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ECPA Comments on the BIPRO Report (Final Report October 2004) 
Assessing economic impacts of the specific measures to be part of the 

Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides 
 
 
I. General Comments regarding the BIPRO Study 
 
ECPA welcomes the BIPRO Report for its rational approach, which seeks to choose 
between the different options under consideration. Our main concerns however, are 
some underlying premises, which cannot be substantiated, and some limitations, which 
make some conclusions and proposals invalid. 
 
 
1.1 Causal link between use and risk reduction 
Use reduction cannot be defined as a general prerequisite for risk minimisation. 
Unfortunately however, we see that when analysing the impact of potential measures 
within the Study, this causality is often ignored and the impact assessment is often 
based solely on the amount of use reduction. 
 
Reducing Plant Protection Product (PPP) volumes does not necessarily reduce risk. 
Withdrawing a PPP considered to pose a risk may have unintended consequences as 
alternative crop protection measures do not necessarily pose less risks to the 
environment. There is a also a real risk that further bans and mandatory use 
restrictions may lead to illegal or less controlled usage of PPPs. 
 
We would recommend that the potential consequences of not using a PPP should also 
be included in a risk assessment and impact analysis. 
 
Recalling the statement already made in the Commission Communication.1: 
“An increase (or a reduction) in the total volumes of pesticides sold/used is not 
necessarily equivalent to an increase (or a reduction) in the risks associated with their 
use”; 
we would like the Commission to consider the above in any further discussion on 
potential measures, which may become part of the envisaged Thematic Strategy. 
 
Furthermore, any measure which may be stipulated should meet the criteria of 
proportionality and effectiveness in relation to risk reduction. 
 
1.2 Causal chain regarding environmental and health impacts 
In several sections statements are made inferring that Plant Protection Products cause 
serious health and environmental problems. 
 
Under the Council Directive 91/414, concerning the placing of Plant Protection 
Products on the market, all PPPs within the EU are comprehensively regulated. Each 
product has to fulfil a high safety and regulatory standard before an authorisation is 

                                                           
1 Commission Communication  of 1.7.2002, COM (2002) 349 final 
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granted. Tests of a product’s environmental and health impact must be completed to 
show that it presents no unacceptable risks to people and the environment. 
 
In light of the assessment of an Active Substance on the basis of Directive 91/414 (and 
subsequent Annex I listing) and the authorisation of the products by the Member States 
according to the Uniform principles, most of the statements in the text on the 
endangering of human health and the environment, and health impacts are 
questionable. The causalities presented are scientifically unfounded. 
 
On the question of impact on human health, there is no evidence that PPP residues on 
food and feed have any negative impact. 
 
With regards to the statements made about residues in food and health impacts, we 
would like to refer to the enclosed Briefing Document on Maximum Residue Levels for 
Pesticides (Enclosure 1) and the enclosed Table (Enclosure 2) demonstrating the wide 
safety margins used in the MRLs setting process. 
These also highlight that a quantitative use reduction of a PPP cannot be linked in a 
linear fashion to positive health effects as was expressed in the paper. 
Furthermore the last residue Monitoring Report 2003, clearly demonstrates that public 
health is not endangered. 
 
The science based registration system under 91/414, with extensive risk assessment 
systems and safety margins incorporating the precautionary principle, should be taken 
into account when further considering the proportionality of the measures as a whole.  
 
1.3 Costs and benefits 
There is nearly no reference made to negative economic effects or negative 
environmental effects because of the “Non-use” of Plant Protection Products. The 
benefits of using Plant Protection, Products and thus the costs of non-use are not 
quantified and in the main seem to be overlooked (despite non-explicative remarks 
such as “ despite losses due to pest affection”).2 
As an example, the introduction of mandatory PPP-free zones can increase the costs 
for weed control in the area used for production due to increased pest problems.3 
 
The calculation of the average amount of cost/product and thus the subsequently 
calculation of cost benefits for farmers, due to reduced usage, should be made with 
caution. 
Shift in product choice due to behaviour changes, accompanied by restrictions in the 
number of tools available for crop protection, could also lead to an increase in costs for 
farmers. 
 
We would also suggest caution when repetitively outlining that due to more restrictions 
affecting agricultural production, the farming community and input suppliers, additional 
jobs could be created by farmers (creation of additional jobs in ground spraying (page 
122, 125), creation of new jobs in training etc). As one could argue, that due to the 
potential further burden put on the farming community, farmers due to higher costs – 
instead of creating new jobs – might lose their business. 
 
 
                                                           
2 BIPRO Report , page 140 
3 Official Report of the Agricultural Research Centre , Finland 
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II. Comments on the evaluation of the different Measures and 
on the Recommendations 
 
 
2.1 Aerial spraying 
 
2.1.1 General Comments 
Based on the analysis made, the Report underlines that there is a need for aerial 
spraying, and demonstrates that banning or partial banning are not suitable options. 
 
Indeed, often aerial spraying cannot be replaced by other application techniques of 
crop protection given the actual location of the pest problem, the height of the crop, the 
geographical relief, and access to the crop or in case of risks of epidemics.  
 
Thus, in order to achieve sustainable use and further reduce potential risks, the logical 
approach is to determine best spraying application practices - and thus to opt for 
appropriate standards to reach these objectives. 
 
 
2.1.2 Comments on the Recommendation 
The BIPRO study recommends to set minimum requirements for aerial spraying. 
ECPA, supports the recommendation of setting European-wide requirements for aerial 
applications, which would be in line with the targets of the envisaged Thematic Strategy 
on further reducing potential risks and would ensure the highest safety levels for 
application, whilst at the same time provide a level playing field for PPP users in the 
European market. 
In our view, the following could be included in the aerial application framework 
provisions: 

- Licences or certificates of competence for pilots / operators undertaking aerial 
spraying operations. This to ensure that only persons that are trained in aerial 
application undertake the operation. 

- Regular obligatory technical inspection of aerial spraying equipment. The 
equipments should be designed and certified for aerial application. 

- Announcement to the competent authorities of the aerial spraying operation. 
- Reporting to competent authorities in advance and after the aerial spraying. 
- Record keeping (log-book), by the operator. 

 
ECPA also welcomes the recommendation that the requirements should be defined 
together with Member States (Member States Steering Committee) and aerial spraying 
experts using all available experience and knowledge. 
 
In this context we would like to underline that harmonising so called “essential uses” at 
European level, does not seem to be useful, given the different “field” situations within 
the Member States (crops, climatic conditions, pest pressures etc.) and should 
therefore best be left up to the Member States. 
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2.2 PPP free or reduced zones 
 
2.2.1 General Comments 
The figures in the Report raise a lot of questions. 
The Report estimates the use of Plant Protection Products in Natura 2000 areas to be 
a “remarkable” 37 000 tones, and from this figure concludes the need for action, and so 
recommends the legally binding designation of zones of reduced or zero PPP use.4 
This recommendation is made whilst also acknowledging “deficits with respect to 
knowledge and implementation of existing regulations for PPP use”. 
 
ECPA feels that this conclusion is highly questionable, as the following facts should be 
considered: 
 
•  The evaluation is based on extrapolating information from one case study (page 

153) when there are in fact more than 18 700 different NATURA 2000 sites within 
the EU5 (the recommendations made however are to be applied across the EU). 

•  It is stated that the assessment starts with an estimation of the “maximal used 
volume of PPP”6. All subsequent assumptions have been undertaken in light of 
this. 

•  The estimation is based on agricultural land, though at the same time 
acknowledges that there is a variety of different use pattern within Natura 2000 
areas (page 153). 

 
Consequently, ECPA believes that the statement “the results from this one case study 
can be taken as indicative to conclude on the European situation”7 is far-fetched and 
the far-reaching conclusions can not been drawn from it. 
 
 
2.2.2 Comments on the recommendation 
In the light of the above, ECPA believes it is inappropriate to suggest the introduction of 
far-reaching new measures to Member States with regard to Natura 2000 areas.  The 
recommendation made is highly questionable. 
 
As the selection of NATURA 2000 sites is based exclusively on scientific criteria and 
Member States are responsible to determine and the manage the Natura 2000 sites8, 
one can also question if, in light of this concept, a top-down approach of legally binding 
measures is befitting. 
 

                                                           
4 Amount used e.g. in France in amenity: 1700 tonnes AI in 2001, UPJ (Union des entreprises pour la protection des 
jardins et des espaces verts) 
5 Memo on the Commission strategy to protect Europe’s most important wildlife areas, DG Environment Website 
6 BIPRO Report, page 157 
7 BIPRO Report, page 156 
8 Memo on the Commission strategy to protect Europe’s most important wildlife areas, DG Environment Website 
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In our view, in a first step, before suggesting to Member States any additional 
measures for Natura 2000, there is a need to fill in the identified information gaps and 
improve the knowledge about the already existing initiatives. 
The management plans, which Member States are supposed to prepare for Natura 
2000 sites, might be a helpful tool for doing so, as could be the reporting lines already 
established.9 
 
The overview should also take into account the current legal situation that 
demonstrates that most of the countries have already defined zones with restrictions or 
a ban, according to regional or local needs. 
Only once this overview is established and analysed, is it possible to decide on 
whether there is a need for additional measures. 
 
Any measures that may subsequently be decided upon, should be in line with the 
current framework for Natura 2000 areas, which is aimed at ensuring that measures 
take into account economic, social and cultural requirements as well as the regional 
and local characteristics.10  
 
We would also like to suggest that as with current measures, a scientific based 
approach is taken that demonstrates that any further measures can be justified by 
benefiting the species intended to be protected. 
 
In general, we believe that the choice and implementation of specific measures to 
protect NATURA areas, should remain in the competence of the Member States, where 
the local situation can best be analysed and appropriate measures be taken. 
Any different approach would conflict with the Natura 2000 concept as laid down in the 
related Directives. 
 
 
2.3 Systematic data collection 
 
2.3.1 General comments 
Whilst one can indeed further discuss the improvement of existing data and data 
collection systems, the link between the objective of achieving sustainable use of PPPs 
and further risk reduction and the suggested data collection measure is, according to 
our view, not clearly established. 
Systematic data collection as such is not a measure to achieve a more sustainable use 
of Plant Protection Products or reduce impact of PPPs. 
 
Before entering in any further discussion on an additional measure in this area, its need 
should be justified and its objective be properly defined. And, the additional burden for 
the different players involved needs to be evaluated against the benefits of the 
measure. 
 
As highlighted in the Report considerable resources are already being invested in data 
collection schemes: “it can be demonstrated that numerous activities to data collection 

                                                           
9 Habitats Directive, Article 17 
10 Habitats Directive,  Article 2 
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on production, import/export, sales and uses are currently ongoing, and thus 
considerable effort is already spent for data collection”.11 
 
To note also, that the new data cannot be considered as a tool for measuring risk 
reduction, nor for measuring progress in the Member States’ implementation efforts of 
risk reduction measures. 
As the study already states, the data itself will not directly cause a PPP risk reduction 
that would lead to desired environmental or health effects12. 
 
If it is intended to achieve more comparative data, the current efforts of harmonising 
the existing data collection systems, as undertaken already by for example Eurostat 
should first be implemented and evaluated. 
 
Other schemes are also already underway; we recall that as from 1 January 2006 
record keeping on PPP usage becomes a mandatory obligation for European 
farmers13, and that under the CAP, the Integrated Administration and Control System, 
needs to be set up by each Member State by 1 January 2005.14 
 
The implementation of these initiatives needs to be taken into account in any future 
discussion on data collection so as to avoid duplication of efforts and costs, and to 
investigate the possibilities of any dovetailing to these efforts. 
 
2.3.2 Comments on the recommendation 
In light of the above, ECPA believes that the current recommendation cannot be 
justified. 
The proposed measure on further data collection is very demanding with regard to the 
practical implementation and involves significant costs and administrative burden for 
the whole chain including, manufacturers, farmers, importers and exporters. 
As the appropriateness of this measure still needs to be clarified, we will not go into 
further details of the recommended option here. 
 
 
2.4 Training 
 
2.4.1 General comments 
Indeed, this measure can be linked to further reducing risk. It is one of the most specific 
and appropriate measures to risk reduction. 
Training is essential to the effective and responsible use of Plant Protection Products. It 
is a prerequisite for ensuring good agricultural practices. 
Potential environmental impacts of crop protection products can be avoided if products 
are used in the correct manner and at the correct time. 
 
2.4.2 Comments on the recommendation 
In principle, we support the recommendation of optimizing training. However, we 
believe that combining this measure with financial instruments should only be done in a 

                                                           
11 BIPRO Report, page 173 
12 BIPRO Report, page 179 
13 Hygiene Directive 852/2004 
14 Council Regulation N° 1782/2003, Commission Regulation N° 796/2004 
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positive sense (promotion, not penalty). Maybe one could evaluate the potential for 
supporting this measure by incentives under the current CAP15. 
 
Most users of Plant Protection Products have undergone formal training in the early 
part of their careers, but there may be insufficient refresher training on new 
developments, best practices and environmental matters. This should also be 
considered in the future, as should the need to ensure that advisors also have the most 
up-to-date refresher training opportunities. 
 
As national legislation often already lays out training requirements, any Community 
framework should be proportionate and allow flexibility in its implementation. 
 
Given the competence of Members States within the area of education and vocational 
training, we feel that European-wide measures should best be defined in close 
cooperation with Member States. 
 
 
2.5 Technical check of spraying equipment 
 
2.5.1 General comments  
We appreciate seeing that this option is considered as one of the most important ones 
amongst the measures looked into, as it has clear risk reduction potential. 
The environmentally safe operation of all PPP application equipment is a vital part of 
the PPP utilisation process.16  
 
2.5.2 Comments on the recommendation 
In principle ECPA supports the recommendations made for the certification of 
equipment and for the regular inspection of equipment, which are a real contribution to 
ensuring the sustainable use of PPPs and minimising potential environmental risks. 
The development and implementation of a system of universally acceptable, 
independently validated, low-cost testing schemes would need to be discussed and 
agreed with the stakeholders involved (including equipment providers) at national level. 
 
 
2.6 IPM 
 
2.6.1 General Comments 
ECPA believes that Integrated Crop Management (ICM) techniques, including 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM), are the cornerstone for sustainable farming 
systems. Systems using ICM/IPM techniques can meet the three criteria of sustainable 
development in agriculture (economic viability, social acceptance and environmental 
friendliness), and contribute to further risk reduction. 
IPM however is not to be defined as a means aimed at reducing the use of PPPs (as 
assumed in the Report), but at applying best practices on farm. 
 

                                                           
15, Council Regulation N° 1257/1999, as amended by Council Regulation N° 1783/2003, Chapter III training, Chapter Va  
meeting standards 
16 BIPRO Study, page 363 
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2.6.2 Comments on the recommendation 
ECPA supports further efforts of promoting and supporting IPM. 
An appropriate general definition can be helpful for doing so, but as said should not be 
defined solely with the aim of reducing the use of PPPs, but rather to the application of 
best practices. 
 
The FAO, in its Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides provides an 
appropriate definition that has world-spread acceptance: 
 
“Integrated Pest Management (IPM) means the careful consideration of all available 
pest control techniques and subsequent integration of appropriate measures that 
discourage the development of pest populations and keep pesticides and other 
interventions to levels that are economically justified and reduce or minimise risks to 
human health and the environment. IPM emphasises the growth of a healthy crop with 
the least possible disruption to agro-ecosystems and encourages natural pest control 
mechanisms” 17 
 
ECPA supports the above-mentioned FAO definition. 
 
ECPA feels the best place on where to incorporate an IPM definition, would require 
some further discussions with the concerned stakeholders given the impact such a 
measure may have in the context of the CAP. 
 
 
2.7 Enhanced Protection of Water 
 
2.7.1 General comments 
ECPA believes it is right to minimize xenobiotics in water, so we support reasonable 
measures to minimise the risk of contaminating water with PPPs. However, it is 
inappropriate to penalise PPPs in general compared to other xenobiotics, without an 
appropriate risk assessment, which inevitably is specific to individual active substances 
or formulations. 
 
Although the goal is an enhanced protection of surface and groundwater, the analysis 
and estimations are focused on water used for drinking water abstraction, meaning that 
the view taken is a narrow one. 
In this context, it seems that the evaluation is based on an assumption of applying the 
0.1ug/L to all raw water sources, whilst this value in fact is meant for at the tap drinking 
water. 
 
In addition, we would like to highlight that there is no mention of the EQS18 values, 
which either already exist or are in the process of being adopted as further tools to 
ensure water protection from both an environmental and human health perspective.   
This needs to be taken into account, during future discussions. 
 

                                                           
17 FAO Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides 
18 Environment Quality Standards 
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In light of the implementation of the Water Framework Directive and the Daughter 
Directives leading to measures and liabilities in the national legislation of the Member 
States, measures within the River Basin Management and local measures by the 
communes (IPPC), it is highly questionable that there would be scope and/or need for 
additional European legislation. 
 
2.7.2 Comments on the recommendation 
ECPA supports the recommendation that specific risk reduction measures become 
parts of the river basin management. 
However whether and which measures should become mandatory can only be decided 
at a local or regional level, and should be left to the River Basin management 
Authorities.  
According to the principle of subsidiarity the Commission should provide common 
legislation, definitions and strategies, and is introducing the river basin as the 
administrative unit for the managing and defining specific pressures and measures, 
responsible for which should remain with the local River Basin Management 
Authorities. 
This strategy will allow for tailored and most cost-effective and proportionate local 
approaches. 
 
At the same time we would also like to recall that in the forthcoming Water Framework 
“Daughter” Directive there is the intention to recommend a toolbox of good agricultural 
practices to protect water. 
 
 
2.8 Quantitative Use Reduction 
 
2.8.1 General comments 
Our comments with regard to this measure are outlined above, and it is also referred to 
in the ECPA Position on Proposals for a quantitative reduction in the use of Plant 
Protection Products. 
 
2.8.2  Comments on the recommendation 
We agree with the recommendation of envisaging no action in the direction of 
quantitative use reduction, as this is not a means of risk reduction. 
 
 

*** 


