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Introduction 
 
This report presents the results of an OECD seminar on an issue fundamental to pesticide risk 
reduction: compliance by pesticide users, distributors and retailers with the legal requirements and 
voluntary codes governing pesticide use. The seminar was held on 10 March 2003 at the OECD 
Secretariat in Paris. It was chaired by Wolfgang Zornbach of the German Ministry of Consumer 
Protection, Food and Agriculture. 
 
This was the first in a series of seminars to be organised by the OECD Pesticide Risk Reduction 
Steering Group, a sub-group of the OECD Working Group on Pesticides. The seminars will focus 
on key issues in pesticide risk reduction of concern to OECD governments. The seminars are 
intended to provide an opportunity for OECD governments to discuss the issues together and with 
non-governmental stakeholders. 
 
The Steering Group chose the subject of compliance for the first seminar because of its 
importance to risk reduction and to the proper functioning of pesticide regulatory system. 
Compliance was defined as handling and applying pesticides in accordance with the directions 
and precautions on pesticide product labels, as is legally required, and with non-legal instruments 
such as protocols and other voluntary codes. Label directions and precautions are based on a 
government assessment of the risks and judgement about how to keep them at an acceptable level. 
Non-compliance may therefore result in risks to human health or the environment that the 
government would consider unacceptable. 
 
 
Participants 
 
Nineteen people attended the seminar, including: 

• representatives of the pesticide regulatory authorities of Denmark, Germany, the 
Netherlands, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States 

• officials from the European Commission Directorate-General for Environment and for 
Health and Consumer Protection 

• representatives of CropLife International (the international association of pesticide 
manufacturers) and Pesticide Action Network-Europe (an international “NGO” working to 
eliminate pesticide hazards) 

• representatives of four stakeholder groups from the food production and distribution chain: 
the French and UK Farmers Unions, the German Working Group on Integrated Pest 
Management, Co-op UK, and the European Consumers Union (BEUC). 

 
A participant list is attached in Annex 1. 
 
 
Structure and Scope of the Seminar 
 
The seminar was organised in two parts. 
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In the morning, selected participants gave presentations to describe their experience with and 
perspectives on compliance. The speakers were asked to consider: 
 

• where and why non-compliance occurs; 
• what areas are most important for risk reduction; and 
• what approaches to improving compliance have been most successful. 

 
Copies of their power point presentations and papers are attached in Annex 2. 
 
The afternoon was devoted to discussion of the same questions, as well as consideration of what 
could be done internationally to improve compliance. A summary of the discussion follows. 
 
It should be noted that both the presentations and the discussion addressed primarily the problem 
of non-compliance in pesticide use on farms, while acknowledging that non-compliance also 
occurs in the use of home and garden pesticides. The most common types of non-compliance were 
considered to be: 
 

• failure to adhere to label recommendations and restrictions, e.g.: 
• use of pesticides on crops or other sites for which they are not authorised; 
• use of an incorrect dose; 
• incorrect timing or pre-harvest intervals; 
• exceeding the number of applications allowed per season; 
• failure to leave a required untreated buffer to protect water courses; 

• use of recently banned products; 
• use of products imported directly from other countries that are not authorized or have 

labels in a foreign language; 
• unsafe storage of pesticide products; and 
• stocking of obsolete products. 

 
 
Why non-Compliance Occurs 
 
The seminar participants identified four principal reasons why non-compliance occurs:  
 
1. Farmers’ Economic Priorities and Habits 
 
The group noted that economic priorities are often the cause of non-compliance, leading farmers 
to: 
 

• use pesticides in ways or on crops for which they are not authorised if they cost less than 
pesticides that are authorised for the crops or if farmers in neighboring countries are 
allowed to use them; 

• use unauthorised products or too many applications of authorised products if there seems 
to be no other way to save the crop or secure the yield (this is especially thought to be the 
case for “minor uses”); and 
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• try to avoid the expense and/or discomfort of protective equipment, proper cleaning of 
pesticide residues in spray equipment, and proper storage of pesticide products. 

 
Farmers’ habits can also create “cultural hurdles” that lead to non-compliance. Three important 
factors cited by CropLife International are: 
 

• tradition – farmers’ reluctance to change from “tried and true” chemicals and practices; 
• familiarity breeds contempt – the long-time experience with farm chemicals that leads to 

ignoring hazard warnings; and 
•  “label fatigue” – especially when seeing a new and different (and sometimes overly 

complicated) label on an old and familiar chemical; 
 
2. The Pesticide Regulatory Process 
 
The group agreed that certain trends in the pesticide approval process contribute to non-
compliance. In particular, the group highlighted: 
 

• the increasing complexity of risk assessment, which has led to a corresponding increase in 
the quantity of information put on pesticide labels, including both hazard/risk warnings 
and complex use restrictions that may be unclear to users. (Some seminar participants 
observed that labels now seem to be written for enforcement purposes or to record all 
results of complex risk assessments, rather than for helping the user); and 

• reliance on complicated, expensive, or problematic restrictions that many users are 
unlikely to follow. 

 
Examples of the trend toward information overload (provided by CropLife International) and of 
incoherent restrictions (provided by the German IPM Working Group) are given in Annex 2. 
 
Inspections carried out by the European Commission have also identified cases of:  

• incorrect labeling (e.g. inaccurate identification of the level of active substance); 
• confusing and/or contradictory risk and safety phrases; and 
• labeling in a foreign language. 

 
Pesticide Action Network and BEUC also noted that some countries have insufficient disposal 
facilities for leftover home and garden pesticides, which leads to non-compliance in product 
storage. 
 
 
3. The Enforcement System 
 
The group agreed that weak enforcement contributes importantly to non-compliance, while 
acknowledging that controlling the use of pesticides is a difficult and resource-demanding task. 
The group noted that most countries’ enforcement systems have insufficient resources, too few 
inspectors, inadequate scope, weak penalties, and insufficient follow-up, e.g. to seize pesticides 
being used illegally. Individual participants also cited: 
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• insufficient, slow, and poorly co-ordinated communication and information exchange 
between enforcement and regulatory authorities; 

• lack of co-ordination and centralised planning of monitoring activities; 
• potential conflicts of interest when farm extension agents are asked to act as policemen in 

addition to giving advice; 
• a general failure to create a clear, strong, universally accepted motivation to comply. 

 
 
4. Outreach and Training 
 
The group agreed that insufficient communication, education and training contribute importantly 
to non-compliance, as many farmers do not receive: 
 

• the information, education and on-going training they need to appreciate the hazards of 
pesticides, to understand the laws, and to keep abreast of changes in pesticide 
authorisations and restrictions, in agricultural practice, and in pesticide application 
technology; 

• sufficient advance notice of upcoming changes, and an opportunity to be involved in 
decision-making; or 

• sufficient explanation for the conflicting risk evaluations and pesticide approvals made by 
different countries. 

 
 
Approaches for Improving Compliance  
 
The participants identified several approaches for improving compliance: 
 
Awareness Raising through Farmer Education and Training 
 
The group agreed that raising awareness was often the most effective approach, in view of the 
difficulty and expense of enforcement, and that it should involve: 

• education and continuous training for farmers, supported by partnerships with stakeholders 
along the food chain; and 

• provision of clear, easy-to-understand information about pesticides, their risks, and the 
proper way to handle them, for both farmers and amateur users. 

 
Several participants also emphasized the importance of: 

• independent advice and support for farmers (including decision support for pesticide 
applications and advice on improving spray equipment); 

• better support to help farmers: reduce dependence on pesticides, increase use of integrated 
pest management, and improve management of the farm landscape (e.g. with hedgerows 
and buffer zones to protect water courses); and 

• including farmers themselves in projects to develop IPM alternatives and using lead 
farmers to demonstrate the benefits of IPM. 
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Some participants noted that awareness raising might not be effective when economic priorities 
are the cause of non-compliance. 
 
Communication 
 
The group agreed that more and earlier communication is needed to farmers and other 
stakeholders along the food chain about upcoming decisions and changes affecting pesticide use. 
Pesticide distributors also need to increase and improve communication to amateur users, who 
often receive no advice. 
 
Label Improvement 
 
The group agreed that labels need to be simpler, clearer, better adapted to farmers’ needs, and more 
realistic – i.e. attuned to what farmers can practically do. 
 
 “Realistic”Pesticide Approvals 
 
The group agreed that the pesticide approval process should leave out scenarios that will likely 
lead to non-compliance. The group agreed that pesticide approvals should be based on risk 
prevention and should not rely primarily on control measures and enforcement. Several 
participants argued that registrations that would have to be conditioned upon costly or 
unrealistically complicated risk mitigation measures should not be granted at all, as pesticide users 
would be unlikely to follow them. 
 
Strong Enforcement 
 
The group noted that that when farmers believe there is a good chance of being caught, and that 
the consequences will be severe, they are much more likely to comply. The group therefore 
concluded that a rigorous enforcement system needs to be in place that conveys a strong message, 
has sufficient staff, carries out regular inspections, and imposes serious penalties for non-
compliance would convince many farmers to comply. The group also agreed that regular 
gathering of field data is important for targeting future inspections and analysing the impact of 
pesticide programmes. 
 
Information Sharing and Co-operation 
 
The seminar participants agreed that information sharing and co-operation among stakeholders 
would help to improve compliance. The group agreed that co-operation with supermarkets and 
food retailers may be useful, as some of these companies have close relations with farmers and 
have set their own criteria for pesticide use and residues. The group also noted that closer co-
operation among stakeholders could facilitate sharing of resources (e.g. sharing or co-ordinating 
inspections) and of data (e.g. data on pesticide use and residues). The group noted that a co-
operative approach would also facilitate participation of small farmers, who are sometimes 
difficult for governments to reach. 
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Public Awareness Raising 
 
Several participants suggested that governments should give more attention to pesticide use in 
homes and gardens, and that both governments and NGOs should use the media to disseminate 
information about pesticides to the public. 
 
The Policy Context 
 
Several participants argued that tackling compliance problems must be done in the context of a 
strong and comprehensive policy that focuses on promoting integrated pest management and 
reducing dependence on pesticides. Such a policy could provide incentives for compliance, for 
example by tying certain subsidy payments to proof of compliance. The German IPM Working 
Group presented its view that IPM is the best solution to the problem of non-compliance. 
Pesticide Action Network argued that taking a preventive approach to risk reduction would help 
improve compliance by removing the most important risks (e.g. not approving particularly 
hazardous pesticides) rather than depending on mitigation (e.g. personal protective equipment or 
buffer zones). 
 
 
Next Steps 
 
The participants identified several possible activities that could be undertaken to follow up on the 
compliance seminar: 
 

• Hold an international stakeholder meeting to set targets for improving compliance 
 

• Develop recommendations on best practice, or guidance on compliance for risk reduction.  
 

• Undertake a survey to determine what governments and stakeholders are doing to promote 
compliance (or best practice), how many compliance inspections are done, and what they 
find. 

 
• Compile case studies of success in improving compliance. 

 
• Consolidate existing data, and collect more data, on compliance with requirements for 

personal protective equipment and other risk mitigation measures.  
 
The group also agreed that even if resources do not permit follow-up, the seminar had 
nevertheless provided a useful occasion to discuss an important issue. 
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Annex 1 
 

PARTICIPANTS LIST 
 

 
 

Denmark 
Lena GRAVESEN Pesticides Division 

Danish Environmental Protection Agency 
Strandgade 29 
DK-1401 Copenhagen K 
Tel: +45-32 66 0573 
Fax: +45-32 66 0479 
E-mail: lgr@mst.dk 
 

Germany 
Friedhelm DOPKE Landwirtschaftskammer Weser-Ems 

Pflanzenschutzamt 
Sedanstr. 4 
Oldenberg  26121 
Tel: +49 6131 99 30 20 
Fax: +49 6131 99 30 80 
Email: f.doepke@lwk-we.de 
 

Erich JORG Landesanstalt fur Pflanzenbau und Pflanzenschutz 
Essenheimer Strasse 144 
Mainz 55128 
Tel: +49 6131 99 30 20 
Fax: +49 6131 99 30 80 
Email: ejoerg.lpp-mainz@agrarinfo.rlp.de 
 

Wolfgang ZORNBACH Bundesministerium Für Verbraucherschutz, 
Ernährung, und 
Landwirtschaft (BMVEL) 
Ministry of Consumer Protection, Food and 
Agriculture 
Referat 518 (Pflanzenschutz -Plant Protection) 
Rochusstr. 1 
Bonn 53123 
Tel: +49 228 529 4317 
Fax: +49 228 529 4262 
Email: Wolfgang.Zornbach@bmvel.bund.de 
 

Netherlands 
Hans MEIJER Policy Co-ordinator, Pesticides 

Ministry of Environment (VROM) / ipc 625 
PO Box 30945 
2500 GX The Hague 
Netherlands 
Tel: +31 70 339 2566 
Fax: +31 70 339 1289 
Email: hans.meijer@minvrom.nl 
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Switzerland 

Elizabeth BOSSHARD 
 

Federal Office of Agriculture 
Section Crop Protection Products and Fertilizers 
Mattenhofstrasse 5 
Bern CH3003 
Tel: +41 31 324 9080 
Fax: +41 31 322 7080 
Email: Elisabeth.Bosshard@blw.admin.ch 
 

Roland VON ARX 
 

Swiss Agency for the Environment, Forests & 
Landscape 
Soil and General Biology Section 
CH-3003 Bern 
Tel: +41 31 322 9337 
Fax: +41 31 324 7978 
Email: roland.vonarx@buwal.admin.ch 
 

United Kingdom 
Elaine CLOSE 
 

Pesticide Safety Directorate 
Pesticide Registration & Enforcement 
Mallard House, Kingspool 
3 Peasholme Green 
York 7PX  
Tel: +44 1904 455741 
Fax: +44 1904 455733 
Email: elaine.close@psd.defra.gsi.gov.uk 
 

United States 
Anne LINDSAY 
 

Director, Field and External Affairs Division 
EPA 
Office of Pesticide Programs (7506C) 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W2 
Washington DC 20460 
Tel: +1 703 305 5265 
Fax: +1 703 305 6244 
Email: lindsay.anne@epa.gov 
 

European Commission 
Klaus BEREND 
 

Principal Administrator 
DG Environnement 
European Commission 
Chemicals Unit Env C/3 
Rue de Loi 200 
Bu-5, 2 76 Brussels 
Tel: +32 2-2994860 
Fax: +32 2-2966995 
Email: Klaus.BEREND@cec.eu.int 
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Denis DE FROIDMONT 
 

Health and Consumer Protection Directorate-
General 
European Commission 
Food and Veterinary Office (FVO) 
Grange, Dunsany, 
Co. Meath 
Ireland 
Tel: +353 46 9061 772 
Fax: +353 46 9061 864 
Email: Denis.de-Froidmont@cec.eu.int 
 

Eric LIEGEOIS 
 

DG Environment 
European Commission 
Rue de Loi 200 
Avenue de Beaulieu, 5 
Brussels 
Belgium 
Tel: +32 2 2968616 
Fax: +32 2 2966995 
Email: eric.liegeois@cec.eu.int 
 

Pesticide Action Network 
Stephanie WILLIAMSON PAN Europe Coordinator 

PAN UK 
4 Eurolink Centre 
49 Effra Road 
London SW2 1BZ 
United Kingdom 
Tel: +44 20 7274 8895 
Fax: +44 20 7274 9084 
Email: stephaniewilliamson@pan-uk.org 
 

CropLife International 
Bernhard JOHNEN 
 

Syngenta International AG 
WRO 1080.2.04 
Schwarzwaldallee 215 
4058 Basel 
Switzerland 
Tel: +41 61 323 5430 
Fax: +41 61 323 22 12 
Email : bernhard.johnen@syngenta.com 

Co-op Supermarket, UK 
Kevin BARKER Quality Assurance Manager 

Co-Op Supermarket 
Fresh & Frozen Produce 
Tel: +44 161 827 6207 
Fax: +44 161 827 5750 
Email: Kevin.Barker@co-op.co.uk 
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BEUC The European Consumers’ Union 

Beate KETTLITZ 
 

Food Advisor, Food Department 
BEUC, The European Consumers' Organisation 
Avenue de Tervueren 
36 - Bte 4 
B-1040 Brussels, Belgium  
Tel: (32-2) 743 15 90 
Fax: 32-2)740 28 02 
Email: bke@beuc.org 

National Farmers’ Union 
Eugénia POMMARET 
 

Fédération Nationale des Syndicats d’Exploitants 
Agricoles 
11 rue de la Baume 
Paris 75008 
France 
Tel: +33 1 53 83 47 81 
Fax: +33 1 53 83 48 20 
Email : eugenia.pommaret@fnsea.fr 
 

Christopher WISE 
 

National Farmers Union 
164 Shaftesbury Avenue 
London WC2H 8H 
United Kingdom 
Tel: +44-207 7331 7279 
Fax: +44 207 7331 7381 
Email: christopher.wise@nfu.org.uk 
 

OECD 
Richard SIGMAN Principal Administrator 

Environment, Health & Safety Division 
2 rue André-Pascal 
Paris 75775 
Tel: +33 1 45 24 16 80 
Fax:+33 1 45 24 16 75 
Email : richard.sigman@oecd.org 
 

Jeanne RICHARDS 
 

Administrator 
Environment, Health & Safety Division 
2 rue André-Pascal 
Paris 75775 
Tel: +33 1 45 24 8945 
Fax:+33 1 45 24 16 75 
Email: jeanne.richards@oecd.org 
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Annex 2 
 

SEMINAR PRESENTATIONS AND PAPERS 
(Available on the Pesticide Risk Reduction Steering Group Password Protected Web Page for the 

Compliance Seminar) 
 
 
 
Government Experience and Perspectives 
 
European Commission Food and Veterinary Inspection Office 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Australian Department of Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry 
Netherlands Ministry of the Environment 
 
Stakeholder Experience and Perspectives 
 
Pesticide Action Network 
CropLife International 
National Farmers’ Union, UK 
Working Group on Integrated Crop Management, Germany 
Co-op Supermarket, UK 
BEUC, the European Consumers’ Union 
 
 


