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Impact assessment (SWD(2022) 170, SWD(2022) 171 (summary)) accompanying a Commission proposal for a 

regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council on the sustainable use of plant protection 
products amending Regulation (EU) 2021/2115, (COM(2022) 305) 

 

This briefing provides an initial analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the European 
Commission's impact assessment (IA) accompanying the above-mentioned proposal, submitted on 
22 June 2022 and referred to the European Parliament's Committee on the Environment, Public 
Health and Food Safety Committee (ENVI). 

Plant protection products1 (pesticides) are used to protect plants or plant products against plant 
pests or plant diseases and for weed control. They are used mainly in agriculture but also for other 
uses, such as forestry, along roads and railway tracks, green urban areas and sports grounds. Their 
use can have harmful effects on human health and the environment. That is why their placing on 
the market is strictly regulated EU-wide. They are classified as being more or less hazardous to health 
and the environment, depending on their composition.  

The Sustainable Use of Pesticides Directive (SUD) from 2009 was adopted with the aim of promoting 
a more sustainable use of pesticides in the EU, together with legislation on placing on the market of 
pesticides (Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009), pesticide residues (Regulation (EC) No 396/2005) and 
pesticide statistics (Regulation (EC) No 1185/2009). With the European Green Deal, the Commission 
commits to reducing the use of chemical pesticides in the EU, and the risk they present. In the 'farm 
to fork' strategy, the biodiversity strategy and the 'zero pollution' action plan, the Commission 
proposed specific targets to reduce by 50 % the overall use of and risk from chemical pesticides, and 
the use of more hazardous pesticides, by 2030. According to the Commission, the current legislation 
does not reflect this ambition. With the present proposal, the Commission aims to address the 
current rules' shortcomings and make them fit for achieving the specific reduction targets; ban all 
pesticides in sensitive areas (such as urban green areas, playgrounds and schools); and introduce 
new rules to enforce environmentally friendly pest control. The initiative is included in the 2022 
Commission work programme, and in the working document of the European Parliament, Council 
and Commission accompanying the joint declaration on EU legislative priorities for 2022.  

Problem definition 
To describe the context and the problems, the IA refers to the main findings from an evaluation2 of 
the SUD (IA, Part 2, Annex 8), which was carried out in parallel ('back to back') with the preparation 
of this IA, rather than sequentially.3 The IA also refers to an EPRS European implementation 
assessment study, which found progress in many Member States but a limited overall achievement 
of the SUD's objectives, and a special report by the European Court of Auditors (ECA), according to 
which there was limited evidence of risks from the use of pesticides being reduced. The main 
conclusions of these assessments are well described, with a focus on the shortcomings of existing 
legislation and the need for further action at EU level (IA, Part 2, p. 13). Several suggestions and 
recommendations were made, for instance: establish a European target for pesticide use reduction; 
develop guidelines on national criteria for measuring implementation of integrated pest 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=SWD%3A2022%3A170%3AFIN&qid=1656422467637
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https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d72f9e29-f1d6-11ec-a534-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/thinktank/en/document/EPRS_STU(2018)627113
https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/ECADocuments/SR20_05/SR_Pesticides_EN.pdf
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management (IPM), promote agricultural approaches founded on preventive plant protection; 
establish a transparent system for statistical data collection relating to pesticide use and impacts; 
improve statistics on plant protection product sales and use; and develop better harmonised risk 
indicators (HRIs). Additionally, the IA refers to two Commission implementation reports (from 2017 
and 2020) and a European Parliament resolution on the implementation of the SUD.  

The IA addresses four main problems, which have been identified in the evaluation of the current 
SUD and in the stakeholder consultations: i) the SUD does not reflect the ambition of the European 
Green Deal, the farm to fork and other relevant EU strategies (e.g. biodiversity, chemicals, zero 
pollution); ii) monitoring and data availability are limited; iii) implementation of the current rules 
(SUD) in the Member States is uneven and incomplete (for instance, most farmers have not 
implemented IPM); and iv) new technologies are not taken up sufficiently by pesticide users. The IA 
defines and explains the identified problem drivers: i) the lack of economically viable (less 
hazardous and non-chemical) alternatives to (often cheaper and more effective/reliable) pesticides 
leads to over-reliance on pesticides as a pest control tool; ii) varying levels of action in different 
Member States to reduce the risks for health and the environment linked to pesticide use hamper 
competition in the internal market, with external competition with third countries increasing; 
iii) incentives to promote the sustainable use of pesticides are poor, although financial support 
would be available (e.g. through the common agricultural policy, CAP); iv) available data on the use 
of chemical pesticides at EU and Member State levels is not sufficient to monitor the risks for health 
and the environment; v) evidence of the existing IPM rules being implemented effectively across the 
EU is limited (lack of clear tools to monitor implementation and enforcement); vi) knowledge about 
the potential of new technologies (such as drones, smart machinery, robotics) is not used 
sufficiently – according to the IA, stakeholders (including pesticide users and producers and 
Member State authorities) see a need for promoting digitalisation and precision agriculture.  

The IA examines the nature and scale of the problem comprehensively. It substantiates the findings 
with references to the evaluation of the current rules, further analysis by the Commission, publicly 
available studies, and stakeholder input. However, regarding the implementation of the current 
rules, views of different stakeholders (pesticide users and industry, environmental organisations) 
vary substantially in terms of the extent to which they consider that different elements of the current 
SUD are being implemented (IA, Figure 12, p. 93). The problems and the problem drivers are 
discussed in detail, underlined with examples of current environmental and health impacts in some 
Member States, and the IA analyses how the problems would evolve (IA, pp. 17-22). However, 
information about the evolution of the problem is conceived in rather general terms, focusing more 
on environmental and health issues, and less on political feasibility and economic viability (IA, p. 2). 

Subsidiarity / proportionality 
The proposal is based on Article 192(1) (Environment) of the Treaty on the Functioning of the 
European Union (TFEU). The IA includes a section on subsidiarity (IA, pp. 23-25), where it describes 
the legal basis and explains the need for and added value of EU action; the IA also contains a 
separate subsidiarity grid. The IA states that the threat to biodiversity and ecosystems crosses 
boundaries and necessitates 'a strong and EU-level action' (IA, p. 23). It gives reasons why the legal 
instrument of a regulation has been favoured (over that of a directive, as currently with the SUD). 
Firstly, transposition and implementation of the current legislation can differ substantially in the 
Member States, which suggests that the previous approach of leaving the detailed rules to national 
transposition under a directive has not worked (IA, pp. 23-24). Secondly, the IA refers to stakeholder 
consultations, in which several stakeholders held the view that the legal instrument of a regulation 
might contribute better to a more harmonised and binding approach in this policy area in the future 
(IA, p. 24). 

Among the criteria used in the IA to compare options and choose the preferred one, as required by 
the Better Regulation Guidelines (IA, pp. 59-64), is proportionality. According to the IA, 
proportionality is respected fully, and none of the policy options goes beyond what is necessary to 

https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/sustainable-use-pesticides/integrated-pest-management-ipm_en#definition
https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/sustainable-use-pesticides/harmonised-risk-indicators_en
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/en/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52017DC0587
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52020DC0204
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/doceo/document/TA-8-2019-0082_EN.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/collection/eu-law/treaties/treaties-force.html#new-2-52
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=SWD:2022:169:FIN
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/swd2021_305_en.pdf
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reach the policy objectives of protecting health, biodiversity and the environment. However, as 
regards the most ambitious option 3 (legally binding 50 % reduction targets at both EU and national 
levels), the IA states that there might be proportionality issues, given that the baseline of current 
pesticide use varies widely between Member States, and the differences between the Member 
States' agricultural sectors would need to be taken into account (IA, p. 62). The deadline for the 
subsidiarity check by national parliaments was 23 September 2022. By that date, the Swedish 
Parliament submitted a reasoned opinion on non-compliance with the subsidiarity principle. 

Objectives of the initiative 
As a general objective, the IA has identified contributing to the overall EU goals of preserving, 
protecting and improving the quality of the environment as well as protecting human health, and 
contributing to the completion and proper functioning of the internal market (IA, p. 26). The specific 
objectives are: i) ensuring that current and future policies are in line with the European Green Deal, 
the farm to fork and biodiversity strategies and the zero pollution action plan, in particular to reduce 
the use of and risk from chemical pesticides (particularly those containing more hazardous active 
substances); ii) improving availability of monitoring data; iii) improving the implementation, 
application and enforcement of the SUD's provisions across all Member States; iv) promoting the 
take-up of new technologies (such as precision farming) by pesticide users, with the aim of reducing 
the overall use of and risk from pesticides. 

The objectives correspond to the problems identified in the IA. The specific objectives seem to be 
specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-bound (linked to the 2030 targets of the farm to 
fork and biodiversity strategies). The IA also presents operational objectives in the monitoring and 
evaluation section (see 'Monitoring and evaluation' below). 

Range of options considered 
The IA explains the retained and discarded policy measures based on the evaluation of the SUD, 
input from Member States, and stakeholder consultations and their feedback (IA, pp. 36-42 and 
Annex 7). The measures retained are linked to the specific objectives and underlying problem 
drivers. The IA presents three policy options against the baseline. Overall, the IA describes the policy 
options in a sufficient and balanced manner. 

Baseline: no further EU action. 

Option 1 (least ambitious) proposes that the EU's targets to reduce by 50 % the overall use of and 
risk from chemical pesticides, and the use of more hazardous pesticides, by 2030 would remain non-
legally binding. The Member States would share more detailed information about their national 
health and environmental monitoring indicators concerning the use of and risks from pesticides. 
Advisory systems and guidance for pesticide users at EU level would be improved (such as financial 
support for additional training for advisors on IPM, and financial incentives through the CAP and/or 
Member States). New and more efficient techniques (e.g. precision farming, sensor-assisted 
sprayers, robotics) would be promoted, for instance through targeted training in and advice on 
precision farming for professional pesticide users.  

Under option 2 (medium ambitious), the 50 % reduction targets would become legally binding at 
EU level. Member States would set their own national reduction targets, where they can justify a 
reduction from the 50 % target taking into account a formula considering their existing national 
situation and level of progress in reducing the use and risk of pesticides (IA, p. 37). These national 
targets would then be legally binding.4 Professional pesticide users would be required to keep 
records of pesticide use and on IPM in electronic form so as to facilitate the collection and further 
analysis of the data. Member States (national authorities) would be obliged to analyse the pesticide 
use data and report to the Commission annually to monitor progress. Option 2 would build on 
option 1 to promote targeted training (independent advisory services) in precision farming, and the 

https://ipexl.europarl.europa.eu/IPEXL-WEB/document/COM-2022-305
https://ipexl.europarl.europa.eu/IPEXL-WEB/document/COM-2022-305/serik
https://ec.europa.eu/eip/agriculture/en/digitising-agriculture/developing-digital-technologies/precision-farming-0
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take-up of other more efficient techniques, to professional pesticide users. The use of more 
hazardous pesticides would be prohibited in sensitive areas (e.g. urban green areas). 

Option 3 (most ambitious) would be identical to option 2 in several elements, such as improved 
monitoring and data availability, and stronger implementation of IPM. However, option 3 would 
establish legally binding 50 % reduction targets at both EU and national levels. The use of all 
chemical pesticides would be banned in sensitive areas.  

Assessment of impacts  
The IA analyses the social, environmental and economic impacts of the policy options in terms of 
them achieving the objectives of the farm to fork strategy. The assessment is mostly qualitative; 
quantification has been made whenever sufficient data was available, according to the IA. As 
regards social impacts (not quantified), the IA expects that reductions in the use and risk of 
chemical pesticides in line with the targets announced in the farm to fork strategy would have a 
direct impact on the level of exposure to pesticides (IA, p. 43). With option 1, the reduction in 
exposure of professional and non-professional users of pesticides, citizens, and consumers of food 
products will be limited, owing to the high uncertainty of reaching the 50 % reduction targets. 
Affordability of food would likely remain unchanged. Option 2 would likely increase Member States' 
ambition, in particular with regard to reducing the use of more hazardous pesticides. The IA expects 
positive health impacts on the general public and children, in particular, through banning the use 
of more hazardous pesticides in urban areas (e.g. playgrounds, schoolyards and other recreational 
areas). These positive impacts would even be increased in option 3, which envisages banning the 
use of all chemical pesticides in urban areas. However, when it comes to reaching the 50 % reduction 
targets, option 3 could have adverse effects in terms of higher food prices, which could lead to 
inequalities in access to nutritious and affordable food, affecting more vulnerable groups in society 
(IA, p. 45). 

In the assessment of environmental impacts, the 50 % reduction target for the use of more 
hazardous pesticides by 2030, in particular, could lead to benefits for the environment, as these 
highly toxic and persistent pesticides have the most negative impact. The IA states that the ability 
to quantify the impact of the prescribed options is limited, as they are likely to be also impacted by 
other policy actions (IA, p. 46), such as the EU Water Framework Directive. In option 1, the 
uncertainty of reaching the 50 % reduction targets would be similar as for the social/health impacts. 
Training requirements and the obligation for all operators to hold a certificate of training in the use 
of more hazardous pesticides could improve conditions of use and result in risk reduction for the 
environment. This could also be true for advisory services, testing and inspections. According to the 
IA, the measures under option 2 would lead to positive environmental impacts, particularly on 
sensitive natural areas. The introduction of electronic record-keeping could improve measurability 
and monitoring of IPM implementation; indirect positive effects (taking better-informed decisions) 
on the environment could be achieved by increasing data availability and collection. Option 3 would 
envisage a strengthened obligation to achieve the 50 % reduction targets and ban all chemical 
pesticides from sensitive areas. This could lead to greater positive environmental impacts (risk 
reduction) than options 1 and 2. Environmental impacts on account of better IPM implementation 
and improved monitoring would be identical to option 2. 

When assessing economic impacts, the IA includes a mixed qualitative and quantitative 
assessment. Policy elements associated with potentially direct economic costs (such as 
administrative costs) have been assessed quantitatively as far as possible (IA. p. 49). In option 1, the 
economic impact on farmers would be limited. For options 2 and 3, the IA states that any higher 
costs for EU producers resulting from the implementation of the targets could erode the 
competitiveness of EU farming and the agri-food sector (IA, p. 54). Possible mitigating financial 
support under the CAP (e.g. payments for investment in pesticides management and localised 
spraying, payments for training and advice, conversion to organic farming, and investment in 
precision spraying equipment) could be envisaged. However, information about specific financial 

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/info/intro_en.htm
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assistance and/or incentives is limited. Increased reporting by Member States would lead to more 
administrative costs for national and EU authorities. Member States that do not yet have training 
obligations for the purchase of pesticides containing more hazardous substances could expect 
economic costs. Member States would face costs for developing or approving crop-specific IPM 
rules. Regular data collection and progress reporting, as proposed in option 2 (and option 3), would 
lead to additional direct costs for Member States. The Commission would incur additional 
administrative costs (assessing reports, monitoring). For Member States that do not (yet) have an 
electronic record system, the costs for users of pesticides would be limited, with some increase in 
administrative burden (IA, p. 57). The main additional costs (administrative and compliance costs) 
for both the Member States (around €500 000 one-off implementation costs) and the Commission 
are projected to arise from the establishment of a system for data and indicator analysis. Economic 
benefits are expected to be achieved thanks to better knowledge about the use of pesticides, and 
better data and monitoring management. Options 2 and 3 would foster the role of independent 
advisors on IPM, with expected costs for farmers of between €180-540 per farm annually. Costs for 
electronic IPM record-keeping are estimated at €74 per farmer annually. These costs may be 
supported by the CAP. Member States would see increased administrative costs in updating and 
reporting their national action plans annually.  

The IA does not discuss territorial impacts. However, this could have been useful, given the 
findings of the evaluation of the current SUD, notably uneven and incomplete implementation of 
current legislation and potential different starting positions in the Member States. 

When it comes to comparing the policy options, the IA considers their effectiveness, efficiency, 
coherence, subsidiarity and proportionality in line with the Commission’s Better Regulation 
Guidelines. To facilitate the comparison of options and the identification of the rationale behind the 
selection of the preferred option, the IA presents all options in a summary table, illustrating how the 
options score (from --- to +++) under the main criteria used to compare each specific objective (IA, 
pp. 62-64 and Annex 7). This seems to be consistent with the analysis in the IA. 

When assessing effectiveness, the IA finds option 3 to be the most effective, with stronger actions 
reducing the sales and use of more hazardous pesticides (IA, p. 59). However, option 3 could cause 
subsidiarity concerns by setting fixed standards for national reduction targets. In terms of 
efficiency, option 2 would be the most efficient one, taking into account national circumstances, 
past achievements, and a more proportionate approach. As for coherence, all options are 
considered to be coherent with existing legislation (e.g. farm to fork and biodiversity strategies, zero 
pollution action plan, CAP). Regarding proportionality, the IA explains that with the exception of 
fixed, legally binding 50 % reduction targets at Member State-level (option 3), all other policy 
options, and the proposed policy measures, are proportionate. However, proportionality could have 
been explained in more detail, in particular as regards the substantial differences between the 
agricultural sectors in the Member States. Moreover, stakeholder views on proportionality and 
subsidiarity could have been described in more detail.  

The preferred option is option 3, except for the reduction targets, where option 2 is preferred. The 
50 % reduction targets become legally binding at EU level, with Member States setting their own 
national reduction targets. According to the IA, the preferred option would be most consistent with 
the ambitions of the European Green Deal, the farm to fork and biodiversity strategies, and the zero 
pollution action plan. Pesticide users would be better informed about the risks of pesticide use and 
effective alternatives to chemical pesticides. The IA includes a summary of costs and benefits for 
the preferred policy option (IA, Annex 3, pp. 98-105), with a cost-benefit-assessment for the 
stakeholder groups affected.  

SMEs / Competitiveness 

According to the IA, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) would be particularly affected by 
several potential changes to the SUD (IA, p. 43). These SMEs would include: i) farmers and other SMEs 
using pesticides; ii) handlers of agricultural products and pesticides; iii) agricultural advisers; iv) food 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/swd2021_305_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/swd2021_305_en.pdf
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processors and intermediaries; and v) agricultural contractors. However, the IA does not specify the 
costs and benefits of the policy options for SMEs, nor does it explain why an SME test has not been 
conducted. The CAP would already offer means to mitigate negative impacts, according to the IA 
(IA, p. 55). However, impacts are hardly quantified in the IA; they could have been discussed in 
greater detail. As regards competitiveness, the IA explains that varying levels of competitiveness in 
the single market could be reduced by applying rules more consistently in the Member States. 
Potential changes in the competitiveness of the EU food industry vis-à-vis third countries, potential 
impacts on international trade, higher food prices, and reduced yields of agricultural production are 
discussed in the impacts of the preferred option and in Annex 5. However, the IA states that the 
economic analysis of these aspects differs on the overall impacts and their scale (IA, pp. 70-71). 

Simplification and other regulatory implications 

The IA does not give special attention to estimates on the additional administrative burden for 
businesses and EU citizens resulting from the initiative, as required by the new 'one-in, one-out' 
approach for initiatives included in the 2022 Commission work programme. As regards 
simplification and improved efficiency (REFIT), the IA states that 'no legislative simplifications or 
reductions of administrative burden have been identified that would not jeopardise the 
objectives … to protect health and the environment …' (IA, p. 72). According to the IA, the proposal 
is consistent with the objectives of the European Green Deal, the farm to fork and biodiversity 
strategies, the zero pollution action plan, and existing legislation (e.g. CAP) to reduce the use of and 
risk from chemical pesticides. Connections with several other policy areas (current and forthcoming 
initiatives, e.g. CAP, carbon farming proposal, drone strategy) are listed in Annex 5 (IA, pp. 154-163). 
On digitalisation, the IA states that implementation of electronic record-keeping techniques should 
in the longer term promote innovation, competitiveness and added value, and reduce comparable 
administrative burdens of alternative non-electronic systems (IA, p. 57). 

Monitoring and evaluation 
The IA comprehensively presents the monitoring and evaluation plans on all specific objectives. In 
line with the Better Regulation Guidelines, the IA sets out the operational objectives, defined in 
terms of the specific policy actions' deliverables, after identifying and selecting the preferred option 
(see Better Regulation Toolbox, Tool #15), giving operational guidance of what is to be achieved 
(output indicators) (IA, pp. 73-77). The existing farm to fork indicator to measure the achievement 
of the two EU pesticide reduction targets would form the basis on which progress at EU and Member 
State levels is monitored annually. The IA explains that the proposed regulation would be evaluated 
at the earliest 7 years after it becomes applicable. 

Stakeholder consultation 
In line with the Better Regulation Guidelines, the IA includes a separate annex, which describes the 
Commission's stakeholder consultation activities (IA, Annex 2, pp. 84-96). The IA provides a list of 
stakeholder groups for all consultation activities (IA, p. 85). The combined evaluation roadmap/ 
inception impact assessment received 360 responses between 29 May and 7 August 2020. From 
18 January to 12 April 2021, the Commission conducted an open public consultation (OPC), meeting 
the 12-week requirement under the Better Regulation Guidelines. The OPC enquired about the 
views on the current use of and attitudes towards pesticides, and on options to improve their 
sustainable use. According to the IA, a total of 1 699 responses were received. 

The IA provides general information about the geographical distribution. However, the numbers are 
not always consistent with the information provided on the Commission Have your say website. The 
IA presents a breakdown by stakeholder group (such as Member State authority/public authority, 
EU citizens, companies/business organisations, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), business 
associations, consumers, and plant protection product producers, distributers and users). The 
Commission undertook targeted consultations (interviews and surveys) of public authorities, plant 
protection product users, industry and environmental organisations, EU institution representatives 

https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/default/files/br_toolbox-nov_2021_en_0.pdf
https://food.ec.europa.eu/plants/pesticides/sustainable-use-pesticides/farm-fork-targets-progress_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12413-Pesticides-sustainable-use-updated-EU-rules-/feedback_en?p_id=7929317
https://ec.europa.eu/info/law/better-regulation/have-your-say/initiatives/12413-Pesticides-sustainable-use-updated-EU-rules-/public-consultation_en
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and NGOs. The consultations covered several aspects of the evaluation and potential revision of 
existing legislation, such as the SUD's contribution to the use of pesticides, the level of SUD 
implementation, and the future of the SUD, as well he achievement of the farm to fork strategy 
targets. The IA clearly describes the main results of these consultation activities (IA, pp. 90-96). 
Moreover, stakeholder workshops were organised between January and October 2021.  

Overall, the IA describes the varying and conflicting views of stakeholder groups on the problems 
(e.g. use of chemical pesticides and availability of alternatives, environmental and health risks of 
pesticides use, economic incentives for applying IPM), the problem drivers and specific objectives, 
and on subsidiarity and proportionality. However, the views of stakeholders, in particular SMEs, on 
the options, and how their views were taken into account, could have been presented in more detail.  

Supporting data and analytical methods used 
The IA lists and describes the following supporting data in a separate annex (IA, Annex 4, 
pp. 106-127): the referenced, publicly available external support study (Ramboll, 2022) for the 
evaluation and the IA; desk research (in-depth literature review), studies in this policy field (in a 
separate annex, IA, Annex 5) and case studies; implementation reports; and stakeholder 
consultations. All data sources are duly referenced. Limitations and uncertainties in the analysis of 
the policy options and their social, environmental and economic impacts are acknowledged in a 
transparent way. For instance, the IA states that regarding the achievement of the 50 % reduction 
targets, the pathways for reaching the targets are unclear, since the mechanism to reach these 
targets would be defined by Member States, which does not allow for assessing direct costs, such 
as administrative or compliance costs (IA, p. 106). Concerning analytical methods, the IA describes 
the HRIs established under the current SUD, and the calculation methodology to show the evolution 
in the risks to human health and the environment from the use of pesticides (IA, pp. 107-109). 
Moreover, the IA provides information about the calculation of costs for the specific policy 
measures, such as the costs for the proposed mandatory electronic IPM record-keeping and 
reporting system, those for an independent advisory system, or those linked to annual reporting on 
national action plans. 

Follow-up to the opinion of the Commission Regulatory Scrutiny Board 
The Regulatory Scrutiny Board (RSB) initially issued a negative opinion on a draft version of the IA 
on 26 November 2021. The RSB recommended that the IA be clearer about the available data and 
evidence for the proposal; the availability and affordability of precision farming and less hazardous 
alternatives to chemical pesticides; and the impacts and trade-offs of the initiative for the 
environment, health and the economy. 

Following the submission of a revised IA on 17 December 2021, the RSB issued a positive opinion 
with reservations on 26 January 2022. The RSB draws attention to significant shortcomings, calling 
for an explanation for the lack of evidence for pesticide sales and use, and the corresponding 
limitations for the problem definition, option formulation and impact analysis. The RSB points to the 
need to better justify the choice of the 50 % reduction targets. It also notes that the IA should set 
out how the process of monitoring and issuing recommendations can guarantee that the individual 
Member States' efforts (fair burden sharing) will ensure that the EU reduction targets are met, and 
how binding national targets will be ultimately established. The RSB notes that the IA is not clear 
about flanking initiatives to support the proposal's objectives, and that the draft IA report does not 
set out a timeframe for evaluating the proposal. The IA explains how the RSB's comments have been 
addressed (IA, pp. 78-82). It appears that the RSB's recommendations for improvements were only 
taken into account partly, considering that the justification for the choice of the 50 % reduction 
targets, and how the national binding targets will be established, would have benefited from a more 
detailed explanation. 

https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/d72f9e29-f1d6-11ec-a534-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://op.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/5debbc42-f1d9-11ec-a534-01aa75ed71a1/language-en/format-PDF/source-search
https://food.ec.europa.eu/system/files/2022-06/pesticides_sud_eval_2022_cs-compendium.pdf
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=PI_COM:SEC(2022)257&from=EN
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=PI_COM:SEC(2022)257&from=EN
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Coherence between the Commission's legislative proposal and IA 
The proposal appears to correspond to the preferred policy options indicated in the IA. 

The impact assessment (IA) examines the nature and scale of the problem. It substantiates the 
findings with references to: the evaluation of current rules, which was carried out in parallel with the 
IA; further analysis by the European Commission; publicly available studies; and stakeholder input. 
The problems and problem drivers are discussed in detail, and the IA analyses how the problems 
would evolve without further action. However, information about the evolution of the problem 
appears to focus more on environmental and health issues and less on economic viability. The IA 
provides a qualitative and partly quantitative assessment of the options' social, environmental and 
economic impacts. However, information about possible financial assistance and/or incentives for 
the agri-food sector is limited. Limitations and uncertainties in the analysis are described in a 
transparent way. The views of stakeholders, in particular SMEs, on the options, and how their views 
were taken into account, could have been presented in more detail. Furthermore, the IA would have 
benefited from a more comprehensive analysis of the impacts on SMEs (such as farmers, food 
processors, and handlers of agricultural products and pesticides). 

ENDNOTES 
1  'Pesticides' that protect crops or desirable or useful plants. 'Pesticide' is often used interchangeably with 'plant 

protection product'; however, the terms are not identical, since pesticide is a broader term that also covers non-
plant/-crop uses, for example biocides. See also IA, Part 2, Annex 8, p. 4.  

2 See also E. Karamfilova, Revision of Directive 2009/128/EC on the sustainable use of pesticides, EPRS, European 
Parliament, September 2022.  

3  In its resolution of 7 July 2022 on better regulation, the European Parliament states that it is seriously concerned about  
the increasing trend of evaluations and impact assessments being carried out in parallel, although evaluation results 
should feed into any revision of legislation.  

4  The IA states that 'the targets set by Member States would become binding after Member States have had time to 
consider any Commission recommendations to increase their level of ambition. Member States would report annually 
on progress towards their achievement and the Commission would publish an analysis every two years, which could 
include recommendations to the Member State for additional actions' (IA, p. 54). 

 

 

This briefing, prepared for the Committee on the Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI), analyses whether the 
principal criteria laid down in the Commission’s own Better Regulation Guidelines, as well as additional factors identified by 
the Parliament in its Impact Assessment Handbook, appear to be met by the impact assessment. It does not attempt to deal 
with the substance of the proposal. 
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