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UNIONE EUROPEA DELL’ ARTIGIANATO E DELLE PICCOLE E MEDIE IMPRESE


UEAPME’ S RESPONSE TO THE DOCUMENT:

“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
INTRODUCTION

First of all we want to acknowledge the European Commission for the opportunity given to provide our comments and suggestions about the BIPRO study “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).

UEAPME agrees with the importance of setting up measures to reach a sustainable European agriculture and the quality and safety of our food, as well as the protection of human health, animals and environment. It’s clear that the contribution of all the different stakeholders involved, one of whose is the industry, is basic to reach these objectives.

Nevertheless, we want to point out that the application of the measures recommended in the BIPRO report about this matter will lead to clear economic disadvantages not only for the industry, but also for distributors an final users of PPP, and also to a negative social impact   (loses of jobs in the PPP sector). Not only a direct negative economic impact can be expected, but also an indirect one: it can be foreseen that the negative economic impact of the measures on authorities will probably be charged as additional costs to the industry, the wholesalers and retailers and the final users. As a consequence, this situation will finally and directly impact on the consumers, who will have to pay higher prices for the agricultural products.

COMMENTS

The following reflect the UEAPME position on some of the concrete recommended measures:

1. AERIAL SPRAYING

It must be considered that there are some areas where aerial spraying cannot be replaced by other techniques of crop protection and it is very important to maintain the possibility of making aerial spraying for these cases.

In order to avoid the prohibition of aerial spraying, we think that minimum requirements should be established, and those suggested by BIPRO’s report would be useful to us:

· Aircrafts/equipment: Only with helicopters. Certified equipment. Regular obligatory technical inspection of the equipment

· Pilots: License of competence for pilots and operators. Regular training (every 2-5 years).

· Announcement: In advance by the farmer and the operator with the possibility for authorities to restrict. Necessary data: date of treatment, plan of treated area, surface, amount of active substance, crop, ... Additional information one working day before treatment.

· Farmer: Has to hold ready a list with all persons concerned and the cadastral coordinates.

· Pesticides: Only certain allowed (no use of T and T+, pest specific pesticides, no broadband pesticides). No tank mixes.

· Application conditions: Clearly defined including weather conditions (min/max wind and operation height).

· Warning: Of possible bystanders in advance. Barricade of treated area if possible or necessary.

· Buffer zones: Minimum safety margin of 50 m to habitations, gardens, buildings and fields with animals, drinking water catchment areas, aquacultures, coasts, lakes, watercourses, bee houses, wild and national parks.

· Reporting: After every month of treatment the operator has to send a report to the authorities.

However, when the buffer zone belongs to the cultivated area that is going to be treated by aerial spraying, this area will have to be treated by terrestrial means. Has this additional cost been evaluated?

2. PPP FREE OR REDUCED ZONES

UEAPME believes that the best option for continuing the protection of existing sensitive areas (such is the case of Natura 2000 areas and public parks, playgrounds and other public green areas in cities) would be the legally binding designation and communication of reduced or free PPP use zones and development of guidance and best practice.

Concerning this, we believe that each Member State should have the competence to designate its own zones of reduced or free PPP use and to develop its own proper guidance and best practice with general rules established at EU level. If we assume that each MS has the best knowledge of its plant health problematic, which is specially complex in the case of Mediterranean area because of the big diversity of existing climatic zones, it can be easily concluded that each MS could best analyse its local situation and take the most appropriate measures. As an example of this, it can be mentioned the ‘case study on PPP-use in municipal parks in Barcelona’ shown in the BIPRO report, where measures taken by local authorities have been considered appropriate.

We want to point out that leaving the competence on these sensible zones to the Member States doesn't mean at all that measures taken will be weak. We must keep in mind that PPP are being evaluated according to the severe technical requirements of Directive 91/414/EEC, which is already setting up strict restrictions concerning human, animal and environmental impact.

3. SYSTEMATIC DATA COLLECTION ON USE

With regard to systematic data collection on use, UEAPME would like to propose an option that was not considered by the BIPRO report.

We agree with the necessity of having statistical information on PPP use in order to be able of analysing the achievement of objectives and taking decisions at European level, and we think the most useful collection of data would be mandatory, periodical and should come from final users. If we think in terms of sustainability, no other stakeholder than final user of PPP owns the useful and needed information about real use of PPP: final user exactly knows the date when the product has been applied, the dose of product applied, the method of application, the crop and the pest has been fighting against, etc.

Consequently, we understand that systematic data on use should be collected from final users, and data needed from producers, wholesalers and retailers would be of minimum requirements.

In addition to that, we want to make a remark about the importance of the homogeneity of data: it is basic and necessary for the objective to achieve, that all the data requested to all parties involved should be homogeneous and not repetitive. This will make it possible to compare the data between all of them and avoid duplicated data on use of the products. This can only be correctly achieved by collecting directly data from users.

4. TRAINING AND CERTIFICATION OF USERS

There is no doubt that training is essential for the effective and responsible use of PPP and it is also necessary for ensuring good agricultural practices. If products are correctly used, it is possible to avoid losses of product as well as negative environmental and health impacts.

We would agree with the implementation of a system of mandatory training and information schemes to PPP retailers, farmers and other professional users and extension services, assuming the existence of different kinds of training according to the different kind of user. In our opinion, this system should be established on a European level, with harmonised requirements for all the different levels of training (retailers level, farmers level, etc.). 

Nevertheless, the following comments apply:

I. It is necessary to clarify who and how many people in the commercial chain would have to be trained, mainly at retailers level, as it is impossible to train all the people involved in PPP sales at this level.

II. It should be find any kind of financial instrument to help farmers, as some other of the measures of the present Thematic Strategy, will mean additional expenses to them (such as improvement and maintenance of spraying equipment).

5. TECHNICAL MONITORING OF SPRAYING EQUIPMENT

With regard to choosing the option that provides a mandatory certification scheme, some extra user costs must be considered in addition to those detailed in the BIPRO report:

· Users will probably have to buy new equipment, as old equipment will no longer be useful unless it has been certified

· Users will have to add the costs of the equipments maintenance services, as well as the equipment costs derived from the maintenance (new pieces, etc.)

6. COMMON FRAMEWORK FOR IPM

UEAPME agrees with the option chosen by BIPRO, which is the combination of the harmonisation of the minimum general requirements through an amendment of the definition of integrated control in Directive 91/414/EEC and introducing a clearer and more specific definition of IPM in the Thematic Strategy.

7. ENHANCED WATER PROTECTION

UEAPME supports BIPRO’s recommendation on enhanced water protection: the application of mandatory specific risk reduction measures. However, no additional tax should be introduced. The benefits of applying a tax are not clear at all.

8. QUANTITATIVE USE REDUCTION

UEAPME believes that no action should be taken on this issue, as recommended by BIPRO.

9. SUBSTITUTION PRINCIPLE:

UEAPME would like to make the following observations on the substitution principle, an issue not covered in the BIPRO report, in addition to the comments on the eight measures listed above.

It should be pointed out that plant protection products are already being reviewed according to the Directive 91/414/EEC. The application of this Directive ensures that only active substances that fulfil its severe technical requirements about human health and environmental impact will be authorised. The review programme of existing active substances under Directive 91/414/EEC is already leading up, in itself, to a very big substitution process: more than a 50 % of the active ingredients which were placed in the market before 1993 won't be authorised, and most of those formulated products using authorised active ingredients will have remarkable restrictions (concerning uses, environment, etc.), keeping only some of their previous authorisation conditions.

Moreover, it should be noted that Mediterranean farming, due to the big diversity of existing crops and plant species, as well as the big variety of pests, diseases and weeds, etc., specially needs the availability of a wide range of PPP, which are not needed in other areas where the situation is not so complex. We believe that in this case, the application of the substitution principle at a regulatory level will probably remove the most suitable solution for some pests and/or crop situations.

UEAPME would also like to point out that the substitution principle will lead to a reduction of the chemical diversity for pest and disease control options. This situation would create a big problem for resistance development, in many cases as a result of the dependence on a unique type or class of PPP.

January 29th, 2005.
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