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UIPP, French association of the Crop Protection Industry, welcome the 
opportunity to contribute to the TS.UIPP welcome the fact that generally the 
proposal are based on Risk reduction rather than arbitrary Quantitative risk 
reduction. UIPP wish and suggest a good coordination between the commission 
and the French authorities regarding the various initiatives regarding the TS 
and the PPP’s regulation in France (PNSE-national Plan on Health and 
Environment-, ORP-National Residue Monitoring Plan on Pesticides-, National Plan 
on Risk Reduction for pesticides, Water law project, Biodiversity Project, 
Agriculture Orientation Law project,..).UIPP want to remind the Commission that 
all actives substances (AS) are either on annex 1 of the 91/414/CE or under 
evaluation so that by 2008, all AS  on the market will be evaluated, on a science 
based,  regarding the Risk (Human being and Environment) and Products on the 
market present an acceptable risk if applied based on label instructions. As of 
January 2005, thanks to initiatives taken along the chain (Industry, Supply 
Chain, Farmer, Authorities, Advisors)  at product level (AS profile, formulation, 
packaging, registration) or at use pattern( IPM scheme, container management, 
training initiative, River basin ) we are convince that risk at environmental level 
,farmer or consumer are well taken into account. In parallel (or as a 
consequence?) to those initiatives, the sales of AS in France have decreased 
from 110 to 120000 tonnes in late 90’s to 75 000 tonnes in 2003(constant 
decline trend since 2000). 
In that context UIPP want to make the following comments regarding the 8 
BIPRO recommendations: 
 
 
 
 



 
1. Measure I: Aerial Spraying 

Due to some practical consideration (slope of the fields, forest, trees, crop 
pattern) and the economical importance of some specifics crops (grape, bananas, 
corn as example) aerial spraying is needed in France (continent and 
overseas).The aerial spraying is strongly regulated and the regulation has been 
updated in 2004 ( Arrêté du 5 mars 2004-JO du 24 mars 2004) .The key 
elements of this updated law are: preinformation of the authorities before the 
application, interdiction to apply some products, compulsory training for the 
applicators,..)..  
We understand the BIPRO recommendation to establish requirements for aerial 
spraying, but we  suggest keeping the current French regulation for those 
requirements, at least in France. Before to take any action, we need to deeply 
the potential consequences for the banana plantations, where there is no other 
alternative today. On top of that ,we should keep in mind that aerial application 
are generally decided after good monitoring of pest or disease occurrence 
,which is in line with the IPM approach. 
 
 

2. Measure II: Reduced or PPP-free zones 
The current French project for revision of the “Loi sur l’eau” (under discussion 
at the Conseil d’Etat and will be transmitted to the French parliament during 
2005) is addressing this reduced or PPP-free zones concept (Chapter 3, article 
18 of the current text). The proposal is consistent with the BIPRO 
recommendation: establishment of specific practises in sensitive areas, by local 
experts in collaboration with different stakeholders and possibility to obtain 
some monetary compensation if incomes of the impacted actors are decreased. 
UIPP want to participate to the initiative-as other environmental ngo’s- and 
suggest that this BIPRO proposal is considered in coherence with current CAP 
reform (agro-environmental measures) ,buffer zones projects and any other 
initiative. 

3. Measure III: Systematic data collection use 
The systematic data collection use is a recommendation which needs further 
discussions and involvements of the key stakeholders: Industry (production and 
sales to the trade) ,Distribution ( Supply chain) and  Farmers (use on farm).The 
data collection objectives has to be clearly define and some considerations 
(confidentiality, level of details, grouping, priority substances, harmonize 
process or not for data collection, who can use and how,…) discuss in advance 
before to develop a process which can be very expensive, not accurate and 
potential source of legal issues between the different bodies. 



UIPP suggest  to contribute, along with other stakeholders in the establishment 
of the objectives and process ( what? how? who? when? purpose? ). 
Again, we want to mention that they are currently in France several project 
under discussion where the data collection aspect is addressed: 

•  Plan National De réduction des Risques Phytosanitaires :  
This plan (interministerial : Agriculture+Ecology+Health ) has identified  
50 proposals among which there is the recommendation to get the 
mandatory collection of sales at supplier level and distributor level 5this 
is consistent with the recommendation n° 36 of the PNSE (national Plan on 
Health). 

•  Water law project: the current project describe the replacement 
of the existing tax system (TGAP ,at supplier level) by a new 
system (REDEVANCE) which will be collected at distributor level 
:data collection of what distributor is selling will be also compulsory 

They are also currently different request from AFSSE for example which needs 
to be coordinate in line with BIPRO recommendation. 
 
UIPP want to alert the Commission that the cost and resources needed for such 
recommendation will be very significant if level of details is too high. This 
recommendation needs further refinement. 
 

4. Measure IV: Training and certification of users 
UIPP is very supportive for mandatory training option (Option n°1) as this is 
consistent with current volunteer initiatives taken by different bodies in France. 
As an example ,UIPP is developing since early 2004 training sessions focusing 
primarily at farmer level but those courses can be delivered too to distributors 
and ppp producers teams).The content of those training, taking place on a farm 
which  follow all the regulation, is addressing all the Good Phytosanitary 
Practises aspects: decision making process for spraying or not, storage, mixture 
preparation, sprayer equipment checks, operator protection, label instruction 
respect, container management, sprayer rinsing and tank …The pilot has started 
on 3 sites in 2004 and we are currently delivering the course on 11 sites. 
Trainers are experts from industry, advisors, Mutualité Sociale Agricole, 
technical institutes, and any professional who want to be involved. The final 
objective is to create a permanent training centre, recognized by authorities 
and who will train thousands of farmers per year. 
It’s important to keep in mind that current referential de l’agriculture raisonnée 
(ICM guideline see below) recommend too updated and regular training for the 
farmers. In parallel, authorities are renewing the distributor agreement 
procedure (1992 law) and the certification for training aspect will be address. 
 



The option 2 of the recommendation, with financial instruments to motivate 
farmers to follow the training can be also extended to the organizations which 
are delivering courses (as a suggestion, tax on PPP’s which exist in France can be 
partially use to incentive the organisations which are involved; the process needs 
further investigation) 
 

5. Measure V: Technical check of spraying equipment 
The current water law project is addressing specifically this aspect for both 
new and existing equipments. UIPP support this mandatory control and 
certification of the equipment. See article 22 of current project which stipulate 
that those controls has to be made at first sales(new equipment) or at further 
resale(second hand equipment).Regular controls and inspections will also take 
place: Details of the procedure will be available after a decret publication. 
 
 

6. Measure VI: Common framework for integrated pest management(IPM) 
IPM is part of the current ICM guide which has been published in France in April 
2002 (arête April30th 2002, publish at the French official journal date may 4th 
2002. UIPP is supporting the referential which allows farmers to be certified as 
“agriculture raisonnée” :the guide content 98 points among which 24 concerned 
the PPP:16 are specific (with 7 aligned with the current legislation and 9 goes 
further than the current legislation) and 8 concerned indirectly the PPP’s( 2 in 
line  with legislation and 6 further).The objective is to reach 30% of the 
farmers qualified by 2008. The EISA initiative, consistent with FARRE in 
France, can be consulted in order to help the implementation of the BIPRO 
recommendation VI-3. 
 

7. Measure VII: Enhanced protection of water 
Combination of option VII-1 and VII-3 is already part of the water project law 
in France. On top of that, for the CAP implementation in 2005, systematic 
buffer zones of 5 to 10 meters, along water lines (in doted blue or full blue on 
the maps IGN 1/25 000 scale) ;on those buffer zones ,it is not possible to apply 
herbicides. Farmers following those recommendations will get the financial help. 
 
 

8. Measure VIII: Quantitative use reduction 
UIPP strongly support the “no action” as far as the Quantitative Use Reduction 
is concerned. The above 7 recommendations will force the chain, from industry 
to farmer to better apply PPP’s taking into account environment and human being. 
As a consequence, risk on environment and health will be minimum and the 
applied quantities will potentially decrease. 



 
CONCLUSION: 
The current BIPRO proposals seem to be acceptable as a whole from a “use 
“point of view: some aspects need further discussion (data collection, real impact 
of ppp free zones on quantities ,…) in parallel with the “registration “phase of 
the products .If the TS is impacting significantly the volumes and consequently 
the sales made by the Industry and if in the same time regulation continue to be 
more and more severe (see mixtures and CMR2 in France) ,the R and D capacity 
of the companies will decrease, the innovation too and with less solutions 
available, some crops will be very soon without any solution for protection from 
pest and diseases, which will negatively impact the competitivness of our 
Agriculture. 
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