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        Stockholm, February 10, 2005 
 
Comments from the Swedish Crop Protection Association on the BIPRO 
Report (Final Report October 2004):  
 
Assessing economic impacts of the specific measures to be part of the 
Thematic Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides  
REFERENCE: ENV.C.4/ETU/2003/0094R 
 
 
General 
 
The Swedish Crop Protection Association welcomes the initiative to assess the 
economic impacts of specific measures. We also welcome the possibility to give 
comments on the report. Our comments are limited to parts of the report, dealing 
with a few for us very important issues. The comments are in line with, but not equal 
to, comments given by the European Crop Protection Association (ECPA). 
 
Use and risk reduction  
 
Use reduction cannot be defined as a general prerequisite for risk minimisation. 
Unfortunately however, we see that when analysing the impact of potential measures 
within the study, this causality is often ignored and the impact assessment is often 
based solely on the amount of use reduction. 
 
Reducing Plant Protection Product (PPP) volumes does not necessarily reduce risk. 
Withdrawing a PPP considered to pose a risk may have unintended consequences as 
alternative crop protection measures do not necessarily pose less risks to the 
environment. There is a also a real risk that further bans and mandatory use 
restrictions may lead to illegal or less controlled usage of PPPs. 
 
We would recommend that the potential consequences of not using a PPP should also 
be included in a risk assessment and impact analysis.  
 
Environmental and health impacts  
 
In several sections statements are made inferring that Plant Protection Products cause 
serious health and environmental problems. 
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Under the Council Directive 91/414, concerning the placing of Plant Protection 
Products on the market, all PPPs within the EU are comprehensively regulated. Each 
product has to fulfil a high safety and regulatory standard before an authorisation is 
granted. Tests of a product’s environmental and health impact must be completed to 
show that it presents no unacceptable risks to people and the environment. 
 
In light of the assessment of an Active Substance on the basis of Directive 91/414 
(and subsequent Annex I listing) and the authorisation of the products by the 
Member States according to the Uniform principles, most of the statements in the 
text on the endangering of human health and the environment, and health impacts are 
questionable. The causalities presented are scientifically unfounded. 
 
On the question of impact on human health, there is no evidence that PPP residues on 
food and feed have any negative impact. 
 
Costs and benefits 
 
There is nearly no reference made to negative economic effects or negative 
environmental effects because of the “Non-use” of Plant Protection Products. The 
benefits of using Plant Protection Products and thus the costs of non-use are not 
quantified and in the main seem to be overlooked (despite non-explicative remarks 
such as “despite losses due to pest affection”). As an example, the introduction of 
mandatory PPP-free zones can increase the costs for weed control in the area used 
for production due to increased pest problems. 
 
The calculation of the average amount of cost/product and thus the subsequently 
calculation of cost benefits for farmers, due to reduced usage, should be made with 
caution. Shift in product choice due to behaviour changes, accompanied by 
restrictions in the number of tools available for crop protection, could also lead to an 
increase in costs for farmers. It could also cause serious problems with resistant pests 
in some crops, when using to few and to similar products year after year.  
 
Aerial spraying  
 
Based on the analysis made, the report underlines that there is a need for aerial 
spraying, and demonstrates that banning or partial banning are not suitable options. 
 
Indeed, often aerial spraying cannot be replaced by other application techniques of 
crop protection given the actual location of the pest problem, the height of the crop, 
the geographical relief, and access to the crop or in case of risks of epidemics.  
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Thus, in order to achieve sustainable use and further reduce potential risks, the 
logical approach is to determine best spraying application practices - and thus to opt 
for appropriate standards to reach these objectives.  
 
Data collection 
 
Before entering in any further discussion on an additional measure in this area, its 
need should be justified and its objective be properly defined. And, the additional 
burden for the different players involved needs to be evaluated against the benefits of 
the measure.  
 
If it is intended to achieve more comparative data, the current efforts of harmonising 
the existing data collection systems, as undertaken already by for example Eurostat 
should first be implemented and evaluated. 
 
Other schemes are also already underway; we recall that as from 1 January 2006 
record keeping on PPP usage becomes a mandatory obligation for European farmers, 
and that under the CAP, the Integrated Administration and Control System, needs to 
be set up by each Member State by 1 January 2005. 
 
The implementation of these initiatives needs to be taken into account in any future 
discussion on data collection so as to avoid duplication of efforts and costs, and to 
investigate the possibilities of any dovetailing to these efforts. 
 
Training 
 
This measure can be linked to further reducing risk. It is one of the most specific and 
appropriate measures to risk reduction. Training is essential to the effective and 
responsible use of Plant Protection Products. It is a prerequisite for ensuring good 
agricultural practices. Potential environmental impacts of crop protection products 
can be avoided if products are used in the correct manner and at the correct time. 
 
Technical check of spraying equipment 
 
We appreciate seeing that this option is considered as one of the most important ones 
amongst the measures looked into, as it has clear risk reduction potential. 
The environmentally safe operation of all PPP application equipment is a vital part of 
the PPP utilisation process.  
 
Important for a system with inspection of sprayers is the acceptance from the owners 
of the sprayers. This is a matter of fact whether it is a mandatory or voluntary 
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system. Experiences from Member States shows that we can have mandatory 
systems with low acceptance (e.g. Germany) and voluntary systems with high 
acceptance (e.g. Finland). We think this should be taken into consideration when 
choosing between mandatory and voluntary systems for inspection of sprayers. Our 
ideas are a little bit more developed in the following text under “Commitment and 
ownership”. 
 
Commitment and ownership 
 
Today there is more or less consensus between policy makers, authorities and 
industry, that progress with additional environmental regulations for farmers is 
dependent on acceptance, commitment and ownership. The best way of creating 
commitment is the use of carrots. 
 
Finland is a good example where carrots in terms of environmental subsidiaries are 
used with great progress. The Finish system is based on a number of environmental 
requirements (measures) that have to be fulfilled by the farmers in order to get the 
economic environmental subsidiaries. One of the measures is inspection of sprayers. 
Already in the beginning of the support period (year 2000) 91 % of the farmers 
representing 96 % of the arable land in Finland joined the system.  
 
Commitment can be achieved with teaching and training programs and some carrots 
in the system. Another advantage with environmental subsidiaries is that a complete 
package of measures can be required at the same time. This gives the opportunity for 
optimized environmental effect of a program.  
 
The Swedish Crop Protection Association propose that this aspects are taken into 
consideration when planning the implementation of the measures discussed in the 
thematic strategy. 
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