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14 Dec. 2012
Training:
MS establish certification 
systems and designate 
responsible for implementation 
(art. 5.2)

From 2013 
General ban on  
aerial spraying:  
Aircrafts to be equipped  
with best available  
technology to reduce drift  
(art.9 (f))

30 June 2013
Integrated pest 
management:
MS to report to the  
European Commission  
on implementation of IPM  
(art. 14.3)

The original timetable of the SUD  
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PAN Europe reaction to the  
long-awaited evaluation report  

on progress in the implementation 
of Directive 2009/128/EC on the 

sustainable use of pesticides  
PAN Europe welcomes the report on implementation of the Directive 2009/128/
EC on Sustainable Use of Pesticides (SUD) of the 21 October 2009 prepared by 
the European Commission and sent to the European Parliament and the Council 
the 10 October 2017 (COM(2017) 587 final). 

We also welcome that both the EU Council on agriculture (on 6 November 2017) 
and the European Parliament (on 13 November 2017) have both discussed 
the report and both confirmed their engagement towards ensuring serious 
implementation in the future. 

We remind you that this report was due on 26 November 2014 (art. 4.3) and that 
it is now time to take serious action to recover the time lost. 

Already in 2010 PAN Europe had prepared a report called ‘Best Practice National 
Action Plan’ to inspire MP regarding the implementation of SUD. In 2013 we 
prepared an Evaluation of the National Action Plans clearly showing that, while 
the majority of Member States (MS) are using the National Action Plans (NAPs) 
to gather information on pesticide uses in their country, most of their proposed 
actions were already foreseen by legislation already in force (e.g. “selling” 
measures already included in the water framework directive). Sadly, only a few 
innovative proposals have been made. 

To our knowledge, the main achievement since the NAPs were prepared in 2011-
12, are decisions in France, Luxembourg, Belgium and Netherlands to stop using 
pesticides in public areas. Our members in Italy and France have informed us 
about having strengthened rules on aerial spraying in Member States, and we are 
often made aware about progress in the field of checks on spraying equipment 
etc. However, we still find that major elements are missing.

1 Jan. 2014
Integrated pest 
management:
All professional users  
to implement IPM  
(art. 14.4)

14 Dec. 2015
Sale of pesticides:
MS ensuring distributors giving 
information on danger and 
alternatives non-professional 
(art. 6.4)

At the latest  
by Nov. 2016:
Inspection of equipment:
MS to ensure all equipment has 
been checked (art 8.2) interval 
between inspections below five 
years and shall not exceed three 
years thereafter

We fully agree with the report’s main conclusion calling for MS to finally identify 
overall objectives, quantifiable pesticide use reduction targets, timetables and 
measures. We advise that special attention be given to monitoring environmental 
and health damages caused by pesticides, improving water quality, fostering 
and maintaining biodiversity, and supporting towns going pesticide-free while 
real Integrated Pest Management (IPM) is becoming mainstream in the European 
agricultural sector. 

The report from the European Commission, inter alia, says: The national action 
plans are the basis of Member State controls of the Directive, but there is huge 
diversity in their completeness and coverage. And calls for ‘Member States 
need to improve the quality of their plans, primarily by establishing specific 
and measurable targets and indicators for a long-term strategy.’

The report also says: Integrated Pest Management is a cornerstone of the 
Directive, and it is therefore of particular concern that Member States have 
not yet set clear targets and ensured their implementation, including for the 
more widespread use of land management techniques such as crop rotation. 
We welcome that ‘the Commission will support the Member States in the 
development of methodologies to assess compliance with the eight IPM 
principles, taking into account the diversity of EU agriculture and the principle 
of subsidiarity’.

Water:
Protect the aquatic  
environment and drinking  
water, with mandatory 
establishment of buffer zones  

Specific areas:
Minimum or prohibited pesticide 
use or risks in specific areas  

Handling:
Handling and storage of 
pesticides and treatment of  
their packaging and remnants  
(art. 13)

https://ec.europa.eu/food/sites/food/files/plant/docs/pesticides_sup_report-overview_en.pdf
https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/f265703d-77da-4c03-84d2-49a09f7505cc
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/press-room/20171113IPR87935/glyphosate-meps-and-commissioner-andriukaitis-clash-in-heated-debate
http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/reports/nap-best-practice.pdf
http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/reports/nap-best-practice.pdf
http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/reports/pane-2013-reducing-pesticide-use-across-the-eu.pdf
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26 Nov. 2014: 
Commission shall submit  
report on NAP implementation  
to EP and Council  
(art. 4.3)  

Dec. 2016-2017: 
Member States shall review 
National Action Plans at  
the least every five years  
(art 4.2)

26 Nov. 2018: 
Commission shall submit 
report on NAP implementation 
to EP and Council. It may be 
accompanied, if necessary, 
by appropriate legislative 
proposals  
(art. 4.4)

The 2006 thematic strategy on the sustainable use of pesticides says ‘taxation should be 
investigated further in order to establish a ‘banded’ taxation system as a proxy for true 
externalities in the future’.

Recital 4 of the SUD ‘Economic instruments can play a crucial role in the achievement of 
objectives relating to the sustainable use of pesticides. The use of such instruments at the 
appropriate level should therefore be encouraged while stressing that individual Member 
States can decide on their use without prejudice to the applicability of the State aid rules.’

PAN Europe calls on Member States to make revised 
NAPs following this structure 

 Make pesticide dependency quantifiable

e.g. Austria: a significant proportion of chemicals to be replaced by non 
chemical alternatives, biocontrol among others

 Set quantitative reduction targets and clear timetables

e.g. France: 50% reduction in use from 2008 to 2022 with interim targets 

 Offer packages of measures to farmers supporting them technically, 
financially and morally to take up holistic farming approaches towards 
low impact systems

e.g. the Swiss agricultural policy model where IPM is the basis of direct 
payments while the rule of development pillar offers packages focusing 
on protection of biodiversity, water, soil and other resources

What is needed now is to catch up 
with the three year delay

It is time for the EU and MS to recover the time lost in the SUD implementation. 
They owe this not only to the SUD but also to the 1,3 million people who signed the 
European Citizens’ Initiative to ban glyphosate, reform the pesticides approval 
process and protect citizens and the environment from toxic pesticides. 

It is becoming more and more evident that citizens want farmers to reduce 
dependency on pesticides, a fact recently compounded by the sheer velocity at 
which the ECI managed to fulfill the requirements for its successful completion (it 
is the fastest-growing ECI ever, having collected over 1.3 million signatures from 
across Europe in under six months). 

The good news about the three years delay is that revision falls within the period 
where CAP reforms discussions are started. 

Member States need to seriously revise their NAPs

PAN Europe calls on MS to publish their revised National Action Plans (NAPs), as 
foreseen in the SUD in 2017-early 2018, this time identifying overall objectives, 
quantitative targets, timetables and measures on pesticide dependency 
reductions, giving special attention to improving water quality and the uptake of 
alternative techniques in the agricultural sector. 

Article 4 of the SUD: When drawing up and revising NAPs, MS shall involve 
all relevant stakeholder groups.

PAN Europe 
calls on Member 
States to engage 

environment, health and 
consumer organizations 
so that they contribute 

to the revision of  
the NAPs

In addition to working 
the ground under 

vines mechanically 
rather than with 

chemicals, we have  

not used any  
weed-killer for over 
25 years... over the 

past 10 years we have 
reduced our pesticide 

usage by 80%

PAN Europe calls 
on Member States 

to start finally remove 
artificially low levels of VAT 
applied to pesticides (and 

fertilisers) and start discussions 
on pesticide taxations as a 
tool to match the negative 
environmental and public 
health externalities that 

pesticide causes

http://ec.europa.eu/environment/ppps/pdf/pesticides_en.pdf
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Pesticide Free Towns

PAN Europe calls on the European Commission, MS and regional governments 
to support cities and towns in their efforts to ban the use of pesticides in both 
public and private areas including those used for agriculture. The European 
Commission and MS should encourage cities’ and towns’ moves towards 
going pesticide-free by creating a favorable political context, by using the 
SUD, in which towns and cities are able to take decisions to ban pesticides. 
PAN Europe calls on the European Commission to put in place enabling 
policy and regulatory frameworks for cities and towns to phase-out pesticide 
use in the areas under their control.

PAN Europe calls on the European Commission  
to recover the three years’ delay by: 

1	 Making sure MS revise their NAPs this time identifying clear quantitative targets, 
time tables and measures for delivering in 2017-early 2018

2	 The European Commission should deliver the 2018 SUD evaluation as planned, 
and the SUD reflection should be fully integrated into the post 2020 CAP

3	 Integrate the SUD into other EU policies starting with the CAP including 
measures to ensure serious uptake of IPM and make sure that transition 
towards low impact farming become a corner stone of the post 2020 CAP, with 
reduction of pesticide dependency becoming one of the indicators of success

Also, PAN Europe encourages the European Commission to go beyond mere 
compliance with the SUD (check of equipment, training and certificates, etc.  
towards focusing on how to obtain better environmental results for soil, water, 
biodiversity, etc.), sufficient monitoring and surveillance, and promoting the 
central European experience in making towns pesticide free, while ensuring 
uptake of real IPM in EU’s agricultural sector. 

Danish use of pesticide in public area, as an illustration on what it means 
when quantitative targets, timetables and measures are missing.

Since the 90s, Denmark has had a policy aiming at zero use of pesticides in 
specific public areas, for example pesticide use in cemeteries were banned, 
while there is a voluntary agreement with Danish towns and the Union of 
Golfers to phase out pesticides.

However, it is still up to each individual town to decide whether or not to 
follow the deal, and while the Danish authorities don’t monitor pesticide 
use in public areas since 2010, and don’t publish findings, the Danish 
administration has no tool to ensure compliance and no right to ask 
questions to towns, as the timetable is missing. 

The European Commission needs to ensure  
implementation while shifting focus

PAN Europe welcomes the fact that the European Commission finally recognizes 
its role as guardian of the EU laws and that actions of non-compliance are now 
foreseen. 

The report states: The Commission has written to those Member States where 
there are noted omissions in either the plans or their implementation, to 
remind them of their obligations and the importance of the implementation of 
this Directive. Building on the series of six fact-finding visits to Member States 
in 2017, the Commission will continue evaluating the NAPs and to monitor 
implementation of the Directive by Member States through its audits, other 
actions and follow-up activities to ensure that the objectives of the Directive 
are being achieved. If necessary, the Commission will give consideration to 
infringement action.

A new income type  
for the farming 

community: Regis Quore, 
Fredon Alsace, farmers 

association;  

We were approached  
by the Alsace Region and 

the Rhine Meuse water 
agency in the early 2000s 

to work with local  

councils to help them 
reduce the quantity of 
pesticides being used

https://mst.dk/kemi/pesticider/offentlige-arealer/
https://mst.dk/kemi/pesticider/offentlige-arealer/
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Check of equipment is not an end in itself, but part of living in a society

The main achievement so far in the implementation of the SUD seems to be that now all 
farmers need to be trained, and their equipment needs to be checked regularly. 

However, as EU policy-making is moving toward the idea of result-based approaches, it is 
questionable to what extent monitoring whether pesticide spraying equipment has been 
checked, should be considered an achievement and/or trigger public funding. It is difficult 
to understand this from a citizen’s point of view, as doing so seems the absolute minimum. 

Each car owner in Belgium with a car over four years old, needs to do an annual technical 
check to be paid by the car owner, to be able to keep on driving in Belgium.   

Finally, in the debate on harmonized risk indicators PAN Europe proposes 
to move focus towards ensuring collecting of pesticide use statistics data as 
foreseen in EU Regulation No. (EC) 1185/2009 on pesticide use statistics. This 
would imply giving less attention to complicated indicators like Harmonised 
Environmental Indicator for Pesticide Risk (HAIR) and instead more attention to 
simple indicators like the Foot Print indicator and the IRENA agro-environmental 
indicators, while giving more attention to EU wide monitoring tools like the Land 
Use/Land Cover Area Frame Survey (LUCAS).  

The slogan of the 
PAN Europe campaign 

in 2002 suggested a text 
for the Directive on Pesticide 

Use Reductions in Europe (PURE): 
‘Rather than wasting more 
years to agree on standard 
risk indicators, it is time to 

take action to protect 
environment, health and 

biodiversity’

...we ended up being 
invited to a couple of 

meetings at the Gorsem 
Agricultural Research

 Centre that was around 
1988... That was when 
my opinion changed 

completely. Over the past 

30 years our company  
has managed to  

voluntarily reduce 
pesticide use by 90%

Special measures needed
42% of the EU’s freshwater ecosystems suffer from chronic toxicity because of 
failures of pesticide risk assessment/risk management systems to protect our 
aquatic ecosystems and their contribution to the environmental degradation we 
experience today. Studies show that the agricultural sector is a major cause of 
water pollution. Pesticides banned decades ago, such asatrazine, a reprotoxic 
and endocrine disrupting herbicide, keep reappearing: recently also the herbicide 
desphenyl-chloridazon used in the production of sugar beets, beets and onions, 
which was banned in 1996 in Denmark but is appearing in wells. 

In 2013, PAN Europe concluded, in its report Evaluation on the National 
Action Plans that improvement of water quality is one of the areas not being 
sufficiently targeted in the NAPs. From the European Commission report it seems 
that not much has changed since then. The Commission report states: NAPs 
are also inconsistent as regards establishing quantitative objectives, targets, 
measurements and timetables for the various action areas. In some areas, for 
example the testing of pesticide application equipment, the plans are excellent 
with almost all of them setting specific targets to achieve full compliance. On 
the other hand, most Member States did not establish targets and timetables 
for measures to protect the aquatic environment from pesticides. In addition, 
in around 80% of cases, action plans do not specify how the achievement 
of targets or objectives will be measured. The absence of clear measurable 
targets makes it difficult to assess the progress with implementation and to 
identify areas where further actions are needed.

PAN Europe welcomes that the topics of agriculture and sustainable water 
management in the EU were at the core of the informal council of Agriculture 
Ministers meeting in Malta on the 23rd of May 2017 (SWD(2017)153 final), also 
included a reference to pesticide use and implementation of the SUD. However, 
we believe that the way forward should be a much more rigorous approach, in 
the way that pesticide authorisation is carried out that derogations need to be 
seriously limited. Furthermore, since the current CAP is unable to encourage 
reductions in pesticide dependency, it needs to be reformed using the SUD as a 
basis to do so. 

Watch the film to find out about alternatives from the IPM triangle that Marc Cocquyt uses

https://www.belgium.be/fr/mobilite/vehicules/modalites_techniques/controle_technique
https://www.belgium.be/fr/mobilite/vehicules/modalites_techniques/controle_technique
http://www.pesticidemodels.eu/hair/home
http://sitem.herts.ac.uk/aeru/footprint/
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/documents/2393397/2518916/IRENA+IFS+09+-+Consumption+of+pesticides_FINAL.pdf/0aa505b1-6ffe-4302-bf34-f745acc04bf6
http://www.pan-europe.info/press-releases/2017/10/press-release-new-study-glyphosate-persists-and-european-top-soils-are
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24979762
http://researchrepository.ucd.ie/bitstream/handle/10197/4864/paper4.pdf?sequence=2
http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/reports/pane-2013-reducing-pesticide-use-across-the-eu.pdf
http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/reports/pane-2013-reducing-pesticide-use-across-the-eu.pdf
https://circabc.europa.eu/sd/a/abff972e-203a-4b4e-b42e-a0f291d3fdf9/SWD_2017_EN_V4_P1_885057.pdf
http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/reports/201702 Bee emergency call %28neonics derogations report%29/bee_emergency_call_FINAL.pdf
http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/12 points regarding why the CAP is broken on pesticides.pdf
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Pesticide use statistics
Article 67.1 of EU Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 on placing of the market of plant 
production products specifies:

Producers, suppliers, distributors, importers, and exporters of plant protection 
products shall keep records of the plant protection products they produce, 
import, export, store or place on the market for at least 5 years. 

Professional users of plant protection products shall, for at least 3 years, keep 
records of the plant protection products they use, containing the name of the 
plant protection product, the time and the dose of application, the area and the 
crop where the plant protection product was used.

Article 2.1 of EU Regulation (EC) No 1185/2009 concern-
ing statistics on pesticides doses, specifies that MS have 
to transmit:

 Annually provide statistical data on pesticides 
placed on the market each year (pesticide sales 
statistics) starting in 2011;   

 Every five years, provide statistics on pesticides 
used in agriculture (pesticide use statistics) starting 
in 2015 and covering the period 2011-2014

The latter should be based on collection on data from farmers as foreseen 
in article 67 of the EU Regulation No (EC) 1107/2009. However, to date this 
information is not being collected.

The report from the Commission to the European Parliament and Council on the 
implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1185/2009 (COM(2017) 109 final)  says:

Pesticide statistics are too aggregated to effectively inform environmental 
risk assessment. A robust analysis of the impacts of pesticide application 
on ecosystems would require data on which specific active substances in 
pesticides are applied to which crops, as well as information on the types of 
ecosystems in which those crops are sited. 

A number towns across Europe (e.g. Aarhus) have taken interesting approaches 
to ensure the protection of drinking water, but are being seriously challenged 
by farmers’ unions and the pesticide manufacturing industry. In this regard, 
PAN Europe takes note of the European Commission guidance document on 
monitoring (C(2017) 6766 final) and surveying the impacts of pesticide use on 
human health and the environment. 

We call specific attention to the following issues in the next NAP preparation 
period:

 Victims of pesticides: many people who are victims of pesticides who dared to 
challenge the system and break out of their anonymity are now appearing on 
the French or European map of victims of pesticides. A French association has 
been established to assist victims of pesticides 

PAN Europe suggests that the EU should have systematic EU monitoring in order 
to assess the impact of pesticide us on human health and the environment. For 
instance:

 Soil: Soil samplings done within Land Use/Land Cover Area Frame Survey 
(LUCAS), and a collaboration between European Commission’s Joint Research 
Centre and two Dutch laboratories, made it possible to monitor glyphosate in 
topsoil, finding that 45% of Europe’s topsoil contains glyphosate residues. It is 
crucial that pesticides (at least starting with glyphosate and neonicotinoids) are 
included as monitoring parameter within LUCAS

 Biodiversity: More than three decades of scientific measurement in German 
natural reserves shows a 75% loss in insect populations, according to new 
findings revealing that intensive agriculture surrounding the nature reserves 
has played a crucial role in this (Hallman et al. 2017). Similarly, German birds 
monitoring shows a drop of 15% of birds (especially insectivorous species) over 
12 years in Germany (NABU 2017). Unfortunately, the lack of data on pesticide 
use in neighboring fields does not allow for the establishment of a clear link 
with the biodiversity loss in reserves. It is a good moment to kick off an EU 
study on this matter

The farm land borders 
were first planted as part of 
a Water Board experiment 

to see if the three metre 
wide border of flowers or 

grass would result in less 
fertiliser and pesticides 

being found in the water... 
in the past 10 years, I 

haven’t had to use  

anti-lice spray on my 
potatoes, sugar beets or 
grain... the word spread... 
we now have 550km of 

flower borders.

http://www.low-impact-farming.info/non-toxic-areas
https://ec.europa.eu/food/sites/food/files/plant/docs/pesticides_sup_monitoring-guidance_en.pdf
http://victimes-pesticides.fr/
http://www.pan-europe.info/campaigns/voices-pesticides
http://victimespesticides.weebly.com/professionnels.html
http://www.pan-europe.info/press-releases/2017/10/press-release-new-study-glyphosate-persists-and-european-top-soils-are
http://www.pan-europe.info/press-releases/2017/10/press-release-new-study-glyphosate-persists-and-european-top-soils-are
http://www.pan-europe.info/press-releases/2017/10/press-release-new-study-glyphosate-persists-and-european-top-soils-are
http://www.sciencemag.org/news/2017/10/germany-s-insects-are-disappearing
http://www.sciencemag.org/news/2017/10/germany-s-insects-are-disappearing
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The Regulation provides that for the statistics on agricultural use of pesticides, 
each Member State has to decide on a selection of crops to be covered during 
the five-year reference period that is representative of the crops cultivated in 
that Member State and of the substances used. The selection of crops has to 
include those most relevant for the national pesticide action plans. However, 
as national action plans do not always contain any reference to the most 
relevant crops, the choice of crops has been quite diverse. This has led to a 
situation where there is a risk that it will not be possible to fully compare data 
on pesticide use on crops between countries. 

The report among others proposes following statistical improvements: 

The Commission considers it equally important to adapt further the legislation 
on pesticides use statistics to ensure a more consistent approach and coverage 
across the Member States. This could include specified common reference 
periods and clear coverage requirements for the crops to be surveyed. The 
coverage rules could be based on the crop production statistics (a certain 
percentage of arable and permanent crops could be covered) and on analyses 
of the potential risks to the environment and human health, based on the 
sales of active substances. These rules would be set up in close collaboration 
between the relevant Commission’s services and agencies and with national 
experts. ...

The Commission strongly recommends that pesticide statistics should be also 
merged with the other agricultural statistics domains. 

The European Commission’s fact-finding overview said that 
only in 3 out of 6 MS (Denmark, Germany and the Netherlands), 
where visits took place, demonstrated substantial progress 
towards the achievement of risk reduction targets.

It is a real pity that this message is not reaching the other MS 
as information on pesticide use is not being collected from all 
parts of EU.

.. my main products 
are cherries and table 
grapes..we produce 

both seeded and 
seedless  varieties...

our company set itself a 
target of transforming to 
100% organic production 

over the course of the 
next few years -

50% Pesticide Reduction 

is Possible! Eight 

conventional French 

farmers testify as to how 

IPM has helped reduce 

pesticide use by 50% 

www.low-impact-farming.

info/local-ipm-systems

PAN Europe follows this project 
with big interest from Brussels, 

as producing table grapes without 
pesticides is a real challenge!

PAN Europe calls on the 
importance of proceeding to 

implement this regulation to ensure 
that pesticide use statistics are made 

available to policy makers and the general 
public. For example, in the last couple of 

years the heated debate around the ban on 
neonicotinoid pesticides and the renewal 

of authorisation for glyphosate took place 
without official statistics being available 
about the use of these substances which 

coincidentally are amongst the most 
widely and heavily-used

http://www.low-impact-farming.info/local-ipm-systems
http://www.low-impact-farming.info/local-ipm-systems
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On uptake of IPM and  
its integration into the CAP

Art. 4.1 of the SUD clearly states that MS should use the NAPs ‘to encourage the 
development and introduction of IPM and of alternative approaches or tech-
niques in order to reduce dependency on the use of pesticides’. 

Art. 14.4 also states that ‘Member States shall describe in their National  
Action Plans how they ensure that the general principles of integrated pest man-
agement as set out in Annex III are implemented by all professional users by  
1 January 2014’. 

In its 2013 report, Evaluation on the National Action Plans, PAN Europe 
concluded that MS have not taken the necessary measures to ensure compliance 
with the SUD.

The recent report from the European Commission confirmed that little has 
changed, saying: Integrated Pest Management is a cornerstone of the Directive, 
and it is therefore of particular concern that Member States have not yet 
set clear targets and ensured their implementation, including for the more 
widespread use of land management techniques such as crop rotation. 

Member States need to develop clearly defined criteria so that they can 
assess systematically whether the eight principles of IPM are implemented, 
and take appropriate enforcement measures if this is not the case. Such tools 
could confirm that the intended outcome of IPM as specified in the Directive, a 
reduction of the dependency on pesticide use, is being achieved. 

It is positive to notice that the European Commission in the report 
states: ‘the Commission will support the Member States in the 

development of methodologies to assess compliance with 
the eight IPM principles, taking into account the diversity 
of EU agriculture and the principle of subsidiarity’. 

Spa mineral water:  
we established a 

partnership in 1967 with  
the public authorities...  

we introduced 

a range of rather 
innovative production 
measures... also some  

very specific such  
as banning pesticides  

– way back in the 1960s – 
banning fertilisers... 

This has all been done  
with a view to protecting 

our resources

PAN Europe calls 
for the main focus 

of the post-2020 CAP: 
Encourage farmers to 

transition towards low-
impact farming

The 8 IPM principles

Total 
IPM-point 

scored

Max. to 
be scored

Practice

1 The prevention of weeds, diseases and other harmful 
organisms is achieved amongst other by:

0,1 40

2 Harmful organisms must be monitored by adequate methods 
and tools such as field observations, early warning systems, 
forecasting and diagnosis systems as well as advice from 
independent and qualified advisors.

0,0 12

3 Warnings, forecasts and threshold values are all essential 
for the decision-making process if and when to apply plant 
protection measures. Regional and climatic conditions are 
also taken into account.

0,0 12

4 Sustainable biological, physical and other non-chemical 
methods are preferred to chemical methods if they provide 
satisfactory and cost-effective pest control.

0,0 8

5 The pesticides applied shall be as target specific as possible 
and have the least side effects on human health, not-target 
organisms and the environment.

8,0 8

6 Pesticide intervention is to be kept to a mimimum, preferably 
by applying reduced doses, limiting frequency of application 
as much as possible and by partial application, thereby 
reducing the risk of development of pesticide resistance.

0,0 10

7 When there is a known risk of resistance developing, the pes-
ticide in question is either to be replaced with another prod-
uct or a mixture of pesticides with different modes of action.

0,0 5

8 Spray records and presence of harmful organisms are 
continously monitored to assess the success of the applied 
plant protection measures.

0,0 5

Total points score for implementation of IPM principles 8 100

Source: IPM-points scoring system, the knowledge Center for Agriculture, Denmark, 2013 https://www.landbrugsinfo.dk/
Planteavl/Plantevaern/IPM/Filer/pl_php20130111_IPM-point_system_ver_1_UK_Danish_EPA.xls

http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/reports/pane-2013-reducing-pesticide-use-across-the-eu.pdf
https://www.google.be/url?sa=t&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=web&cd=4&ved=0ahUKEwjLwc3Y3szXAhVFF8AKHbsSDu0QFgg2MAM&url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.landbrugsinfo.dk%2FPlanteavl%2FPlantevaern%2FIPM%2FFiler%2Fpl_php20130111_IPM-point_system_ver_1_UK_Danish_EPA.xls&usg=AOvVaw3Dr-gFLQ8zfpxKc7g_fs_9
https://www.landbrugsinfo.dk/Planteavl/Plantevaern/IPM/Filer/pl_php20130111_IPM-point_system_ver_1_UK_Danish_EPA.xls
https://www.landbrugsinfo.dk/Planteavl/Plantevaern/IPM/Filer/pl_php20130111_IPM-point_system_ver_1_UK_Danish_EPA.xls
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We call on the European Commission and the MS to integrate the SUD 
into the post 2020 CAP, and bring the debate on reducing pesticide 
dependency into the reform discussions.

As explained in PAN Europe’s position paper from July 2017, the current CAP is 
not capable of reducing pesticide dependency at the farm level.

Policy instruments which can help change farmers’ behaviour relating to pesti-
cides use includes among others: mandatory law requirements, direct aid (e.g. 
CAP subsidies and state aid) and indirect aid (e.g. VAT exemptions), subsidies 
and taxation. 

To date there are few mandatory instruments within the CAP encouraging farmers 
to reduce pesticides use. Simple and effective practices like crop rotation was 
introduced into the Good Agronomic and Environmental conditions in the 1999 
reform, but lost significant attention but was discontinued in the 2013 CAP reform. 
Instead, crop diversification was introduced as a Greening measure, but this only 
applies to bigger farms, and does not actually oblige crop rotation, we doubt its 
effectiveness. Therefore, we consider that the main achievement so far in the 
CAP first pillar on pesticide dependency reductions, is the so-called Ecological 
Focus Areas measure (at least part of the year) should become pesticide free 
from 2018. 

On the other hand there are still many instruments that artificially encourage 
farmers to buy pesticides. MS like Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Spain and Cyprus 
still offer artificially low levels of VAT for farmers buying chemical pesticides and 
fertilisers! 

Since 2015, MS are obliged to inform farmers wishing to have information about 
alternatives to pesticides via the official Farm Advisory System (FAS), financed 
under the CAP second pillar. All MS need to have FAS in place as a mandatory 
aspect of the CAP.  

MS wishing to reduce dependancy on pesticide use can use both bottom up and 
top down measures. They can either introduce a significant pesticide tax (e.g. 
Denmark but also outside the EU, Norway) or offer Rural Development funding 
to farmers to encourage them to introduce crop-specific IPM, and as a result 
reduce pesticide use. Also, MS can encourage uptake of alternative techniques 
through information and training session offered by farm advisors, establishment 
of demonstration farms, farmer-to-farmer exchanges of best practice, etc. 

Pesticide taxation

The Danish pesticide tax was introduced in July 2013. It is composed of a ‘base tax’ which is 
determined by the amount of active ingredient in the pesticide and the three load factors based 
on the toxicological, environmental fate and ecotoxicological properties of the product. The 
highest tax of 7 709 Danish Krone (DKK)/kg, equivalent to 1 040 EUR/kg, relates to insecticides 
containing the active ingredient cypermethrin. Among the lowest tax are those applied to  
herbicides containing glyphosate, which have a relatively low pesticide load and hence tax, with 
taxes up to DKK 51 DKK/l, equivalent to 6.90 EUR/litre.

PAN Europe asked the European Commission to obtain an overview of how 
the 118 Rural Development Programmes encourage reduction of pesticide use 
(measures offered, number of hectares, number of farmers and related amounts). 
Also, we have asked to know how the FAS across Europe encourage uptake of 
alternatives. We are still waiting for a reply!

Instead, the fact-finding missions that Health and Food Safety Directorate 
General have been undertaking in 2016, summarised in an overview report, 
gives some very interesting information about uptake of alternative techniques 
in MS, including:

 MS already have monitoring systems in place for forecasting, warning and early diagnosis 
of pest and disease control. MS have established economic thresholds for significant pests 
to help farmers with decision-making, while many MS have IPM demonstration farmers and 
that a wide range of IPM guidelines already. Some MS keeps on developing new tools, 
for instance IT system to map weeds in Denmark (point 95) which over time will be able to 
reduce the farmers dependency on herbicides 

 Some of the MS visited have been reflecting on what to do next (point 7): France has 
identified that the main challenge in achieving their use reduction target is ensuring the 
widespread adoption of innovative techniques, such as mechanical weeding

 There is still a lot of scepticism within the farmer advisers and grower associations 
regarding uptake of alternatives to chemical pesticides (point 95): ‘During all six missions, 
both CAs and grower organizations acknowledged that there are insufficient alternative 
control methods and techniques available to growers of field crops, compounded by a low 
level of implementation of some IPM techniques in these crops.’ 

 The importance of independent, publicly-funded research and advisory services was 
emphasised by grower organisations in the course of all six missions (point 91)

The farming sector is in crises,  
and it is therefore time that farmers 
start considering doing business 
differently to what has been done 
so far. 

Of course focus should remain on 
economics, albeit shifting away 
from a debate which is only 

based on yields and short-term 
income, towards a system based 
on shorter and longer term income 
income. 

There are interesting studies  
showing that there is an overuse  
of pesticide taking place, and 
where reduction is possible with 
out influencing yields:

  Jacquet et al. 2011: pesticide 
use can be reduced by 30% with-
out consequences for yields and 
margins; and 

  Lechenet et al. 2017: pesticide 
use can be reduced by 42% in 59% 
of the (946) farms studied without 
consequences on yield)

A reminder in this entire debate on pesticide use and economics: 

http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/Why%20the%20CAP%20is%20broken%20on%20pesticides.docx.pdf
http://www.low-impact-farming.info/sites/default/files/2017-01/benefiting-farmers-the-environment.pdf
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encourage an uptake of low impact farming

PAN Europe recognises that not all farmers or advisors have the necessary 
knowledge of alternative systems: many have lost their knowledge about what 
working with nature (rather than against it) means, while not all are aware of 
the alternative products on offer (widely used in some MS but not allowed in 
others), and finally of course there are situations where alternatives are still to 
be (re-)discovered. For this reason, it is important to engage also in the European 
Innovation Partnership (EIPs), financed under the Rural Development pillar of the 
CAP. It is also important to foster a bottom-up as well a top-down participatory 
approach, and to allow exchanges of knowledge and best practice between 
farmers, advisors and researchers on alternatives to pesticides.

Part of this change should be financed by establishment of a third pillar of the 
CAP for input taxations.

PAN Europe also demands a systematic collection of pesticide use statistics at farm level 
and forwarded to public administration. This could even be a key tool to control compliance 
as should as a result become one of the success indicators of the CAP post 2020.

An example of record-keeping and monitoring (point 85 of fact-finding overview).

In the Netherlands, farmers must record all IPM measures carried out, including pesticide 
use, in a plant protection register kept on farm. The register must be kept up to date and 
completed within two months after the end of the growing season. Records kept are 
required to cover all IPM measures taken, including crop rotation, use of resistant varieties, 
biological, physical and non-chemical methods, selection of pesticides based on risks 
for the environment and humans, monitoring of harmful organisms, use of warning and 
forecasting systems and resistance management. The plant protection register is intended 
to help growers to evaluate their IPM approach and adapt it for the following growing 
season.

It is also time 
to look into prices 
and new market 

opportunities, and this 
will be the topic of 
PAN Europe’s next 

reflection paper

Also the SUD evaluation report states that: In all six Member States visited, the 
authorities stated that in their view, some IPM techniques could be adopted 
on a more widespread basis, such as crop rotation, proper selection of seed 
and planting material and use of adequate cultivation techniques. A survey 
in Denmark corroborated this view by showing that while awareness of IPM 
techniques had increased among farmers, the actual level of implementation 
of these techniques had only increased marginally. An analysis carried out 
by the Netherlands showed that IPM principles are implemented by farmers 
generally, but none of the IPM general principles is used to their full potential. 

The SUD evaluation report also explains why the implementation of the SUD 
has failed so far: Member States have not converted the IPM principles into 
prescriptive and assessable criteria. They see IPM mainly as an education 
tool for farmers, and have no methods in place to assess compliance with 
IPM principles. While Member States take a range of measures to promote the 
use of IPM, this does not necessarily ensure that the relevant IPM techniques 
are actually implemented by users. Farmers are economic operators, and 
while IPM techniques are sustainable from a long-term perspective, IPM can 
mean a higher economic risk in the short- term. For example, it may be seen 
as preferable to grow maize or wheat in monoculture for economic reasons. 
However, this short term approach to land management comes at considerable 
risk of longer term cost, for example due to increasing populations of pests or 
weeds in monoculture. Ultimately, monoculture can cause loss of biodiversity, 
soil erosion and even desertification. As an example of a short-term approach, 
Romania granted emergency authorisations for using neonicotinoids as seed 
treatment in an undefined area of maize, without investigating the potential of 
crop rotation as an alternative. 

PAN Europe agrees completely with this statement, and propose following 
aspects to become core element in the post 2020 CAP:

A new CAP policy framework (in both the first and the second pillar) able to support 
farmers technically, financially and morally towards the holistic uptake of low-impact 
farming. This should be supported by a strong and independent FAS that encourages the 
continuous implementation of the IPM and IWM (Integrated Weed Management) tools.

 As agreed as part of the 2013 CAP reform, include aspects of SUD into 
the CAP, building on the IPM and IWM pyramids asking each farmer to 
develop a plan, selecting the combination of IPM/IWM tools from a menu 
of measures, and to obtain  different levels of points, making him/her 
eligible for different levels of CAP support

 As explained in PAN Europe’s position paper on risk management: 
Convert part of the current first pillar payments in the development 
of certain forms of mutual funds to cover part of the production risks. 
This tool could encourage farmers to apply preventative agronomic 
measures to prevent the pest from establishing/spreading, and 

http://www.pan-europe.info/sites/pan-europe.info/files/public/resources/briefings/pan-e-risk-management-tool.pdf
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