8/7/03

Dear Mrs. Hellsten and Mr. Reinhard Sculte-Braucks,

RE: Consultation on Draft Chemicals Legislation (the REACH System)

I would like to submit some comments in relation to this Consultation. However, some of my supporting information and documentation cannot be sent electronically, therefore I have sent them by post. The package is guaranteed to reach you by Thursday 10th July 2003.

Also, as I only have a very short time now to get these comments in, then I have collated information from previous submissions that have direct relevance to the issues in this Consultation (although I have not had the opportunity to relate it to specific sections within the Consultation Document).

As you may already be aware, I met with the DEFRA Ministers Lord Whitty (Minister for Food and Farming) and Michael Meacher (Former Minister for Environment) in December 2002 to present the case for a change in the regulations and legislation governing agricultural spraying. Immediate action is required from both the British Government and the European Union, as public health is not being protected from the high level of risk inherent in the spraying of over 25,000 tonnes of agricultural chemicals on British farmland every year.

I was informed at the time that I had presented a powerful case, very effectively and that the Ministers would look at all this evidence and take appropriate action. 

It was approximately two years ago that I started my investigations into the history of crop-spraying. I very quickly discovered serious fundamental flaws in the regulations governing the approval and use of pesticides. 

The official method of assessing the dangers and risks to public health from agricultural spraying and under which chemical usage is approved, is based on the model of a "bystander" with the assumption being that there will only be the occasional short-term exposure, of no more than 5 minutes. This model is dangerously inadequate and bears no resemblance whatsoever to the sort of exposure scenario experienced by people who are actually living in these sprayed areas, 24 hours a day, every day. This means that there is not and never has been, an appropriate or realistic assessment of the risks to public health in either the UK or Europe for people who actually live near heavily sprayed fields - and yet crop-spraying has been a predominant feature of agriculture for over 50 years.

This issue has acquired considerable media coverage in the UK over the last 3 months. 

It has now been 6 months since I presented the evidence to Ministers and a year since I was invited to make a presentation to the Advisory Committee on pesticides. (Paper and transcripts available at: www.pesticides.gov.uk). This led to the recent admission by DEFRA's Pesticides Safety Directorate in the UK that "Direct measurements of long-term bystander exposure, for example for a bystander living adjacent to a treated area, have not been made in the UK." - I have since found out that this also applies in Europe. Also, the Health and Safety Executive in the UK have recently admitted that it has absolutely no idea how many people in the countryside are actually suffering from ill-health that's related to pesticides. (Farming Today This Week - 3/5/03 - tape sent by post)

The principle aim of pesticide regulation is supposed to be the protection of public health, therefore this has to be the number one priority and take precedence over any financial, economic or other considerations. 

The only responsible course of action for the EU and the UK Government to take is:

· A ban on crop-spraying and the use of pesticides near to homes, schools, workplaces and any other places of human habitation. The land that is not sprayed could still be farmed using sustainable non-chemical management practices - NB. Studies have shown pesticides located 1.5 - 3 miles away from a treated area and therefore a small buffer zone is not going to be adequate or in any way acceptable to protect people from the high level of risk inherent in the spraying of agricultural chemicals

· Introduce a new legal obligation to warn people in advance that spraying is to take place and to provide the necessary chemical information - (As at present a farmer can refuse to disclose the information on what chemicals he is using, even if adverse health effects have been suffered by a member of the public and the chemical information has been requested by the Medical Advisors as essential for the proper assessment of their patient's health effects) - NB. In California pesticide users are legally bound to register what they are using and how much and that is then publicly available information 

The EU and UK Government and their advisors must recognise the effects that pesticides have on human health, as prevention of pesticide poisoning is the only way to protect people from pesticide related ill-health. The human rights aspect of this issue is extremely important as everyone has a recognised right to protect their health and the health of their family from any risks to their health and safety.

I have sent the following by post for your reference:-

· The Observer on Sunday article - April 13th 2003, as well as the piece I wrote for the Observer website entitled "Can we have a breath of fresh air?" - NB. Both these articles are still available as 3 sections under the heading of crop-spraying at:- http://politics.guardian.co.uk/green/0,9054,442883,00.html 

· Farming Today - Radio 4 - 25/3/03 and 3/5/03 - on cassette tape

· The Food Police programme - BBC1 March 26th 2003 - on video tape

· The paper I presented to the Advisory Committee on Pesticides - July 10th 2002 entitled "Why the bystander risk assessment does not equate to real-life exposure scenarios"

· The video of spraying evidence entitled "Pesticide Exposures for People in Agricultural Areas" - Length approx. 8 minutes - also on video tape

· Submission to the Advisory Committee on Pesticides in the UK for their Meeting on July 10th 2003

· Sections taken from various safety data sheets

Please also find the 2 Submissions to the UK's Advisory Committee on Pesticides dated July 10th 2002 and July 10th 2003 attached electronically below as well, along with a paper I submitted for the ACP meeting on February 27th 2003. This submission was in response to a paper presented to the ACP by the UK's Pesticides Safety Directorate on January 16th 2003 entitled "Bystander Exposure Assessment." 

Finally, I have attached a 3 page overview on this issue entitled "Pesticide Exposures for people living in agricultural areas and the "bystander risk assessment" - European Policy and UK Policy."

Although all the submitted documentation is mainly related to agricultural chemicals, many of the issues and points highlighted are relevant to all other hazardous and man-made chemicals that are manufactured and used in society.

I apologise for not referring to specific sections of the Consultation Documentation purely due to lack of time, but I think that the attached information and other documentation etc. sent by post covers all the points I would like to highlight to the Commission. 

In Summary these include:-

· Acute and chronic adverse health effects as a direct result of chemical exposure

· Recognition and acknowledgement of relevant exposure scenarios in exposure assessments, as the current system relies on inappropriate and unrealistic risk assessments

· Unacceptable and unnecessary risks and immediate action required in relation to pesticides/agricultural spraying, as the number one priority in pesticide regulation is supposed to be the protection of public health. On the Consultation website it states: "Finally we will also provide for restriction of certain substances in order to have a safety net in the system. This will give the possibility to introduce restrictions at EU level on any substance, or on the manufacture, marketing or particular uses of substances that pose unacceptable risks."

· Right for people to know - legal obligation for manufacturers and users and any others to provide the necessary chemical information to the public - Two sections I noted in relation to this on the Consultation website state: "REACH will also be transparent and open so everybody who uses chemicals in one way or the other has access to important information" - This has to apply to members of the public and not just the chemical users and "All in all, by generating and making available information on chemicals REACH will produce a win-win situation for everybody" - Following on from the previous point, only if the transparency is inclusive to members of the public and not just manufacturers/operators/workers, other users and the relevant authorities

· Multiple Chemical Sensitivity as a direct result of chemical exposure

· Real-life cases of pesticide poisoning and related ill-health need to be studied in order to assist in the risk assessment process for the potential toxicity in humans, based on clear exposure history/chemicals involved and health effects etc.

· There needs to be more information and training for GP's and other medical professionals regarding the diagnosis and treatment of chemical poisoning

· The application of the Precautionary Principle in Chemical Policy

· The Human Rights aspect and implications of chemical exposure

· The move away from chemical dependency can only be encouraged and authorised by the EU and the UK Central Government

· The EU and Member States must promote the use/development and implementation of non-chemical alternatives (as there are non-toxic alternatives for almost anything)

Protecting public health and preventing damage/harm from occurring in the first place is surely a more desired approach than trying to solve a problem when it has already occurred, as the consequences for human health or wildlife/environment are difficult to reverse. This is especially evident in relation to the effects on human health, as in most cases it is not possible to reverse the damage caused by chemicals to people. 

Therefore it is clearly not adequate to only assess the risks to public health or to wildlife and the wider environment, of each individual chemical or groups of individual chemicals. What must be taken into account is the impact from the accumulation of all the chemicals that people are subjected to, every day, from a variety of different sources in chemical mixtures and the effects on public health.

I would be most grateful if the 2 sections of my submission (ie. all the contents of the package that I have sent along with all that I have submitted here) could be kept together. Please note that the comments that I have made in this email should be taken as the main cover letter instead of the letter that accompanies the package. 
Please can someone let me know that this email and the 3 attachments have been received okay?

Thank you very much. 

Please see attachments below.

Kind regards,

Georgina Downs.

