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Dear Kerry Hutchinson,

CONSULTATION ON THE DRAFT NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR THE SUSTAINABLE USE OF PLANT PROTECTION PRODUCTS

Please find below my comments regarding this Consultation. I apologise for the delay in sending this in and I would also like to point out that this has been written in haste, due to time constraints. (NB. Some of the following comments were previously made in the supplementary memorandum I submitted to the EFRA inquiry on 1st March 2005). 

1. The non-inclusion of rural residents as Stakeholders

There are a number of references in the text of the Consultation document, as well as the accompanying cover letter that the UK National Pesticides Strategy will be developed following “close Consultation across DEFRA and with industry, environmental, consumer and other Stakeholders.”

However, considering it is well acknowledged by the Government that I represent people who live in agricultural areas and who are therefore directly affected by pesticide spraying, then I find it bizarre that I was not included in the list of Consultees. (NB. There does not appear to be any rural residents on the Consultee list at all).

In addition to this, the document repeatedly refers to the fact that the strategy will be for all stakeholders.

For example, in paragraph 2.1 it states “More broadly, sustainability means meeting the following four objectives at the same time:

· social progress which recognises the needs of everyone”
Paragraph 2.5 states “The objectives of the strategy are: 

Short-term:- 

· to create effective integration of existing schemes and policies so that these contribute to the aim of the strategy and encourage “buy-in” by stakeholders”

Paragraph 2.9 states “The final cohesive strategy that evolves from this consultation should bring many benefits including:

· involvement of, and commitment to, a shared vision for the sustainable use of plant protection products from both Government and all stakeholders including farmers and consumers” 

However, as per previous PSD/DEFRA Consultations, there is no mention in the document at all of the impact on rural residents and communities from crop-spraying activities, which includes impacts on their health, environment, as well as costs and other financial implications. It would appear from some of the text in the Consultation document, that the Government is mainly concerned with any impact the strategy may have on farmers and industry rather than protecting the health and interests of rural residents and communities.  

For example, paragraph 4.28 states “The needs of industry must not be overlooked when considering what areas the strategy’s Action Plans should cover.”

Also under “Business Sectors Affected” on page 9 of the Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment it states “The business sector most affected by the proposals is agriculture and the crop protection industry.” 

There is no way the final strategy would be “a shared vision,” if those directly affected from the use of pesticides, for example residents living near sprayed fields are a) not consulted and b) not even considered or referred to in the document at all.

2. The non-inclusion of health impacts of pesticides

The PSD told the EFRA inquiry that “public concern over health effects of plant protection products was put first in the list of issues that have driven the need for a national pesticides strategy.” However, despite this there is barely any mention at all in the Consultation document of health effects, as it is centred on the environmental effects of pesticide use. 

For example, the DEFRA news release dated 16th February 2005 stated “The Government sees a national strategy as the next logical step in its ongoing policy to minimise the risk to the environment from pesticide products without jeopardising the benefits of crop protection for growers and consumers.” 

In the summary document accompanying the Consultation document is states “In protecting our food from pests and diseases plant protection products bring many benefits to growers and consumers alike. But their use can also have harmful effects on the environment. One way of reducing these harmful effects is by developing and encouraging the sustainable use of plant protection products, that is to minimise the hazards and risks to the environment from the use of such products without putting necessary crop protection at risk.”

On page 12 under “Aim of the Strategy” paragraph 2.4 states “The aim of the strategy is to improve the sustainability of the use of plant protection products, in particular by:

· continuing to reduce the risks and negative impacts of the use of plant protection products on the environment” 

Paragraph 4.4 states “It is also important to ensure that there is co-ordination in the approaches used to reduce pesticide usage, to minimise their impact on the environment, to reduce pesticide residues in food and to facilitate technology transfer of best practice techniques. It is therefore essential that all the responsible arms of Government work closely with each other to ensure that activities undertaken to reduce environmental impact are complementary to other policy initiatives.”
Paragraph 1.7 states “Despite the benefits they offer, plant protection products are designed to be biologically active and therefore are inherently hazardous. The regulatory system is designed to ensure that pesticides constitute no danger to the health of people (operators, consumers or bystanders) when used correctly. Regulation also limits risks to the environment. However, because their use normally involves their release into the environment, the use of plant protection products, even according to the rigorous statutory conditions, carries a residual risk to the environment.”

The current system for agricultural spraying legally allows mixtures of pesticides and other hazardous chemicals to be sprayed, repeatedly and frequently throughout every year, near to people’s homes, schools, workplaces and other places of human habitation. This has obvious impacts for people living in agricultural areas in relation to the potential adverse effects on their health, as a direct result of the actual release of pesticides into their air and surrounding living environment and therefore the two, health and environment, are inextricable.

However, whilst the text in the Consultation document accepts that “…because their use normally involves their release into the environment, the use of plant protection products, even according to the rigorous statutory conditions, carries a residual risk to the environment,” it does not accept the same for public health. This is inconsistent. 

The PSD continue to maintain that a robust system is in place to protect public health. This is misleading and is not factually correct and demonstrates the Government’s continued complacency in relation to the impact of pesticides on human health.

Due to inherent uncertainties, serious data gaps and fundamental flaws in the current risk assessment processes and monitoring systems there does not appear to be any evidence to support DEFRA’s continued assertions that pesticides are safe and that there are no health risks to people in the countryside from crop-spraying. Therefore there is no evidence that the acute and chronic long-term illnesses and diseases that are being reported in rural communities are not related to pesticide exposure.

The National Pesticides Strategy must address, with the aim to eliminate, both the health and environmental impacts of pesticide use.

3. The use of the terminology “sustainable” and “plant protection products”
The Consultation document repeatedly refers to the “sustainable use of plant protection products” and in fact it is also stated in the title. I cannot see how the use of pesticides could ever be described as “sustainable,” as it is a contradiction in terms. As the Soil Association pointed out in the Memorandum they submitted to the EFRA inquiry “…agriculture should be sustainable; the application of complex chemicals designed to kill plants or insects is not sustainable.” 
In addition to the misuse of the word “sustainable” the continued use of the term “plant protection products” instead of pesticides in many places is also inappropriate and sometimes the use of this terminology actually makes a point factually inaccurate. For example, under “Drivers of change and the need for a strategy” paragraph 1.24 states “In addition to the policy of pesticide minimisation there are drivers for change in the ways in which plant protection products are regulated and used. These include:

· Public concern over health effects of plant protection products;

· Consumer preference, even where there are no safety concerns, for a reduction in plant protection product residues in food, leading to action by consumers and retailers and the Food Standards Agency;

· Public concern over the impact of plant protection products on the environment;

· Costs of removing plant protection products from water to meet EU drinking water standards;

· Developing understanding of effects of plant protection products and measures that can be taken to reduce these effects” 

Considering many members of the public will not be familiar with the terminology of “plant protection products” its use makes the above points factually incorrect. The word pesticides is the correct word to use in all the above. In fact, the second bullet point “…reduction in plant protection product residues in food” actually sounds quite ridiculous and could lead to confusion amongst members of the public/consumers.

4. The non-inclusion of all exposure factors 

Many farming and industry representatives believe that the answer to managing and minimising environmental contamination of pesticides from predominantly spraydrift, can be found in advanced technology, better nozzle design and improved training and this is reflected in many targets in both the National Pesticides Strategy and the Voluntary Initiative. 

However, this is an unrealistic portrayal of the real scope of the problem, as in relation to pesticides in the air, chemical fumes after application, volatilisation, precipitation, reactivation, mixtures and long-range transportation etc. that can occur days, weeks, even months after application, then it is immaterial how good the nozzles of the sprayer may be at the time of application. 

Spraydrift is just one aspect of a much wider and more far-reaching problem, as regardless whether there is immediate drift or not, a farmer/grower will not be able to prevent pesticides, once they are airborne contaminants, from being in the air, as the droplets, particles, vapours etc. will be impossible to confine within the treated area.

In an article in the Farmers Weekly on 31st March 2004, Alan East, the technical services and registration manager from the company Interagro stated “The application of crop protection products is generally inefficient with only 15% of applied pesticide reaching its target.”

Therefore this is not simply about the issue of immediate spraydrift at the time of application and misuse of pesticides or overspray, but obviously the wider issue of exposure and contamination as a result of the actual release of pesticide particles and droplets into the atmosphere/environment.

In Annexe D under “Protection of Bystanders” it states “The risk posed to people living in the countryside from pesticide spraydrift is assessed as an integral part of the pesticides approvals process.”

However, as highlighted above, the overall and complex exposures that people living in rural areas will be receiving as a result of pesticide spraying in the complete sense, rather than just simply from spraydrift, have not been assessed as an integral part of the pesticides approvals process. 

For example, the inhalation of chemical fumes in the sprayed area after application, is something that has always been dismissed by Government and industry representatives as just “smell” and not necessarily to the active ingredient, but just the smelling agent or such like within the formulation. 

Considering there has not been any UK data collected regarding pesticides in the air after application then there is not really any actual evidence to support this assumption. The lack of UK data available was recognised and acknowledged in the WIGRAMP report that stated “Data on exposure from sources other than food and water seem to be extremely poor or non-existent.”    

Also considering pesticides are commonly used in combinations and therefore sprayed together, then it is very hard to see how it can all separate in such a way that the co-formulants are present in the air near where a field has been sprayed, but the active ingredients would not be. 

I have continued to highlight the information that is clearly stated on the safety data sheet for each product, especially regarding the inhalation of the spray/chemical fumes. 

If something states quite clearly “Very toxic by inhalation and do not breathe spray; do not breathe fumes; do not breathe vapour; harmful: danger of serious damage to health by prolonged exposure through inhalation; harmful: possible risk of irreversible effects through inhalation; may cause cancer by inhalation; may be fatal if inhaled,” then it is obviously advisable/common sense to avoid inhaling any fumes (or vapours) that may be present in the area after application. (NB. It is unlikely that many residents will see this information considering there is currently no legal obligation for a farmer/grower to provide it or to give prior notification etc.) 

In Cornell University’s publication “Toxicity of Pesticides – Inhalation Route,” it states   “Whether as dusts, spray mist or fumes, pesticides can be drawn into your lungs as you breathe.” It points out that when people in the sprayed area breathe in chemical fumes, they will be inhaling the particles and states that “The largest particles that are inhaled tend to stay on the surface of the throat and nasal passages…Smaller particles can be inhaled directly into the lungs.” It also points out that “Even inhalation of dilute pesticides can result in poisoning. Once they are absorbed through the surfaces of the lungs, chemicals enter the blood stream and are distributed to the rest of the body.”
Some residents have reported a possible reactivation type process if it rains after a spraying application and the detection of “very strong fumes.” 
Considering the clear warnings on the safety data sheets to not breathe in any fumes (or vapours), from the spray, then it is clearly recognised that the fumes can affect anyone. 

The CHIP3 regulations clearly state the hazard information that would be found on the product label and some examples of the various “risk phrases” (in addition to those listed above as safety data sheet examples) are:-

· Very toxic by inhalation, in contact with skin and if swallowed

· Danger of cumulative effects

· Causes severe burns

· Irritating to eyes, respiratory system and skin

· Danger of very serious irreversible effects

· May cause cancer

· Toxic: danger of serious damage to health by prolonged exposure through inhalation

· May impair fertility

· May cause harm to the unborn child

· Possible risk of harm to the unborn child

· May cause harm to breast-fed babies

· Vapours may cause drowsiness and dizziness

· Possible risk of irreversible effects

There is nothing in the National Pesticide Strategy Consultation document that addresses any of the exposure factors detailed above and therefore many of the proposed targets are wholly inadequate in this wider context.

5. Cosmetic use of pesticides

I do not recall seeing anywhere in the document about the “cosmetic use” of pesticides in agriculture and horticulture. Considering surveys have shown that a certain degree of pesticide use is purely for cosmetic purposes then this should definitely be referred to in this document. For example, a survey of 100 apple and pear growers carried out by Friends of the Earth (FOE) and published in October 2002 revealed that “…additional pesticide sprays have to be used to meet the supermarket’s cosmetic requirements.” The FOE document states “We asked growers if the supermarkets’ appearance standards required them to apply additional pesticides for cosmetic appearance, pest control and/or disease control. More than half of respondents [20/35] said that they have to apply more pesticides to meet the cosmetic standards of the supermarkets. About half said that they have to apply more pesticides for pest control and disease control due to supermarket requirements."   

Therefore the fact that pesticides can also be sprayed purely for cosmetic purposes should be accurately reflected in the document as well as in the strategy’s targets. There is already reference in the Targeted Use Reduction Action Plan to pesticides used for preventative (or prophylactic) treatments, (although this should be stronger with the aim of eliminating all preventative treatments as soon as possible), but I cannot recall seeing anything on pesticides used for cosmetic reasons.

The use of pesticides purely for cosmetic reasons is unnecessary and avoidable and therefore I would propose that one of the strategy’s targets should be to eliminate all “cosmetic use” of pesticides as soon as possible.  

6. Alternative methods of pest control/management

There are some sections/comments in the document that are slightly more encouraging.

For example, under “Possible New Measures” paragraph 4.13 has a box entitled “Encourage non-chemical alternatives” that lists as examples of possible actions:

· “Draw conclusions from ACP Sub-Group Report into non-chemical alternatives

· Research alternative food storage measures to avoid/reduce post-harvest treatments

In addition the previous box in paragraph 4.13 lists as a possible action:

· “Introduce a publicly funded advisory service on non-chemical approaches along the lines of current free advice on conservation and pollution prevention.”
In 1997, before the May general election, Tony Blair and the Labour Party stated that the future of British farming lay within the organic sector. Gavin Strang, the then Shadow Agriculture Minister, told farmers that the time had come to put organic farming at the forefront of a drive to “…reclaim the international reputation that Britain had for the hygiene, safety and quality over food.” He pointed out that the beef crisis highlighted the advantages of switching to less intensive forms of agriculture. However, this encouraging standpoint has not been backed up by any real action by the Government to move away from chemical dependency to alternative methods in either agriculture or horticulture.

The only overall solution to eliminate the adverse impacts of pesticides is to take a preventative approach with the widespread adoption of truly sustainable non-chemical and natural methods of pest management to protect not only public health, but animals, wildlife, air, water, soil, food and the wider environment. 

7. Specific points from the document

Paragraph 1.15 states “Council Directive 91/414/EEC also provides for the review of plant protection products already on the Community market to ensure that they meet modern standards of safety and efficacy. To date approximately 70 active substances out of 350 (20%) that have UK approvals have been taken off the market. Within the EU as a whole approximately 450 out of 970 (46%) active substances have been withdrawn.”

Paragraph 4.28 then states “The needs of industry must not be overlooked when considering what areas the strategy’s Action Plans should cover. In particular it is imperative that growers have a range of products with which to protect their crops. Problems with availability have been exacerbated in recent years as the EU review programme has removed active substances from the market. The MRL programme will similarly reduce available pesticide uses. The problem has been particularly acute for minor uses. Such a reduction in the range of available products also has implications for disease and pest resistance. It is often not sufficient to have one product to tackle a particular problem: a range of products with different modes of action may be required to avoid the rapid development of resistance. It is therefore important that the regulatory system does not place unnecessary barriers to the approval of new products.”

In one of the boxes in paragraph 4.30 it states as a possible measure “Encourage applications to extend existing approvals (particularly for minor uses) by maximising flexibility within regulatory data requirements.”

I find the tone of the above comments questionable. The reason why many of the active substances were withdrawn under the EU review was because of potential impacts on public health and the environment and the fact that the necessary safety data information was not provided by the manufacturing companies to support continued approval.

Lead, mercury, PCB’s and asbestos are only a few of the substances that have received government approval in the past and have resulted in substantial environmental damage, severe health problems, massive clean up costs and in the case of asbestos, increasing legal bills. Therefore it is clear that Government approval is no guarantee of safety.

In written evidence to the EFRA inquiry DEFRA and HM Treasury clearly stated that “If there is scientific evidence that the use of a pesticide may harm human health, that is considered an unacceptable level of risk.” 

Therefore it is clearly unacceptable to seemingly suggest the encouragement for the continued use of any pesticide, whether it be for minor uses or otherwise, if there are concerns over safety for public health and the environment, regardless of how limited the evidence may be.
In paragraph 2.3 it states “…enable farmers to know the impact individual plant protection product decisions will have on the environment”

As per earlier comments this should be changed to “…enable farmers to know the impact individual plant protection product decisions will have on health and the environment”

Box 12 on page 22 under “Habitats Directive and Birds Directive” states “Consent to spray in these areas must be sought from English Nature (and SNH as appropriate) to limit chemical damage.” 

I propose the equivalent consent should be sought from rural residents and communities before any pesticides are applied near to their homes, schools, workplaces or any other places of human habitation etc.

I support the following “Examples of possible action” as listed in paragraph 4.13 under “Changes to the regulatory system”:-

· “Make some aspects of pesticide Codes of Practice mandatory (*)
· Set statutory training/certification requirements for advisors and consultants, covering environmental and economic issues (**)
· Mandatory certification of all professional pesticide users (***) 

· Oblige companies to introduce take-back schemes for obsolete or withdrawn products

· Encourage/require retailers to provide information on what pesticides have been used on their produce (****)
· Remove barriers to registration to help more modern “environmentally beneficial” products, eg. biological control agents to reach the market”

(*) In relation to the Green Code this should be made mandatory in its entirety

(**) This must include health as well as environmental issues etc.
(***) In relation to bullet point 3, I presume this would then mean that the existing “grandfather rights” that are accepted to exempt a pesticide user born before 1 January 1965 from having an appropriate certificate of competence would be abolished? This would be very long overdue, as the “grandfather rights” system was always completely unacceptable. This proposed action would obviously also harmonise all pesticide users’ requirements.

(****) This should be a mandatory requirement.

Also see earlier comments in section 6 regarding the other “Examples of possible action” that I support, which are listed under “Encourage non-chemical alternatives.”

On page 27 under “Encourage good practice” it states “Educational programme for public to understand pesticide risk assessments for consumers, the environment and bystanders.”

It is not clear what form this suggestion would take. If it were designed to inform the public about the true dangers and risks that are inherent in the spraying of agricultural chemicals so that people then have the information necessary to make informed and knowledgeable decisions to protect their own health, then I would obviously support this. 

This would obviously need to include information on what all the routes of exposure are (ie. oral, dermal, inhalation, as well as eyes) and what the sources of exposure might be (eg. for people who live near sprayed fields this would include both outdoor and indoor air, water, dust, soil and food etc.) They would also need all the necessary chemical information of what chemicals they are being exposed to, including in relation to the increased toxic effects of chemical mixtures. This would then highlight to any residents, bystanders or consumers, who may not already be aware, just how flawed the current exposure and risk assessments are in this context.

However, if the meaning of this suggestion is how I think it probably is, ie. just trying to convince/persuade people that “all is well” and that “pesticides are safe/no risk etc.” then I would not support this proposal. The existing system is irresponsible and obstructive as the inherent flaws and serious data gaps in relation to addressing exposures/risks for residents/neighbours, as well as bystanders, have not been openly and transparently acknowledged. Members of the public are entitled to have the full facts and information regarding the existing uncertainties in the regulations governing the approval and use of pesticides.

I do not support the Voluntary Initiative (VI), which is also listed in paragraph 4.13 under “Examples of possible action.” The VI appears to be little more than a PR exercise. It does not focus on health and in fact, like the National Pesticides Strategy document, very little is said on health at all. Voluntary and self-regulatory measures have existed for decades, have not worked and are completely unacceptable in this situation. Therefore the introduction of statutory measures is essential.

Paragraph 4.16 states that “Legislation is often unpopular and unless EU wide, can disadvantage UK businesses.” I have to stress that this issue should not be whether something is unpopular, but whether the proposed measure is necessary and essential to introduce!

On page 9, point 21 a and b of the Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment states: 

“a. Further focusing attention on the absolute need and use of plant protection products in local areas and crop treatment situations

b. Easing of the environmental direct and indirect strains on water and biodiversity, by discouraging prophylactic application of pesticides.” 

Again, as per the points I highlighted above in section 6, these statements are slightly more encouraging, although point b also needs to include the cosmetic use of pesticides as stated earlier.

On page 10 of the Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment it states under “Compliance and other costs” that “Possible gaps between agri-environmental payments to farmers and loss of income caused by lower yield quotas” and that “Lower plant protection product inputs may lead to a reduction in gross margin/ha profit.”

It should be pointed out that this is only a presumption and may not necessarily be the reality. As I have highlighted in previous submissions there are other countries that have had no choice but to cease reliance on pesticides for food production. One example is Cuba, where not only have they been able to continue farming, but the alternative methods adopted have actually resulted in an increase in yields, whilst cutting overall costs of production. 

In Annexe B, point 10 states “If there are no discernible benefits from the application of the plant protection product, there is no acceptable level of exposure.”

No level of exposure is acceptable to those who are exposed and who may be at risk of suffering acute or chronic long-term illness or disease, regardless of whether there are any short-term benefits for others from the use of pesticides or not. Therefore it really should not be down to a few scientists to decide what is “acceptable” for the wider society.

On page 11 of the Partial Regulatory Impact Assessment it states “We will involve stakeholders, particularly those who may be subject to increased costs, in this process.” 
As per my earlier comments in section 1, rural residents and communities that are directly affected from the use of pesticides, must be included as Stakeholders. As I have highlighted in previous submissions, (particularly paragraphs 6.32 – 6.84 of my submission to the DEFRA Consultation on no-spray zones) there are substantial health and environmental costs and devastating consequences that already exist for rural residents and communities from the continued use of chemicals in agriculture. These external costs include damage to human health (both acute and chronic) contamination of air, water, soil, biodiversity and impacts on the wider environment. 
At present members of the public subsidise intensive farming at a cost of approx. £3 billion per year, but the taxpayer then has to pay again in both financial and human terms for the damage caused to their health and the wider environment. This obviously has massive economic and financial implications for all parties, with the exception of the pesticide industry, that are impossible to quantify. This means that the cost/benefit analysis of pesticides in incomplete and therefore invalid, as the full external costs of pesticide use have never been calculated anywhere.  (NB. In relation to the damage to human health the costs are incalculable).

This has not been considered or even referred to anywhere in the National Pesticides Strategy Consultation document and therefore needs to be addressed.

8. Specific Questions

Q1 – “Can you think of any existing or new targets or indicators (either environmental or activity based) that you would like to see included?”

· Health impacts have to be acknowledged and included immediately, as this is paramount to any strategy claiming to be addressing the adverse effects/impacts of pesticides

· Elimination of the cosmetic use of pesticides as well as pesticides applied as preventative (or prophylactic) measures as soon as possible  

· To eliminate exposure for people in the countryside to pesticides by introducing an immediate ban on crop-spraying near human habitation (see response to question 5)

· The introduction of a new legal obligation to provide members of the public with direct access to all the necessary information on the chemicals they are (or have been) exposed to, without delay

· The introduction of a new legal obligation to seek consent from rural residents and communities before any pesticides are applied near to their homes, schools or workplaces or any other places of human habitation etc. (as per the Habitats Directive and Birds Directive), without delay

· The immediate separation of the model of a resident (or neighbour) with that of a bystander, as it is wholly inappropriate to continue to include the exposure scenario of a resident in the “bystander” category

· There needs to be, without delay, more information and training for GP’s and other medical professionals regarding the diagnosis and treatment of pesticide and chemical poisoning

· The immediate development and implementation of truly sustainable non-chemical and natural alternatives to chemical pest control/management (as there are non-toxic alternatives for almost anything)

Q2 – “What suggestions do you have for establishing better links between all the various parties with an interest in plant protection products (including farmers, growers, amenity users, retailers and so on; not just the government bodies involved in regulating these products)?”

Again, as per earlier comments rural residents and communities have not been considered or even referred to in this document. 

Farmers who use approved pesticides in accordance with the approval, will have taken their instruction from the product label (although there may be those who do not read the label at all). If there is nothing written under the statutory conditions of use to indicate that it is hazardous to those within the surrounding area; the need to notify neighbours or any restrictions for use, then a farmer/grower may give less importance to the assessment of any health risks, (for those exposed other than workers/operators), if the risks have not been identified at the highest level, that of the approval. 

In addition to this, if a farmer/grower is continuously told that pesticides are safe and that the problem is simply with “public perception,” then this will only further jeopardise their consideration of the risks to human health and adverse effects of pesticide use. 

Therefore, the existing pesticide policy is creating an adversarial relationship between farmers, regulators and the general public. 

The only possible way to establish better links between all the various parties is for the Government to stop continuing to fuel the confusion regarding the impacts of pesticides, particularly those relating to health, with misleading and factually inaccurate statements and information.  
As said earlier, the existing system is irresponsible and obstructive as the inherent flaws and serious data gaps in relation to addressing exposures/risks for residents/neighbours, as well as bystanders, have not been openly and transparently acknowledged. Members of the public, farmers and any other pesticide users are entitled to have the full facts and information regarding the existing uncertainties in the regulations governing the approval and use of pesticides.

This draft National Pesticides Strategy Consultation document is the perfect example of the point I am making here, as it is meant to be addressing the adverse effects of pesticides, but then only centres on the environmental impacts, to the complete disregard of any impacts/adverse effects on public health. This will not help establish better links between all the various stakeholders and other parties. 

Q3 – “We would welcome any comments on the list of measures in the table below. Are they accurately described particularly in respect of implications for plant protection product users? Are there any important measures missing?”

Any comments in relation to this question have been made earlier.

Q4 – “Please let us know what you make of any or all of our outline action plans. Is the scope sufficiently comprehensive at this point in time? Would you like to suggest any additional issues, outcomes or measures or do you see environmental or economic disadvantages from those proposed?”

· Water

During his oral evidence to the EFRA inquiry on 21st February 2005, Barry Dent said that there were 9 chemicals that were identified as most likely to pollute water. However, it should be pointed out that you can only find what you sample for and obviously tests are not carried out on every single drop of water in the UK. 

A good example of this is when the Environment Agency took some samples from the ground water in our ditch that adjoins the field, in 2002. The results showed the presence of 4 chemicals. Two of these were organochlorines that had been banned in the early 1980’s (Dieldrin and Tde (pp) which is a congener of DDT) and this obviously shows their persistence to still be there over 20 years on. The other 2 chemicals, Cyanazine and Pirimicarb, had both been used on the field in the previous weeks before the samples were taken and on questioning the Environment Agency stated that these were not chemicals that were usually found in groundwater. 

· Biodiversity

Paragraph 4.27 has a number of boxes that list possible measures including “revised set-aside rules under CAP reform facilitating an increase in land set-aside with spraying restrictions” as well as “Cross-compliance rules plus Entry Level Stewardship leading to increase in area of untreated areas next to living boundaries.”
NB. As I have continued to highlight extensively in previous submissions, small “buffer” zones will be wholly inadequate and will not be able to protect rural residents and communities from the type of exposure scenario detailed above in section 4. (Ie. the overall and complex exposures that people living in rural areas will be receiving as a result of pesticide spraying in the complete sense rather than just simply from spraydrift). 

· Plant Protection Products Availability

As per earlier comments in section 6, I support the following possible actions listed in paragraph 4.13 under “Encourage non-chemical alternatives”:

· “Draw conclusions from ACP Sub-Group Report into non-chemical alternatives

· Research alternative food storage measures to avoid/reduce post-harvest treatments

· Introduce a publicly funded advisory service on non-chemical approaches along the lines of current free advice on conservation and pollution prevention.”
Paragraph 4.30 has a number of boxes that list possible measures including “Encourage applications to extend existing approvals (particularly for minor uses) by maximising flexibility within regulatory data requirements.”

As stated earlier, it is clearly unacceptable to seemingly suggest the encouragement for the continued use of any pesticide, whether it is for minor uses or otherwise, if there are concerns over safety for public health and the environment, regardless of how limited the evidence may be.
· Amenity Sector and Amateur Use Plan

It is essential that all sectors are included in any strategy addressing the adverse effects of pesticides and therefore I support the inclusion of an amenity sector action plan. 

It is interesting to note that in paragraph 4.33 it states “Protection of people and the environment in the amenity and amateur use of plant protection products.”

Therefore as stated earlier, all other sections in the Consultation document that currently refer only to impacts on the environment need to be changed to include both public health and the environment.

Also as the PSD will be aware, in the amenity sector the necessary chemical information is available directly to members of the public who request it and obviously this is not the case in relation to agricultural uses. Therefore this needs to be harmonised so that information is available to members of the public in relation to any pesticide use whether it be agricultural, non-agricultural or other etc.

· Targeted Use Reduction

In paragraph 4.35 it states “The Government does not, therefore, intend to set a target for an across-the-board reduction in pesticide use.”

It is clear from reading the draft National Pesticides Strategy document that the intention for future policy is to continue with chemical pest control and therefore the use of pesticides. 

For example, in paragraph 1.3 it states “…chemical control will continue to have a prominent and important role in crop protection for the foreseeable future.”

As stated earlier, the only overall solution to eliminate the adverse impacts of pesticides is to take a preventative approach with the widespread adoption of truly sustainable non-chemical and natural methods of pest management to protect not only public health, but animals, wildlife, air, water, soil, food and the wider environment for now and for future generations. Therefore this should be the overriding focus of any strategy that is meant to be addressing the adverse impacts of pesticides. 

Q5 – “Are there any other measures outside of those described in our draft action plans you would like to see introduced? In particular are there any current Voluntary Initiative measures you would like to see put on a statutory basis?”

Obviously a long-term approach is needed, rather than inadequate measures aimed at addressing problems only in the short-term. The impact of agricultural pesticides on public health and the environment is not going to be solved by a little “first aid” or by “papering over the cracks” as the whole core foundations and structure on which the current regulatory system operates is inherently flawed. 

Neither the VI nor the National Pesticides Strategy consultation document addresses the fundamental failings of the current system to protect public health and the environment from exposure and contamination of pesticides. Therefore this makes the Consultation document fundamentally weak from the outset, particularly in relation to the impact of pesticides on rural residents and communities, who have not even been considered or referred to in this document. 

It would appear from some of the text that the Government is mainly concerned with any impact the strategy may have on farmers and industry and yet the protection of public health has to be the overriding priority and take absolute precedence over any financial, economic or other considerations.

Members of the public deserve to be protected from avoidable and unnecessary exposures and risks to their health. Substantive evidence already exists to demonstrate a serious public health problem and therefore the significance of these consequences requires the adoption of a preventative approach.

The only responsible course of action for the EU and UK Government to take (and therefore the most important measure), is an immediate ban on crop-spraying and the use of pesticides near homes, schools, workplaces and any other places of human habitation and direct access for the public to all the necessary chemical information. 

As said, the only overall solution to eliminate the adverse impacts of pesticides is to take a preventative approach with the widespread adoption of truly sustainable non-chemical and natural methods of pest management to protect not only public health, but animals, wildlife, air, water, soil, food and the wider environment.

Q6 – “Finally we would welcome any other comments you may have on this document, for example:

· Did you find it useful in terms of style, format, length and level of detail?

· Were the questions posed clear and helpful to you?

· Is the rationale behind developing a strategy convincing?

· Are the linkages and relationships between all those involved with plant protection products clearly explained?

· Have the priority action areas been satisfactorily identified?”

My response to these points will probably have been covered in earlier comments.

For further information on any of the points I have made, please see all previous submissions and evidence provided to the PSD over the last 4 years, in particular the submission to the DEFRA Consultation on no-spray zones, dated 29/9/03.

Kindest regards,

Georgina Downs.

UK Pesticides Campaign.

