execution.  

Viable Delivery 

Structures 

Low Medium Extensive consultations with stakeholders were held and 

implementation arrangements agreed during the 

preparation of the project. Institutional arrangements, 

including the roles and responsibilities of stakeholders 

will be confirmed again at the start of project 

implementation.  

PC; 

FAO-

SLC 

 

Extreme weather 

conditions such as 

hurricanes and floods 

Effective 

Delivery 

Strategy 

Low to 

medium 

Medium Sites will be primarily safeguarded during the driest and 

coolest months (from December to May) with a view to 

reducing risks associated with hurricanes. Contingency 

plans, especially targeting removal of excess water 

accumulated in the holding areas, will be implemented in 

the event of torrential rains. 

PC  

Environmental 

contamination from 

leakage of POPs and 

other obsolete 

pesticides due to poor 

conditions of containers 

Strong Delivery 

Management 

High Low Management measures to be included in the EMP include 

field procedures to ensure no further leakage occurs 

during the project activities. Chemical stores in each 

country have been ranked according to risk and will be 

safe-guarded in this order 

PC  

                                                           
 

1 Risk categories defined in the FAO ERM Strategy: CLEAR INTENDED PURPOSE (IMPACT &OUTCOME); EFFECTIVE DELIVERY STRATEGY; EXTERNAL STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT; 
INTERNAL STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT; RIGHT RESOURCES; VIABLE DELIVERY STRUCTURES; STRONG DELIVERY MANAGEMENT.  
2 H: High, M: Medium, L: Low 
3 H: High, M: Medium, L: Low 
4 To be updated during implementation and monitoring phase (no change, reduced, increased). 
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Lack of appropriate 

storage for safeguarded 

stocks 

External 

Stakeholder 

Support 

High High FAO guideline EMTK 2 facilitates the identification of 

possible interim collection locations based on a 

combination of environmental and logistical criteria, and 

included in the national EA and EMP. If stores are not 

identified, the project will leave repackaged stocks at their 

original locations in secure conditions, and request 

governments to provide for their transport directly to 

loading sites for the final export.  

PC; NC  

Incidents during 

safeguarding 

Strong Delivery 

Management 

High Low All staff of the project engaged in safeguarding operations 

have been trained and will be provided with protection 

gear by the international contractor. Strict application of 

measures included in Environmental Management Plan 

(EMP) and Health and Safety Plans. 

PC; NC  

Delays in the 

procurement of 

equipment necessary for 

the disposal  

Strong Delivery 

Management 
Medium 

Medium 
Equipment to be supplied as part of international contract. 

Contractor to provide all necessary documents to National 

Authorities to allow timely import.  

FAO-

SLC 

 

Government authorities 

disagree with the 

strategy for the 

reduction of risks posed 

by contaminated sites 

Clear Intended 

Purpose (Impact 

& Outcome) 

Low Low Strategy will be developed based on objective data and 

options presented to government for endorsement.    

PC: NC  

Delays in administrative 

procedures / decisions 

as regards transport of 

obsolete stocks 

External 

Stakeholder 

Support; 

Internal 

Stakeholder 

Support 

High Medium Capacity-building / guidance of the competent 

Government authority as regards procedures of the Basel 

Convention. 

PC; NC  

Insufficient ownership 

of the drafted model 

regulations and 

recommendations of 

regional registration 

technical group. 

External 

Stakeholder 

Support 

Medium Medium National and regional stakeholders have been consulted 

during previous projects and project preparation. The 

development of a harmonized approach is at the region’s 

request. Continued sensitization will be conducted during 

project execution including national training sessions, and 

regional consultations with CARICOM and OECS legal 

PC; NC  
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experts.  

Low uptake of 

alternative technologies 

by producers.  

External 

Stakeholder 

Support 

Low Medium A large-scale information and awareness-raising 

campaign about the modes of application and 

effectiveness of the proposed alternatives will be 

undertaken to promote uptake of alternatives.   

Another strategy is to employ existing farmer field 

schools networks. The promotion of IPM through FFS has 

been quite successful in previous related initiatives.   

PC; NC  
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APPENDIX 5:  PROCUREMENT PLAN  

 

(To be completed during the inception phase of the project) 

DATE: 

PROJECT TITLE AND SYMBOL:  

 

Ref. 

No. 

Requirement Unit Estimated 

Quantities 

Estimated 

Cost 

Unit 

Price 

Solicitation 

Method 

Procurement 

Method 

Buyer Targeted 

Tender 

Launch 

Date 

Targeted 

Contract 

Award 

Date 

Targeted 

Delivery 

Date 

Final 

Destination 

and 

Delivery 

Terms 

Status Other 

Constraints/Considerations  
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APPENDIX 6:  TERMS OF REFERENCE (TOR)  

 

International Consultant: Project Coordinator 

A Project Coordinator (PC) will be selected by FAO. Under the overall supervision of the Project 
Steering Committee (PSC) and the FAO Budget Holder, and under the direct supervision of the 
FAO Lead Technical Officer, the PC will be responsible for the day-to-day management of the 
project. The PC will have the primary responsibility for all technical aspects of the project, 
supervising regional, international and national consultants to ensure the delivery of quality 
technical outputs. Additionally, the PC will train national teams in specific areas related to 
inventory, environmental assessment, safeguarding o National consultant:   pesticides etc. 
Specifically, the PC will carry out the following tasks:  

 Act as Secretary to the Project Steering Committee (PSC); 

 Prepare and follow up on annual project work plans and budgets; 

 Manage the project monitoring system tracking output and outcome indicators as 
established in the project's logical framework; 

 Coordinate and manage the various project component teams; 

 Monitor  and  supervise short-term  consultants  and  contracts  to  ensure  timely  delivery  
of outputs to an acceptable standard; 

 Conduct periodic monitoring visits to project sites; 

 Consolidate all reports and outputs from the component teams and prepare and submit 
project progress reports and other reports to the FAO Lead Technical Officer; 

 Dissemination of technical guidelines related to various aspects of integrated pest and 
pesticides management;  

 Update and delivery of training programmes for national teams  of participating countries 
on aspects related to elimination of obsolete pesticides, containers management, 
pesticides management etc; 

 Ensure the timely drafting of specifications and terms of reference as required 
(consultants, equipment, contracts, supplies, etc.) for different project activities;  

 Identification and supervision of specialist training suppliers, and participation as lecturer in 
workshops and training courses related to pest and pesticides management as 
appropriate;   

 Ensure information sharing with other GEF-funded POPs projects in and outside the 
region.   

Requirements:  

 University degree in Agronomy and / or plant protection or integrated pests and pesticide 
management pest  or in a related subject matter. 

 A minimum of ten years experience in field project implementation of pest and pesticides 
management . 

 A minimum of ten years working in the Caribbean and /or with developing countries to 
develop capacity in the area of pest and pesticides management. 

 Detailed understanding of international conventions, internationally accepted best practice 
and relevant agreements on pest and pesticide management. 

 Knowledge or ability of understanding the FAO Guidelines. 

 Excellent oral and written communication skills in English. 

 

Component 1: International Consultant(s) – OP Disposal Consultant 

Under the supervision of the PC and FAO Lead Technical Officer the consultant(s) will undertake 
the following: 
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 Train national teams in inventory, EA/ EMP development safeguarding and disposal 
techniques based on FAO developed guidelines; 

 Review and update the list of equipment and supplies, and associated budget, required for 
the completion of the inventory, EA / EMP development, safeguarding and disposal 
operations; 

 Develop detailed environmental management plans (EMP) for the safeguarding operation, 
working with national teams including health and safety procedures 

 Supervise and monitor the safeguarding and disposal operations  

 
Requirements: 

1. A degree in agriculture, chemistry, environmental science or a related subject; 
2. At least 10 years of relevant working experience; 
3. Experience in training of and carrying out inventories , developing EMP’s in relation to 

safeguarding and disposal operations; 
4. Understanding of international standards and good practice in relation to safeguarding 

and disposal operations; 
5. Experience in training and carrying out safeguarding pesticides. 
6. Experience in supervising and monitoring disposal operations 

 
Component 2: International Consultant: Contaminated site assessment and remediation 

expert 

Under the direct supervision of the PC and FAO Lead Technical Officer, the consultant will be 
responsible for the following activities in accordance with the procedures set out in EMTK 
volume 5:  

 Train national teams of technicians from the Ministries of Agriculture,  Environment and 
Health and national analytical laboratories in the application of rapid environmental 
assessment (REA) tools;  

 Based on a rapid assessment of the contaminated sites by the teams prepare a report on 
the prioritization to identify the three sites in the region representing the greatest risk to 
public health and environment. Present findings and prioritization to the PSC for adoption 

 Lead the development of detailed site specific sampling plans including provisional 
conceptual site models;  

 Train the national team and lead them in the intrusive investigations of the prioritized sites 
including implementation of the sampling plans. 

o Following the completion of the sampling and analysis programme, develop final 
conceptual site models and site specific Environmental Management Plans 
(EMPs);  

o Develop site specific risk reduction / remediation strategies based on risk 
management approach;  

o Complete site specific technology assessment for the treatment of the 
contaminated materials based on technical and economic feasibility assessment.   

 Present and discuss with the national counterparts the site specific proposals;  

 Lead in the organization and rollout of demonstration pilots at the three sites to remediate 
and monitor contamination levels 

Requirements: 

1. Advanced degree in chemistry, geology, environmental science or related subject; 

2. Professional qualifications related to waste management.  

3. 10 years experience in waste management with a focus on contaminated site 

assessment;  

4. 10 years experience related to implementation of contaminated site remediation;  
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5. Excellent communication skills  
 

 Component 2: National Consultant, Soil Decontamination expert 

Under the direct supervision of the International Consultant and PC, the consultant will be 
responsible for the following activities:  

 Support the International Consultant to train national teams of technicians from the 
Ministries of Agriculture,  Environment and Health and national analytical laboratories in 
the application of rapid environmental assessment (REA) tools;  

 Based on a rapid assessment of the contaminated sites by the teams, support the 
International consultant in the development of detailed site specific sampling plans ;  

 Following the completion of the sampling and analysis programme, which will be 
completed in a stepwise progression to allow for the identification of hot spots, the 
consultant, working with national teams, will use the data to:  

o Assist in the Development of site specific Environmental Management Plans 
(EMPs);  

o Assist in the Development of site specific remediation strategies based on risk 
management approach;  

o Assist in the complete site specific technology assessment for the treatment of 
the contaminated materials based on technical and economic feasibility 
assessment.   

 Present and discuss with the national counterparts the site specific proposals; and  

 Supervise and monitor the implementation of each proposal for soil remediation. 
 

Requirements: 

1. Advanced degree in chemistry, geology, environmental science or related subject 
matter; 

2. Professional qualifications related to waste management.  
3. 5 years experience in waste management with a focus on contaminated site assessment;  
4. 5 years experience related to implementation of contaminated site remediation;  
5. Excellent communication skills; 

 

Components 2, 3, 4 and 5: International Communications Consultant(s) 

Under the direct supervision of the PC and in close coordination with other technical 
International Consultants, the consultant will be responsible for the following activities:  

 Consult with project partners and consultants responsible for delivery of outcomes 2, 3 and 
5 to understand the project expected results on sharing of experience on soil remediation, 
container management, pesticide registration and life cycle management, and adoption of 
alternatives; and the actions and roles of each partner in delivering the outcomes 

 Prepare an outline communications plan to achieve the above results, identifying specific 
communication outcomes (behaviour changes), relevant audiences, key messages and 
channels, which supports the activities of the implementing partners 

 Design and conduct a statistically valid KAP survey to gather baseline, mid-term and final 
data 

 Produce and assist in the dissemination of any communications tools as identified in the 
plan (publications, media interviews, training, etc) 

 Contribute to the M&E plan as needed (monitor media coverage, produce data for 
indicators on target audiences etc)  

Requirements: 
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1. Advanced degree in communications, development, psychology, media studies or other 
relevant subject; 

2. 10 years experience in communications for development  
3. 2-3 years experience related to agricultural or pesticide awareness raising 
4. Excellent communication skills 

 

Component 3: International Consultant, Container Management  

Under the overall supervision of the LTO and PC, the consultant will: 

 Update and complete gaps in the PPG study on Container management in the region 

  Supervise the National Consultant(s) to update the report on pesticide containers on empty 
pesticide container management for agricultural, livestock and public health pesticides in target 
areas including identifying: the annual quantities by type of container by type of farmer and source 
of supply; current practices for rinsing and disposing of containers; options for sensitizing users to 
adopt triple rinsing; options for collecting the empty containers and small quantities of unwanted 
pesticides from users including the local waste management services, dedicated collection points, 
reverse distribution through the resellers; and identifying and assessing the national waste 
management and recycling industry to identify potential recycling/disposal options for each of the 
container materials 

 Propose one or more models for establishing and operating a pilot container management 
collection storage and recycling scheme for the containers generated in the target areas, including 
infrastructure requirements, collection and recycling costs, requirement and costs of any 
awareness raising activities, institutional arrangements for operating the scheme, its legal basis 
and perspectives for future sustainable funding mechanisms 

 Together with the national consultant, undertake a stakeholder workshop to present the findings 
of the feasibility study and the proposed model for the establishment of the scheme 

 Write a business plan for any agreed pilot scheme, including the detailed set up and operating 
requirements  

Requirements 

1. Post-graduate degree in agriculture, environmental sciences, chemistry or related fields; 

2. At least 5 years’ experience in empty pesticide container management;  

3. Knowledge of the pesticide industry and regulatory environment in the Caribbean. 

4. Excellent report writing skills in English; working knowledge of Spanish would be an 

advantage. 

 

Component 3: National Consultant, Container management review  

Under the direct supervision of the PC and the FAO Lead Technical Officer and in cooperation 
with the International Consultant Container Management the consultant will:  

 Perform a review of container generation, current and potential future collection, cleaning, 
treatment and disposal options 

 Contribute to awareness raising and training on triple rinsing for extension advisors 

 

Requirements: 

1. 5 years experience with environmental agricultural capacity building; 
2. 5 years experience implementation of technical environmental agricultural pilot projects;  
3. Experience in working with rural communities. 

 

Component 3: Local Consultants/ NGOs for containers awareness raising  
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Under the direct supervision of PC and International Communications coordinator the national 
consultant and/or NGO will:  

 Take part in the communication, awareness raising and KAP survey training  

 Identify priority sites per country for intervention, linked as far as possible to the highest rates of 
generation of pesticide containers 

 Carry out the KAP surveys to identify high risk behaviours and develop communication strategies 

 Implement communication strategies and regular monitoring of behaviour (including at least one 
more KAP survey by end of project)  

 

Requirements: 

1. At least 5 years experience with awareness raising on health and environmental risks of 
obsolete pesticides.  

2. Experience in carrying out social and economic surveys;  
3. Experience in working with groups at risk in rural communities. 

 

Component 4: International Consultant - Pesticides Legislation 

Under the technical supervision of the Chief, Development Law Service (LEGN), the operational 
supervision of the FAO Representation in project countries, and in collaboration with the Officer 
of the Plant Production and Protection Division (AGPP), the incumbent will: 

1. Review the National Legal Consultant’s report and submit comments thereon; 
2. Based on the feedback received in the consultations above and taking into account any 

existing initiative for legislative reform, as well as the international obligations of the 
governments, prepare draft regulations subsidiary in order to upgrade the legal 
framework on pesticides management; 

3. Discuss the main elements of the draft legislation with government stakeholders in a 
workshop; 

4. Upon his/her return to the HQs, prepare a report in writing summarizing the undertaken 
activities, presenting the draft regulations and making recommendations for their 
implementation. 

Requirements: 

Degree in law. Experience in legislative drafting and familiarity with agricultural legislation, 
preferably on plant protection. Proficient in English. 

 

Component 4: International consultant(s), Cost recovery analysis (Economist) 

Under the technical supervision of the LTO and PC, the operational supervision of the FAO 
Representation in project countries, the incumbent will: 

1. Develop a methodology, including resources for on-the-job training of national 
consultants, for estimating the social, health and environmental costs of use of chemical 
pesticides for plant protection; and assessing the current levels of cost recovery from the 
private sector in the countries (with reference among others to the approaches used in 
UNEP documents including Cost of Inaction and LIRA guidance). This methodology 
should be developed in consultation with CGPC members and FAO officers 

2. Prepare a cost recovery status analysis for each of the 11 countries based on the above 
methodology and with inputs and support from the CGPC members and other officials 
from the project countries 
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3. Present the main elements of the analyses, including identifying commonalities, with 
government stakeholders in a workshop; 

4. Support CGPC members in developing policy briefs, papers, or national meetings to 
advocate for support of national and regional institutions for more effective pest control 
regulation 

Requirements: 

Degree in economics. Experience in public sector financial planning, and familiarity with 
agricultural economics, preferably on plant protection, and environmental cost benefit analysis, 
including recent UNEP chemicals publications on the Cost of Inaction and LIRA guidance. 
Proficient in English. 

 

Component 4: International Consultant(s): PSMS, pesticide registration & inspection expert 

Under the supervision of the NTC and FAO LTO, and in liaison with technical departments and 
other national stakeholders, the consultant will; 

 Train government staff in use of models for predicting and mitigation of exposure of 

spray personnel to pesticides 

o Demonstrate, train and instruct staff in use, evaluation of results and 

parametrization of models to predict operator exposure to pesticides (such as 

EUROPOEM) in Kazakhstan and Turkey 

o Plan and prepare for a programme to measure actual pesticide exposure in 

Turkey using appropriate personal sampling devices that test for dermal and 

respiratory exposure under actual practical application conditions in Turkey 

o Advice State extension services on contracting of analytical services to analyze 

personal sampler devices including appropriate quality assurance measures 

o Review and assess the results and compare to results of predictive models; 

o Prepare a detailed report on the comparison with recommendations for further 

improving the predictive power of the operator exposure model 

 Train and support national authorities in principles and practice of applying pesticide 

specifications in national registration scheme 

o Prepare and deliver a national training for government staff in Kazakhstan 

o Provide support in revision of phytosanitary regulation with respect to provisions 

for defining appropriate quality, including in dossier data requirements 

 Train and support authorities in Tajikistan in reviewing and strengthening registration 

requirements relating to packaging, labelling and classification of pesticide products 

Requirements: 

1. Advanced degree in organic chemistry 

2. 10 years experience in analytical and pesticide chemistry and regulation 

3. 5 years experience related to laboratory certification and management 

4. Ability to work in English. 

 

Component 4: National Consultants – Legislation Review 

Under the technical supervision of the Development Law Service (LEGN) Officer, the RTE and the 
FAO Representation in the country and in collaboration with the Plant Production and Protection 
Division (AGPP) Officer, the National Legal Consultants will: 
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 Before the first mission of the Legal Officer, and based on his instructions, prepare a report in 
writing reviewing the national legislation and policies in place for pesticides management, 
including Integrated Pest Management (IPM), pesticides residues and disposal of obsolete 
pesticides, and assessing it in the light of the international obligations of the government. identify 
the legal gaps and prepare a list of laws and regulations which require enactment reforms; 

 Submit the above report to the Legal Officer and review it based on his/her comments; 

 Before every mission of the Legal Officer, prepare an agenda of meetings with government 
stakeholders and assist government counterparts with the organization of the workshop; 

 During the mission of the Legal Officer, participate in the meetings and assist him/her on any 
mission activity, including the development of draft legislation; 

 Provide assistance for the organization and participate in the national workshops for discussing 
legal recommendations and proposals; 

 Assist in the drafting of the national primary and implementing legislation and their translation 
into Spanish if needed; 

 Prepare final reports after the missions of the Legal Officer and a final report including comments 
to the draft legislation.  

 As requested by the Legal Officer, make inputs into the final project legal report; 

 Undertake any other function that may be necessary for the implementation of the project. 

Requirements: 

Degree in law. Experience in legislative drafting and familiarity with agricultural legislation, 
preferably on plant protection. Proficient English.  

 

National Consultants: Pesticide registration, inspection and cost recovery  

Under the direct supervision of the PC and FAO Lead Technical Officer, the consultant(s) will be 
responsible for the following activities:  

 Consult with national stakeholders to develop the regional registration working group procedures, 
and share results of any pesticide assessment completed (est 22 days) 

 Support the international consultant in developing national cost recovery analyses, including 
obtaining data from national budget and financial planning sources, and take the lead in 
disseminating the findings to decision makers (est 15 days) 

 Provide support for inspection training as needed (est 22 days in 6 countries only) 

o Consult with national inspection and customs authorities to establish information 
sharing networks with the country and with other Caribbean countries, including 
information on registered chemicals and results of inspections and enforcement 
activities  

Requirements: 

1. Advanced degree in agricultural sciences 

2. 10 years experience in pesticide application  

3. Excellent communication skills in English. 

 

Component 5: International Consultant: IPM Specialist 

Under the direct supervision of the PC, the consultant will be responsible for the following 
activities:  

 Participate in the inception workshop and discuss the project objectives with a wide group of 
stakeholders;  
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 Assist in selection of an implementing partners among NGOs , universities, research institutes to 
provide training to technical advisers and assist the development of an LoA;  

 Guide the national consultant and the implementing partner assist to identify in a participatory 
manner, with active involvement of female and male farmers and implementing partner, the 
cropping systems, project and demonstration sites for establishment and development of demo 
trials for testing, adopting and implementing IPM technologies; 

 Guide the national consultant and the implementing partner to identify the list of tools, 
equipment and machinery need for training on IPM alternatives trials (2 countries) and develop 
the technical  specifications for tender; 

 Support the implementing partner in the establishment of trials to test and demonstrate efficiency 
of monitoring and of IPM pest control tools, training modules and training materials for extension 
services 

 Support the implementing partner to create IPM database information systems (where 
applicable); 

 Assist the national consultant and IP to prepare farmer-oriented brochures and guidelines on IPM;  

 Participate in the final workshop. 

 

Requirements: 

1. PhD in agronomy or agriculture engineering or other relevant subject; 

2. 6-8 of experience on crop management, particularly in IPM practices 

3. Excellent communication skills in English. 

 

National Consultant: IPM communication strategy delivery 

Under the direct supervision of the International Consultant, the consultant will be responsible 
for the following activities:  

 Consult with project partners and consultants responsible for delivery of output 5.3 to understand 
the project expected results on HHPs and IPM and adoption of alternatives; and the actions and 
roles of each partner in delivering the outcomes 

 Contribute to the finalization of the component communications plan to achieve the above results, 
and adapt it for their own country.  

 Design and conduct a statistically valid KAP survey to gather baseline, mid-term and final data 

 Produce and assist in the dissemination of any communications tools as identified in the plan 
(publications, media interviews, training, etc) 

 Contribute to the M&E plan as needed (monitor media coverage, produce data for indicators on 
target audiences etc)  

Requirements: 

1. Advanced degree in communications, development, psychology, media studies or other 

relevant subject; 

2. 5 years experience in communications for development  

3. 2-3 years experience related to agricultural or IPM awareness raising 

4. Excellent communication skills in English and local languages 

 

National Consultant: Statistician 

Under the direct supervision of the International and national Consultants for communications , 
the consultant will be responsible for the following activities:  

 Contribute to the development and test data collection tools   and training of NGO partners 
responsible for conducting field work 
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 Analyse the data collected from the KAP surveys on container management and adoption 
of IPM and alternative pest control methods  

Requirements: 

1. Advanced degree in agriculture, statistics, or related subject 

2. 5 years experience in agricultural statistics 

3. Excellent communication skills in English 

 

Contract: Implementing Partner for IPM field trials 

An implementing partner (IP) will be selected among the local NGOs, universities, research 
institutes with experience in applying the FFS methodology or in organizing demonstration days 
for farmers, to test, validate and promote IPM alternatives to stakeholders (farmers, advisors) 
and a contract or a LoA will be signed to carry out following activities:  

 In close collaboration with the international and national consultant identify the priority crops and 
related pests, demonstration sites, IPM tools to be used (i.e. biopesticides, biological control) and 
the experimental design. 

 Establish trials and carry out pest control and field operations at project sites  

 Together with the national consultant, organize Field days to promote IPM alternatives tested to 
farmers or at the already established FFS 

 Collect seasonal data from experimental plots where IPM alternatives are being tested including 
untreated and conventionally managed plots  

 Assist in the preparation and publish farmer-oriented brochures and guidelines on IPM 
alternatives  

 Translate and print training modules and materials  
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APPENDIX 7: ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL MANAGEMENT 

PLAN 

According to FAO current Environmental Impact Assessment Policy27, category B projects require 
environmental analysis and a risk management plan of specific negative impacts, including their 
expected magnitude, and specifying how these risks are to be addressed in the project design 
and by project implementers.  

Government focal point approval 

The Coordinating Group of Pesticide Control Boards of the Caribbean (CGPC) representatives 
were the key government focal points in the development and design of the project, with 
specific inputs from other relevant officers from various departments, including during the 
project development workshops in 2014 in Antigua. These focal points also drove the process of 
obtaining government co-finance commitments and approval of the project document by the 
GEF Focal Point in each country.  

During project inception, government approval for the overall project, as well as any specific 
requirements including government responsibilities and contributions, will be obtained through 
signature of the Project Agreement with FAO which enables the project to become operational 
and funds to be disbursed.  In particular, governments will provide insurance cover and 
emergency services availability for any personnel involved in obsolete pesticide and 
contaminated soil handling with potential exposure risks.  

During project implementation, government involvement will be needed for all components, 
including repackaging team and centralization of stocks, including issuance of any environmental 
permits for stores or temporary storage locations (Component 1); provision of national teams for 
contaminated site assessment and remediation teams (Component 2); environmental permits 
and authorisations for waste handling and treatment plants to accept empty pesticide containers 
that have been adequately rinsed (Component 3); and in supporting environmental risk 
assessment and inspection and enforcement actions to support registration and risk 
management of pesticides (Component 4).  

National environmental management policies, regulations, and requirements, including those for 
environmental impact assessment 

The national policies regulations and requirements for the 11 project countries have been 
analysed through the pesticide legislation reviews conducted during project preparation, which 
confirmed that the proposed environmental risk management strategy (see below) will comply 
or exceed all national requirements.  

Analysis of environmental and sustainability issues and risk mitigation measures 

Component 1. Risks of major negative environmental impacts occurring during project 
implementation exist in Output 1, removal of obsolete stockpiles, which involves disturbance of 
existing environmental equilibriums and entail possible risks both to workers handling these 
chemicals and to the environment. These risks are mitigated by the strict application of FAO’s 
guidelines on inventory, safeguarding, transport, storage, packaging, export and destruction in 
the Environmental Management ToolKit series (http://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/obsolete-
pesticides/resources0/en/). These are the leading global standard and ensure compliance and in 
most cases exceedance of national requirements in terms of environmental impact assessment 
and mitigation in relation to disposal of obsolete pesticides. These guidelines have been applied 

                                                           
 

27 FAO is currently developing an environmental and social safeguard policy and guidelines. Requirements 
from this policy, not yet approved, regarding pesticide management have also been taken into account in 
this document.  

http://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/obsolete-pesticides/resources0/en/
http://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/obsolete-pesticides/resources0/en/
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since 2003 with no major incident occurring in over 10 years. The site-specific risk assessment is 
based on the inventories documented in the Pesticide Stock Management System (PSMS), which 
have already been completed for 10 of the 11 countries in the preparation phase. PSMS 
generates risk factors associated with both the pesticides held at each location and the 
environmental conditions of the storage location and its surroundings. These risk categorizations 
form the basis of the EMPs developed in each country. The identified risks are addressed 
through the requirements and Standard Operating Procedures that are defined in the 
Environmental Management Plan for the disposal, and the contractor plays a large part in 
formulating and implementing the EMP - this has already been done with the safeguarding in 
Jamaica, Suriname and Trinidad and capacity developed in those countries will be shared with 
the remaining countries to ensure a high level of adherence to the standards.  

Component 2. For the piloting of site specific remediation strategies for contaminated soils, 
there is a similar risk of disturbance of contaminants which may even result in heightened 
concentrations at the surface if a comprehensive methodology to map, model and remediate the 
soils is not followed. The Rapid Environmental Assessment methodology developed by FAO for 
such situations allows the actual risks to be assessed on the basis of contamination type and 
level, environmental factors and land use patterns over time. FAO has worked with universities 
and technical companies to develop innovative approaches and tools that are appropriate for 
use in developing countries. Like the obsolete pesticides, detailed guidance and prior site 
assessment and modelling are undertaken before any remediation works begin, and regular 
monitoring of contamination levels is built into the remediation and monitoring strategy.  

Component 3. The container management component is anticipated to immediately improve 
local environmental conditions, by the effective cleansing of pesticide containers by triple rinsing 
during their use and prior to any disposal and eventual environmentally sound recycling or 
disposal of the cleaned containers. The primary risk from pesticide containers is from the 
pesticide residues they contain. These are effectively removed through triple rinsing, and 
farmers are already being informed about the technique. Further training in awareness wil be 
carried out to expand application of this technique. The secondary risk from pesticide containers 
is inappropriate disposal through open burning or burial. The project will explore options for 
recycling clean pesticide containers along with other agricultural plastics and possibly other 
plastic waste. In the absence of recycling options, the integration of clean pesticide containers 
with other plastic waste streams, possibly for energy recovery, will be explored. The emphasis in 
this component will be on the elimination or significant reduction of any risks posed by pesticide 
containers, either from pesticide residues they contain, or from the plastic from which the 
containers are fabricated. 

The remaining project components (registration, alternatives to HHP and project monitoring and 
communication) are anticipated to bring positive environmental impacts, by reducing the 
availability of the most hazardous and problematic chemicals, and shifting preference of users to 
less environmentally harmful options. One possible unintended negative effect may be to 
increase illegal and ‘hidden’ use of these chemicals, which may lead to greater environmental 
and particularly user health impacts (e.g. if products are no longer used in approved containers 
which provide some information on correct application practices). This will be addressed through 
support to increasing inspection and enforcement activities; and will be explicitly included in the 
communication strategy messages and monitoring through KAP surveys.  

Community and beneficiary buyin – The review of IPM by the PPG consultant included initial 
consultation with some farmer's associations, and the involvement of CaFAN in project 
implementation will ensure that farmers (and the local population) will be closely involved in 
developing detailed project activities and intervention sites for component 3 and 5. The 
communication strategy will also play a key role in insuring this awareness and the buy-in of 
farmers and the local population.     
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Table of anticipated environmental or social impacts and mitigation measures 

Likely or possible 
environmental or social 
Impact 

Probability of 
impacts: high, 
medium, low; 

Significance of 
impacts: high, 
medium, low; 

Likely affected 
population: 
category 1 

Natural resources likely 
to be affected: water, 
soils, forests, coastal 
ecosystems, etc.; 

Economic effects: 
change in level of 
income, 
employment, etc.; 

Preventive actions and 
mitigation measures: 
project readjustment, 
institutional measures, 
other alternatives 

Spillage of obsolete 
pesticides during 
repackaging and exposure 
of workers 

Low High Workers  Soils; water; groundwater n/a Use of EMTK 
Selection of experienced  
contractor 
Monitoring by government 

Traffic accident during 
transport of obsolete 
pesticides 

Low High All, depending on 
location of spill 

Soil, water, various 
settings (depending on 
location of spill) 

n/a Use of EMTK which contain 
all best practices in relation 
to transport of hazardous 
wastes (e.g. Basel and IMO 
standards) 

Migration of contaminants 
to surface during soil 
remediation works 

Medium Medium Rural populations 
near 
contaminated 
sites  

Livestock; soils; runoff 
and surface water 

Yes – in the event 
of livestock 
poisoning; or 
poisoning of 
people illegally 
accessing site 

Comprehensive site 
assessment including 
invasive sampling; 
monitoring of contamination 
levels; effective fencing off 
to prevent unauthorised 
access 

Increase in illegal use of 
pesticides e.g. in 
unapproved packaging 

High High Farmers; poor 
households 
(vector control) 

Agricultural ecosystems 
including water bodies 
and groundwater 

Health impacts; 
inability to work 

Effective communication 
campaign to promote 
voluntary reductions in use; 
step up in inspections and 
enforcement of illegal 
vendors 

 

                                                           
 

1 (poor, rural, urban, etc.), social system (indigenous) geographical distribution, etc.; 
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APPENDIX 8:  MATRIX OF HHP REGISTERED IN THE PARTICIPATING COUNTRIES 

Extract from: Draft register of active ingredients which have been banned, are classified as HHPs according to WHO and FAO, or have been reported as 
problematic during use in the participating countries 

 

Column1 ATG BHS BRB DMA DOM GUY JAM LCA KNA VN SUR TOT Column1 ATG BHS BRB DMA DOM GUY JAM LCA KNA VN SUR TOT

Active ingredient Active ingredient 

1,2-Dibromomethane 2008 2,4-D √ √ √

2,4,5-T 2008 Aluminium phosphide √ √

Abamectin 2014 Asulam √ √

Acephate 2014 Benzyl  Ammonium Chloride √

Alachlor + Linuron 2014 Brodi facoum √ √ √ √

Aldicarb 2009 1999 Bromal iodone √ √ √ √

Aldrin 2009 1961 2008 1999 Bromethal in √ √ √

Ametryne 2014 Cadusafos √

azinphos-ethyl  (Gusathion A)2009 1999 Captafol √

azinphos-methyl  (Gusathion M. Gution)2009 1999 Carbaryl √ √

Benomyl 2000 Carbofuran √ √

Captafol 2008 Chlorophacinone √ √ √

Carbendazim Chlorothaloni l √

Carbofuran 2010 2014 Chlorpyri fos √ √ √

Carbofuran 2013 2014 Coumaphos √ √

Chlordane 2009 1999 Cyfluthrin √

Chlordecone 2008 1999 Cypermethrin √

Chlordimefon 1999 Diazinon √ √ √ √

Chlorfenvinphos 2008 Dichlorvos √

Chlorobenzi late 1999 Difenacoum √ √

Chlorpyri fos 2009 R 2008 Difenthia lone √

Copper Sul fate pentahydrate 2014 Difocol √

Cyfluthrin 2014 Diphacinone √

Cypermethrin 2014 Diphacinone √ √

DDT 2009 2014 Diquat

Demeton 2009 1999 Diquat √

Dezomet   (Dazoment?) 1999 Disul foton √

Diazinon 2014 Ethoprop √ √

Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane2010 2014 Fenamiphos √ √ √

Dichlorvos Flocoumafen √ √ √

dicrotophos  (Bidrin) 2014 Flumethrin

Dieldrin 2010 Flumethrin √

Difocol 2008 1999 Glyphosate √ √ √

BANNED HHP or PROBLEMS   2014
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APPENDIX 9: DRAFT COMMUNICATION STRATEGIES FOR 

COMPONENTS 3 AND 5 

 9a: Extract from Consultant Report “Communication Strategy Component 3:  Development of 

systems for the management of empty pesticides containers” 

1. Situation Analysis 

Baseline 
A stakeholder consultation was done with pesticide vendors and members of the CGPC (the executing partner 
of the project) from the recipient countries in June 2014 in Antigua. At this consultation members revealed 
that for the past 10 years various communication efforts have been used at differing intensities to encourage 
farmers to triple rinse pesticide containers in their member countries using the resources of their 
organizations. The vendors indicated that while they comply with EPA regulations, they do not have systems in 
place to collect empty pesticide containers and dispose of in recommended ways. Both parties agreed that 
there is no legislature in place to support disposal of pesticide containers. 

Additionally, since 2011 through the CGPC group the FAO project GCP/INT/063/EC- “Clean up of obsolete 
pesticides, Pesticides Management and Sustainable Pest Management” has developed and distributed 
communication material on “Triple rinse”, these include flyers, short video and a 12 month calendar.   

However, no evaluation has been done on the efforts stated above to determine: 

 The number of publications/print material re- produced and distributed 

 The number of DVDs re-produced and distributed or frequency and timing of “air-time” of video on 
television and subsequently the number of persons who viewed the video 

 If farmers were more knowledgeable about the “triple rinse” technique  

 If farmers understood the message 

 How many farmers adopted the “triple rinse technique” after receiving the communication 

This situation has led to CGPC members observing a large number of pesticide containers still not being 
properly disposed of via the triple rinse technique. Farmers and members of the public still reuse pesticide 
containers and containers appear at the public land fills or discarded carelessly 

Problem 
The private chemical providers from outside comply with EPA regulations, but they don’t have time to follow 
through at the farmer’s education level. Farmers would normally not comply with labels. There are some 
repackaging in glass bottles and not recyclable containers. There is no legislation on hazardous waste to 
support the recycling. There are no recycling systems.  Local shops do not have educated staff to advice 
farmers on the handling of the chemicals. 
This has resulted in improper disposal of pesticide containers plaguing the recipient countries, this poses a 
serious threat to human health and the environment. Several methods have been proposed to combat this 
issue. The most popular of this is the simplest, the “triple rinse technique”. Whilst a lot of effort has been done 
communicating this technique in the past, no evaluation has been done to determine level of understanding, 
ease of adoption and the best method of communication. 

 
2. Audience 

Primary/target audience – farmers and policy makers 
 Farmers -They are the main users of pesticides. A farmer can be a smallholder, subsistence, semi-
commercial or large commercial grower. This group perceives pesticides as a necessary input to manage pests 
and diseases and improve crop yields. 

 Policy Makers- They are the ultimate decision makers with respect to regulations governing container 
disposal and the lead role in establishing agreements amongst member countries and providing aid. A policy 
maker might include Heads of State, parliamentarians, politicians and high level government officials who 
make policy and allocate resources.    

Secondary/Influencing – vendors, extension officers and general public  
These have the greatest influence over the primary audience.  
Extension Officers advise farmers on adaptation of technology, they can promote and teach the triple rinse 
technique to farmers. 
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Vendors supply farmers with pesticides, they can promote the triple rinse technique as well as are the 
potential partners in the  collection and disposal of triple rinsed containers. 
General Public might use pesticides in their households, therefore they should adopt the triple rinse 
technique. This group can create pressures on farmers and policy makers to manage empty pesticide 
containers properly so that their health and the health of the environment is protected. 
  
Tertiary participants- are those whose actions indirectly help or hinder the behaviors of other participants. 
Tertiary participants' actions reflect the broader social, cultural and policy factors that create an enabling 
environment to sustain desired behavior change.  

 
3. Communications Strategy Objective 

“To reduce the incidence of improperly disposed pesticide containers and improve the health of humans and 
the environment” 

4. Communication Objectives 

 Increase awareness of the “triple rinse” technique for farmers who use pesticides by 100% 

 Increase the number of farmers who use pesticide to adopt “triple rinse” technique by 100% 

 Increase the number of farmers who properly dispose of rinsate/washings by 100% 

 Increase the awareness of legislature to support proper pesticide container disposal for policy makers 
by 30% 

 Increase the awareness of legislature to support proper pesticide container disposal for Heads of 
State by 100% 

 
5. Communication Message 

 Safely dispose of pesticide containers 
o Triple rinse-rinse container three times with clean water then puncture and dispose using 

recommended method 
o Always read the label before disposing of an empty pesticide containers 

 Avoid contaminating water ways and the environment by properly disposing of rinsate/washings by 
spraying washings back on to the crop or on labelled site or collecting and disposing in a disposal 
program. 

 Pesticide containers and their residue and negatively affect human health and the environment, it is 
essential to have a sustainable container management plan to protect the Caribbean citizenry 

 
6. The Media and Delivery 

During the stakeholder consultation, the stakeholders suggested that a combination of media should be used 
to deliver the messages. This Integrated communication strategy would take advantage of a combination of 
communication tools and media to spread the message. By combining various media, the project will ensure 
that the audience is reached and can leverage the various tools in ways that are most effective. 
The Integrated strategy will use the power of traditional print and radio media, which is most preferred by 
stakeholders as well as the use of new, online communication tools and video. 
Communication material should be disseminated throughout the 4 years of the project and various intensities, 
however activities should be intensified during the month of September when the executing partner –CGPC 
holds an annual “Pesticide Awareness Week”. 
The following is recommended: 

Year  Target Audience Message Media Type 

Year 1 Farmers, vendors 
and extension 
officers and public 

 

 

 

Policy makers and 
vendors 

 Triple Rinse and Puncture containers 

 Dispose of rinsate/washings properly 

 Effects of improperly disposed pesticide 
containers and its residue on the environment 

 

 Effects of improperly disposed pesticide 
containers and its residue on the environment 

 Importance of container management 
strategy 

Print Media- Brochures, 
Posters 

Website, Facebook Q &A 

 

 

 

Policy Briefs, Flyers 

Website resources 
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Year 2 Farmers, vendors 
and extension 
officers and public 

 

 

Policy Makers and 
Vendors 

 

 Triple Rinse and Puncture Containers 

 Dispose of rinsate/washings properly 
 

 

 

 Effects of improperly disposed pesticide 
containers and its residue on the environment 

 Importance of container management 
strategy 

Print media- Flyers, 
newspaper pullout, 

Illustrative video 

Website, Facebook Q&A 

 

Policy Briefs 

Focus Groups 

Website resources 

Year 3 Farmers, vendors 
and extension 
officers and public 

 

Policy Makers and 
Vendors 

 

 Triple Rinse and Puncture Containers 

 Dispose of rinsate/washings properly 
 

 

 Effects of improperly disposed pesticide 
containers and its residue on the environment 

 Importance of container management 
strategy 

Print media- stickers 

Radio- Jingles 

Website, Facebook Q&A 

 

Policy Briefs, Meetings, 
website Resources 

 

Year 4 Farmers, vendors 
and extension 
officers and public 

 

Policy Makers and 
Vendors 

 Triple Rinse and Puncture Containers 

 Dispose of rinsate/washings properly 
 

 

 Effects of improperly disposed pesticide 
containers and its residue on the environment 

 Importance of container management 
strategy 

SMS text messages to 
farmers 

TV bulletins 

Pint media- Flyers 

Website resources 

 

Policy Briefs, 

Website Resources 

 

 
Note: It is recommended that the CGPC develop a website in consultation with a website developer. This site 
will serve to educate all stakeholders and keep them up to date on all relevant information to the GEF project 
as well as the developments of the CGPC. All communication material should be uploaded to the website and 
made free for users/interested persons to download. There should be a link to the CGPC Facebook page which 
should be managed every day to answer any queries and clarifications as well as post relevant information 
about the project. 
 
Development of Communication Material and Dissemination 

 A communications consultant should be hired to do layout of all print material (including policy briefs), 
development and production of video material, development of radio jingle and SMS text message 
bulletin 

 A website developer should be hired to develop CGPC website, upload materials and create links 

 A person (preferably student on member of CGPC group) should be given a stipend for maintaining 
content on CGPC website and Facebook Page 

 The CGPC will be given master copies of all communication material and will have responsibility for 
distributing theses to target audiences. 

 
7. Evaluation 
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This is an important component of the communication plan, the results would indicate whether the 
desired change/target has been achieved to produce the expected outcome. It can also indicate what 
problems, if any, the target audience has in receiving the message and thus changes can be made to 
ensure success. Three techniques would be used to evaluate communication: 

I. Monitoring 
II. Indicators and 

III. Formal Surveys 
Monitoring 
Monitoring is fuel for evaluation or the starting point for evaluation. Observations can be made to monitor 
whether farmers are adopting the triple rinse technique and disposing containers as recommended. It can also 
be used to keep track of communication activities e.g. are videos aired on television, is the radio playing jingles 
are newspapers carrying the “pullouts” etc. These activities can be done by the CGPC members in the 
respective countries. 
Indicators  
Will be used to measure activities and results. Information can be captured by the communications consultant 
and CGPC members. 
Some examples of indicators to be used are: number of print media and type produced, numbers of print 
material distributed, number of times jingle aired on radio and number of stations aired the jingle, number of 
DVDs distributed or number of times video aired on television, number of meetings held with policy makers, 
number of policy briefs prepared, number of visitors to website and Facebook page, number of downloads 
from website. 
Result Indicators would be number of persons using the triple rinse technique (this information will be 
gathered from Formal Surveys) and Policy change with respect to container management. 
 
Formal Surveys 
This is the highest form of evaluation and would require the most resources. Surveys in the form of 
questionnaires, will be designed by the communications consultant and given to CGPC members for 
multiplication and administering. Two types of sampling will be used: 

 Convenience sampling of person who attend activities during the “Pesticide Awareness Week”. 
The questionnaire can also be placed on the website and Facebook during a prescribed period for 
visitors to complete. 

 Random sampling of farmers to determine the percentage of persons using the triple rinse 
technique 

Sample questions for surveys: 
• Is the audience more informed about the issue? What evidence do I have?  
• Is the audience more engaged with the issue? If not, does my data indicate possible reasons for the low 
engagement? 
• Based on audience response, do I need to change my audience? 
• Based on audience response, do I need to make changes in my messages or messengers? 

 What are the perceived benefits of the communication/ project 
 
 

8. Budget 
Three factors would determine cost: hiring of consultants, production of communications material and dissemination cost. 
The CGPC would be responsible for reproduction of communications materials from master copies and dissemination, as 
well as coordination of all evaluation surveys- reproduction of questionnaires, providing interviewers and data entry. 
Consultants to be hired would include: 

 Website Developer (To develop CGPC website) 

 Website and Facebook Manager 

 Communications consultant- design, edit and produce all communications material and Evaluation Survey 
Questionnaires and survey report  
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Appendix 9b: Extract from Consultant Report “Draft recommendations for the design and 

strengthening of a communication strategy on pesticide risk reduction and IPM” 

1. Situation Analysis 

Background 
Refer to Consultant Report for Component 5: Promotion of alternatives to chemical pesticides –design report 
and justification and Section 3- Review of past and current and regional IPM programs. 

Problem 
Refer to consultant report for Component 5: Justification 

Baseline 
Refer to Consultant Report for Component 5: Promotion of alternatives to chemical pesticides –3.1 Baseline 
Situation Countries 
 

2. Audience 
Primary/target audience- Farmers and Home Gardeners 
Farmers -They are the main producers/growers of food and are therefore the main users of pesticides. A 
farmer can be a smallholder, subsistence, semi-commercial or large commercial grower. This group perceives 
pesticides as a necessary input to manage pests and diseases and improve crop yields. 
 
Home Gardeners- Produce food in their backyards on urban gardens for household consumption. This group 
might use pesticides to control pest and disease in their gardens. 
Secondary/Influencing- Consumers, children, vendors 
Consumers- This group is the main customer of farmers’ products, they are most at risk for health problems 
associated with pesticide residue in food. They can create pressures on farmers and policy makers to adopt 
safer use of pesticides when growing crops and adaptation of IPM practices so that their health and the health 
of the environment is protected. 
 
Children- there are many studies which show that children are one of the biggest influences on family decision 
making. This group has the power to change the habits/actions of home gardeners and farmers. 
 
Vendors supply farmers with pesticides, they can promote safe use of pesticides as well as provide alternatives 
e.g. biological pesticides. They can also the potential partners in IPM initiatives since they can supply the farm 
inputs needed in this type of farming. 
 
Tertiary participants- are those whose actions indirectly help or hinder the behaviors of other participants. 
Tertiary participants' actions reflect the broader social, cultural and policy factors that create an enabling 
environment to sustain desired behaviour change. These might include parliamentarians, politicians and high 
level government officials (TP 1) who make policy and allocate resources 
 

3. Communications Strategy Objective 

“To reduce the use of chemical and highly hazardous pesticides and promote the use of alternatives 
to pesticides and improve the health of humans and the environment” 

 

4. Communication Objectives 

 Increase awareness of the effects of pesticides on human health and the environment for consumers 
and farmers by 100% 

 Increase the number of consumers who demand “safer food” free from pesticide residue by 75% 

 Increase the number of farmers and home gardeners who adopt the use of Proper Protective Gears 
(PPG) when applying pesticides by 100% 

 Increase the awareness of IPM and Alternatives to Pesticides to farmers and home gardeners 

 Increase the number of farmers who practice Integrated Pest Management (IPM) by 60% 

 Increase the number of home gardeners who practice IPM by 80%  

 Increase the awareness of alternatives to chemical and highly hazardous pesticides to vendors 

 Increase the awareness and knowledge of children to beneficial insects 



  

101 

 

5. Communication Message 

 Pesticides and their residue can negatively affect human health and the environment 
o Pesticide residue in food and its impact on human health 
o The effects of pesticide on the environment 
o The effects of pesticides exposure on human health  
o Always wear Proper Protective Gear (PPG) when applying pesticide 
o Proper sprayer calibration is essential 
o Always read and understand pesticide labels before applying pesticides 

 Avoid using chemical and highly hazardous pesticides to produce food 
o Identification of indigenous natural enemies 
o Using insect traps and baits 
o Understanding poly-culture and crop rotation 
o Making pesticides from natural ingredients 
o Using bio-pesticides/biological pesticides 

 Save money and protect your health, use the Integrated Pest Management (IPM) approach 
o What is IPM 
o Identification and monitoring of pest 
o Understanding Action and Economic Threshold levels 

 
6. The Media and Delivery 

During the stakeholder consultation, the stakeholders suggested that a combination of media should be used 
to deliver the messages. This Integrated communication strategy would take advantage of a combination of 
communication tools and media to spread the message. By combining various media, the project will ensure 
that the audience is reached and can leverage the various tools in ways that are most effective. 
The Integrated strategy will use the power of traditional print and radio media, which is most preferred by 
stakeholders as well as the use of new, online communication tools and video, additionally children activities 
will be formulated. 
Communication material should be disseminated throughout the 4 years of the project and various intensities, 
however activities should be intensified during the month of September when the executing partner –CGPC 
holds an annual “Pesticide Awareness Week”. 
The communication strategy to promote awareness on the effects of pesticides on human health and the 
environment and to conventional pesticides targeting farmers, home gardeners, consumers and children will 
be launched fully in the 1st year, however the awareness raising campaigns on IPM approaches, and avoiding 
chemical and highly hazardous pesticides to produce food targeting farmers, home gardeners, children and 
vendors will be launched 50% in the 1st year and fully in the 2nd year due to the large content of these two 
messages. 
 
The following is recommended: 

Year  Target Audience Message Media Type 

Year 1 Farmers, home 
gardeners, 
consumers, 
vendors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Pesticide residue in food and its impact on 
human health 

 The effects of pesticide on the environment 

 The effects of pesticides exposure on human 
health  

 Always wear PPG when applying pesticide 

 Proper sprayer calibration is essential 

 Always read and understand pesticide labels 
before applying pesticides 
 

 What is IPM 

 Identification and monitoring of pest 

 Understanding Action and Economic 
Threshold levels 

 
 

Print Media- Brochures, 
Posters, flyers 
 
Radio-jingle 
 
Website, Facebook Q &A 
 
 
 
 

Year 2 Farmers, home  Pesticide residue in food and its impact on Print media- Flyers, 
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gardeners, 
consumers, 
vendors, children 
 

human health 

 The effects of pesticide on the environment 

 The effects of pesticides exposure on human 
health  

 Always wear PPG when applying pesticide 

 Proper sprayer calibration is essential 

 Always read and understand pesticide labels 
before applying pesticides 
 

 What is IPM 

 Identification and monitoring of pest 

 Understanding Action and Economic 
Threshold levels 
 

 Identification of indigenous natural enemies 

 Making pesticides from natural ingredients 
 

newspaper pullout, 
Children word puzzles, 
children coloring books, 
manuals (ID of Natural 
enemies) 
 
Illustrative videos 
(proper pesticide 
application) 
 
Website, Facebook Q&A 
 
 

Year 3 Farmers, home 
gardeners, 
consumers, 
vendors, children 
 

 Pesticide residue in food and its impact on 
human health 

 The effects of pesticide on the environment 

 The effects of pesticides exposure on human 
health  

 Always wear PPG when applying pesticide 

 Proper sprayer calibration is essential 

 Always read and understand pesticide labels 
before applying pesticides 
  

 What is IPM 

 Identification and monitoring of pest 

 Understanding Action and Economic 
Threshold levels 

 

 Identification of indigenous natural enemies 

 Using insect traps and baits 

 Understanding poly-culture and crop rotation 

 Making pesticides from natural ingredients 

 Using bio-pesticides/biological pesticides 
 

Print media- stickers, 
children art competition 
(natural enemies), 
brochures 
 
Radio- Jingles 
 
Website, Facebook Q&A 
 
Illustrative video- sprayer 
calibration 

Year 4 Farmers, home 
gardeners, 
consumers, 
vendors, children 
 

 Pesticide residue in food and its impact on 
human health 

 The effects of pesticide on the environment 

 The effects of pesticides exposure on human 
health  

 Always wear PPG when applying pesticide 

 Proper sprayer calibration is essential 

 Always read and understand pesticide labels 
before applying pesticides 
  

 What is IPM 

 Identification and monitoring of pest 

 Understanding Action and Economic 
Threshold levels 

 

 Identification of indigenous natural enemies 

 Using insect traps and baits 

 Understanding poly-culture and crop rotation 

SMS text messages to 
farmers 
 
TV bulletins 
 
Pint media- Flyers, 
brochures, posters 
Website resources 
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 Making pesticides from natural ingredients 

 Using bio-pesticides/biological pesticides 

 
Note: It is recommended that the CGPC develop a website in consultation with a website developer. This site 
will serve to educate all stakeholders and keep them up to date on all relevant information to the GEF project 
as well as the developments of the CGPC. All communication material should be uploaded to the website and 
made free for users/interested persons to download. There should be a link to the CGPC Facebook page which 
should be managed every day to answer any queries and clarifications as well as post relevant information 
about the project. 
 
Development of Communication Material and Dissemination 

 A communications consultant should be hired to do layout of all print material (including children 
activities), development and production of video material, development of radio jingles and SMS text 
message bulletins 

 A website developer should be hired to develop CGPC website, upload materials and create links 

 A person (preferably student on member of CGPC group) should be given a stipend for maintaining 
content on CGPC website and Facebook Page 

 The CGPC will be given master copies of all communication material and will have responsibility for 
distributing theses to target audiences. 

 

 

 

7. Evaluation 
This is an important component of the communication plan, the results would indicate whether the 
desired change/target has been achieved to produce the expected outcome. It can also indicate what 
problems, if any, the target audience has in receiving the message and thus changes can be made to 
ensure success. Three techniques would be used to evaluate communication: 

I. Monitoring 
II. Indicators and 

III. Formal Surveys 
Monitoring 
Monitoring is fuel for evaluation or the starting point for evaluation. Observations can be made to monitor 
whether farmers and home gardeners are adopting IPM and alternative approaches to farming as 
recommended. It can also be used to keep track of communication activities e.g. are videos aired on television, 
is the radio playing jingles, are newspapers carrying the “pullouts” etc. These activities can be done by the 
CGPC members in the respective countries. 
Indicators  
Will be used to measure activities and results. Information can be captured by the communications consultant 
and CGPC members. 
Some examples of indicators to be used are: number of print media and type produced, numbers of print 
material distributed, number of times jingle aired on radio and number of stations aired the jingle, number of 
DVDs distributed or number of times video aired on television, number of visitors to website and Facebook 
page, number of downloads from website. 
Result Indicators would be number of persons using IPM and alternative approaches and number of 
consumers requesting/demanding pesticide residue free food (this information will be gathered from Formal 
Surveys) and trends in supermarket, and fresh market sales. 
Vendors can give information on whether there is an increase in sales of PPG, bio-pesticides and traps. 
The CCPG and pesticide authorities can give information on whether there is an increase in number of 
applications to bring in “new” products in the region that are “safer”/ less hazardous that can fit into an IPM 
approach. 
Results indicators can also be whether children can work out the word puzzles and draw indigenous natural 
enemies. 
Formal Surveys 
This is the highest form of evaluation and would require the most resources. Surveys in the form of 
questionnaires, will be designed by the communications consultant and given to CGPC members for 
multiplication and administering. Two types of sampling will be used: 
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 Convenience sampling of person who attend activities during the “Pesticide Awareness Week”. 
The questionnaire can also be placed on the website and Facebook during a prescribed period for 
visitors to complete. 

 Random sampling of farmers and home gardeners to determine the percentage of persons using 
IPM and alternative techniques to produce food. 

 Random sampling of consumers to determine purchasing preference of food. 
 

Sample questions for surveys: 
• Is the audience more informed about the issue? What evidence do I have?  
• Is the audience more engaged with the issue? If not, does my data indicate possible reasons for the low 
engagement? 
• Based on audience response, do I need to change my audience? 
• Based on audience response, do I need to make changes in my messages or messengers? 

 What are the perceived benefits of the communication/ project 
 

8. Budget 
Three factors would determine cost: hiring of consultants, production of communications material and dissemination cost. 
The CGPC would be responsible for reproduction of communications materials from master copies and dissemination, as 
well as coordination of all evaluation surveys- reproduction of questionnaires, providing interviewers and data entry. 
Consultants to be hired would include: 

 Website Developer (To develop CGPC website) 

 Website and Facebook Manager 

 Communications consultant- design, edit and produce all communications material and Evaluation Survey 
Questionnaires and survey reports. 

 


