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CONSULTANT REPORT ON EU THEMATIC STRATEGY ON 
PESTICIDES 

Background and quality of information used 
Whilst it is acknowledged that the 6th Environmental Action Plan has acted to precipitate this 
Thematic Strategy, it should be noted that this plan was released in 2000 and there have been 
several important scientific developments since that time in areas that particularly pertain to 
the aims and objectives of the Thematic Strategy as it is currently envisaged. 
 
Scientific background to stated objectives 
These relate chiefly to environmental risks that result from pesticide use. Since 2000 a series 
of scientific projects have studied the predicted risk from using a range of pesticide risk 
indicators and have compared the outcomes from such indicators to firstly each other but also 
to total quantity used as a measure of quantifying risk. 
 
This has been undertaken both in the EU and North America and in both cases the outcome of 
studies have shown that the use of risk indicators, which include amount used as a component 
of how risk is calculated, provide a different assessment of risk compared to quantity used. It 
is interesting to note that where comparisons are made particularly between those risk 
indicators that have been developed to be used as part of the regulatory process and amount 
used there is little correlation between predicted risk outcomes. 
 
This may be of particular reference during the development of this Thematic Strategy as a 
major aim of the strategy is to reduce the environmental impact of pesticide use through 
legislative tools where appropriate. 
 
These developments should particularly be considered in respect of objective 4, which seems 
to promote a particular course of action that may not be concordant with objective 1. It may 
be that, in order to maximise the environmental benefit of a particular agricultural system for 
biodiversity, for example, careful use of Pesticides is necessary that will not be appropriate in 
a low-input or pesticide-free system. 
 
The NFU also has specific comment on objectives 3 and 4, which we feel are imperative to 
the development of farming systems in the EU that product high quality food with a minimal 
level of environmental impact. 
 
Objective 3: Active promotion of substitution. 
Substitution should not be enshrined in legislation as this assumes that there is a standard way 
in which the ‘safety’ and appropriateness of individual products can be measured and that 
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these conditions will apply in all situations. Is the use of a pyrethroid as a spot treatment to 
control aphids in a glasshouse crop due to a temporary failure of biological control more or 
less safe than the use of pirimicarb in a field vegetable crop. How are the differences in 
selective toxicity between pyrethroids and pirimicarb to be judged in a system favouring 
substitution? How would any considerations in this area effect products with more than one 
active ingredient (e.g. Dovetail) that may of particular value where insecticide resistance 
might have an impact on control by both chemical as well as other non-chemical means. 
 
The importance of site specific considerations when making crop protection decisions means 
that as wide a range of products needs to be available as possible to ensure long term viability 
of production and the minimal impact on the environment.  
 
We would point the Commission and BiPRO to the paper presented by Sue Popple at the 
2003 BCPC conference (The UK perspective on comparative assessment, Popple et al, BCPC 
International Congress Proceedings, vol 1, 203-208). 
 
Objective 4: Promotion of low-input systems by financially disadvantaging certain 
techniques. 
This assumes that by encouraging a particular set of processes a given set of outcomes, 
namely greater biodiversity in the farmed environment and better protection of natural 
resources (e.g. water), will be arrived at. 
 
This may or may not be the case, as equivocal evidence has been obtained in some studies for 
some elements of biodiversity measures in comparisons between Organic and conventional 
systems, for example. It may also be that there are instances where the appropriate use of a 
‘conventional’ product, such as a selective insecticide, may have a lower environmental 
impact than an ‘organic’ alternative (e.g. Derris). In making assumptions about the role of 
particular techniques there is the potential to promote actions that do not give rise to the 
maximum environmental benefits in all situations. As such the stress of this objective should 
be on outcomes (maximal environmental benefits) and should stress the range of techniques 
that can be used to obtain these, whilst also ensuring farmer and growers engagement in the 
promotion of any particular approaches, rather than the imposition of approaches that may not 
be applicable equally and in the same way to diverse businesses with diverse economic and 
environmental pressures.  
 
Information used to compile the report 
Whilst the NFU does not have the expertise to make a critical assessment of the methods used 
by BiPRO the NFU does feel that the data collection process has been inadequate and that 
assurances need to be given about the completeness and nature of the information that has 
been used to arrive at the conclusions presented in this report.  
 
Specific concerns over the way in which information was collected were raised by the NFU at 
the time that questionnaires were distributed, specifically relating to the accuracy of 
information provided and the mechanisms used by BiPRO to ensure that double counting of 
sprayed areas or of product used did not occur. The NFU is particularly concerned about the 
‘authorities’ that have not been consulted in the UK. The list that details the ‘National 
Authorities’ to which questionnaires were sent in the UK, according to the BiPRO preport,  
were 

1. PSD (as expected) 
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2. The IEEP (Institute for European Environmental Policy), which is a consultant 
organisation that is independent of government and of national authorities in the UK. 

3. FRAG (Fungicides Resistance Action Group). A group that concentrates on the study 
of Fungicide resistance with exceptional levels of technical expertise but no 
association with national authorities. 

 
It is inconceivable that both the HSE and the Environment Agency have not been consulted 
(there is no record of them being sent a questionnaire as either a national authority or a 
stakeholder in the report) and additionally SEPA, the Welsh Assembly, NFU Scotland and the 
Ulster Farmers Union are not included specifically. Additionally, the DEFRA Central Science 
Laboratory (CSL) are not on the list of those who received the questionnaire. This seems 
ludicrous as the Pesticide Usage Survey Group at CSL run one of the most complete and 
extensive systems for collection of data that currently exists in the EU. 
 
As a result of these omissions in the UK the NFU seriously questions whether or not adequate 
information has been used to produce this report and feel that a quality audit on the 
information collected is necessary, to ensure stakeholder satisfaction with the process, before 
any further developments are made. It is entirely possible that appropriate data has been 
collected and is part of this report, but given the experience in the UK this cannot be assumed. 
 
Not withstanding these fundamental questions concerning the objectives of the strategy and 
the information that has been used to arrive at this report, the NFU is keen to take a 
constructive approach to this process and to try and ensure that any EU Thematic Strategy on 
pesticides acts to reduce the environmental impact of agricultural production whilst ensuring 
that high quality food is available throughout the EU from within the EU. 
 
The NFU has specific comments on each measure being considered and the recommendations 
regarding the individual options. These will  be dealth with in turn. 

Measure I: Aerial Spraying 
The NFU welcomes the recommendation that aerial spraying should be regulated to a greater 
extent across the EU, as this practice represents one that has the greatest potential risk of 
environmental impact. However, we recognise that there are situations, particularly regarding 
upland areas, where aerial spraying may well represent the safest method of control available. 
This should be recognised in any proposal made within the Thematic Strategy. 
 
As a result the NFU would support broadly the imposition of the ‘strong’ set of conditions, 
but would ask that some of those that appear contradictory (e.g. the imposition of a buffer 
zone despite the imposition of strict controls relating to weather conditions in which aerial 
spraying can occur) to be considered carefully in any final strategy. 

Measure II: Reduced or PPP-free zones 
The NFU would consider option II-2 to be preferable over option II-1 as this will allow for 
changes in land management within these sites, that may become necessary due to the 
imposition of other legislation (e.g. Water Framework Directive) to be put in place by 
national authorities over time. This might be particularly pertinent in coastal areas, for 
example, where changes in patterns of land use or the maintainance of coastal defences may 
lead to the nature of an area that should be protected to be changed over time. If such an area 
was centrally set by the EU this level of flexibility in terms of management may not be 
afforded over time.  
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Additionally, such a rigid definition of ‘reduced use’ zones is unlikely to be of value in 
improving the status of a particular place as a important habitat as so many factors combine to 
make a site notable in any given context. It may be that, for example, the maintainance of 
certain habitats without careful use of particular pesticides might be made increasingly costly, 
due to increased labour requirements, and that charitable organisations may find it difficult to 
maintain as many sites for wildlife as they do currently. An example could be the occurrence 
of an invasive weed species in a sensitive aquatic site. 
 
Finally, there is no consideration of the type of pesticides that might be used in different areas 
to manage land sympathetically. This will of course vary depending on situation and product 
availability in different member states. As a result an approach that has guidelines based on 
risk indicators for particular sites is likely to be of greatest practical value. 

Measure III: data collection on PPP use 
 
The NFU recognises that information on PPP use has an important role to play in certain 
policy areas, however, there are assertions made in the report that mandatory collection of 
data would have an impact on the following areas. 
 

•  inform policy makers and citizens of the current status of pesticide use 
•  provide data sets for the development of indicators of environmental impact 
•  monitor changes in the use of pesticides over time 
•  provide information as part of the review process of existing pesticides 
•  provide information as part of the approval process of new pesticides 
•  monitor the potential movement of pesticides into water 
•  highlight areas where use may be optimised as a consequence of a monitoring of 

farmers practices 
•  provide information for residue monitoring programmes of fresh fruit, vegetables 

etc. 
The NFU would not agree with this list and would specifically comment on the following 
points that are claimed to tbe relevant to data collection by the authors of the report. 
 
Point 2: Development of risk indicators 
It is hard to see how detailed data collection will have an influence on development of risk 
indicators, as the current levels of data collection have provided enough information to create 
a wide range of pesticide risk indicators that have been compared both in Europe and the US 
within the last five to ten years. 
 
Points 4 and 5: Use of data in product review and approval 
Decisions on withdrawal and approval are made on grounds of efficacy, environmental or 
human safety and other considerations. There is no immediate reason why the availability of 
usage data that is any more detailed than that available in the UK would have an influence on 
this process. 
 
 
Point 7: Optimise use 
The level of information required to make the kind of agronomic decisions that result in 
optimisations of use require much more information than will be provided by better data on 
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use. It is also difficult to understand how information on use will act as a driver for such 
processes when economics of crop production will provide the driver for most farmers and 
growers. 
 
Point 8: residue monitoring information 
Current monitoring looks to test a wide range of products, some of which may no longer be in 
current use. Also, reliance on information for usage patterns will not provide information on 
possible illegal uses. With the use of tests that can detect multiple residues the value of 
detailed usage data in providing valuable information is questionable. 
 
The NFU would point out that the process that is undertaken in the UK is one of the most 
effective in the EU and that without information on the differences in costs and accuracy that 
will be obtained by a mandatory collection of all usage data, the report does not have the 
information available to make an assessment. 

Measure IV: Training and Certification of users. 
Points to make are 
The way in which the proposed costs for training are arrived at per farm are unclear and will 
naturally disadvantage smaller farmers to a greater extent than larger ones as these will have 
dedicated sprayer operators for example, who make the most of a fixed training cost.  
 
There is also no record of any information being obtained from NPTC in the UK and so the 
NFU would question whether or not the impact of measures recommended has been fully 
considered for the UK. This is important as the UK has an unusually high average farm size 
compared to several member states, for example. Also the estimate of 100 jobs created  per 
MS seems high as the imposition of NRoSO has resulted in significantly fewer than that 
number of full time jobs being created. 
 
The NFU does support the principle of mandatory training, but in considering the detail of 
standards to be imposed and the mechanism through which they are to be delivered, the NFU 
would urge any final report to recognise the value of continuing professional development 
programmes. 
 
Financial instruments and mandatory certification 
If there is a need to promote any change in law this should be explicitly factored into 
calculations as such examples exist both inside and outside the agricultural sector across the 
EU, not left as an un-quantified relationship. Additionally, costs and mechanisms of policing 
such mandatory schemes are not quantified in the report. 
 
Also, any costs of mandatory certification should be considered as a cost per operator rather 
than a cost per farm, as farms will have a different number of operators depending both on 
their size and the type of agricultural or horticultural business. 

Measure V: Technical check of spraying equipment 
The NFU seriously questions the likelihood that the cost of a machine test will be between 45-
48€. This is not the experience that exists currently in the UK with the National Sprayer 
Testing Scheme that exists as part of the Voluntary Initiative, where simple tests, excluding 
repairs cost approximately 180€. As such the impact assessment made should be questioned. 
It is also unclear from the recommendation whether or not smaller hand held appliances 
would have a similar charge levied against them. This would act to make all knapsack 
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sprayers, which are an essential part of certain horticultural businesses, essentially worthless 
after one year. This increased waste of resources should not be encouraged by regulation 
introduced as part of the 6th Environmental Action Plan.  
 
There is no mention of how a mandatory test is likely to be imposed in each member state. Is 
it that there will be a European standard that will be enforced by different authorities in each 
member state or will a new EU testing body be created? The former is likely to be the most 
cost effective option and as such we would recommend that the Commission goes no further 
than recommending the standards that need to be maintained in a test, allowing member states 
to develop their own mechanisms for delivery. 
 
We would also recommend that infrequently used sprayers are tested less frequently than 
those used on farms with a significant arable or horticultural enterprise. In this way the basic 
imposition of standards can be done across all sectors, but without a disproportionate cost 
being imposed on those infrequent users of pesticides, such as livestock farmers who 
intensively manage grassland. 

Measure VI: Common Framework for IPM. 
In making its recommendation that there should be a more detailed definition of IPM and that 
some basic minimum requirements be adopted, the authors acknowledge the possibility that 
the use of a greater quantity of PPPs could result from an IPM strategy, due to the use of a 
greater range of selective products (e.g. use of pirimcarb against aphids and a Bt toxin against 
Lepidoptera rather than a pyrethroid application for both), but do not consider it likely.  
 
The NFU would profoundly disagree; such increases in use are already being reported 
anecdotally by those farmers keen to produce food in a way that is as environmentally 
sympathetic as possible. In many ways the limited value of focusing on amount of pesticide 
used by the authors is bought into its sharpest focus when considering IPM. The strategy 
should be focused on environmental outcomes, rather than considering the amount used as a 
surrogate for environmental impact, and as such the wide range of possible tools that might be 
appropriate in an approach that could be thought of as ‘integrated’ will have different uses on 
different farms, and often on the same farm in different years. 
 
The potential reduction in use of PPPs from the adoption of ‘IPM’ is thought to be 50%, 
based on projects such as the LIFE and SCARAB projects in the UK, according to the report, 
which have focused on broad acre systems, rather horticultural systems where restraints on 
produce characteristics differ markedly. However, these projects have also had other impacts 
which do not appear to have been studied extensively in the assessment that gives them as 
examples. These wider impacts should be considered when looking to determine the potential 
impact of IPM measures on environmental outcomes. 
 
The authors also consider that IPM as it has been currently defined by the IOBC 
(International Organisation for Biological Control) and EISA (European Initiative for 
Sustainable Agriculture) are ‘not very clear’ and have requirements that are close to ‘Good 
Farming Practice’. In this statement the authors criticise these aspects of current ‘IPM 
adoption’ but do not expand on how or why greater clarity or differentiation from GFP is 
possible or necessary. This lack of a clear way forward from the authors alongside the 
opinions of experts, suggests that any attempt to further define or set minimum standards for 
IPM is likely to be a costly and irrelevant exercise in trying to reduce the impact of 
agriculture on the environment. 
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In addition to these comments, the overall recommendations which favour specific minimum 
requirements and narrow definitions seem to mis-understand the nature of an integrated 
approach to any production system. 
 
To this extent the availability of particular tools (e.g. resistant varieties, selective insecticides) 
will change constantly (e.g. introduction of new aphid-resistant lettuce varieties in the last 
five years and the appearance of Sarpo potato varieties within the last three years). This is 
likely to mean that any definition will only be as accurate as the tools available to farmers and 
growers at the time.  
 
It is also surprising that the authors think that a definition of IPM can function across all 
sectors given the different availability and acceptability of particular varieties for different 
markets and variability in pest and disease pressure between years and that such a definition 
can be used to reliably determine levels of support payments. The authors apparent belief that 
this can be done is not supported by any evidence in the report and as such should be 
questioned in detail, especially given the efforts of groups such as the IOBC and the EISA. 
 
Any attempt to define minimum standards would have to be annually updated in each member 
state to consider changes in the availability (and acceptability to end markets) of varieties, 
biological control agents and pesticides in each member state. On this basis the NFU seriously 
questions the level of understanding of Integrated Pest Management that has been put forward 
in this report and as such consider the recommendations to be flawed to the extent that a new 
set of options be considered by a different body in respect of this measure. 

Measure VII : Enhanced protection of water. 
The NFU supports the principle that resource protection needs to be undertaken and 
understands the need for a legislative programme as a framework for such improvements. 
However, the need to protect water from pesticides is an area that is going to be covered in 
the Water Framework Directive, indeed, several pesticides are included in Article 16 which 
aims to concentrate on particular chemical substances.  
 
As such the NFU questions whether or not the EU needs to consider further measures to 
ensure protection of water from pesticides. The authors of the report appear to be unclear as to 
the nature of any regulatory instruments that might be used, and we would suggest that no 
additional measures could usefully be applied at an EU level that would be likely to result in 
significant benefits. 
 
There may be a role for new types of recommendation to be put in place on product labels, 
such as restricting timing of application of certain products based on problems that occur 
locally, however this can only be done on a case by case basis with different restrictions in 
different member states.  
 
The NFU would strongly recommend that EU wide measures should not be applied to those 
countries where de-coupling of support has been undertaken, like the UK. This is because a 
series of reforms, based on the principle of de-coupling are aimed at actively encouraging the 
uptake of measures to positively benefit the environment. This is likely to have significant 
benefits in terms of water protection in some areas. 
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The role of local solutions to local problems 
This is an area that is not covered in this section and is an approach that is going to be vital in 
the delivery of improvements across the EU in terms of pesticide occurrence as well as 
delivering the requirements of the water framework directive. 
 
The authors seem to favour EU wide mandatory measures and expect these to be equally 
applicable in all member states and regions. Importantly they appear to expect these measures 
to deliver similar improvements, despite the differing nature of problems that are currently 
observed. This is already seen in the UK where local pesticide problems vary in different 
regions (e.g. Importance of IPU/CTU in some catchments in the South and Midlands 
compared to the prevalence of phenoxy herbicides in the North East and North West). 
 
This approach seems unlikely to deliver options that allow for practical pest, disease and 
weed control where there are issues of resistance or solutions to the environmental problems 
that exist currently. 

Measure VIII: Quantitative use reduction 
Whilst the NFU welcomes the conclusions relating to this measure, there is a grave concern as 
to why this measure has been included in the first place. There is no credible scientific basis 
for considering reduced use to be directly proportional to reduced risk and this is widely 
acknowledged by regulatory authorities in the USA and Canada.  
 
The continued insistence on the proportional relationship between reduced use and reduced 
risk, despite the availability of no evidence to support it, is in danger of undermining policy 
making based on sound scientific research. 


