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Comments of COPA/COGECA on the BiPRO report “Assessing 
economic impacts of the specific measures to be part of the 
Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides” 
 
 
1. Introduction  
 
One of the aims of the 6th Environment Action Programme is to provide for the development 
of a Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides. The overall objective is to 
reduce the impact of pesticides on human health and the environment. The intention 
therefore is to complement existing legislation by targeting effort on the use-phase of plant 
protection products (PPP’s).  
 
In July 20021 the Commission suggested several possible measures which could become 
part of the Thematic Strategy and stated the Commission’s preferences as to which 
measures could be proposed. 
 
In order to access the impact of the Thematic Strategy the following eight measures has 
been identified by the Commission: 
 

1. Aerial spraying 
2. Reduced or PPP-free zones 
3. Systematic data collection on use 
4. Training and certification of users 
5. Technical check of spraying equipment 
6. Common framework for integrated pest management (IPM) 
7. Enhanced protection of water 
8. Quantitative use reduction.  

 
 
2. General comments on Thematic Strategy 
  
Agriculture and crop protection are under immense pressure due to the ongoing EU 
Pesticide Review through Directive 91/414/EEC. A significant number of active substances 
(AS) have already failed the Review. The changes to the EU MRL setting regime will 
accelerate this continued erosion of AS authorisations in agriculture. Gap analysis in several 
member states has highlighted where crop protection in agriculture will be compromised as a 
result of the various reviews. Actions arising from the Thematic Strategy must not exacerbate 
what is already a perilous position for many crops and jeopardise the sustainability and 
multifunctionality of European agriculture. 
 
Within the EU the level of sophistication of farmers and the attendant infrastructures vary 
widely between Member States and the delivery of the proposed measures will need to 
reflect this. The level of commitment by farmers to adopt risk-reducing practices often relates 
to the intensity of pesticide use, which in turn correlates with the commercial imperative to 
                                                 
1 Towards a Thematic Strategy on the sustainable use of pesticides; Communication from the 
commission to the council, the European parliament and the economic and social committee. COM 
(2002)349  



 2

meet customer specifications and consumer sensitivity to possible residue contents (ie. salad 
vegetables are higher than cereals). In attempting to harmonise the "diligence" that farmers 
must reach, caution has to be taken to ensure that perverse distortions to production costs 
do not ensue. 
 
Access to a broad diversity of control mechanisms (including chemical, non-chemical and 
cultural methods used routinely in IPM/ICM programmes), to encourage farmers and growers 
to ‘ring the changes’ by using a combination of protectant and systemic eradicant products 
from different mode of action groups, forms the backbone of any resistance management 
strategy. This concept is of fundamental importance and plays a key role in the ‘goal’ of 
sustainable production.  
 
It is evident that novel strategies (ie those not already adopted) to allow growers to deliver 
produce using alternative pest and disease strategies are not immediately available and 
considerable investment will be required to achieve progress within the diverse agricultural 
sectors. 
 
Farmers, growers and/or their advisers rarely reach a decision to use a crop protection 
product without first weighing up the various options available. There is inevitably a natural 
tendency to use ‘older’ familiar products both through habit and their low cost relative to new 
products. As economic margins for crop production continue to be squeezed this will further 
highlight the apparent conflict between the aims of the Thematic Strategy and the growers’ 
priority to remain competitive.  
 
The aim therefore, must be to raise the profile of environmental issues during the decision-
making process prior to crop protection application. Greater attention must be paid to 
effective training especially in improving environmental awareness and the potential impact 
of PPP’s in the wider environment. Knowledge of the individual products and their 
environmental performance relative to each other would help informed choice and this must 
be the starting point for any concerted action to reduce environmental pollution. At the 
current time, such information to allow direct comparison between different products from an 
environmental impact standpoint is not readily available. 
 
More attention should be paid to the training and information of farmers, technicians and 
agricultural advisers. Proper knowledge of the products themselves and their appropriate 
application is the starting point for any concerted action aimed at reducing the risks for 
pollution. 
 

 
COPA/COGECA stresses that any measures relating to agricultural production systems need 
to be co-ordinated with the Common Agricultural Policy, in order to prevent duplication and 
unnecessary additional burdens for farmers. 
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3. Specific comments  
 
3.1 Aerial spraying 
 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
Establishment of stict minimum requirements for the application of PPP by proper aerial 
spring is recommended. 
 
Position COPA/COGECA 
 
In several cases aerial spraying can not be replaced by other techniques of crop protection. 
Minimum requirement for aerial spraying needs to be part of good agricultural practice. 
 
Comment 
 
Discussion is necessary about what kind of requirements can be established considering 
economic and environmental values. 
 
 
3.2  Reduced or PPP-free zones 
 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
The report recommends a legally binding designation and communication to the Commission 
of zones of reduced or zero PPP use including specific guidance and best practise for those 
areas to be developed in cooperation between Member States and the Commission. 
  
 
Position COPA/COGECA 
 
The environmental fate of PPP’s is already regulated in the authorisation process. Extra pre-
cautions or limitations for the use of PPP’s needs to be motivated on national level and 
farmers need to be compensated for the negative results of the restricted use. 
COPA/COGECA opposes the idea that in NATURA-areas as such the PPP-use needs to be 
limited. 
 
Comment 
 
Zones of reduced or zero PPP use have a high impact and BiPRO seems to ignore this 
impact. As stated in our position: farmers need to be compensated for the negative results of 
reduced or zero use. This compensation needs to be extended to extra labour, investments 
for equipment and possible losses.  
 
 
3.3 Systematic data collection on use 
 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
Mandatory collection of data on sales, distribution and use (participation to be defined) and to 
establishment of a Member States quality check procedure is recommended.  
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Position COPA/COGECA 
 
The administrative burden for farmers needs to be cut down as low as possible. However, as 
a management tool, it’s necessary for every farmer to keep a record of which, when, where 
and how much PPP’s are used on a field or crop.  
Special consideration should be given to existing systems of and requirements for 
data/information collection - for example in the future Food Hygiene2 requirements – so as to 
avoid duplicating work. 
 
Comment 
 
For COPA/COGECA recordkeeping of PPP use needs to be limited (only: which, when, 
where and how much PPP’s) and to satisfy conditions from retailers or insurance companies. 
It’s necessary that national data collection corresponds with the standard recordkeeping on 
the farms. 
 
  
3.4 Training and certification of users 
 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
BiPRO identified two recommended options: 
1. Implementation of mandatory training and information schemes on a European level and 

establishing minimum harmonised requirements through exchange of information 
between Member States and the Commission. 

2. Implement financial instruments to motivate users to attend training. 
 
Position COPA/COGECA 
 
Basic training and continuous information is crucial for everybody who applies PPP’s. 
Several farmers unions and coöperations are already involved in such programs.  
Training should also be obliged for advisors, distributors and local authorities. Practical 
experience, differences in regional levels and age needs to be taken into account 
considering the certification of users.  
 
Comment 
 
COPA/COGECA supports the ideas of mandatory training on a basic level and of limited 
information schemes as long as it can be differentiated between regions and between 
younger and older applyers (flexibility). Financial instruments are crucial for realising this 
prerequisite for ensuring good agricultural practices. 
 
 
3.5 Technical check of spraying equipment 
 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
It’s recommended to introduce mandatory control and certification systems all over Europe. 
 
Position COPA/COGECA 
 
                                                 
2 Regulation 852/2004 of 29 April 2004 (OJ 226/3 of 25 June 2004) – in particular Annex I Part A § 9 
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It’s essential that the equipment for spraying agrochemicals is inspected on a regular basis. 
This can be done by the farmer himself (or his staff) or at a special station.  
  
Comment 
 
The development, implementation and time scale for low-cost testing schemes need to be 
discussed and agreed with the stakeholders involved at national level. 
 
 
3.6 Common framework for integrated pest management (IPM) 
 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
It’s recommended to follow the option “Harmonisation of the minimum general requirements 
through an amendment of the definition of integrated control in Dir. 91/414/EEC” in 
combination with the option “Clearer and more specific definition of IPM in the Thematic 
Strategy”.  
 
Position COPA/COGECA 
 
Integrated pest management is part of integrated crop management and is advocated by the 
farmers organisations. Integrated Crop Management is the cornerstone for sustainable 
farming systems, as long as both terms refer to economic viability, social acceptance and 
environmental friendliness. 
 
Comment 
 
Amending definitions to clarify and specify IPM is not the answer for the absence of a 
common understandig of IPM. If real economic validated solutions are brought to farmers 
90% will bring them to practice. IPM is not about definitions, but about economics, risks and 
labour costs. 
 
 
3.7 Enhanced protection of water 

 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
It’s recommended to realise the option “Specific risk reduction measures will become 
mandatory parts of the river basin management”. 
 
Position COPA/COGECA 
 
See paragraph 3.2: The environmental fate of PPP’s is already regulated in the authorisation 
process. Extra pre-cautions or limitations for the use of PPP’s needs to be motivated and 
farmers need to be compensated. 
 
Comment 
 
The Water Framework strategy with local River Basis Management Authorities gives 
opportunities for cost effective and proportionate local approaches, as long as it doesn’t 
develop into an alternative authorisation process. 
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3.8 Quantitative use reduction 
 
Recommendation from BiPRO-report 
 
The impact assessment recommended to follow the “no action option”.  
 
Position COPA/COGECA 
 
COPA/COGECA strongly believes that the focus should be on risk reduction and opposes 
the idea of a quantitative approach as such. Farmers make their own management decisions 
and ensure that authorised plant protection products are used in a responsible way.  
 
 Comment 
 
COPA/COGECA  embraces the conclusion in the BiPRO-report 

 
 

* * * 


