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Thematic Strategy: historical bac
PAN Eurepe actions (1)

Directive 9i1/444/EECi review: historical
pbackground - PAN Europe actions

- April 2001: PAN E position on EU pesticides authorisation Directive

- 25 July 2001: Commission report « Evaluation of the a.s. of PPP »

- 12 December 2001: Council Conclusions on this report: some PAN E
lobby

- 25 April 2002: EP Resolution on this rep AN E lobby

- 10-12 July 2002 : stakeholders meeting in Corfou: PAN E active
participation

- January 2004: Publication PAN E position paper on transparency
and participation in pesticide authorisation

- 30 January 2004: stakeholders meeting: PAN E active participation

- April 2004: PAN E position on EU pesticides authorisation Directive

- 6 April 2005: consultation on the draft working proposal for Regulation on
PPP and EIA: numerous amendments by PAN E + letter to DG
Sanco and boycott of Interactive Policy Making (IPM) consultation

New' EU pesiticide policy:

hematic Strategy on the sustainable use of pesticides

Commission Communication (including possible measures for
future)

Modifications of existing legislz (91/414/EEC, WFD)
Framework Directive to e 8 inable use of pesticides

2) Revision of the PPP autorisati
(91/414/EEC)

3) Regulation on the coll
sales and usi

Tihematic Strategy: historical background
PAN Europe actions (2)

Pesticide use reporting (PUR): histerical
pbackground - PAN Europe actions
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\Vore informations aboeut historical background !‘\g Sl CJ <l
and PAN Eurepe actions

Likely content of the Framework Directive onithe

Politicall contexi sustainable use of pesticides (TS) (1)

. . National pesticide reduction plans, to be adopted in 2 years, to
- Better Regulation process and impact assessment to address, as a minimum, _the following elemen

serve the objectives of the Lisbon process: risk of ) ic ipation in a Steering group to develop,
. . . . monitor and » action plan
economic considerations to dominate Within 2 vea
- desire of countries including France , Spain, Portugal,
Italy, Greece, Poland to further water down the ED on
sustainable use of pesticides.
- Huge lobby from ECPA, Crop Life International and

. n . g equipment. Peri
agressive campaigns towards the public. i :

ea
with EU level minimal requirements

Likely content of the Framework Directive onithe Likely content of the Framework Directive onithe
sustainable use of pesticides (TS) (2) sutainable use ofi pesticides (3)

or protection of the aquatic environment . .
of pesticides has to b ! Steerm g p the tic Stra Yy
ng and obsol S Composed of various stakeholders including NGOs,

academics and experts
amateurs

ring and reporting of poisoning incidents . o
12) Promotion of organic farming , IPM/ICM (Regulation on support to To be set to assist Commission to:

Rural development, EU action plan on o fan - facilitate exchange of information between MS

14) Report in 3y icatio - to prepare guidelines towards more harmonisation
15) Setting ta / 0S
levels; and, eventually, qua

- torevise the TS




(2) Training reguirements (FITS)

Minimal requirements such as :

Relevant legislations

and r
IPM/ICM and organic farming principles
safe practices for storing, handling, mixing, disposal, use
of protective equipment, use of application equipment
use record keeping
action in

7) Measures to protect the aguatic
environment (EDITS)

List of specific reduction measures for agricultural as for
non-agricultural use to include - where appropriate - in the
river basin management (Water Framework Directive) such
as:

of non-chemical alternatives
use of products not dangereous for the aquatic environment
adaptation of dose, number and timing of applications
buffer zones
hedge rows
Drainage sys

Key missing peints in EDI (TS
ICM definition aiming at dependency/ use reduction
Promotion of ICM and organic farming

even DG E
agriculture and therefc
to limit cross compliance requirements under CAP and to keep a weak
definition of IPM in the new PPP authorisation Regulation and
quently to favour ch by MS to go beyong
IPM requirements ( mental measures)
to future revisi f pesticide authorisation regulation,
> minimum ICM requirements , pending on ifi
specific use data from va
le dependency
on of « unwanted »
e « optimi ording to ind CM
definition) than from ticide dependency / use reduction (no mention of
TF Index) 17

(6)r Aerial spraying| (FDITIS)

Possible, with helicopters
viable alternatives or where health and environmental
advantages over ground spraying

Minimal requirements for MS: certification of pilots and
equipment + equipment control; list of crops where
advantageous; specific list of authorised pesticides; adva
notification; reporting after treatment; exploration of the
possibility for authorisation for each application and record
keeping;

All measures to be reported to the Commission which will be
able to compare situation in various MS and eventually
propose later more harmonised restriction measures

(8) Pesticide reduction inf particulanly,
sensitive areas (FIDHS)

MS to prohibit or severely restrict use of pes

areas where risks of exposure of general pub.
particular children and where high risk of run-off or
leaching into surface or groundwater

MS to pay attention to special aras for conservation
(Habit: d Birds Directives and safeguard zones
drinking water abstraction)

Key missing peint in' EDI(T'S):
a taxation| system

A pesticide tax is crucial to finance national reduction
measures, including independent training and advice on IPM
aimed at pesticide dependency reduction

BUT

Commission
does not want EU level tax as « impossible to reflect the true
externalities »
will just list tax schemes already in place at national level
will only recommend MS to « experiment » tax rates based on
intrinsic properties but not those based on volume or price of
pesticide product




Key missing peint in' EDI(T'S):
targets and timetables

No targets and timetables fixed at EU level

MS would only be asked to consider setting
targets measured by risk indicators.

No mention of dependency reduction
indicator like TF Index.

Tihe pesticide authorisation Directive
(91/4914/EEC): PANIE demands; (2)

Reinforcement of provisions for public participation / acces
to information and definition of « commercial interes

Improved controls on implementation

Reservations about zonal registration of products

Pesticide useldata Regulation
PAN E worries

- MS will have to report use data to Eurostat but no requirements
for MS on how to sample (records on PPP and Biocides use for
farmers will become mandatory from 1st January 2006,
according to food hygiene Regulation EC N° 852/2004)

- Eurostat to publish a report within 5 years on the indicators
calculated (possibly for each MS top 10 crops in pesticides
consumption) and on quality of data given by MS

but worries related'to :

- the degree of aggregation of data and frequency of reporting

- the way these data could be used to refine ICM definitions to be
included in the authorisation Regulation

- the absence of public access to geographical mapping of
(specific) pesticide use

The pesticide authorisation Directive
(91/414/EEC): PAN E demands; (1)

exclusion criteria for active substances based on intrinsic
prop as aprecal ry-measure

Better evaluation of risk assessment

- need to include additional tests (specific tests for EDCs,
systematic tests for immunotoxicity and neurotoxicity, more
specific tests for developmental neurotoxicity / immunotoxicity /
endocrine disruption / reproductive toxicity)

- need for systematic review of the scientific litterature

- need to consider possible combined effects, inert ingredients and
formulated products (eco)toxicities

- need to better evaluate exposure, including aggregate exposure

Likely'content ofi the new! pesticide authorisation
Regulation
In May 05 draft for stakeholders consultation:
positive list for safeners and synergists and negative list for co-
formulants, but still very few tests on the formulated product
Very weak exclusion criteria for a.s. acceptance at EU level

Very weak criteria for definition of active substances of concern,
candidate for substitution

No information on possible new testing requirements
Extensive review of scientific litterature still not required
No clear IPM / ICM definition
Definition of « proper use » remains unclear, ICM not condition
Now:
Total rewriting of the proposal and of the EIA, following
stakeholders critics and in particular critics of pesticide industry.
? Substitution vs non chemical alternatives, enlarged list of a.s.
candidate for substitution, provisions public participation,
« commercial interest » definition

Conclusions

1) Much lobby
Now, at Cor
Agriculture)

After publication by the Commission of proposed pesticide.
policy package, at EP, MS ( Council) and Commission levels

2) Now. and in the future

- need for active NGOs participation in steering groups on
the Thematic Strategy at national as well as at
Commission levels

- need to participate, for individual pesticides, in the risk
assessment process at EFSA level and in the risk
management process at Commission level




