
Re: Assessing economic impact of the specific measures to be possibly part of the 
forthcoming Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides 
 
Thank you very much indeed for your letter of 18th February, enclosing the BIPRO 
questionnaire. 
 
Please note that we are a manufacturer of application equipment for PPPs that is sold 
throughout the world, not just in the EU.  We do not therefore believe that we are necessarily 
a relevant body to fill in likely quantitative economic impacts of the proposed measures as 
asked for by the questionnaire which, in our view, is aimed primarily at regulators and 
industry associations.  We hold thousands of papers/studies on application equipment and 
techniques (and many others also) but have not included any at this stage since they often deal 
with very specific issues (although we have referred to some studies in our response and will 
gladly supply copies of any of these if you wish). 
 
However, we do hold views on the qualitative economic impacts of the proposed measures 
and some deficiencies in the approach and hope that these can be a valuable contribution since 
our experience encompasses both the EU and other countries, and many different aspects of 
application (we manufacture hand-held, vehicle mounted and aerial application equipment 
and our customers range from Third World peasant farmers to large European, North 
American and Australian farmers, with our equipment used not just in agriculture but for 
public health/environmental, migrant pest and forestry applications). 
 
Obviously our main area of expertise is application equipment and we would definitely want 
the opportunity to further discuss proposed Measure 5 regarding spraying equipment. 
 

1) Severe restrictions on aerial spraying 
 

Although little aerial spraying is currently carried out on crops in Western Europe we 
assume that any pesticides cleared for aerial crop spraying have already undergone 
safety studies in the product registration process.  We would therefore question 
whether such a blanket restriction is justified on scientific grounds.  It should also be 
noted that much aerial spraying (particularly in forestry) uses biological insecticides 
such as bt.  It would be ironic if a ban on aerial spraying reduced the incentive to 
introduce biological products by dramatically restricting their potential usage. 
 
Moreover, due to its low level of use in the EU few scientific studies have recently 
been carried out on aerial spraying.  Aerial spraying is much more extensively used in 
the large agricultural areas of North America and Australia and we are aware of recent 
studies regarding environmental safety from aerial spraying in both these areas – 
particularly in North America where the US Spray Drift Task Force (an industry 
consortium) has carried out extensive trials over the past decade.  We believe that in 
much of Europe, like the UK, spraying operations with aircraft require prior 
notification, thereby reducing any potential health risk for the public/bystanders. 
 
Moreover, in three specific areas aerial application is often the only viable means of 
application: 
 
i. Forestry/bracken – this is often inaccessible for ground equipment and with tall 

trees it is likely to be environmentally friendlier to spray downwards from 



above rather than to blast the spray up from below (with a risk of drift for 
spray that escapes through the canopy). 

ii. Migrant pest control – not an issue in Europe but Africa, Asia and Australia all 
use aircraft to control pests such as desert locusts over vast areas where ground 
control is not feasible economically or practically; and 

iii. Public health – disease vectors such as mosquitoes are often treated from the 
air in North and South America and Asia (often in inaccessible 
swamps/marshes, etc.). 

 
We therefore believe that restriction, rather than an outright ban, is more sensible and 
easily accepted, but believe that possible wording/options need to be discussed further. 

 
2) Reduced or PPP – Free Zones 
 

Please note that various European countries have already introduced ‘buffer zones’ for 
protection of water.  The UK National Farmers Union undertook an economic impact 
assessment of the introduction of unmitigated ‘buffer zones’ for the UK. 
 
Any ‘buffer zones’ introduced must be based on good science and should be able to be 
modified if the risk can be reduced.  In the UK it has been recognised that use of 
different application equipment and techniques can dramatically alter the amount of 
pesticide potentially contaminating water and thus modification of ‘buffer zone’ 
widths is allowed through Local Environment Risk Assessment for Pesticides (the 
LERAPs scheme).  Various other European countries have now adopted similar 
schemes, some of which also allow environmental factors to be taken into account. 
 
There is a clear need for further research to try and harmonise schemes within the EU 
– and in particular to examine the role of vegetation (wind breaks, grass strips, etc.) in 
reducing spray drift levels to allow a practical means for farmers and growers, 
particularly in tree and bush crops, to modify ‘buffer zone’ widths.  Such work would 
have the merit of introducing firm science into this debate and potentially helping both 
growers and the public understand the real risk of spray drift and how it can be 
modified/mitigated. 
 
We do not therefore agree with any of the options put forward. 

 
3) More systematic data collection on use 
 

We agree that this is essential for the development of relevant indicators.  In this 
respect the UK Pesticides Forum has been developing indicators (see its web 
site/Annual Report) and the UK Food Standards Agency has been looking at the issue 
of residues in produce.  The UK also has various Assurance Schemes which require 
record keeping and these should be looked at.  New Zealand has developed a 
computer based recording scheme (electronic spray diary database) for pesticide usage 
on apples to ensure consistent (and easy) record keeping by growers. 
 
Please note that uniformity/consistency/ease of record keeping is crucial.  One of the 
major criticisms of UK retailer/Assurance Schemes is that they are not consistent, 
forcing individual growers to comply with several different record keeping 
requirements even for the same crop – an unnecessarily (and illogical) burden. 
 



Moreover, produce is now often traded or moved between member states, thus we 
believe it would ultimately make sense to have common recording requirements 
across the EU. 
 
We do not therefore agree with any of the options proposed – since we believe that 
they leave room for confusion about both relevant data/indicators and for a 
multiplicity of retailer/Assurance Schemes which are costly for farmers and growers. 

 
4) Training and certification of users 
 

We entirely agree with the need for training of distributors and users and for informing 
the public. 
 
Please note the UK has led Europe in the training of operators via its National 
Proficiency Tests Council (NPTC) and has already developed training modules for 
different types of sprayers.  The UK has also just introduced a register of spray 
operators and a professional operator training course (incorporating Continuing 
Professional Development).  The UK also has the BASIS scheme (also incorporating 
CPD) for those offering advice on agrochemical use. 
 
We do see the need to possibly allow for different national requirements/situations and 
therefore think that Option 1 probably provides the best way forward initially. 

 
5) Technical check for sprayers 
 

We actually believe it is more important to comprehensively train sprayer operators, 
so they can check whether the sprayer is functioning correctly and understand the 
principles of operation of the application equipment/technique to enable rational 
decision making. 
 
The great danger with compulsory control of spraying equipment is 
restriction/inhibition of innovation.  We would greatly welcome the chance to discuss 
this issue since we have already seen a concrete example of a CEN Sprayer Standard 
on Environmental Protection (EN 12761) restricting spraying equipment that offers 
reductions in pesticide use and environmental impact! 
 
There is often an overwhelming bias to standardise based on the status quo, with little 
thought given to how such standardisation can inhibit the development of new 
equipment.  It has been shown that equipment that passes the CEN Sprayer Standard 
(EN 12761) for Environmental Protection can result in spray losses to the environment 
of 90%!  We therefore believe that innovation in application techniques and 
equipment to give better spray targeting (and timing) is critical – and we and other 
companies are striving to do this.  However, these efforts have actually been hindered 
by EN 12761 which, as stated above, restricts the use of some equipment that has been 
demonstrated to allow reductions in pesticide usage and environmental impact. 
 
Also if mandatory certification is introduced in some countries and not others this will 
act as a barrier to trade (as has been the case in the past). 
 



Regular maintenance verification is also fraught with problems and the CEN Standard 
on Sprayer Testing, EN 13790, partially suffers form the same problem as outlined 
above in that it only covers standard existing equipment. 
 
We believe that this is a key area for further EU wide research.  Although there is 
considerable evidence from many individual studies undertaken over the years that 
application equipment and techniques can dramatically affect the amount of pesticide 
used and its environmental impact this has never been brought together, or tested, at 
the EU level.  With very significant changes in spraying practice currently taking 
place in much of the EU (new nozzles/atomisers, larger sprayers, faster spraying 
speeds, variable rate application systems, direct injection systems, closed transfer 
systems, etc.) such research is desperately needed - but no individual company or 
government is in a position to do it. 

 
Please note that I have personally been involved in British, American, European and 
International Standards work for the last 6 years (including the development of EN 
12761 and EN 13790) so I have direct experience of some of the issues involved. 
 
We therefore do not agree with any of the options put forward and would like to 
request a discussion regarding this particular measure. 

 
6) Establishment of a common framework for IPM/ICM 
 

We think this is essential, particularly if there is to be the development of common 
indicators (see our response to Measure 3).  Moreover, development of a common 
framework is likely to be required for harmonised EU support to farmers, cross 
compliance, etc. 
 
We therefore agree with this potential element of the Thematic Strategy. 

 
7) Enhanced protection of water 
 

We believe this should be dealt with in conjunction with Measure 2 since in essence it 
is the same issue i.e. ‘buffer zones’.  Please therefore see our comments to Measure 2.  
As we stated in these comments we believe this is a key area for further research. 

 
8) Quantitative use reduction 
 

We believe this is also a key area for further research.  Whilst we agree that there is no 
direct link between use and risk reduction, we do believe that specific risky 
applications (product, use or situation) can be identified and efforts to reduce risk 
targeted at these areas.  This would possibly lead to use reduction in specific situations 
and thus go some way towards reducing the concerns of the environmental NGOs and 
implementation of Comparative Risk Assessment procedures in some of these cases.  
New Zealand, for example, has implemented a Pesticide Rating System to assess risks 
to consumers, workers and the environment. 
 
We do not therefore agree with any of the options put forward. 

 
We hope that these comments are of some use, and look forward to hearing from you. 
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