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Dear M Martin 
 
SUSTAINABLE USE OF PPP 
 
I am responding to the invitation to comment on the final consultants report  
“Assessing the economic impacts of the specific measures to be part of the Thematic 
Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides”.  English Nature has commented on 
earlier drafts of the Thematic Strategy, and provided material during the initial 
consultation on economic impacts study. We have been grateful for the opportunity to 
discuss various aspects of the proposals with M. Eric Liegeois in DG Environment, in 
particular those relating to protection of biodiversity, and would like to comment on 
two issues arising from our consideration of the recent consultant’s report. 
 

1. Consideration of indirect effects of pesticides. 
The enhancement of biodiversity is cited as one of the benefits that is sought from 
implementation of the measures proposed under the pesticides Thematic Strategy. The 
development of indicators for such biodiversity enhancement (and protection) will 
clearly be an important part of the development of the strategy, and English Nature 
would welcome the opportunity to be able to contribute to this process. There is, 
however, little analysis of the ways in which the specific measures proposed are 
expected to contribute to biodiversity outcomes in the current report. In particular, 
there is little to suggest how the measures may contribute to tackling the indirect 
effects of pesticides, ie the effect on wildlife populations through disruption or 
reduction of resource (especially food) availability within the cropped area as a result 
of pesticide use.   
 
Recent work in the UK has demonstrated the wide role of pesticide indirect effects in 
the population dynamics of a number of declining farmland bird species, with strong 
evidence for its role in yellowhammer, grey partridge and corn bunting population 
declines. A recent open meeting of the UK’s Advisory Committee on Pesticides 
(ACP) focussed on the possible mechanisms for addressing pesticide indirect effects 
through the pesticide approvals process. Work commissioned by a subgroup of the 
ACP (the “Wider Biodiversity” subgroup) which was presented at that open meeting 
has made some significant progress in this area: 

•  Biodiversity protection goals have been proposed in relation to indirect effects 
of pesticides; 

•  A workable approach for risk assessment of indirect effects of insecticides has 
been developed; 



•  The approach could be implemented (at least initially) without major new data 
requirements; 

•  The approach will enable an assessment of the relative contribution of habitat 
compensatory measures – such as conservation headlands. 

 
This work, which we have discussed with M Liegeois, therefore offers a potential 
mechanism for integrating considerations of the indirect effects of pesticides on 
biodiversity into the pesticides authorisation process, but a number of important 
questions remain concerning its method of implementation. In particular, work needs 
to be done on the appropriate baselines against which to determine indirect effects of 
pesticides; the role of the regulatory process (and hence any potential amendments 
needed to 91/414); and the route through which mitigation or habitat compensation 
mechanisms (which farmers might be required to carry out to offset any indirect 
biodiversity risks through their use of pesticides) should be implemented. The 
linkages between action to offset indirect effects of pesticides through any regulatory 
route, with cross-compliance measures and other components of CAP reform, should 
be addressed during the development of the Thematic Strategy, and importantly 
should examine the role of possible amendments to 91/414 in addressing indirect 
effects. The work above also provides a possible tool for the development of 
indicators for biodiversity effects of pesticides within the crop, and we would 
welcome the opportunity to further develop our thinking on this aspect with you. 
 

2. PPP free or reduced zones: 
Whilst a focus on reduction in pesticide use in certain sensitive environments such as 
Natura 2000 sites is likely to be associated with reduced risks to biodiversity, there is 
need for greater recognition in the Report of the role played by the use of herbicides 
in nature conservation management. The previous submission from English Nature to 
the European Commission consultation on the Thematic Strategy, as well as our 
response to the consultation on the economic implications of specific measures, 
emphasised this point. Although the quantity of herbicide used in managing semi-
natural habitats, including Natura 2000 sites, is relatively low, its use to enable 
achievement of nature conservation objectives is still essential in some circumstances, 
in particular to restore vegetation communities in favour of particular types (eg 
prevention of scrub encroachment into grassland, removal of invasive non-native 
species in aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems). English Nature has published guidance: 
“The Herbicide Handbook: Guidance on the Use of Herbicides on Nature 
Conservation Sites (July 2003)” which makes clear the circumstances under which 
use of a selected range of herbicides, approved for such use, may be an option for 
vegetation management in nature reserves, and gives information on the 
environmental risks associated with such use. A copy of this guidance has been sent 
to M. Liegeois, and may be instructive in considering the nature of those 
circumstances under which the Commission may consider the use of herbicides for 
vegetation management for nature conservation purposes in Natura 2000 site. 
 
I would be very happy to provide further details of our work relating to either of these 
issues. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Dr Alastair Burn 



Head, Water and Wetlands 
English Nature 


