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AAGGRROOFFAARRMMAA  CCOOMMMMEENNTTSS  OONN  TTHHEE  BBIIPPRROO  RREEPPOORRTT  
 
 
 
Agrofarma, Italian association of Crop Protection industry welcomes the opportunity to 
comment on the BIPRO report which represents a rational basis to value the economic 
impact of different options considered for each measure proposed to be part of the T.S 
on the sustainable use of pesticides. 
 
I / GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
First of all, Agrofarma recalls that its associated companies posed for already many 
years as a basic objective the optimization of the usage of Crop Protection products 
stating that this is an area were there is room for improvement but reminding as a basic 
principle that all Active Substances which will stay on the market after the end of the EU 
revision process will, according to the best available scientific knowledge, not pose risk 
for the health and the environment if used accordingly with the label recommendations 
and Good Agricultural Practises. 
 
We would additionally point out that a reasonable flexibility must be leave at the member 
state level for the implementation of any measure that could enter in the thematic 
strategy because it’s clear that according to local situations, priorities might be quite 
different since some countries have already in place initiatives that enable to match 
some of the objectives of the T.S.  
 
Finally we noticed that in the BIPRO study there is nearly no reference made to the 
negative economic effect of the “Non use” of PPPs. This is certainly an area where the 
study should provide more information. 
 
 
II/ SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
 II-1 – Measure 1 : Aerial Spraying 
 
The aerial spraying is already strongly regulated in Italy and only used in very specific 
situations where not using this type of spraying might mean the end of the cultivation. 
Therefore we recommend that any regulation takes into consideration the existing one in 
the member states. 
 
 II-2 – Measure 2 : PPPs free or reduced zones 
 
This is the typical area where the subsidiarity  principle should apply. Actually in Italy the 
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possibility to define “sensitive areas” is delegated to the regions which have the 
possibility then to propose to the Ministry of health the appropriated measures in term of 
use reduction/ban of CPPs. 
 
 II-3 – Measure 3 : Systematic Data collection 
 
In Italy exists a compulsory data collection system imposed by the national regulation 
(DPR 290/01). This system takes into consideration sales done to the farmers which 
have to be declared by the distributors. Additionally, it exists a mandatory obligation for 
farmers to keep record of all the treatments done. 
 
We therefore recommend that any further regulation at European level takes carefully 
into consideration all existing schemes at member states level in order not to create 
additional inefficient burden to the operators of the value chain. 
 
 II- 4 – Measure 4 : Training / certification of users 
 
Agrofarma supports any training scheme which might improve the awareness and the 
ability of farmers to use the CPPS accordingly with label instructions and Good 
Agricultural Practises. 
Option 1 (mandatory training) is then our favourite. We stress that such measure should 
be linked with financial support from the E.U or the Member States. We point out that, in 
Italy, farmers cannot buy and apply certain classes of products without exhibiting a 
specific licence delivered by the regional authorities to farmers who follow a special 
training and pass an exam.  
We would recommend that the certification of distributors (which are listed among the 
users in the Communication of the Commission of 1/07/2002) be envisaged inside the 
measures and better defined. 
 
 II- 5 – Measure 5 :Technical check of spraying equipment 
 
In line with ECPA comments, we do basically support the BIPRO recommendation. 
 
 II– 6 – Measure 6 : IPM 
 
Integrated Crop Management is considered by Agrofarma as a cornerstone for the future 
of agriculture in Italy. Therefore, Agrofarma strongly supports such approach pointing out 
that it  shouldn’t be aimed at creating a new market segment for agricultural productions 
but be considered as the way forward for all the farming systems.  
Agrofarma do not favoured IPM schemes which impose the farmer to use some products 
rather than others but strongly support IPM/ICM schemes which, on line with the FAO 
definition, “ ....keep pesticides and other interventions to levels that are economically 
justified and reduce or minimize risks to human health and the environment...” 
 
Due to the importance of speciality crops in Italy (fruits and vegetables) many IPM 
voluntary schemes are already in place promoted either by regional authorities or by 
private organizations.  
 
 II – 7 – Measure 7 : Enhanced protection of water 
 
It has to be stressed that in light of the Water Frame  Work Directive implementation and 
other local regulations it is questionable that there might be need for an other EU 
regulation.  
 
Supported by studies which demonstrate that water contamination is often due to point 
source contamination linked with bad practises, we consider that the water quality will be 
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substantially enhanced through voluntary initiatives aimed at train farmers to carefully 
manage certain phases of the CPPs use cycle like, for example, cleaning of the tanks.  
 
Anyway, Agrofarma supports that specific risk reduction measures become parts of the 
river basin management, leaving to such regional authorities the possibility to adapt 
measures to local specific situation. 
 
 II– 8 – Measure 8 : Quantitative use reduction 
 
The use reduction is not to be recommended as such for 2 major reasons : 
 

1- it doesn’t mean automatically risk reduction 
2- it will naturally occur as a consequence of the implementation of the other 

measures (ICM above all) and improvement of Good Agricultural Practises.  
 
The historical trend strongly supports our  views as, in Italy, the applied quantity of CPPs 
felt down by more than 25 % over the last ten years without any compulsory use 
reduction scheme in place. 
 
 
III / CONCLUSIONS  
 
Agrofarma, 

• reminding that it retains the correct use of CPPs as a must ; 
• reminding that it is promoting various initiatives in partnership with other 

stakeholders  aimed at improving the awareness of farmers to the fact that CPPs 
are like pharmaceuticals indispensable to the human being but must be use with 
great care only when necessary and at the right dosage; 

• reminding that there are in Italy different regulations or voluntary initiatives which 
tends to go into the direction of a sustainable use of pesticide, 

 
• recognizes that there is still room for a improvements and that the BIPRO 

recommendations represent a good basis for further analysis; 
 

• ask the commission to be further involved directly or through ECPA  in the next 
phases of the definition of the measures in order to help ensure that there is 
coherence between EU measures and Italian existing regulations or initiatives 
and that be found the right balance between measures that can be implemented 
at European level and measures that need to be locally agreed and implemented.  
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