
 

 
 
 
 

27th January 2005 
 
Mr Herve Martin 
Head of the Biotechnology and Pesticides Unit 
Environment DG 
European Commission 
Office BU-5 
02/137 
B-1049 Brussels 
Belgium 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Martin, 
 
Thematic Strategy -  Development  - 2nd Step 
 
The Agricultural Industries Confederation (AIC) welcomes the opportunity to comment on 
the BiPRO report on The Sustainable Use of Pesticides. 
 
The AIC is the representative body of the agricultural supply trade in the UK. Within the 
AIC the Agronomy and Crop Protection sector represents the interests of forty eight 
distributors of crop protection products. These members between them account for 90% of 
total sales of plant protection products (PPP’s) onto farm.  
 
Distributor members employ over 700 BASIS qualified agronomists. These agronomists 
through their day to day contact with farmers and growers are responsible for dissemination 
of information and advice on all aspects of crop agronomy, including pesticide usage, as 
well as environmental issues and farm business management. 
 
The AIC welcomes the Thematic Strategy as a means of bringing together in one document 
various pieces of legislation and voluntary agreements to develop a common framework 
throughout the EU.  
We would stress however that our members do not subscribe to inappropriate use of PPP’s 
– the mantra is to use as little PPP as possible, but as much as is necessary to do the job. 
Our members are under continual pressure to ensure farmers costs are kept to a minimum, 
whilst achieving the required quality standards constantly demanded from the end user.  



It remains to be seen what impact the introduction of the Single Farm Payment, will have 
on farm inputs, however it can only be assumed that when payments are decoupled from 
production that inputs, including PPP usage, will decrease.  
  
Our members fully support the Voluntary Initiative (V.I.) (Ref.3) which was rolled out 
across the UK in 2001. The aim of the V.I. is to reduce the environmental impacts of crop 
protection product usage, in particular biodiversity and water quality. This has been 
achieved   by reducing the risks presented by PPP’s rather than reducing PPP usage per se. 
Some of the measures proposed within the report are well developed with in theV.I. e.g. 
sprayer testing under the National Sprayer Testing Scheme (NSTS). 
Other measures, for example data collection (which was the subject of a case study by 
BiPRO for the report) are systems already existing in the UK. 
 
We would agree with the comment in the document ‘if not specifically targeted at risk 
reduction and in a proportionate manner, a use reduction may cause unwanted effects..’ 
Two such effects impacting on quality are listed below.   
Reduced fungicide inputs can result in increased Fusarium infection on wheat. A number of 
Fusarium species are toxin producers, the main mycotoxin of concern in the UK being 
Deoxynivalenol (DON).  
Reduced control of blackgrass (Alopecurus myosuroides) and other grass weeds in cereal 
crops can lead to ergot (Claviceps purpurea) infection. This can render grain unusable for 
either human or livestock consumption.  
 
Finally I would question the figure quoted in the text of £150 million per annum for the 
removal of PPP’s from raw drinking water in the UK. The Review of Key Issues Related to 
Economic Instruments to Reduce the Environmental Impact of Pesticide Use (Ref. 4) 
quotes the cost at £120 million per annum from the same source (Pretty et al, 2000).   
 
 
Comments on each of the recommendations to Measures 1 to 8 are included below. 
 
Measure 1 : Aerial Spraying 
 
The UK currently has restrictions on the application of PPP’s by air. AIC would agree with 
the recommendation to introduce strict legally binding minimum requirements. AIC would 
not support a total ban of aerial spraying as it is essential for pest and weed control in 
forestry situations.  
We would ask that restrictions on tank mixes would not prevent the use of adjuvants with 
PPP’s. Adjuvants can improve PPP efficacy and therefore can result in reduced PPP usage.  
 
 
Measure 2 : Reduced or PPP-free zones 
 
AIC would suggest that designating areas of zero PPP usage is simplistic (including Natura 
2000 sites) as some chemical control measures are less environmentally damaging that 
cultural control methods e.g. soil cultivations to control weeds can lead to soil erosion and 
soil runoff into waterways. 
Pesticides are used by many conservation groups to maintain habitats as a more effective 
and less intrusive measure than mowing or cultivation. It is the intensity of farming rather 
than chemical usage that can reduce biodiversity, as demonstrated by the Sustainable 



Arable Farming for an Improved Environment (SAFFIE) project. (Ref. 2). SAFFIE plots 
have lead to a 49% increase in skylark fledgling numbers after one year, even where normal 
PPP programmes were used.  
 
Untreated areas could also act as foci for disease and pests potentially reducing the output 
from commercial farms operating in Natura 2000 sites.  
 
It should also be borne in mind as mentioned in the report, that in some cases the use of 
PPP’s is much more cost effective than employing personnel to care for and maintain 
public parks and playgrounds.  
The AIC consider that if personnel involved in application of PPP’s in Natura 2000 sites, 
public parks, playgrounds etc. are adequately trained in best practice in the usage of PPP’s 
and  application equipment is calibrated regularly, then this should minimise the risks 
associated with application. These measures are on going within the V.I. 
There is a suggestion in the report that losses to PPP manufacturing and distribution, as a 
consequence of adopting measure II –I, would partially be compensated by the 
development of products with better risk profiles and possibly higher prices.  
If PPP manufacturers suffer reduced incomes (and one would assume profits) as a result of 
this measure, investment in research and development would be likely to decrease and 
therefore it is unlikely that newer products would reach the market.  
 
 
Measure 3: Data Collection 
 
The study reported on the voluntary data collection scheme currently operating in the UK. 
AIC would agree that ‘real use’ data is the most valuable in terms of assessing the impact of 
the Thematic Strategy.  
The report comments that UK farmers currently give this information on a voluntary basis, 
however the tolerance for voluntary contribution has been reached and will decline. 
The submission of this data whether on a sample basis or not, could be incentivised through 
the Whole Farm Approach (WFA). 
Collection of data from distributors would not provide the sought after usage data.  
It is debatable if the usage data could fully indicate the risks associated with PPP usage, as 
risks are as much dependent on how a product is used as well as what product is used. 
AIC feel data collection from distributors would also not necessarily reflect ‘on farm’ usage 
of PPP’s as product purchased may not be applied in that season due to inclement weather. 
As a consequence the product may remain in stock until the following season and this 
would further compound the validity of distributors’ data. 
AIC therefore conclude that mandatory data collection from distributors would add 
additional burdens to this sector of the industry for no real gain in terms of usage or risk 
knowledge.   
 
 
Measure 4: Training and Certification for PPP retailers, farmers and other 
professional users and extension services 
 
AIC fully support the above measure and would welcome fiscal support for farmers and 
growers undergoing such training via the Single Farm Payment (SFP) scheme.  
Currently within the UK PPP retailers are required to hold as a minimum the BASIS 
Certificate in Crop Protection. (Ref. 1) 



 Most of the 700 agronomists who are employed by AIC members are also members of the 
BASIS Professional Register. Membership of this register demands commitment to 
continual professional development. 
Member agronomists as supporters of the V.I. have also undertaken Biodiversity and 
Environmental Training for Agronomists (BETA) (Ref.1)    
ICM is a significant component of all the above qualifications. 
 
The V.I. also initiated training for individuals applying PPP’s via the National Register of 
Sprayer Operators (NRoSO). Individuals attend workshops each year where various issues 
around PPP usage (e.g. reducing drift and accidental contamination) are discussed and 
methods to reduce potential environmental impacts are presented and discussed. 
Individuals are required to accrue professional development points throughout any year if 
they wish to remain on the register. Membership of the register is also a requirement of 
some industry assurance schemes e.g. the Assured Combinable Crops Scheme (ACCS). 
AIC also support training for amenity users. 
AIC agree with the conclusion that the introduction of a general tax on pesticides would not 
lead to more intensified training. In some cases a pesticide tax could discourage best 
practice and a reduction in training, as some individuals might assume that having paid a 
tax they had paid for their right to pollute. 
 
 
Measure 5:  Technical Check of Spraying Equipment 
 
AIC agree that control and certification of spraying equipment should be mandatory. The 
current scheme National Sprayer Testing Scheme (NSTS) initiated by the V.I., has proved 
very successful. Currently sprayers covering 50% of the UK sprayed area have been tested. 
We would suggest that the scheme is incentivised by payments through, for example, the 
SFP scheme. This is suggested as this measure is seen as one of the most important 
measures within the Thematic Strategy as it gives the greatest potential for quantitative 
reduction. 
 
 
Measure 6: Common Framework for IPM  
 
AIC support the harmonisation of minimum general requirements through an amendment of 
the definition of integrated control in 91/414/EEC and a clearer and more specific definition 
of IPM in the Thematic Strategy. We would request however that we have the opportunity 
to comment on the definition before it is finalised.  
IPM and ICM feature heavily in the training and recommendations made by AIC member 
agronomists. 
The V.I. has underpinned this approach with the introduction of Crop Protection 
Management Plans (CPMP’s). (Ref. 3) These documents are completed annually by 
farmers with the assistance of their agronomist. The idea is to emphasise the ICM approach 
(involving the use of thresholds, decision support and appropriate doses) and the adoption 
of ‘Good Agricultural Practice’. An annual review of CPMP’s allows progress against 
individual action plans to be assessed. 
AIC support the completion of CPMP’s and is pleased that completion of these documents 
qualifies for payment within the entry level scheme. 
We would also encourage the use of cross compliance as a financial instrument to 
incentivise IPM measures on farm. 



 
 
 
Measure 7: Enhanced Protection of Water 
 
The UK currently has existing legislation for the protection of water from the impacts of 
PPP’s.  
In addition to existing legislation, the V.I. has created a number of pilot catchments. The 
concept of catchment management of water allows specific problems to be addressed in 
specific catchments.  
As the V.I. has progressed it has become apparent that various catchments have issues with 
different PPP’s related to differing farm enterprises, soil type, weed, pest and disease 
incidences and weather patterns, all of which are catchment specific.  
AIC member agronomists are heavily involved in the recommendation of products and 
usage of such products in a manner that protects water i.e. Local Environment Risk 
Assessment for Pesticides (LERAP) which helps protect aquatic life from pesticide 
contamination. (Ref. 5)    
Addressing the various issues in a targeted manner focuses famers attention to the problem 
and allows results to be achieved quicker. 
AIC would encourage the support of maintenance of buffer strips and field margins by 
Agri-Environmental measures rather than using a tax system which would burden those 
individuals who are following the voluntary approach to water protection. 
It is assumed that whatever measures are suggested that they are linked with the objectives 
of the Water Framework Directive.  
 
 
Measure 8 : Quantitative Use Reduction 
 
The AIC welcome the recommendation to take no action in the short range in order that the 
effects of the other measures of the Thematic Strategy regarding risk and use reduction can 
be evaluated. 
It is important to note that reduction in use does not correlate to a reduction in risk, unless 
the reduction in use relates to a reduction in use of PPP’s which are more hazardous to the 
environment. 
Formulation, loading of active ingredient as well as the toxicity of a PPP all contribute to 
risk and must  be considered when considering  PPP use reduction. 
The way in which pesticides are handled on farm i.e. storage facilities, rates of pesticide 
used, how and when the product is applied, precautions taken filling the sprayer, transport 
of product to the point of application, accuracy of application, environmental protection 
measures applied during application and disposal of unused product can all have significant 
effects on the risks a PPP poses to biodiversity and the environment.  
These factors are influenced by the behaviour of the sprayer operator or farmer and are best 
addressed by training, informing and educating to promote best practice, which is the aim 
of the V.I. 
Usage reduction per se is unlikely to have a significant effect on the above. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 

 



 
Hazel Doonan 
Head of Agronomy and Crop Protection Sector 
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