
 
Crop Protection Association, 4 Lincoln Court, Lincoln Road, Peterborough, PE1 2RP 

Fax:  01733 562523 
 

  
 

 

 

 
                Direct Line:  01733 294212 
            e-mail: anne.b@cropprotection.org.uk 
10 February 2005  
 
European Commission 
 
ENV- SustainablePPP@cec.eu.int   
  
  
Dear Sir / Madam 
 

Assessing Economic Impacts on the Specific Measures to be part of the Thematic 
Strategy on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides (Final Report, October 2004) 

 
The Crop Protection Association represents companies in the UK engaged in the manufacture, 
formulation and supply of crop protection products for use in agriculture, horticulture, forestry, 
home gardening, industrial and local authority outlets.  As a member of the European Crop 
Protection Association (ECPA) we support the comments set out in their document of the 31 
January 2005 (D/05/CM/13987). 
 

The emphasis of the BIPRO Report on use reduction is inappropriate. The Commission 
communication (COM2002/349 FINAL) clearly emphasised that the key objective of the 
Thematic Strategy is to reduce impacts and risks associated with pesticide use. Minimisation of 
risk results from the application of best practice. Even small quantities must be used 
responsibly. Whilst a risk reduction strategy may result in a reduction in use the latter is not a 
good measure of reduction of risk or impact. 
 
Measuring the tonnes of pesticide used does not give a measure of environmental impact and 
is therefore not appropriate for assessing the effectiveness of the proposed specific measures. 
 
The Report states that there are adverse health impacts on operators, consumers and 
bystanders and that in most cases it is possible to correlate health impacts with a reduction in 
pesticide use. The regulatory process ensures that if used properly pesticides will not have an 
adverse health impact on operators, consumers or bystanders. The most important factor is 
how the pesticide is used not the quantity that is used. 
 
The Report fails to analyse the benefits to society from the use of pesticides. They play an 
essential role in helping farmers to produce high quality, reliable crops resulting in a plentiful 
and affordable food supply. Farmers are aware that pesticides should only be used when 
necessary and there are strong economic drivers against unnecessary application or over use.  
 
We have the following comments on the specific measures: 
 
1. Aerial Spraying 

Aerial spraying in the UK is already strictly regulated. There has been no aerial spraying 
on food crops since 1999. We would be supportive of similar controls being introduced 
throughout Europe for the remaining applications where aerial spraying is necessary. 
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2. PPP-free or reduced zones 
We support the comments of ECPA and feel that decisions on specific measures to 
protect NATURA areas should be up to individual Member States. 
 

3. Systematic Data Collection 
We do not support spending more time and money on data collection without the need 
for the data being fully justified. Data on pesticide usage is not particularly meaningful in 
relation to policy objectives of risk and impact reduction. 
 
We would however support greater harmonisation of existing data collection systems 
and understand that work is being done on this by EUROSTAT. 
 

4. Training and Certification of Users 
We strongly support the training and certification of professional users of pesticides. 
There are already requirements on sprayer operators in the UK both statutory under the 
Food and Environment Protection Act 1985 and non-statutory through the Voluntary 
Initiative. The National Register of Sprayer Operators which requires members to keep 
their training up-to-date has been very successful and membership has been 
encouraged through the Assurance Schemes. These have provided the necessary 
incentives for farmers to get their operators to join the Register. It would be helpful if 
other financial incentives could be found from CAP funds. 
 
Given that the UK training and certification system is well established we would like to 
see it encouraged by, rather than replaced by, a pan-european system.  
 

5. Technical Check of Spraying Equipment 
We support the regular testing of spraying equipment. A scheme (the National Sprayer 
Testing Scheme) has been established under the Voluntary Initiative and is proving a 
success. The Association would like to see even wider uptake of sprayer testing. 
 

6. Common Framework for Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
Integrated Pest Management can result in reductions in the use of pesticides but this is 
not its primary objective.  

 
In 1998 the Integrated Arable Crop Production Alliance (IACPA) published a report 
(sponsored by UK MAFF) of their research on Integrated Farming. The work 
demonstrated that using an integrated system that involves exploiting differing crops, 
crop rotation, sowing dates, resistant varieties, cultivations and the use of thresholds 
can result in reductions in inputs. But the report commented that “whilst there is scope 
for reducing herbicide inputs, care must be taken to avoid a build up of a weed seed 
bank on arable farmland”. It also pointed out that “whilst pesticide reduction can make 
economic sense, direct environmental benefits may not automatically follow”, noting that 
“Environmental enhancement requires positive action. The most significant is 
awareness of vulnerable areas and creation of habitat”. It also notes that “Integrated 
Crop Management is site-specific and the number of applications of any input depends 
upon a mix of soil, crop and climatic conditions”. Thus there is variability in the amounts 
of inputs used and “it is important to note that inputs must be tailored to site 
requirements not arbitrary reduction targets”. 
 
The Association supports further promotion and uptake of Integrated Pest Management 
techniques as part of Integrated Crop Management. There is a definition of Integrated 
Pest Management in the FAO Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of 
Pesticides which has been accepted globally and is supported by the crop protection 
industry. 
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7. Enhanced Protection of Water 
We support the comments set out by ECPA. 
 
Experience in the UK from the Voluntary Initiative water catchment projects shows that 
measures to reduce the amount of pesticide in water have to be identified and 
implemented on a local level. A blanket approach is therefore not appropriate. 
 

8. Quantitative Use Reduction 
The Association agrees with the recommendation that there should be no mandatory 
use reduction targets. As discussed above, the widespread adoption of best practice in 
the use of pesticides ensures they are only used when necessary, applied at the correct 
dose and accurately targeted. This results in the minimisation of use consistent with 
effective crop protection. 

  
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
Dr Anne Buckenham 
Director of Policy 
 
  


