
 
    
 
 
Re: Report on study carried out by BiPRO GmbH 'Assessing economic impacts of the 
specific measures to be part of the Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of 
Pesticides' 
 
Thank you for your e-mail advising publication of this report.  I have currently studied only  the 
section on Technical Checks on Sprayers on which we had already provided  comments directly 
in response to the questionnaire (our e-mail to BiPRO of 24 March, 2004 which we attach again 
herewith) and further elaborated these directly to the Commission (see our letter to Mr Liegeois of 
12 July, 2004, which we also attach herewith).    
 
The section of the report on Technical Checks on Sprayers appears  extremely confused - and 
contradictory. I have to say that this seems me to to be a very poor piece of work which ignores 
some key factors and has reached completely arbitrary conclusions, which are not supported by 
the contents of the report itself.  Moreover, specific comments we made (which have also been 
made by others e.g. the UK Agricultural Engineers Association, the UK industry body 
representing manufacturers and importers of pesticide application equipment) have been 
completely ignored whilst sweeping - and incorrect - generalisations are included. 
 
EN 13790 and EN 12761 are referred to as the 'norms relating to the testing of sprayers'.   The 
document makes no mention of EN 907 relating to safety of machinery which is already 
mandatory throughout Europe.  EN 13790 is concerned with the testing of sprayers in use 
whereas EN 12761 relates to environmental requirements for sprayers.  In fact EN 12761 is 
based on the use of one particular type of nozzle - a fan hydraulic pressure nozzle. Whilst this 
may currently be the most widely used type of nozzle in European arable farming insistence on 
use of this type of nozzle (which is what EN 12761 results in due to its insistence on setting limits 
for patternation and droplet size derived from testing this one nozzle type) results in the 
exclusion, and consequent banning or restriction, of other nozzle/sprayer types which have been 
proven to offer environmental benefits over fan hydraulic pressure nozzles in many cases.  We 
clearly advised BiPRO and the Commission that this is the case and therefore cannot understand 
why this evidence was not considered in the report - particularly since this results in  impacts 
which should be considered before coming to conclusions e.g.if EN 12761 is made mandatory 
some equipment manufacturers will suffer significant losses and farmers/users and society will be 
denied benefits of innovation for use reduction (something which the document makes no 
reference to!).  At one stage, on page 237  (when discussing Option V-6), the document refers to 
compliance with 'international quality standards' yet EN 12761 is at present purely a CEN 
standard  that is not even supported by all European countries. 
 
We really are astounded that our specific evidence that EN 12761 is already a barrier to 
innovation was ignored.  We have specifically pointed out to the Commission (in our letter of 12 
July, 2004) that: 
1)  EN 12761 restricts the use of innovative application equipment that has been proven to give 
environmental benefits in terms of drift and use reduction (by better targeting of PPPs); 
2)  compliance with EN 12761 does not necessarily protect the environment, with losses to the 
environment of over 90% of the spray possible with application equipment that complies with the 
requirements of EN 12761; 
3)  some requirements of EN 12761 may actually conflict with reduced use of PPPs - for example 
one chemical company advised that compliance with the droplet size requirements of EN 12761 
(which conflict with some agrochemical clearances granted in the UK) could result in use of 
higher amounts of PPPs; and 
4)  the reliance on patternation, a central tenet  of EN 12761, is seriously flawed and only 
applicable in some situations  - a position paper on this was prepared and submitted to CEN 
experts by the UK British Standards Institute.   I attach this paper, which, with the support of 



specific studies, clearly states that: 'It is concluded that the statements to be included in 
European Standards relating to the use of patternators should specify that these are only 
relevant when aiming to apply materials requiring a uniform distribution on a horizontal 
target surface (eg the soil surface) using application systems such as the flat fan hydraulic 
pressure nozzle'. 
 
I have first hand experience of the Standards process and know that these fundamental problems 
were pointed out during the drafting of EN 12761 and EN 139790.  We therefore completely  
disagree with the statement made on page 363 of the report that:  'As certification standards can 
be updated in the future it is not expected that this standard will hinder technological 
improvements and developments'.  Indeed, we cannot understand how such a statement could 
be made when we have provided specific evidence that EN 12761 already hinders 
technologically improved equipment for pesticide application that has proven environmental 
benefits. 
 
 
Moreover, in the analysis of likely effects ALL the advantages claimed for control/certification in 
fact  relate ONLY to control  i.e. inspection of sprayers in use.  For example (after consulting 
experts) it is stated on page 222  that: ' the average PPP use reduction, potential resulting from 
regular control is estimated to range from 5 to 10%.  This is correlated to a real risk reduction', on 
page 228 that: 'Due to well maintained sprayers positive environmental and health impacts 
possible', and on page 257 that a use reduction of  9000 to 18000t  is predicted from inspection of 
sprayers in use.  Indeed, on page 363 the option of mandatory inspection of sprayers in use 'is 
seen as one of the most important ones within the Thematic Strategy, as it represents 
approximately 1/3 of the estimated quantitative reduction among all recommended measures for 
the strategy'. 
 
As stated in our earlier communications we support the mandatory inspection of sprayers in use.  
This can be achieved relatively straightforwardly since 17 out of 25 Member States already have 
control systems and nearly all tests are based on EN 13790 which has been accepted by all 
European countries NB EN 13790 currently does not  require use of patternation equipment after 
fierce and prolonged resistance, primarily by Belgium and the UK, to German demands (following 
EN 12761 and German testing procedures) that patternation equipment be used NB  use of 
patternation equipment is not only inappropriate for some equipment but results in more 
expensive testing that needs to be carried out in dedicated inspection centres (we have pointed 
out to the Commission that transport of poorly maintained sprayers to a test centre could have 
negative environmental and health consequences). 
 
In contrast the claims made for certification are inconsistent and/or contradictory.  It states on 
page 254 that: 'It is assumed that new certified sprayers will reduce overuse and losses to the 
environment due to a higher efficiency and will consume approximately 5% less PPPs compared 
to new but not certified sprayers' (NB contrast this with our evidence that spraying equipment that 
has demonstrated  use reductions of PPPs in practice of 50-90% would be banned by 
mandatory implementation of EN 12761) but no environmental or use reduction benefits are 
claimed in the section on direct/indirect impacts of a mandatory certification scheme (on page 
227).  On page 254 and in the table on page 257 a possible use reduction of ~ 500t pa is then 
claimed for certification - compare this with the 5% use reduction assumption made elsewhere on 
page 254 and the zero use reduction shown on the summary table on page 376 (see below).  
The expected use reduction benefits from control i.e. inspection of sprayers in use, is therefore 
20-40 times the maximum  benefit assumed from certification.  We note that the report specifically 
accepts that adding certification to control systems is of very limited benefit e.g. with respect to 
Belgium it concedes that most of the benefits come from inspection of sprayers in use advised in 
the report and it is this that is vital for environmental and health benefits since 'if less equipment is 
tested, as the sprayers are no longer kept well maintained…. Thus cause higher PPP losses'.  
Again, we point out that in the final table  justifying the recommended options (on page 376) all 



the expected annual use reduction (9000 - 18000t) is from inspection of sprayers in use - NO use 
reduction is claimed to arise from certification!   
 
It is completely mistaken, and confusing, to lump together the 'benefits' of control and certification 
(as per page 376), as is done on page 377 (the next page!), when ALL  the benefits come from 
control i.e. inspection of sprayers in use, not certification.  There  appears to be some confusion 
in the report itself between control and certification e.g. on page 251 certification and control 
centres are mixed up, on page 224 manufacturers are reported to have a 'leading role' in the 
certification process but then refers to amendments to EN 13790 relating to inspection of 
sprayers in use.  In fact very few manufacturers have been directly involved in the European 
standardisation process - and one of those directly involved (ourselves)  have been completely 
opposed to EN 12761 because it hinders innovation.  We are again amazed that this evidence is 
completely  ignored in the report. 
 
The argument for certification seems to us to therefore be non-existent - no proven gains (even 
without including the negative consequences we have advised you of) and significant costs 
(without including the additional costs we have advised - or those involved in having to establish 
certification centres and systems in 23 of the 25 member states!).   
 
Indeed, we completely fail to understand the approach recommended when the very first line of 
the section on 'Impacts for Options of Measure V' (on page 218) states that .. 'In order to assess 
the impacts of the proposed options it is essential to analyse the status quo first, as the impacts 
for Member States and stakeholders depend very much on the existence and implementation of 
control/certification systems'. 
 
The report states (on page 218) that 'only'  ten countries (my emphasis) have established a 
compulsory control system and seven have introduced 'inspection schemes on a voluntary basis' 
i.e. 17 out of 25 Member States (over 60%) already have a control scheme in place.  These are 
based on EN 13790.  It should therefore be relatively straightforward to introduce European wide 
mandatory control systems, since only 8 out of 25 countries have not implemented them and 
there is widespread agreement and experience to draw on. 
 
By contrast, with respect to certification ONLY 2 Member States (Germany and Poland - the latter 
only recently) have mandatory certification systems i.e. over 90% of Member States do not have 
them in place.  Moreover, EN 12761 has NOT been agreed by various Member States, most 
notably the UK, and many countries do not necessarily have specific test centres for certification. 
NB inspection of sprayers in use under EN 13790 can be carried out at equipment dealer level 
and on farm (due to the fact that patternation equipment is not currently specified).  We therefore 
cannot understand how the impact table on page 257 was derived.  Where are the costs to the 
equipment manufacturers?  Where are the (potentially large) costs of setting up certification 
institutes and test procedures in the 23 of the 25 Members States who do not have them?   
Above all where is the actual benefit of certification over the large establishment and running 
costs?  We are astounded at the support supposedly established for mandatory certification after 
examining the various factors and summarising them in the table below (from page 250) since the 
costs/benefits are all assumptions/unknown:  
 
   key figures with respect to certification system 
 
share of sprayers being inspected 0% 

(status quo) 
60% 90% 100% 

gain of jobs  <2 <2 <2 
annual costs for administration and 
maintenance of control system [€] 

 <100,000 <100,000 <100,000 

additional annual costs for  additional costs for production 



equipment producers and certification not quantifiable 
additional costs for farmers in case 
of buying a new sprayer 

 regarded to be negligible in 
comparison to sprayer value 

Reduced PPP use  long term reduction expected 
Environmental and health  long term positive impact 

expected 
 
 
Amazingly the report fails to contrast, or even discuss,  the difference between countries having 
certification (e.g. Germany) and comparable countries which do not (e.g. UK, Denmark, 
Netherlands) in terms of amounts of chemical usage (to show any actual use reduction generated 
by a certification system).   We disagree completely with the justification given for option V-1 on 
page 363, with  both producers of equipment and users affected in ways not even considered or 
mentioned here.  As stated above, additional costs arise because: 
1)  some equipment would be banned by introduction of mandatory certification based on of EN 
12761.  This would result in economic losses for some equipment manufacturers since some 
nozzle types/equipment CANNOT be modified to comply with EN 12761- which is predicated on 
one particular type of nozzle (as advised above) - since they are not designed to produce the 
spray pattern tested for by patternation and could not be sensibly redesigned to do so contrary to 
the bland assumptions made in the table re Scenario V-1 on page 238 that: 'equipment producers 
will have to ensure compliance with certification standards'(!), and (on page 250) that additional 
costs for manufacturers are only 'additional cost for production and certification' - this is not true!  
Nowhere is it reported that not all equipment can comply with certification based on EN 12761; 
and  
2)  users/farmers, and society, are denied the benefits of innovation.  The banning of various 
types of application equipment that have proven environmental and use reduction benefits is 
simply scandalous in the context of what is supposed to be a strategy for the 'sustainable' use of 
PPPs.  
 
We therefore disagree completely with the table on page 255 on the general impacts of options.   
 
All in all we are therefore extremely upset that this report has ignored evidence submitted to it 
and opted to recommend mandatory certification of equipment based on EN 12761 when this 
actually discriminates against innovative application equipment that offers reduced use, 
compatibility with IPM programme, and reduced environmental impact (without offering ANY 
actual evidence on the benefits of certification or adequately addressing the costs involved).  This 
is neither fair nor logical, especially for a strategy that is supposed to be about the sustainable 
use of PPPs. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
 
 
 
Tom Bals 
 
 
______________________________________________  
From:  Tom Bals   
Sent: 24 March 2004 10:24 
To: 'Herve.Martin@cec.eu.int' 
Cc: 'Eric.LIEGEOIS@cec.eu.int'; 'Reinhard Joas / Alexander Potrykus' 
Subject: Assessing economic impacts of the specific measures to be possibly part of the forthcoming Thematic 

Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides 
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Dear Mr. Martin, 
 
Please see my attached response to the proposed measures following circulation of the BiPRO 
questionnaire, which I have sent to you since whilst we are not a regulatory body or industry 
association (the main bodies the questionnaire is apparently aimed at) capable of quantifying 
economic impacts we do have views on the qualitative nature of the economic impacts of the 
measures and some deficiencies in the approach.  We would definitely like to discuss proposed 
Measure 5 with you further. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Tom Bals 
  
Micron Sprayers Ltd. 
Bromyard Industrial Estate 
Bromyard 
Herefordshire 
HR7 4HS 
UK 
  
Tel: +44 (0)1885 482397 
Fax: +44 (0)1885 483043 
Web: www.micron.co.uk 
Registered No. 529633 
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Kind regards, 
 
 
Tom Bals 
  
Micron Sprayers Ltd. 
Bromyard Industrial Estate 
Bromyard 
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HR7 4HS 
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