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From: Declan O' Brien [declan@apha.ie]
Sent: mercredi 9 février 2005 9:55
To: ENV SUSTAINABLEPPP
Subject: Response from APHA to the BIPRO Report

Dear Sir/Madam,

As part of your ongoing consultations in relation to the thematic strategy on the 
sustainable use of pesticides, the Animal and Plant Health Association would like to provide
the following comments in relation to the BIPRO Study.

1.    Use versus Risk Reduction

In many parts of the study, use reduction is directly linked to risk reduction.  This is a 
false assumption.  Use reduction may or may not lead to risk reduction. 

The objective should be to focus in on individuals who are using products incorrectly.  This
will bring real risk reduction.  

In contrast, achieving a broad brush reduction in use may result in imposing penalties on 
individuals who use products correctly and do not cause any problems whereas the individuals
who misuse the products may still not be targeted and may continue to misuse.

2.    Impact of Plant Protection Products on the Environment and Health

In many parts of the report, it is assumed that plant protection products damage the 
environment and also damage the health of individuals who use them.  This is a false 
assumption.  In order to obtain a license for a plant protection product, the company 
concerned must prove that the product can be used in a manner which does not damage the 
environment.  They must also prove that the product can be used in a manner which does not 
damage human health.  

The assumption that increased use correlates directly with increased damage to the 
environment and increased health risk is incorrect.  

3.    Restricting Use in Particular Areas

The assumption that plant protection products should not be used in Natura 2000 zones is 
incorrect.  The use or otherwise of one or other plant protection product in a conservation 
zone must be assessed on a case by case basis.

In certain circumstances, the use of plant protection products to suppress or eliminate 
certain invasive weeds may be very beneficial to a particular conservation zone and may 
enhance the wildlife in the zone.  Most importantly, the assumption underlying this proposal
appears to be that plant protection products always damage the environment.  As stated 
previously, a license cannot be obtained for a plant protection product if it causes 
unacceptable damage to the environment.

The Member State must be allowed to decide what is appropriate in the particular 
circumstances in any particular conservation area.

4.    Data Collection

Data on the volumes of plant protection products used is of limited value.  The volumes will
vary as the cropping pattern varies from year to year and most importantly as the weather 
patterns vary from year to year.  As an example, the volume of fungicide used on potatoes in
Ireland increases in wet seasons and decreases in dry seasons.

In terms of risk reduction, the emphasis should be on training advisors and growers on the 
correct use of plant protection products.  This will allow sensible decisions to be taken 
and for all parties to follow the motto and use "as little as possible but as much as is 
needed".

In conclusion, we should not pursue very expensive data collection systems that would be of 
very limited value in terms of reducing risk.

5.    Training

As mentioned in the previous point, we would be very supportive of training measures.  
Ensuring that the correct advice is provided with the product and that the person who 
actually uses the product is appropriately trained is the most direct mechanism by which we 
can reduce any risk associated with the use of plant protection products.

It would appear appropriate to bring in training as part of the cross compliance measures 
under the CAP.  
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6.    Spraying Equipment

Having obtained the correct advice and with a trained person operating the equipment, the 
concept of ensuring that spraying equipment is up to an appropriate standard is a very 
appropriate mechanism by which to pursue risk reduction.  We fully support the concept of 
certifying equipment at regular intervals.

7.    Integrated Crop Management

As with training and the checking of spraying equipment, Integrated Crop Management ensures 
that intelligent decisions are taken in terms of using all possible options available to 
control pests including the use of plant protection products.

The promotion of Integrated Crop Management will certainly assist in minimising any risks 
associated with the use of plant protection products and will ensure that they are used to 
complement a range of other measures designed to minimise pest impact.

8.    Quantitative Use Reduction

As can be seen from the various comments throughout this paper, the Association is opposed 
to quantitative use reduction programmes.  We agree that such a policy should not be 
pursued.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the BIPRO Report and look forward to the 
opportunity to provide further input to the development of the Thematic Strategy as the 
concept evolves.

Yours sincerely,

Declan O' Brien
Animal and Plant Health Association
8, Woodbine Park
Blackrock
Co. Dublin

Tel: + 353 1 2603050
Fax: + 353 1 2603021
Email: declan@apha.ie
Web: www.apha.ie
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