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IN THE CHAIR: Mr ÉRIC ANDRIEU
Chairman of the Special Committee

on the Union’s authorisation procedure for pesticides

The meeting opened at 15.05.

Chair. –I suggest that we start the meeting without any further delay.

Point 1 on the agenda: If there are no objections from you, I shall consider the agenda adopted
without any amendments.

Point 2: I would like to inform you that interpreting is available in 14 languages today, the
electronic file is available (as usual) via the emeeting app and the meeting will be streamed.

Point 3: A film crew will be covering our meeting today for the German television channel,
ARD.

Point 4: The recommendations made by the coordinators during our meeting on 11 June have
been relayed electronically. As I have not received any objections from you, I shall consider
them adopted and I would like to thank you. The minutes from the meetings held on 12 March
and 12 April have therefore been adopted without any amendments.

Therefore, I would suggest that the working session begins. Thank you to everyone for coming.
As you know, this session is somewhat unique, as it will be in two parts. First of all, we will
hear from Commissioner Vytenis Andriukaitis and we will ask him our questions. I would like
to thank him for making himself available for this discussion. This meeting will last one hour,
as we had agreed with the coordinators. Following the break, we will then continue with a
second working session with the European Ombudsman, whom I would like to thank for
coming, the OECD and the Wageningen University of Agriculture, which will be a question
and answer session. I will then take the floor again.

I would like to provide an overview on how these sessions will be structured. In order to respect
the principle of balanced discussions and, as it is not possible for everyone to speak,
Commissioner Andriukaitis will first speak for 15 minutes. The floor will then be given to four
coordinators, Angélique Delahaye (EPP), Pavel Poc (S&D), Anthea McIntyre (ECR) and
Ulrike Müller (ALDE), who will ask the Commissioner their questions for 10 minutes.

There will then be a second set of questions with four other coordinators: Anja Hazekamp
(GUE/NGL), Michèle Rivasi (Greens/EFA), Mireille d’Ornano (EFDD) and Philippe Loiseau
(ENF). The Commissioner will have ten minutes to respond to them.

We will then give the floor to two co-rapporteurs, Norbert Lins (EPP) and Bart Staes
(Greens/EFA), for two minutes each, so that they can ask questions. The Commissioner will
then have five minutes to answer these questions. I will provide a short conclusion and that will
be the end of the first part of the working session.

For the second part of the working session, all members will be able to take part. The co-
rapporteurs will start, followed by the coordinators and then each member will be able to ask
our speakers questions, following the catch-the-eye procedure, as is usually the case. Everyone
will therefore be able speak if we comply with the agreed structure and the time set out. I will
now give the floor to Commissioner Vytenis Andriukaitis, whom I would like to thank again
for coming, to make a 15-minute presentation.



19-06-2018 3

1-004-0000

Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Member of the Commission. – Thank you very much indeed for
the invitation.

European citizens expect safe food, and rightfully so. However, while ensuring that food safety
remains an imperative, it is no longer sufficient in itself. Increasingly, citizens have concerns
about how their food is produced, about the sustainability of the food system and about
environmental protection. The governance of our food system is also becoming more open and
inclusive, with a call for greater transparency in the risk analysis as well as the greater
engagement of citizens in the decision-making process, facilitated by digital innovation and
social media.

We can only meet these expectations if we can together learn lessons from recent challenges
and move forward in the interest of all citizens. In this context, this special committee is
important, so I thank you for your invitation and the opportunity to speak with you.

Let me stress one point: this committee and I share the same goal, namely to maintain food
safety, protect citizens’ and animals’ health, and safeguard the environment. To help achieve
these goals, the European Union has the most stringent regulatory system of pesticides in the
world. It requires first a comprehensive scientific evaluation conducted by the Member States
and the European Food Safety Authority and, if safety has been demonstrated, approval of
active substances at EU level. However, the final products are then approved by the Member
States.

Let me be quite clear that the Commission has removed – and will continue to remove – active
substances from the market if they are not safe. Since the regulation in 2011, the Commission
has taken 22 non-approval or non-renewal decisions based on scientific evaluations. In fact, the
approval criteria are so strict that many companies have decided not to submit their substances
for renewal, because they don’t expect them to pass this test. This is true of 18 substances.

The Commission does not hesitate to restrict the use of certain substances when warranted. The
recent decision to prohibit the outdoor use of three neonicotinoid substances proves this point.
Nevertheless, I am aware that, despite all our efforts, some Members of the European
Parliament claim that the Commission is not courageous enough to ban substances when there
is a negative risk assessment from the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). I would like
to put the facts right and give a concrete example. My services are organising an appeal
committee in July for four active substances that I would like to ban, following an EFSA
negative risk assessment: diquat, malathion, pymetrozine and thiram. Unfortunately, Member
States do not support my proposal: so many of them want to keep their products on their
markets. So the issue remains uncertain. This, I hope, shows my determination, but also the
difficulties of the Commission’s task.

The legislation adopted by Parliament and the Council is very stringent. At the same time, there
is no such thing as a perfect system, so we should always look to refine this process, to
modernise it and to incorporate lessons learned. The Fitness Check of the General Food Law
and the recent European Citizens’ Initiative on glyphosate both called for greater transparency
of EU risk assessment in the food chain and reinforcement of the system’s sustainability.

I have proposed the revision of the regulation on the General Food Law with these goals in
mind. Some of you were there when I presented the revision to the Committee on the
Environment, Public Health and Food Safety (ENVI) last April, but allow me to briefly outline
the proposal again. It seeks to make improvements in four key areas. First, it increases the
transparency of the risk assessment by ensuring that scientists and citizens have access to key
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information at an earlier stage, with the exception of confidential information. Second, specific
measures will improve the quality and reliability of the scientific studies. For example, a register
of studies commissioned by industry will be established, and EFSA will be able to provide
general advice on what is required from the industry before an application for an authorisation
is submitted. In exceptional circumstances, the Commission can ask EFSA to commission
additional verification studies. So the proposal aims to strengthen the involvement of Member
States, the European Parliament and NGOs in EFSA’s governance structure, without impeding
EFSA’s independence. Third, it strengthens communication between the Commission, EFSA,
the Member States, stakeholders and the general public.

I am confident that this proposal will result in significant benefits and will improve citizens’
trust and confidence in the process. I am not the only one to think that. I was very happy when
Helmut Burtscher-Schaden from Global 2000, one of the initiators of the citizens’ initiative but
also a like-minded friend, dedicated his important book, ‘Die Akte Glyphosat, Top Secret’ to
me with the following words: ‘Dear Commissioner Andriukaitis, on 4 March 2016, you stated
that all studies should be disclosed because of an overriding public interest. On 11 March 2018,
you came up with a strong legal proposal. Thank you for that’. So we are very clearly not far
apart. We live on the same planet – the one and only planet we share and cherish. We need to
work together to make this proposal a reality, to make sure that there is no leeway and no
suspicion that corporations use the weaknesses of the system and endanger our health. As
Helmut writes on the cover of his book: ‘Smoke & mirrors in the pesticides approval process’.

The ENVI Committee has started working on this proposal, and I call on all of you to support
this initiative so the legislative process can be finished within the current legislative term. But
this is not the only area we are looking to improve. We are using the Regulatory Fitness and
Performance Programme to evaluate our pesticide legislation. This includes both the regulation
on plant protection products and the regulation on pesticide residuals.

I want to take this opportunity to welcome Parliament’s focus on these issues. In addition to
this committee’s forthcoming report, Members of European Parliament Pavel Poc is examining
the implementation of the plant protection regulation, and Parliament’s research services have
already produced a study on this topic. We also have the Scientific Advice Mechanism’s
opinion on pesticides and the findings of the audits conducted by the Commission’s services in
the Member States. Let me assure you that all of these outputs will feed into the Commission’s
analysis as we move ahead.

In addition, I have myself had many discussions on our system. This is why I would like to
respond to some concerns that I have noted in the list of questions you have sent me and in the
meetings I have had with some of you. I am aware of criticism as regards a repetitive extension
of the approval of substances. Indeed, here I am bound by the letter of the law. If the rapporteur
Member State is late in finalising its assessment, the whole EU procedure is delayed, and this,
unfortunately, happens from time to time. In such cases I cannot withdraw a substance from the
market, because it is the authorities and not the company who are to blame for the delay. That
would be unfair and illegal. I have no choice but to extend the approval. That is not satisfactory,
and they have written to Member States to ask them to fulfil their duty and accelerate their work
– unfortunately with little success. Another criticism concerns the overuse of confirmation
information. I do not know why people use the term ‘overuse’. This possibility is provided for
in the legislation, and we are using this procedure strictly in line with the regulation, which says
that confirmatory information may be requested ‘where new requirements are established
during the evaluation process or as a result of new scientific and technical knowledge’. I have
responded to the Ombudsman on this issue. As a result of scientific progress we develop new
guidance documents, and our procedures are very slow, so sometimes it is important to be strict
and ask for more information from the companies, to take account of progress in science.
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Finally, I would like to react to the comments that our guidance documents are too often
delayed. This is indeed true of, for instance, of the Bee Guidance Document, again despite all
our efforts. The reality is that these documents need to be endorsed by the Member States, and
here again it is sometimes difficult to find a solid majority. Maybe the answer would be to
depoliticise such documents and leave them to scientists alone. I would welcome your views
on this.

The 2009 Directive on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides also seeks to reduce the risk of
pesticides to health and the environment. In order to deliver on its potential, the directive needs
to be implemented rigorously, and that requires investment by all of us. Last year, a
Commission report on the implementation of the directive found that, despite all Member States
adopting a national action plan, there were wide variations between the different plans, in
particular regarding measurable targets and timetables for the action areas. This needs to
change. Member States are currently reviewing their national plans. The revised plans must
include clear, measurable goals. This year the Commission is conducting audits in four Member
States on the implementation of the directive, and further audits are planned in 2019 and
beyond. We are also working with Member States to develop harmonised risk indicators to
monitor trends in the risks and impacts of pesticide use.

You, as Members of the European Parliament and as members of this committee, play a crucial
role, so I want to take this opportunity to ask you to focus the debate on national action plans
in each of your individual Member States. Reducing the risk associated with pesticides is also
a goal of the new Common Agricultural Policy proposal, which was published on 1 June. It is
worth noting that some aspects of the Directive on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides are now
included in the rules of conditionality. This means that direct payments could be reduced if
farmers do not comply with them. Further indicators have been set on the sustainable use of
pesticides, and Member States will be evaluated against this.

Honourable Members, I want to thank you once again for your engagement and the important
work undertaken by this committee. I look forward to your report and I assure you that your
conclusions will be taken on board – but please be precise, be detailed and be specific. We will
continue to work tirelessly on increasing transparency, building trust and improving the
sustainability of our food safety system.

1-005-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much, Commissioner, for your introduction, which I am sure will
provoke the questions that will follow. Without further delay, I would like to hand the floor to
Angélique Delahaye of the EPP, as a coordinator, for the first set of questions.

1-006-0000

Angélique Delahaye (EPP). – Thank you, Chair, and thank you, Commissioner, for that
presentation. I have no doubts about the merits described in your presentation, but I am not sure
about this new process.

Have you assessed the potential delays and the increased costs that this process could cause for
economic stakeholders and do you not worry that many producers will no longer use file
repositories because the procedures are cumbersome? Are you not worried that you are once
again complicating processes and discouraging innovation? At the same time, I imagine that
you have considered the balance between the transparency sought by consumers and the need
to maintain a competitive economic sector. Everyone understands that we definitely need to
respect our environment more. I usually say farmers are the main ecologists, but they are now
facing unpredictable weather conditions which are resulting in a great deal of pressure from
pests and many production losses. When you are fighting against food waste like I do, it is
difficult to find the balance, but I am counting on your proposal to find this balance.
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1-007-0000

Pavel Poc (S&D). – Thank you Chair, and thank you Commissioner for being here and for your
support for this agenda, and also for your proposal on general food law improvement when it
comes to authorisation procedures. But I have maybe two doubts or questions. The first is that,
within your proposal (the Commission proposal), the two most important loopholes, in my
opinion, which were revealed in parliamentary research on plant protection product legislation,
which was done because we are working on implementing the European Parliament report, are
not addressed. The first is the misuse of Article 53 by Member States, because this is probably
one of the most important loopholes in all the legislation. And the second, when it comes to
transparency, is the PAFF Committee (Standing Committee on Plants, Animals, Food and Feed)
itself, because even if you have a very thorough and the best possible authorisation procedure,
at the end of the procedure there is a PAFF Committee, and the members of this committee are
not bound by science, not bound by anything, just bound by what they are told to vote for by
their Minister or whoever in the Member States. So there are two very important gaps, and I
have my doubts as to how these gaps are addressed. This is my question.

1-008-0000

Anthea McIntyre (ECR). – Commissioner, thank you very much for your presentation and for
being here today. My first question is: with the introduction of the new proposal on the General
Food Law and the REFIT exercise that is currently under way regarding Regulation (EC) No
1107/2009, is it fair to say, first, that the Commission is aware that there are weaknesses in the
system that need to be addressed, and secondly, that it is already in the process of making the
necessary improvements?

My second question is about transparency. At our previous meetings, representatives from both
the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) and the European Chemicals Agency (ECHA)
agreed that more transparency would be a positive improvement to the system. So how are the
views of the European agencies integrated into the revision of legislation? For example, do they
benefit from a privileged position in the process of consultation as compared with outside
entities? And is addressing transparency the only way to restore trust in the system in your view,
or are there other ways that could also improve trust?

1-009-0000

Ulrike Müller (ALDE). — Thank you Chair, and thank you Commissioner, for being here.
The Commission’s proposals on the General Food Law will be discussed quite often, so I would
like to focus on one problem in particular, which I think is absolutely central for this committee.

The reason for having this committee is not because there is still some improvement to be made
to Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, in terms of transparency and the mutual recognition of
product authorisations, for example. Improving a well-functioning system is the bread and
butter of our Standing Committees. No, we have this committee because our risk
communication obviously isn’t reaching sections of the public, which, with the resulting public
debates undermines the trust people have in our European consumer protection mechanisms.

In my opinion, improving risk communication is elementary. That’s why I’m very pleased that
you’ve included this point in your proposal on the General Food Law. Nevertheless, the
proposal currently only includes very general principles for a delegated act on establishing a
risk communication master plan. I would therefore be very interested to learn how you imagine
its implementation in practical terms, and how that might in the future help us to avoid many
of the discussions which we’re having in this committee today.

1-010-0000

Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Member of the Commission. – Thank you, Chair, and may I
start with the questions from Angélique Delahaye, about cost and then about competitiveness
and environmental issues?
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I believe the proposal did not discourage innovation, and it is important because we need
innovation in various substances. I would like to tell you that the main new requirements relate
to notification of Commission studies. In the case of renewals the notification of plant status, I
do not see this as very costly. On the other hand, the organisation of prior submission meetings
between the industry and EFSA will lead to better preparation of requests for authorisation and
help, for example, small- and medium-enterprises to fulfil all the requirements until the time
for approvals. Indeed, there may be less need for interruption of the assessment procedure to
ask for additional information from companies.

I believe that this is a balanced proposal and it will help us reduce delays and not incur more
costs. As for competitiveness and environmental issues, from my point of view transparency
and helping small- and medium-enterprises to present their documents in a proper way and
encouraging all actors to draw attention to big areas of public concern and avoid disputes about
confidentiality would help us to restore trust and to achieve more clarity and more
environmentally-friendly solutions.

On Pavel Poc’s question, first of all on misuse of Article 53, it is the case that a number of
Member States have granted such emergency authorisations. The authorisations are limited to
the strict use of the products. Such emergency authorisations must be justified taking into
account best practice and possible alternatives. We will now ask EFSA to examine whether this
is the case, and we are currently examining EFSA reports and reflecting on the next step because
we know that seven countries are very active with regard to emergency authorisations.

Speaking on the questions related to the Standing Committee on Plants, Animals, Food and
Feed (PAFF), two years ago we presented some proposals to be put to the vote in the PAFF
Committee in a more open and transparent manner. It will help us address those issues because
otherwise the same thing will continue to happen: hiding behind the Commission. But the
proposals have been in the hands of the co-legislators for two years now. There appears to be
no appetite from the co-legislators to move forward, I don’t know why. It is about transparency.
It is about the PAFF Committee.

Ms McIntyre asked us several questions. I can first confirm the points I will set out below. What
we proposed was a revision of the General Food Law. Granting earlier access to industry started
in the risk assessment process with new guidance on what information from industry studies
can be claimed as confidential. We also introduced a verification process on the quality of
industry studies as regards compliance with relevant studies and ensured the further
involvement of Member States’ authorities in EFSA’s activities. This is a result of the
consultation process and so it reflects the views and expectations of civil society. This is also
what I intended to explain in my opening speech.

You mentioned transparency. It is one way of improving trust, but not the only way. First of all
we need to restore trust using all instruments for transparency, there is no doubt about this but,
second, we need to improve EFSA’s scientific capacities. Third, we need to have more
instruments if some cases are controversial between different scientists: how can we improve
the system of arbitration to achieve results between different scientific opinions? And we could
also ask EFSA to commission additional studies in the controversy. That will also help us to
restore trust.

It is not only a matter of transparency. It is also about human resources. How can we support
EFSA from a financial point of view to have enough human resources and to attract more
scientists from the outside? And we should also have greater possibilities to include more
Member States in the same process so that they are also part of the decision-making process.
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And finally, risk communication. If you continue with a cacophony such as today’s you have
no chance of achieving anything because you can see different actors, different approaches,
different messages, misleading information, a lot of different interpretations, and then finally
you see distrust in science. It is the same. We need to draw attention especially in the area of
risk communication, because it is about the possibilities for restoring trust.

And the same question came from Ulrike Müller. As you know, risk communication is a very
complex process because it involves a lot of actors at assessment level. You can see different
assessing bodies, Member States assessing bodies and EFSA. And then outside the EU, for
example IARC is an assessing body, and then you can see really different messages in society.

And then from the risk managers’ side, with Member States’ risk managers, the Commission,
the European Parliament also is partially a risk manager, and we need to see how we can build
general plans and achieve more consistent communication. It not about intervening in the field
of risk assessors. No, risk assessment and risk management should be clearly separate, but it is
about communication by all of us. We need to have some annual plans and to see how we can
move forward. There is only one way, otherwise, we will stay the same as today.

1-011-0000

Anja Hazekamp (GUE/NGL). – Chair, I have a question on transparency. The commissioner
has explained here how the transparency of the risk assessment should be improved, and that
the data should be published. I have a question regarding this. How can you identify or, better
yet, prevent the copying of texts from industry? I am not referring to studies that are delivered
by industry, but in particular to the assessment, which is written by industry. Could we prevent
it with the proposals that you have just described here?

1-012-0000

Michèle Rivasi (Greens/EFA). – Thank you, Chair, and thank you, Mr Andriukaitis, for being
with us. I would like to know whether you are aware that, during his speech on the State of the
Union in 2017, President Juncker announced the creation of a ‘subsidiarity-proportionality’
working group which aims to go over all texts and, on the one hand, state what added value
Europe could bring to Member States and, on the other hand, what areas could fall more within
their responsibility.

I have heard that the Commission would be happy to leave everything relating to pesticides and
GMOs to Member States. Could you confirm that there is a Commission proposal on this
matter? Because, if this is the case, I cannot see why we are building Europe, because if there
really is one sector where harmonisation is needed (as you have said, in the whole of Europe),
it is pesticides. And we want to go further here because, as active substances, we want products
to fall under the competence of the European Union and we do not want responsibility for
products to be left to Member States, especially as the competences at an agency level are very
different from one State to another. So, are you aware of this working group and what is your
position?

1-013-0000

Mireille D’Ornano (EFDD). – Chair, Commissioner, in a response given on 3 October 2017,
you said, and I quote: ‘The European Chemicals Agency concluded in March 2017 that
classifying glyphosate as a carcinogenic substance was not justified. This conclusion was also
shared by the EFSA and many other regulatory bodies, including the authorities in Canada,
Australia, New Zealand and Japan’.

Let’s take a look at what is going on in those countries, as you gave them as examples. In
Canada, the quantities of pesticides sold increased by 27% between 2006 and 2012, including
a 71% rise in glyphosate herbicide sales. For Australia, a report by the firm Deloitte showed
that in 2013, more than 2/3 of agricultural production in the country could be attributed to
pesticides, which is 17 billion Australian dollars out of 26 billion per year. New Zealand is
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known to have carried out pesticide spraying by plane and by helicopter, including on populated
areas. The country is, therefore, not a positive example on this matter. Furthermore, the country
has hugely used DDT, which is a particularly dangerous pesticide. While it was banned in most
countries during the 1970s, Australia only banned it in 1989. Finally, we come to Japan. As it
is the leading user of pesticides per hectare in the world, the position taken by its assessment
body cannot necessarily be viewed as an example to follow.

Therefore, Commissioner, do you not think that the Commission, which is supposed to protect
public health, would be better off recognising the scientific controversy over glyphosate, rather
than standing firm on its positions by drawing on the analyses of countries which are among
the most lax in the world when it comes to pesticides?

1-014-0000

Philippe Loiseau (ENF). – Thank you, Chair. Commissioner, the EFSA, which has been
repeatedly crying out that everything is fine, is clearly having problems with its governance and
its functioning. However, some voices here are saying that they would like to entrust more
responsibility with a European Union agency, which would logically be the EFSA.
Nevertheless, we are talking about an agency which has questionable assessment processes
(which is indeed why our committee exists) and which has had its budget discharge refused
several times due to costly management. In addition, according to the European Observatory
for Businesses in Europe, 46% of the experts who make up its scientific panels have a conflict
of interest with the industry. How do you respond to these points?

I would have liked to make a small parallel. When a team loses a match, you change the players.
When a team loses several matches, you often change the manager. So, if the EFSA has been
failing to perform its function over recent years, why are its managers not being held
responsible? Furthermore, how do you envisage providing more funding to a body which,
ultimately, is not performing properly?

1-015-0000

Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Member of the Commission. – Thank you very much indeed for
the questions. Let me start with the first question from Ms Hazekamp, which is about the issue
of ghost writing and the fact that studies may be faked and fabricated, and written without any
actual experiment being done.
A series of tools is proposed in order to ensure the quality of the scientific studies presented to
EFSA, which also indirectly address this potential issue. One of these is strengthening our
auditing system of the laboratories that are reported to have done the studies presented to EFSA.
We can now propose to have more stringent instruments to audit and check laboratories and are
making a general proposal to have registries of Commission studies, which can also help us
address the issue of ghost writing. Here, transparency and the involvement of all actors –
scientists and the public – and organising public debates will help us to address the issue of
ghost writing.

Ms Rivasi raised questions about subsidiarity and proportionality. I have not heard of any such
proposal and am hearing it for the first time now. I have no clue and no information. It is
somewhat misguiding information, because there is no such proposal. It’s fake news, yes.

Of course we want Europe, and I am very happy that you raised questions about Europe. We
want to see more solidarity, and it is now time to discuss the different issues in more detail.
How can we improve assessments at EU level and how can we improve assessment at Member
State level? You can’t exclude Member States. It would be very difficult because of different
geographic conditions, different climate conditions, and different agricultural traditions. There
are a lot of differences, but we also need to improve Member States’ systems and control issues.
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Ms D’Ornano raised questions once again about glyphosate. First of all, a general issue is the
sustainable use of pesticides. We have a directive on the sustainable use of pesticides in the EU;
we have a really integrated pest management system and we ask Member States to have their
national action plans. I think that raising questions about the sustainable use of pesticides at
international level doesn’t matter in our discussions at WHO level or at plant health
international organisation level. We can also have discussions bilaterally between the EU and
our trading partners about the overuse of pesticides, but it is not specifically about glyphosate
or assessing bodies. Assessing bodies is one issue and the use of concrete pesticides is another.
It is not possible to blame assessing bodies if they assess that glyphosate is probably not a
carcinogenic and then to see that some countries are already using pesticides. This means that
they should improve their regulatory framework and encourage farmers to use pesticides in a
more sustainable and more responsible manner. But it is not about blaming the assessing bodies,
because once again we ask EFSA, ECHA and all the assessing bodies to draw attention to the
glyphosate issue.

EFSA continues to work on this substance. It evaluates the residuals in food eaten by consumers
in the EU and confirms that food complying with the legally-permitted levels of residuals is
safe for consumers, but we are of course currently analysing EFSA’s recommendations on the
updating of legal levels of glyphosate. We are permanently in debate with EFSA about those
issues, but of course we have no chance to intervene in science, they have no chance to intervene
in the independence of agencies, and we can now rely on effective scientific assessment. It
doesn’t matter if it is the EU or Canada.

You raised a question about conflicts of interest and about the possibility of keeping
independence from risk measures from industry and so on, but the Member State
representatives, in speaking about our proposal on the management board, will not be risk
managers, given the requirement for Members to have experience in particular in risk
assessment. According to current laws that are maintained, the Member States on the
management board have to make a written commitment to act independently, and they make an
annual declaration of interest, which is made publicly. EFSA’s management board will also
continue to hold its meetings in public, thus allowing public scrutiny on how it takes decisions.
Experience with the current EFSA management board also shows that the role of the
management board focuses mostly on administrative and financial issues and does not go into
scientific assessment. You mentioned possibilities to improve EFSA’s capacities for financial
support, and we also provide some additional financial support. We have just seen the
possibility of dedicating EUR 62.5 million every year  to EFSA supporting the financial
capacities and also, once again, extending EFSA’s ability to be more independent.
1-016-0000

Norbert Lins (PPE). —Thank you Chair, and thank you Commissioner, for addressing this
discussion and these questions today. I am also very grateful to you both for giving clear
answers, especially to the tendentious and sometimes even frivolous questions being posed
here.

Commissioner, there are currently 57 substances awaiting the Commission’s final decision on
their authorisation. When one looks more closely, it seems that the Commission’s official time
limit of six months has already elapsed for 33 substances, since the EFSA delivered its opinion
to the Commission before January 2018. The final decision has been outstanding on 20 of these
substances for over a year already, and for 13 of these, the EFSA’s opinion has been available
since before 2017. How do you explain these delays on the Commission’s part? If I may be
blunt, the Commission sees itself as the guardian of the Treaties, and if one were to look closely,
one could come to the conclusion that it is not upholding the Treaties in this instance.
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The second question is aimed at transparency in the Standing Committee. This has already been
touched on by my colleagues. They demand — rightly, I would say — more transparency in
the industry as well as in the EFSA. But there is, I believe, a lot of obscurity in the PAFF
Standing Committee: who is working on the topics, and also how decisions will ultimately be
made. I would like to hear a little more about the Commission’s conception on this. How could
the whole thing be made more transparent?

1-017-0000

Bart Staes (Verts/ALE). – Thank you, Chair. Commissioner, thank you also for your
presentation and contribution to the debate. I would like to ask you a question on the proposals
that you have made regarding the confidentiality clauses in the general food law. If I have read
the proposals correctly, and if I compare them with current requirements, e.g. Regulation (EC)
No 1049/2001 on public access to documents, or with the Aarhus Convention, how would you
then assess these proposals? Do you find that your own proposals are stronger, stricter, more
complete or equivalent to these two legislative elements?

My second question is: you know that proposals are circulating to create a kind of fund to which
the industry will contribute financially, and that the fund would then be used to finance
scientific studies that are needed for the authorisation of pesticides. All of this with a view to
increasing transparency towards the public, yet with the idea of: look, these studies are financed
independently, and are therefore stronger. What do you think of this? What do you think of the
possibility of a separate fund and would you, if required, be prepared to support or submit these
proposals?

1-018-0000

Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Member of the Commission. – First of all, if I may, I shall
address the question from Norbert Lins. Of course, generally it is about delays, as you know –
about a very complex issue. First, it is important to recall that the Commission has to complete
a number of steps after receipt of the opinion (the conclusion) before it can present a draft
regulation to the standing committee. We need to have six months because six months are
foreseen for this. There are a lot of procedures in six months. With the launch of discussions
with Member States, there are delays at this stage. They usually reflect the difficulty in finding
agreement within Member States. In my opening speech I have referred to the upcoming appeal
committee meeting that we will organise in July for substances. I would like to ban them, or
restrict them more strictly, following an EFSA negative assessment, but Member States do not
support my proposal. I am now going to appeal, and once again it is a good example to show
how processes are time-consuming, and then you can see a lot of reasons why we have delays.
There are discussions with different points of view: many of them want to keep their products
on the markets; some Member States argue not about science, they argue about different issues,
despite risks to health or to the environment.

Why do we propose to change procedures and to introduce open votes at standing committee
level? It is because it helps us also to maybe encourage Member States to have reasonable
arguments and organise the debates publicly. It is not only the Commission which is under
scrutiny of public opinion, but the PAFF Committee also. But our proposal is now in the hands
of the co-legislators, and we do not see any progress.

Speaking about questions related to confidentiality clauses: of course, the spirit of our proposal
is to enhance transparency. I am very keen to do our best to have as transparent a system as
possible. When applicants submit a dossier, they may indeed claim confidentiality for certain
parts of the studies submitted and request other information to be kept confidential. To this end,
it should submit a non-confidential version, and a confidential version of the submitted studies
and other information. Without delay, EFSA would make the non-confidential version on the
submitted studies and information public. In parallel with a shortened period from the date of
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receipt, EFSA would assess the confidentiality claim. In addition, data and information for
whichever confidential request has been considered as unjustified would also be made public.

I believe this is a balanced approach. We have evaluated an option of financial funding from
industry, but it is not feasible to do. We discussed those issues in a very strong manner, starting
with different technical questions, procurement issues and so on and so on, and finally we saw
a lot of reasons. First, the high number of applications for authorisation assessed on the early
basis by EFSA: approximately 450. Second, the fact that the huge majority of these application
are not controversial and do not require the Commission to intervene in the studies. Third, a
large number of studies to support an application for authorisation; and fourth, intrinsic
difficulties concerning the manner in which EFSA or public authorities would choose a specific
laboratory’s open call for tenders, then the administrative procedures, and so on, and the
relevant fees to be paid for carrying out the studies while ensuring the independence of EFSA.
We are not satisfied with such a proposal. We see a lot of arguments against this proposal.

1-019-0000

Chair. – Thank you, Commissioner, for your answers. Would you like to add more or would
you like to leave it there? I think that work has begun. You must gauge the importance of our
joint efforts in the months to come and pay attention to what is going to emerge, because our
report will contain our own comments about what has just been said.

1-020-0000

Vytenis Povilas Andriukaitis, Member of the Commission. – I would like to draw attention
once again.... We will see your conclusions, because it is so important now to have those
conclusions from your side: input proposals and suggestions on how we can improve the
system, because at the end of this year will see a common picture of our efforts, studies, and of
course different scientific advice mechanisms, and so on. It will help us really to present more
comprehensive proposals on how we can move forward in the area of improving our system
and see possibilities to go further. I wish you a very successful job and I will be more than
happy to communicate once again, to help you and to address different questions. I know that
our services will stay here and will have an opportunity to discuss technical questions, but I will
be more than happy to cooperate – collectively, once again, collectively – because I think here
we are all like-minded friends, because it would be good not to have in the future those books
like this one, because it is really a good example of distrust in our system. We need to move
forward without provoking new books.

1-021-0000

(The meeting was suspended for a short time)

1-022-0000

Chair. – I suggest that we start the second part of our session, following the same working
protocol. First of all, I will introduce our guests, whom I would like to thank for coming: Sabine
Jülicher from DG Santé, who will have to leave us slightly earlier because she has a trilogue;
Fintan Butler, principal advisor of the Cabinet of the European Ombudsman; Bob Diderich,
Head of the Environment, Health and Safety Division at the OECD; and Violette Geissen,
professor in the Department of Soil Physics and Land Management at the Wageningen
University of Agriculture.

Each of our speakers will give a 10-minute presentation and we will then move on to a question
and answer session. We will then start with the co-rapporteurs, followed by the coordinators.
There will therefore be one minute per question and two minutes per answer. The member may
then elaborate further for 30 seconds if the answer given is not deemed satisfactory.

I will immediately give the floor to Sabine Jülicher for her 10-minute presentation.
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1-023-0000

Sabine Jülicher, Director ‘food and feed safety, innovation’, DG SANTE, European
Commission. – Chair, I will use my 10 minutes to address two areas on which the members of
the committee have quite a number of questions. One relates to the confirmatory information
in approval decisions, there were quite a number of questions trying to understand better the
system, how it is working and how we are applying it. The other aspect on which quite a number
of questions were received concerned extensions of the approval of active substances in order
to complete the evaluation process.

So to speak first about confirmatory information: this is a system where the requests for
confirmatory information oblige applicants to submit additional information – additional data
– after the approval or after the renewal of approval of active substances. It’s very clear that if
the applicant does not submit this information within the set deadline, then this approval or
renewal of approval is withdrawn, and that is something that actually happens when these
deadlines are not met. We have just recently withdrawn this for an active substance.

I would like to emphasise that with this request for confirmatory information we are firmly
within the provisions of the current regulation dealing with pesticides, so Regulation (EC) No
1107/2009, which explicitly allows to subject the approval of an active substance to the
condition of submission of further confirmatory information to Member States, the Commission
and the European Food Safety Authority (EFSA). This is obviously framed in the legislation,
and the Commissioner already referred to it when the annual requirements are established
during the evaluation process or as a result of new scientific and technical knowledge.
Furthermore, and in exceptional cases, the submission of this type of confirmatory information
may be required in order to increase confidence in the decision to approve the substance.

So there is a frame, and I think it’s also very important to realise that this frame has been
strengthened and clarified in the current regulation, which we’re applying now, as compared to
the previous directive, where there was also the concept of confirmatory information but in a
less well-framed manner. That is relevant when we look at active substances that are subject to
confirmatory information still today.

The Commission has submitted a detailed report to the Ombudsman exactly on this issue. It’s
available online, and there we have explained in great detail how the Commission applies the
provisions on confirmatory data, and to repeat: the criteria set by the European Parliament and
the Council in this regulation are our point of reference under which we are allowed to approve
an active substance while still requesting that confirmatory information.

In this report we explain that there are basically three types of confirmatory information that
were requested by the Commission in the past and under the provisions of the current regulation.
One set of confirmatory information relates to technical specification of the active substance.
This is a very technical term – we heard how long the entire process is, at least three years – so
the specification that the applicant provides of his substance at the beginning of the process
might be rather of a pilot nature, whereas, whenever he makes the step to industrial
manufacture, the specification is updated. So in order for the Commission and in order for the
dossier to be up to date, and for the applicant to be forced to demonstrate that there are no
significant differences between the two specifications, this confirmatory data is requested. In
all the cases that we have studied, about 20% of the use of confirmatory information and
confirmatory data is related to this very technical issue, which is really there to force the
applicant to demonstrate that, by upgrading the process into an industrial process, the
specification is still as it was checked in the assessment.

The second type of confirmatory data relates to the developments regarding the classification
of a substance in accordance with the CLP Regulation. We have a system where at a certain
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stage the applicant is precluded from submitting new information when the assessment is
ongoing. So whilst the assessment is ongoing and a new classification of that substance is
proposed that would be within the assessment process, there would be no possibility of
providing such data. Nevertheless, new classification in the eyes of the regulator may trigger
the requirement for additional data. So that is when the Commission sets the related requests
for additional studies with a clear timeframe, and also a clear frame for the evaluation of that
data.

The last case when we ask for confirmatory information is when there are new developments
in science – when new guidance is available which did not exist when the application was
submitted, or not even at the time of the conclusion of the evaluation process. So all in all,
confirmatory data or the request therefore is a really valid tool, as also provided for in the
regulation, to really strengthen confidence in the approval that has been given.

We informed the Ombudsman that, out of a total of 65 regulations to which the conditions set
out in the regulation applied in full, 24 contained requests for confirmatory information, and
there are quite a number as well just on this very technical specification.

As I said, there is also the case of substances for which confirmatory data has been requested
under the earlier Directive of 1991, and this, as I say, has been less firmly framed. The concept
was already foreseen, but the situations where this data could be required have not been as
clearly framed. So from our point of view we have also an improvement here between the
directive and the regulation of a better frame for asking confirmatory data.

Just quickly: EFSA is always involved in the assessment of confirmatory information. If
necessary, a peer review with Member States will be carried out, and this is a thorough
assessment of that data.

In your questions, you asked why some active substances with carcinogenic metabolites were
approved with confirmatory information. As I explained before, this became necessary, as
during the peer review process, potentially hazardous properties of the active substance which
were not known to the applicant before, or even not to the rapporteur Member States, triggered
the need for generating additional information about the properties of these metabolites.

As we confirmed to the Ombudsman, the Commission will continue to respect its commitment
to have recourse to the request for confirmatory information in a restrictive manner, as provided
by the regulation, and we would like to recall that at this moment we do not apply the concept
of confirmatory information in relation to the so-called cut-off criteria.

I see my time is coming up to the 10 minutes. I would like to speak very briefly about the
extension of approvals, because this is a big topic where questions have also been raised to the
Commissioner. The entire process to review the approval should take three years: that is clearly
set out in the legislation. The various steps at this stage of the reference Member States, at the
EFSA stage, are also clearly framed in time, including the step for the European Commission
to come to a decision within six months. It relates to the question asked by MEP Lins, and yes,
there are delays. I can elaborate in more detail, but we see – and that’s true: there are quite a
number of substantial delays at the stage of the reference and evaluating Member State – certain
delays at the EFSA stage, and also due to the quite complex situation in the risk management
process and in the decision-making phase, there are also delays at the level of the European
Commission.

I just want to say that obviously, decision-making is one of our main tasks as a Commission
service. I just want also to highlight that, besides that, we also have – and that’s actually a very
growing demand on us – a lot of requests for access to information, access to documents,
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parliamentary questions. We do appreciate the interest and we appreciate and cherish the need
to be transparent in the way we are working. I am just saying that overall, our work as a risk
manager is complex, there is a high workload, and again, as the Commissioner mentioned,
sometimes decision-making is not as smooth, because we have quite a number of very complex
cases, also with conflicting views of Member States. I don’t want to overrun more.

1-024-0000

Fintan Butler, Senior Advisor in the Cabinet of the European Ombudsman. – At the beginning,
may I say that the European Ombudsman, Emily O’Reilly, unfortunately cannot be here today,
and she’s asked me to speak on her behalf instead. And maybe just a few preliminary points
about the European Ombudsman before getting on to the main issue of the afternoon.

The European Ombudsman’s office is an independent, statutory office. It’s provided for in the
EU Treaties and recognised in the Charter of Fundamental Rights. The Ombudsman deals with
suspected maladministration in the institutions and bodies of the EU, and she does this by
inquiries, either following complaints made by ordinary citizens or businesses or, if she decides
to do so, she can start an inquiry on her own initiative. The final preliminary point is that, when
the Ombudsman deals with issues where there is decision-making based on scientific evidence,
the Ombudsman doesn’t try to second-guess the scientists and focuses largely, but not entirely,
on procedural matters, for example whether the correct law has been applied, whether the
correct procedures were followed, whether there was any very obvious or manifest error in the
conduct of the operation. Of course, that qualification about looking at procedural matters only,
applies particularly in something like the pesticides issue.

I think the Ombudsman’s most detailed engagement with the issue of pesticides arose in an
inquiry she conducted and which was finished in early 2016. The complaint which prompted
the inquiry came from the NGO Pesticide Action Network (PAN) Europe, and it concerned the
approval of active substances and their placing on the market as pesticides. This, as we’ve been
hearing already, is an extremely complex area. In order to make the very detailed complaint
manageable, the Ombudsman broke down the inquiry into four separate issues, and I will very
briefly explain each of the issues and what the outcomes were.

The first issue had to do with the Commission’s approval of active substances, while at the
same time requesting information – data – that would support that approval: the confirmatory
information procedure or confirmatory data procedure, as it’s generally referred to. The claim
being made by the complainant here was that, in essence, the Commission is approving
substances without having enough information to be able to conclude that the substance does
not in fact pose undue risks to the health of humans, animals or to the environment.

The Ombudsman’s assessment, following her inquiry on this issue, was that the Commission’s
reliance on this confirmatory information procedure was not really compatible with the
legislation, and at that time all of these cases that were being looked at by the Ombudsman were
dealt with under the previous regime – Directive 91/414 – which applied that time. Overall, the
Ombudsman’s assessment was that the reliance on the confirmatory data procedure for the cases
raised by the complainant in fact amounted to maladministration.

In the meantime, the 2009 regulation came into effect in June 2011. In principle, it allows for
an approach based on the use of the requesting of confirmatory information. The Ombudsman’s
view expressed in that decision from 2016 is that, under the current legislation, this
confirmatory data procedure should be used with great caution and restraint and strictly in
accordance with the conditions for the use of that procedure, which are set out in the 2009
regulation.
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On this issue, the Ombudsman proposed to the Commission that it should use the confirmatory
data procedure only where it was justified, strictly in accordance with the legislation, and in
particular, with full regard to the precautionary principle, which should apply.

So that was the first issue dealt with in that Ombudsman inquiry.

The second issue: the complainant had identified ten specific substances which had been
approved by the Commission using the confirmatory data procedure, and the complainant
argued that these should not have been approved, because the European Food Safety Authority
(EFSA) had identified data gaps and risks. All of these ten substances had been approved under
the old regime – Directive 91/414 – and thus, under that regime, there was actually no explicit
provision for using a confirmatory data approach.

In her assessment, the Ombudsman noted that these ten substances had actually been approved
many years earlier and that the Commission had not yet completed the assessment, which would
be based on the additional information that was to be provided. Of course, this meant that, if
the additional information, when provided, revealed that there were problems – gaps, risks –
that hadn’t been properly assessed, this would mean that those substances would have been in
use for a period of years when presumably they should not have been in use, and that in fact
they would have been posing a risk to human and animal health and/or to the environment.

The Ombudsman was not convinced that the Commission was using the confirmatory data
procedure only in cases where was no particular problem, so the Ombudsman proposed that the
Commission should complete its assessment in these ten cases (which had been hanging for
some time) and that it should take whatever action might be necessary following the completion
of the assessment. The Ombudsman also asked that the Commission would take this same
approach – if you like, expediting consideration of these cases and all other cases that were still
pending.
The third issue raised in the complaint was that the Commission was not being sufficiently
specific in its approach to setting out mitigating measures in those cases where it was approving
an active substance. The Commission, as I think we probably heard already, argues that these
mitigation measures are best set by the individual Member States for all kinds of reasons and
that the Member State is better placed, depending on the conditions which apply in the Member
State, to actually decide what the most suitable mitigating measures might be.

The solution that the Ombudsman proposed in this case was that she acknowledged that the
current system is based on a division of responsibilities between the Member States and the
Commission. However, the Ombudsman did take the view that the Commission was in many
cases too lenient in leaving the definition of mitigating measures to the individual Member
State, and she proposed that the Commission would review its approach and include more
specific mitigating measures, especially in those cases where EFSA had identified issues of
concern.

The final issue, which I touched on very briefly, concerns the auditing by the Commission of
the extent to which Member States actually enforce the conditions and the restrictions on
mitigating measures set by the Commission. In this case the Ombudsman proposed that the
Commission should review its approach to auditing, to ensure that audits would be done more
frequently and in a more timely manner, and in particular the Ombudsman proposed that, where
the Commission amends or withdraws an approval, it should pay close attention to how this is
actually implemented or dealt with at Member State level.

So that was the Ombudsman’s inquiry and the Ombudsman’s proposals. What happened next?
In broad terms, the Commission accepted the Ombudsman’s proposals, and at that stage, the
Ombudsman asked the Commission to report back within two years on the steps it had been
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taking to act on those proposals. And as you’ve heard, the Commission earlier this year did
provide a detailed report to the Ombudsman relating to the issues and the proposals made by
the Ombudsman in 2016.

As we also know, the complainant – PAN Europe – has, in the meantime, written to the
Commission giving its observations on the Commission’s report to the Ombudsman. PAN
Europe does not accept much of what the Commission has reported, and PAN Europe has asked
that the Commission would reply to it on its comments on the present situation.

At this stage, the Ombudsman is not commenting in any specific way on these matters. There
is just one factual matter that is worth mentioning, and that is that, of the ten substances which
were reviewed, which PAN Europe had identified and when the Commission reported back
earlier this year, it indicated that, following the additional information provided, it had imposed
additional restrictions on two of them. In one case, the revised approval meant that there were
limits imposed on the application rate of the substance. This restriction (it’s worth saying) came
five years after the original approval, and during that time the substance was being used at rates
which the Commission now accepts were not appropriate.

The second case, and I will finish on this, concerns malathion (if that’s correctly pronounced).
The Commission has now decided that it intends to restrict its use to greenhouses – that is for
indoors only, not for outdoors – because of an unacceptable risk to birds. This restriction cannot
be imposed for the time being, pending a notification process to the WTO, which we were told
is currently under way, but again it’s worth noting that this substance has been in use for eight
years now on the basis of an approval which, when originally given, the Commission now
accepts was not sufficiently restrictive.

1-025-0000

Bob Diderich, Head of Environment, Health and Safety Division, OECD. – I was asked to talk
about the OECD principles of good laboratory practice and OECD test guidelines as they are
being used in many countries in the process of the authorisation of pesticides, as well as for
many other chemicals.

You all know the history of why good laboratory practice was developed. It was a response to
the widespread fraud of contract laboratories in the United States in the 70s. What I would like
to do here is to try to give you a broader view of why good laboratory practice has become an
international standard and why it is not just used at national level. I have tried to provide detailed
responses to the questions that I have been asked, but I would like to take one step back and
provide you with a slightly bigger picture of why good laboratory practice exists as an
international standard.

The problem is that there are more than 100 000 chemicals on the markets of OECD countries.
About a thousand new chemicals come on the market every year and ensuring the safe use of
those chemicals is very resource intensive for both industry and governments, as you have seen
with pesticides in the European Union. The response that countries can provide to this issue is
that, by harmonising our risk assessment methodologies, we can share the burden of ensuring
the safe use of all of those chemicals between countries. The more our risk assessment
methodologies are harmonised, the more the work that is being done in one country can be
reused in another country.

One of the instruments that has been developed at the OECD to respond to that problem is what
we call mutual acceptance of data. In the 1980s, OECD countries agreed that, if tests regarding
the safety of a chemical are performed according to OECD test guidelines and OECD principles
of good laboratory practice, then those results will be accepted for regulatory decision making
in any country that has adhered to this system. Currently it is all OECD countries plus six
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partner countries. By doing so, we are avoiding duplication of testing and non-tariff trade
barriers so every chemical only has to be tested once and not several times according to different
national standards. It also facilitates cooperation between countries and, as I mentioned, a risk
assessment done in one country can be reused to some extent in another country.

I’ve been asked whether good laboratory practice is a guarantee of good science. The answer is
no. What is a guarantee of good science is the OECD test guidelines. We have developed over
many years a collection of test guidelines to test for all types of properties that are relevant for
developing a good risk assessment, be they physical or chemical properties, effects on biotic
systems like aquatic organisms, degradation and accumulation in the environment, and health
effects on mammals, but also more specific types of guidelines like, for example, pesticide
residue chemistry. Overall we have more than 150 of those test guidelines.

The question I am always being asked is whether they are up to the latest scientific standard.
Standardisation is of course never going to be in front of scientific development, but we have
systems in place to make sure that our test guidelines are updated frequently to improve and to
be in line with the latest scientific developments. We update or develop new test guidelines.
We publish between 10 and 20 updated or new test guidelines every year.

Good laboratory practice, as I mentioned, is not about the science. It’s about quality control and
rules for laboratories that perform those tests. They talk about the responsibility of test facility
management, the roles and responsibilities of study directors, the study personnel and the
quality assurance personnel, the suitability of facilities and equipment, standard operating
procedures, documentation of raw data, archiving of records and so on. So good laboratory
practice is really about quality control to ensure the integrity of the test results.

How do we ensure trust between countries in the system? Every country that is part of the
system has to establish a national compliance monitoring authority that inspects laboratories to
ensure that they are compliant with good laboratory practice and that they are also inspecting
or performing study audits to ensure that studies are performed according to the guideline.
There is also a system in place to ensure that study results received in one country that have
been developed or generated in another country can be audited through the network of national
compliance monitoring authorities. If Australia receives the result of a test that has been
performed in Canada, it can ask the national compliance monitoring authority in Canada to
inspect that study and to do a study audit of that test. Every compliance monitoring authority is
also inspected, regularly going through a peer review, to ensure that countries have more or less
the same approach to study inspections and laboratory inspections.

Just to finish, the scope of good laboratory practice and test guidelines covers all non-clinical
tests so everything that is not on humans. We cover industrial chemicals, pharmaceuticals,
pesticides and biocides, but also veterinary drugs and food and feed additives.

I will leave it there and will be happy to answer questions.

1-026-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – Chair, first of all, thank you for inviting me here. I would like to
take you with me on a journey away from procedures, to soil science. I will show you today the
importance of the effects of pesticides on soils. Soil is the skin of the world and the base for our
food production, so I will show you something about pesticide use in Europe.

Do you have any idea how many pesticides are actually on the market? We are actually talking
about 2 000 pesticides with more than 500 different active substances. Earlier, I heard
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something about glyphosate; it’s not the only one. We are talking about 2 000 substances of
which, as you can see here in Europe and all over the world, the use is increasing. That’s a fact.

How can we make a risk assessment to have a look at environmental and human exposure?
What we can see here in the ecosystem approach, if a pesticide is applied to the ecosystem, it
first of all comes to the plant and then it enters the soil. From the soil it can be moved to the
surface water body and there affect potentially aquatic life or come to the ground at the bottom
of the surface water and stay there in the sediment. It can also be taken up by plants. My
colleagues from the Analytical Laboratory in Wageningen found, in some bottles of wine, 26
different pesticides. What can also happen is that pesticides can be leached to the groundwater,
which you may all know from the scandals of atrazine in earlier times, and then ending up in
the drinking water.

What can also happen is that it can be transported with wind erosion. You all know the days in
spring when your windows are not clean any more – they are full of dust. This dust comes from
agricultural areas, from the soils – but what does this dust contain?

All these effects can affect the soil environment, the water environment but as well, lead to
direct human exposures.

I will talk about whether we have techniques of remediation of soils. If you find these pesticides
in the soils (and the aim of us all is, I think, sustainable management) – but what does it mean?
Let’s have a look at what kind of risk assessment we actually have, and what is missing. You
see here on the left side the leaching and the uptake by plants; this is covered by EFSA, which
is using different models to simulate the transport of pesticides into the groundwater and test
residues in food and always write reports on this.

Drift after application is, as well, modelled, and we can estimate the risk. However, there is no
evidence of what happens when pesticides are transported with wind erosion. I will show you
some of our results. This risk is not at all considered in any regulation at this moment.

What about water erosion? People amongst you who live in hilly areas know that after heavy
rainfall not only water is running downhill, but a lot of suspended eroded soil as well. Until
now, the modelling procedures of actual authorities do not consider this particulate transport of
the pesticides which are absorbed into the soil. Runoff: the water component of runoff is
considered.

What we did, and what I think you should know: we made a first assessment of European soils
based on the LUCAS database, which means it is a European Monitoring Programme which
was initially made for texture, pH and organic matter in soils, but we analysed the first time 317
soil samples, and of these we published an article about glyphosate and AMPA, which was
present in about 45% of European topsoils, of agricultural land. But what we found out now in
all this data which has not yet been published (the paper is under review): 83% of all tested
European topsoils contained pesticide residues, and we are not talking about one pesticide or
two here. No, we find up to 13 compounds in one soil sample. We analysed only 74 active
substances, not all 500, but we found 43 different residues. Nobody knows the effects, either
on animals or on humans by exposure: we don’t know anything about these mixtures. They are
not included in the actual risk assessment procedure process at all.

What about – as I said– wind erosion processes, water erosion processes. We first made an
analysis. What we found out was that – you can see here the transport of pesticides attached to
the soils with wind erosion and water erosion – in the North of the Netherlands, 10 mg per
kilogramme of glyphosate in the dust deriving from agricultural fields, and this glyphosate is
attached to the direct long-relevant particles. This means that if people are walking in this area,
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they directly inhale these particles. There are no studies on the toxicology of these particles and
glyphosate going directly to the lungs. There is no toxicology existing. And we know that
glyphosate is not the only pesticide which is absorbed to the dust. What we also know is that
on the topsoils of the soils, when it is eroded, the pesticide is absorbed to the finest soil fraction,
and it is then two times higher in the eroded soil than in the topsoil.

Let’s go back to the soil life. I told you that one million species live in soil, and in one teaspoon
of soil, you have more organisms than there are people in the world. So what EFSA now does
is that they test the acute exposure – the chronic exposure – and then they look at whether this
substance is toxic for soil life or not. They test two species of compost worms, two species of
springtails, one mite and the end transformation. But, as I told you, that is five species – and
more than one million species are living in the ground.

So, can we say that there is no risk for soil organisms if we test five 5 species? The FAO recently
published an article where they show that community structure changes of soil organisms are
the ones which are effected by persistent applications, and not single species.

I always ask farmers the same question: What have you observed in the last 20 years in your
soils? And all farmers – it doesn’t matter where I go – answer the same: We can no longer get
rid of the fungi which attacked our plants; we spray more new fungicides, but we cannot get rid
of these soil-borne diseases. Why? And here you can see a fantastic figure. I love it a lot. The
bad ones, the good ones and the ugly ones: they all live in the soil in the rhizosphere (that is the
root zone of the soil). They have soil organisms which are beneficial for the plants; they help
the plants to grow. We have the bad ones which make plants ill with the soil-borne diseases.
And you have the ugly ones: these are the human pathogens like Staphylococcus or others.
What happens if in this case, for example, your apply glyphosate? Glyphosate kills all
organisms which have certain protein syntheses called the shikimate pathway. What glyphosate
does is to kill the good soil bacteria, and what suppresses them is the fungi, and we find it was
all potato farmers and wheat farmers – fusarium, a specific disease in potatoes and in wheat.
They increase and increase, and they don’t get rid of it, and the good soil organisms, for example
mycorrhiza, which makes phosphate available in the soil, is also killed.

My conclusions are that the approval procedures for pesticides should be adapted, testing no
observed effect concentrations should be done not on soil organisms but on community shifts.
The predicted environmental concentrations. For pesticides in soil should be validated by field
data. It is very important to test mixtures of active substances and formulations (and not only
active substances) to see the real effect in the soils, and it is important to test them by
independent organisations. And then, if these different laboratories he was talking about have
different values, then please choose the lowest one. This is the precautionary principle.

What is very important is that there should be monitoring programmes and that we make
threshold values on a European scale for our pesticide residues in soils. At the moment these
do not exist. We only have a threshold values on a national level for banned pesticides like
DDT and others, but for approved substances we do not have any threshold values. My idea is
that we can look at the approval procedure, but we also have to look at what happens, because
we know that many substances are approved, and as we have heard earlier, they are then
withdrawn from the market.

My ideas is, if they are detected in more than 10% of the samples – either water, soil, dust or
food – they should be reconsidered for approval or banned. What is very important is that we
have sustainable farming systems. They exist. Governmental programmes are needed to support
farmers to apply them. We are still applying pesticides as we did in the ‘60s. Farmers apply
them to the whole field, although we have robotica to detect to the point where the pests are,
where viruses are, where fungi are.
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So, please support Europe to come to the new modern agriculture.

1-027-0000

Chair. – Thank you for your contributions. We are now going to begin our discussions, which
will follow the ping-pong method. I shall give the floor to Norbert Lins for a minute.

1-028-0000

Norbert Lins (PPE). — Chair, I have a question for Mr Diderich. Thank you for familiarising
us with good laboratory practice (GLP), and for explaining how the system was constructed. In
the discussion on which studies should be consulted when reviewing substances, it is often
purported that more independent research should be taken into account, research that does not
follow GLP. What do you think of this? What benefits and drawbacks do you see when
comparing GLP and independent research?

1-029-0000

Bob Diderich, Head of Environment, Health and Safety Division, OECD. — Thank you very
much. My German is not quite up to the task of answering, so I will give my answer in English.

Two points: first, nothing prevents the risk assessor taking into account all studies. There is no
restriction, and all risk assessors that I know take into account all studies. The advantages of
non-standard, non-guideline studies done by research laboratories are that they may look at
things; they may advance the science. They may look at things that have not been standardised
yet, so they may find issues that you maybe wouldn’t find with standard methods. The
disadvantage is the issue of reproducibility. One advantage of the standardisation of test
methods is that they have proved to be reproducible across multiple laboratories, which research
laboratories would not necessarily have done. So very often – especially if results are slightly
out of the ordinary – risk assessors may have the problem that they do not know how to use
them, because reproducibility has not been established. So those are the advantages and
disadvantages of using non-standard test results.

1-031-0000

Bart Staes (Verts/ALE). – Thank you, Chair. Thanks to all of the speakers for their
interventions and contributions, I would like to ask questions to all of them, but I have to choose
one and I choose Professor Geissen.

Professor, you basically told us that the approval procedures for pesticides are not sufficiently
strong to assess the effects of pesticide residues and their mixtures on soil. Could you explain
a little bit more why in your opinion the concept of unacceptable risk to the environment has
never been used as a reason to or not to authorise a pesticide. Could you elaborate a little bit on
that, and also on the conclusions you had to enumerate in a few seconds?

1-032-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – There are two things. One is standards, what we have now in Europe
for testing the risk of pesticide application on soil biota. And, if the existing methods: testing
earthworms, springtales, mites, and in the N-mineralisation bacteria reveal there a risk or there
is an effect, these active substances will not be approved on the market. So, if there is an
environmental effect seen in the existing norms and procedures, it will not be approved.

But, these procedures, developed maybe 30 years ago – only the N-mineralisation procedure is
younger – are based on the technologies which were available at that time. Nowadays, we can
make DNA sequencing of soil organisms, which was not possible in earlier times. So now with
modern techniques we can see who really is living in the soils, and what changes to the structure
of communities are made by applying pesticides.
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What we are thinking is that we should change the procedures to make use of the modern
technologies which are available now. Then we could see what is really going on in different
soils and we could elaborate standards. I agree with you that we need standardisations, but
based on modern, up-to-date, up-to-science technologies. This is not the case at the moment.

The other thing is that mixtures have never been tested – it is single-substance, single-animal
or single-soil organisms. This is not the reality.

1-033-0000

Simona Bonafè (S&D). – Chair, honourable Members, I would also like to thank everyone,
and especially Ms Geissen for the report and for the ideas she has put forward.

My question, however, is for Mr Butler. You firstly said, quite rightly, that the European
Ombudsman is not looking to take the place of scientists, but to correctly assess the procedures
and, in particular, to verify that the procedures respect the precautionary principle and the
criterion of transparency, and it is on that specific point that I would like to focus. Earlier, during
the hearing of the Commissioner, you understood how sensitive Parliament is to this issue,
partly in order to avoid potential conflicts of interest.

So, my question is this: the European Ombudsman has on several occasions investigated
transparency within the Standing Committee on Plants, Animals, Food and Feed in the
procedure for the approval of an active substance by the Member States. During the most recent
hearings the Committee stated that transparency is ensured by the minutes that are published
after each meeting. I still believe that those minutes are not sufficient to guarantee transparency,
and I would like to ask you for your opinion on the subject. Do you believe that these notes are
sufficient to guarantee the principle of transparency, which citizens have on several occasions
demanded? If not, on the basis of the public consultation that you have launched, could you
give us some suggestions on how to improve the transparency of the procedure?

1-034-0000

Fintan Butler, Senior Advisor in the Cabinet of the European Ombudsman. – Unfortunately,
the European Ombudsman has not dealt with the issue of transparency in this particular context.
Transparency is something which she has looked at in a number of other settings but not in this
particular one. The manner in which the Ombudsman works is that conclusions she reaches, or
comments she makes, mostly follow from inquiries, and inquiries mostly as a result of
complaints made.

So, I’m afraid it is a situation in which the Ombudsman has not actually made any view public
on the question of transparency in this very particular context. I’m sorry that I cannot really be
of any great help to you on that at this stage.

1-035-0000

Anthea McIntyre (ECR). – Thank you, Chair. I would like to put a question to Mr Diderich
please. Mr Diderich, to help my understanding, in your second slide you told us that there are
about 1 000 new chemicals every year. And yet I know that since Regulation (EC) No
1107/2009 has been in force – we are in the seventh year of its application now I think – only
eight active substances have been approved, authorised and brought to the market. There have
been 57 applications submitted for actives. Going back to the eight active substances that have
been brought to the marketplace four are conventional chemicals and four are low-risk
substances.

So I know under the previous legislation, which was Council Directive 91/414/EEC, I
understand that there was an average of 8.6 new substances each year, and under Regulation
(EC) No 1107/2009 the average is about 1.2. Can you help me square the circle with those very
low figures I’ve just talked about compared with your 1 000 chemicals?
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1-036-0000

Bob Diderich, Head of Environment, Health and Safety Division, OECD. – The figure that I
mentioned is for all types of substances, not just pesticides, so it includes industrial chemicals,
biocides, pesticides, pharmaceuticals and so on, and the bulk of those are really industrial
chemicals. The reason why there’s so little pesticides is, of course, the incredibly high cost of
developing the active ingredient and testing the full dossier for the authorisation, whereas for
industrial chemicals the requirements before putting on the market are much lower – the barriers
to putting on the market are much lower, and therefore the number of new chemicals that are
coming out of research and are being put on the market is so much higher. It’s really about the
cost of the dossier and the research involved in developing the different types of chemicals.

1-037-0000

Anthea McIntyre (ECR). – Can I ask, as this is the Pesticide Committee, if you could tell me
– if that figure was just for pesticides – what number would replace the 1 000?

1-038-0000

Bob Diderich, Head of Environment, Health and Safety Division, OECD. – It would be more
in the 10 to 100.

1-039-0000

Frédérique Ries (ALDE). – Chair, we have spoken a lot about emergency measures and
Article 53 in our previous meetings. We are talking a lot here, as we have done from the start
on this panel, about confirmation information, namely the additional information required from
applicants after approval. This is obviously the problem: it is required after approval. This is
clear to see and it has been clarified at length that there is a difference in understanding between
the Commission and the services offered by the European Ombudsman. Mr Butler reminded us
of this and Mrs O’Reilly has described this bad management process, which in certain points
does not comply with regulations. I am only mentioning some of her conclusions.

I would like to come back to the follow-up to the Pan Europe complaint in 2013. There were
investigations, recommendations, suggestions and proposals from the Ombudsman in 2016, and
then this report from 14 February 2018 and the way in which it was understood and interpreted,
and the Commission’s responses to it, which were totally unsatisfactory to NGOs who believed
that they had not been heard at all.

I don’t know to whom I should ask this question. Perhaps we could share the answer between
Mrs Jülicher and Mr Butler, but at the same time, it has already been said that the Ombudsman
no longer really wanted to answer these questions. However, I would like to know how the
Commission feels that it has responded to these concerns and whether the Ombudsman believes
that it has been heard and, if not, how will it make itself heard.

1-040-0000

Sabine Jülicher, Director “food and feed safety, innovation”, DG SANTE, European
Commission. – I will probably repeat myself a little bit. Obviously, as I said, we have taken the
Ombudsman’s report and the views very seriously. In reply, in February, we have given a very,
very detailed account of what we have been doing substance by substance with all the
explanations. Currently, it is actually with the Ombudsman to assess or evaluate the suitability
of the Commission’s answer.

You mentioned the NGO that complained already or back in 2013, to the Ombudsman. This
NGO also informed the Commission that it was basically not satisfied with the Commission’s
answer and what we have done, just now in May, we have replied back to the NGO and
explained further and provided more clarifications and explanations on all the points that the
complainant or the NGO raised to us. We have been back in reply to the NGO. We have replied
diligently to the Ombudsman. We are committed to use the confirmatory data provision
restrictively. So, that is what I can tell you.
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The other thing I can tell you is that it is complex. You will see that in our reply to the
Ombudsman that this is a complex issue, also the transition between a previous set of legislation
and the current set of legislation, and then the various instances, but we have made every effort
to explain our actions and why we considered they were well framed or well taken within the
frame of the legislation.

1-041-0000

Fintan Butler, Senior Advisor in the Cabinet of the European Ombudsman. – I think it is
important to point out that all of the examples dealt with in the Ombudsman’s 2016 inquiry
report, all of those cases were actually dealt with under the previous regulatory regime –
Directive 91/414 – so the Ombudsman has not actually looked into to practice under the 2009
regulation.

We have no cases in which we have examined how that process is working. The Ombudsman
did express the view that she was worried that the explicit provision for a confirmatory data
approach, which is now in the 2009 regulation, she was worried that that might not be handled
in a sufficiently cautious manner, but we haven’t actually looked at that as a result of any
complaint received.

On the question of the report which we received earlier this year from the Commission – the
two-year report as we refer to it – our understanding is that it is probable that there will be a
complaint on those issues. A complaint on the question of whether the Commission’s current
practices are as the Commission describes them, or if they are instead not actually matching the
standards that the Commission says it is meeting. As of now, the Ombudsman is reluctant to
express any views on that because it is very likely to be something on which she will have to
express a view, formally, after an inquiry. So we’re staying rather silent on that at the moment,
because to do otherwise might be to prejudice an inquiry that is likely to be forthcoming.

1-042-0000

Anja Hazekamp (GUE/NGL). – Chair, I have a question for Mr Diderich. We are talking here
about mutual acceptance of data based on good laboratory practice, and this system is based on
inspections of good laboratory practice. Knowing that there are about five GLP inspectors in
the USA and knowing that – at least according to the database of the Environmental Protection
Agency – in 10 years, Monsanto’s research lab had only one inspection, could you explain why
we should have so much confidence in the system of mutual acceptance?

1-043-0000

Bob Diderich, Head of Environment, Health and Safety Division, OECD. – Firstly, two
answers. First, the small amount of resources that EPA has put into their inspection authority
has had quite a negative impact on use of American laboratories for good laboratory practice
studies. This has been a known problem over the last few years, so there were far fewer studies
being performed in the US because industrial companies that wanted to do testing were afraid
that there would be a lack of trust.

In the meantime, the monitoring authority at the EPA has found a way to increase their resources
to step up the number of inspections of laboratories. Having said that, there are two monitoring
authorities in the United States: one at the EPA and one at the FDA. The FDA is much better
staffed and is doing many more inspections. So we are hoping that this is a temporary issue that
is being resolved now.

1-044-0000

Mireille D’Ornano (EFDD). – Chair, my question is for Professor Geissen.

In your answers to the preparatory questions where we asked you about what the alternatives
could be to copper-based fungicides, which the Julis Kühn Institute warned us were dangerous
during a previous hearing, you stated, to your knowledge, that there were no products on the
market which could replace these copper fungicides and that research was ongoing.
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I would like to know why there is no alternative. Is it not technically possible, based on current
scientific knowledge, to develop products which would enable us to manage without copper
fungicides, which pose a danger which is noted by many experts? Or is this lack of alternative
products due a lack of interest from the pesticide industry in general, which would prefer to
concentrate on a product which, in its eyes, has proven to be effective, rather than focus its
research on a non-copper product?

1-045-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – Thanks for the question. There are two things. One is that copper
sulphate accumulates in soils. In comparison with normal pesticides or chemical pesticides
which are used in non-organic agriculture, they are transformed and then can then decay in soil
and gradually reduce in quantity, while copper accumulates. This is the reason why many
people, myself included, think that copper sulphate is not good for, for example, organic
farming because copper just accumulates year after year in the soil.

It is not toxic per se, it is a micro-nutrient. But if the amount of copper exceeds a certain value,
then it becomes toxic for plants. It is true that on the market there currently are no market-ready
alternatives for copper sulphate as a fungicide.

But what is on the market? There are fungi-resistant plants, for example for wine where it is
used a lot, there are new varieties on the market which should be planted and then you get rid
of the problem and you don’t have this attack by fungi. The whole agricultural system now is
more or less based on ‘we see a pest and then we treat it’, but we should start from the seed to
the harvesting. There are more and more seeds and plants being developed that they are resistant
to pests and fungi.

We do not have a substitute for copper sulphate – no, there is no organic one – but there are
resistant plants which should be used. Does that answer your question?

1-046-0000

Philippe Loiseau (ENF). – Chair, my questions are for Mrs Geissen.

Mrs Geissen, in your written answers, you mentioned problems linked to the soil. Could you
explain to me, as a farmer, the real and long-term impact of glyphosate on the fauna and flora
in the soil? More generally, are you able to assess the extent of the soil pollution linked to this
herbicide in the medium or long term?

On the subject of replacement products (when it comes to this matter, I would like to point out
that this a problem which has been mentioned very little here and, moreover, since the start of
our hearing cycles), as you know, farmers are often considered polluters, but I would like to
make it clear that, in fact, products are suggested to them (I would even say forced upon them),
which of course are intended to improve yields and to provide a benefit which is unfortunately
cruelly lacking, especially during this crisis period. If you eliminate glyphosate, would it
therefore benefit other solutions that would help to even reduce environmental footprints to
healthy levels and be equally effective, without resulting in additional costs for farmers? Do
you agree with this? If you do, then, in your opinion, are there products or techniques which
would meet these criteria, while maintaining, of course, the same cost effectiveness ratio for
farming professionals today?

1-047-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – There are alternatives, and that is the interesting thing. But what
happens with glyphosate, just to tell about the effect – I don’t know whether you have the same
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experiences as other farmers – the soil life is completely in imbalance after years and years of
glyphosate application due to … what do you have as cultivations?
1-048-0000

Philippe Loiseau (ENF). – I am a cereal grower. I grow lots of wheat, barley, bere, rape and
maize too. Simply based on my observations of my lands, I do not think that the chemical
fertilisers and plant protection products that I use have a real impact on the soil, on the face of
it, at least. Scientific data are another matter. However, as far as I am concerned, my yields are
staying the same, and are even increasing regularly. Beyond that, it depends on the climate, of
course, but I have not seen a real impact on the health of my lands.

I just wanted to mention in passing just now that everyone here is using the term ‘pesticide’. I
can assure you that it is a term that I reject, because there are no pests in plant protection
products. There are dangerous products, of course, but there are no pesticides. That is just
something that I wanted to correct.

1-049-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – I think that is an English term, ‘pest’. We can call it something else.

I just wanted to say that in, for example, Switzerland and Denmark, they have now developed
robots which detect the weeds in the fields by infrared. They go into the fields and detect by
infrared the weeds you don’t want to have in your fields. Then if the weeds are deep rooted,
they take them out with a kind of tool – I don’t know what to call it – and if the roots are shallow
roots, they take them out with a knife. These robots cost EUR 5 000. They are small, they have
bobby cars for children – you may know them, they have the same farm and are also developed
in the Netherlands.

They take hens out making photos so that you can do the weed control in the rows. If you have
maize, for example, you do it in the rows because they are programmed in such a way that they
know that maize is planted at a certain distance – 30 cm. If they find a weed in between the
maize plants, they take it out.

They also have robots which do not apply glyphosate to the whole field, but will detect by
infrared exactly where the weeds are and then will spray glyphosate once. I always say that this
is the modern way of farming: to go exactly to the place where you have a problem and treat it
there.

It’s the same as endoscopic medicine. They don’t cut your whole belly open to take something
out now, but they do it endoscopically, and we can do the same thing in modern agriculture.
The costs are not higher once you have bought these robots. This is a one-off investment, and
we know that the CAP has now been reorganised. So sustainable farming, if you get an input
investment or help from the government, is a sustainable future and an alternative to glyphosate.

1-050-0000

Philippe Loiseau (ENF). – What you have said is perhaps possible when growing maize, but
growing wheat or barley, for example, seems far more complex to me, because you know that
the plants are planted very close together and this is certainly a problem, in my opinion. We are
still far from being in a position to use this technique on cereals.

1-051-0000

Herbert Dorfmann (PPE). — Chair, Ms Delahaye had to leave and has asked me to say a few
words. No, I believe, on the whole, we sometimes forget that what we are effectively speaking
about are bioactive substances, and bioactive substances obviously affect a wide array of
systems. And the effects which Ms Geissen talked about are evidently a side-effect of the
application of such substances. And therefore, Ms Geissen, I agree wholeheartedly with your
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last sentence, not with everything which you said before that, but very much with what you said
in your last sentence. That means, I believe that we think far too little about where and how we
apply all this. That means, we really do have explore the technology much more intensively —
application technology, that is — and with new possibilities in application technology.

Farmers don’t usually treat plants because it’s fun to drive up and down the field with the
sprayer, or because it’s particularly cheap. It is, in fact, neither fun nor cheap; on the contrary,
it is very expensive. And I think that targeted application would also lead to a reduction of costs.
We need to be thinking about that a lot more, I feel.

For that matter, we should also be thinking about the issue of resistance, which you touched
upon, which also has another effect. Unfortunately, we are also very careless when we import
plants and fruits and products into the European Union, and the accompanying diseases as well.
If, for example, one thinks of the amount of plant protection products which we have been using
in recent years because we brought spotted wing drosophila to Europe, or Xylella fastidiosa, or
a great number of other things that we bring into Europe with an import carried out carelessly.

So I would just like to ask the question again: To what extent can we also bring this technical
aspect into the debate, since it seems to me to be very, very important?

1-052-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. — Which debate do you mean?

1-053-0000

Herbert Dorfmann (PPE). — The debate over plant protection products, and how we use the
substances — to move away from only ever discussing the issue of the substance itself — and
the technological possibilities we have to apply as little as possible of this substance to the
ground and soil.

1-054-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. — I think that that is a very, very good approach. And this approach
— and I think this does need to be introduced to the debate — is moving away from treating
the whole area. When you think about how many weeds there are in a field, and you’re spraying
the whole area — that doesn’t make any sense. This means, I think it’s very important to include
it in the debate — and perhaps in certain authorisation procedures as well, you’d know a lot
more about that than me — to actually stop whole-area treatments. So that we apply pesticides
— and we have the methods, the technology exist — in a targeted manner, and first and
foremost from a preventative standpoint: are there actually any pests there? That we also use
robots, which see, for example, that there are so and so many aphids, and then a little hand
comes out and takes the leaf away.

All of these techniques exist, and we really need governments to provide the input funding for
these things to be established in the Member States.

Does that answer your question?

1-055-0000

Pavel Poc (S&D). – I would like to thank Professor Geissen for making a lot of very relevant
statements and recommendations, but my question will be to the Commission, because I am
afraid that most of these statements are in direct contradiction with the answer from
Mr Tarazona of EFSA last time, when I asked how far glyphosate was tested for influence on
the soil – the ecotoxicology of soil. Mr Tarazona answered, and I quote: ‘Yes, the effect on soil
organisms is part of the conclusion, and all the documents are publicly bla bla bla, one specific
chapter is for soil organisms’, etc. So apparently this is in direct contradiction with what was
stated by Professor Geissen.
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I would like to ask the Commission to explain this contradiction, because it was my opinion as
well that glyphosate was not apparently tested enough, especially its influence on the soil
microbiome, especially when it comes to the composition of this microbiome. Because there is
a common metabolic pathway for plants and for microorganisms. So could you elaborate a bit
on this please?

1-056-0000

Klaus Berend, Head of Unit, Head of Unit, DG SANTE. – Thank you, Chair. Thank you
Mr Poc, for the question. I think you are referring to the written answers that EFSA has given
to the questions that were sent for the hearing on 7 June, and what Mr Tarazona said in the
meeting, that indeed the concentrations that were found in the study by Ms Geissen and others
are in the range that EFSA estimated and predicted, based on the evaluation that was made and
the dossier on glyphosate.

He also confirmed that – and Ms Geissen said this herself – at the moment there are five
organisms that are tested at the moment when looking at the impact on the soil. She said in her
recommendations that this should be enlarged and there should be more tests done on more
species, different ways of testing, and more modern techniques. These are all elements that are
related to updating the guidance document and adapting it to technical and scientific progress,
and we in EFSA are of course interested in doing that.

So I don’t see this as an obvious contradiction. It is just within the limitations that apply at the
moment. What was found in the study by Ms Geissen is completely coherent with what EFSA
predicted in their evaluation.

1-057-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – There are two things which we have to distinguish for non-soil
scientists. One is the predicted environmental concentrations. This is done by calculating the
application rates recommended per crop and then looking at how much will be in the soil. This
is one procedure and this is done correctly by the EFSA and the values we found in the soil
were as predicted by EFSA.

The other thing is the no-observed effect concentration. This is, as he said, done actually only
for these five organisms, which are 0.005% of the living soil organisms. This is following the
current standard. Everything is okay. What I was doubting is only, as I said, whether this reflects
the real effects on soil biota, because there is a very interesting article from van Bruggen. She
explains everything and the effect, as I said, of glyphosate is in the shikimate pathway to make
proteins.

In this case, if you tested with organisms which do not have these proteins synthesis they will
never die. And the same is true with human beings. We can drink it, nothing happens, but our
gut bacteria will be dead. But this is not tested and I think EFSA is holding a meeting in
September to look for new technologies for real field tests and the real effects on soil organisms.

Is that clearer?

1-058-0000

Pavel Poc (S&D). – I think that I have a chance to give the question, to be very specific, so I
will make it. Would you say, Professor, that the current authorisation process in the EU
sufficiently tests how the soil microbiome responds to exposure to the pesticides?

1-059-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – No. That is based on methods and technologies which were been
developed many years ago, based on the possibilities they had at that time. Now we have
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modern technologies, and I hope this procedure will be approved and made better. It is
important to mention that glyphosate is not the only one. It is in combinations in the soil, and
you find many soils which contain DDT which was forbidden in 1973 and glyphosate together,
and others.

1-060-0000

Anthea McIntyre (ECR). – Thank you, Chair. I would also like to address questions to
Professor Geissen. First of all, I have to say I am a big fan of Wageningen. I think you have
done some marvellous work and I have been particularly interested recently in the work done
on plant breeding techniques and the new era, because it seems to me that what you are saying
about reducing the use of pesticides, and indeed producing crop varieties that are resistant, relies
on us accepting new breeding techniques, because that is the way forward. So one of the
important things in this Parliament is to get people to understand that new breeding techniques
should be welcomed from a scientific point of view and not just treated as if it meant making
everything GM and frightening ‘Frankenstein food’, so well done on that.

In the UK, we are particularly keen at the moment on conservation farming – minimum tillage
(min till), low tillage (low till), particularly min till and no till, which have really shown an
improvement in the soil health. If you look at a field which hasn’t been ploughed up and you
dig a piece of soil, the number of worms and the fibre in that soil is really good, so to pursue
those methods we really need to have the use of glyphosate. And while I completely agree with
you on the introduction of technology and either micro sprays so you only put a drop where it
is needed and the development of robots – because I am completely convinced that is the way
to go – we are not there yet and I wanted to see your reaction to continuing to use glyphosate.

1-061-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – I think especially for conservation farming, which surely has a good
impact on soil because it is not ploughed and so that avoids soil compaction. Actually, it is
combined with a high application of glyphosate.

But there are other possibilities, and these techniques are already in the market. You can, for
example, in combination you can grow the winter crop, let’s say if you have weeds or something
like this, you grow a winter crop. You let it freeze in the winter and you leave it on the soil
surface and you just work in a small strip where we sow wheat, for example. Then you do not
need glyphosate.

Then, when the wheat is higher and, let’s say, after four weeks use finger weeders, these are
new technologies. These finger weeders take these weeds out of the rows from the wheat or you
can make mixed cropping: wheat plus bees. These are very new technologies that we are trying
and with success in the Netherlands. And there are currently four European projects running on
this and crop biodiversity in the fields. And what’s important is in this case is to have to have
the whole food chain developed for this crop diversification system.

Conservation tillage. It’s a good beginning, but we could modify it to a way that it is really
sustainable and there is where the food chain, as you have to have people who you can sell these
products to. We are developing this now in different European projects with a kind of success.

1-062-0000

Ulrike Müller (ALDE). — Chair, Ms Giessen, I agree that a great deal is possible with new
and existing technologies, but nevertheless, we still have to consider this in perspective, and in
terms of what yield it ultimately actually delivers to the farmer. I don’t know whether
everything is possible quite as quickly as you are describing it to us here. I think it still needs a
little time.
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However, I still have a question for Mr Diderich of the OECD, if I may. The Commission has
mandated your cooperation with the Scientific Advice Mechanism, and you have to deal with
the issue of conciliation between different scientific assessments; we discussed that in the
previous committee. The SAM recommends strengthening cooperation between the EU
agencies on the one hand and a third country agency or independent scientific institutions on
the other, so that contradictory assessments can be avoided wherever possible. Could you
explain, from the OECD’s point of view, what has already happened to achieve this goal, how
coordination could be improved, and what kind of international cooperation would be
appropriate here? The SAM explicitly suggested a joint meeting between the FAO and the
WHO. In your opinion, could the OECD also play a role, and what might that be?

1-063-0000

Bob Diderich, Head of Environment, Health and Safety Division, OECD. — Up until now, the
OECD’s role has really just concerned developing methods. The OECD’s task is to bring
countries to the table and to try to harmonise risk assessment methods as much as possible, so
that at the end of the day, countries come to more or less similar decisions.

Until now, we have not concerned ourselves with individual substances. Until a few years ago,
we had a programme for evaluating the danger of industrial chemicals in which we jointly
evaluated around 1 200 substances. However, we never applied that to pesticides, for several
reasons: first of all, it is significantly more complicated. What we try to achieve is that countries
evaluate the same substances at the same time, so that they can exchange views. This works
between certain countries — those that are relatively flexible in terms of the time they have to
assess substances. We can say, okay, I’ll wait until the USA is finished, and then I’ll take a look
at it, and then I’ll do mine.

The EU does not have this possibility. The timeframes stipulated in the legislation are so tight
that it’s not possible for the EFSA to sit down with the US EPA, for example, and evaluate
substances together. Perhaps that’s something which could be revisited.

1-064-0000

Michèle Rivasi (Greens/EFA). – Chair, I would like to ask the Commission a question. I think
that it is slightly odd that you can have two different standards for the same molecule, because
it includes two different regulations.

Allow me to give you an example: imidacloprids. Their PNEC (Predicted no effect
concentration or stronger concentration of the substance without risk to the environment) was
0.2 micrograms until 2016, meaning that they were classified as a plant protection product.

However, in biocide regulations, it is no longer 0.2 micrograms per litre, but 0.0048 micrograms
per litre. This is because we have more data and we have learned that they are more toxic,
meaning that our standards were very low.

Bizarrely, in 2016, as part of regulations on plant protection products, a standard of 0.009
micrograms per litre was reinstated. This means during a year, there were three different
standards: one standard for biocides and two standards for plant protection products. So the
Commission needs to explain what it means when it says that everything is going well!

I also have a question for Mrs Geissen about soils. I am surprised that nobody has mentioned
that glyphosate is also an antibiotic, and this could explain its impact on fauna and flora. And,
in assessments, it is clear that it is carcinogenic (you can see that it is reprotoxic and mutagenic)
and so on: antibiotic. We have known for a long time that glyphosate is an anti-biotic and a
chelating agent. It was banned in Sri Lanka because of kidney diseases. You can clearly see
that the assessments are not effective because they are reductionist. You are only looking at a



19-06-2018 31

small part of the problem. And earlier you said that you did not know the method used on the
soil. It is an old method which does not take into account all of the ecosystem processes. Why
is nobody talking about anti-biotics when it comes to glyphosate and the role of chelating
agents, which you are limiting to soil only? Can you explain to us why there are a number of
regulations?

1-065-0000

Klaus Berend, Head of Unit, DG SANTE. – Thank you Chair, and thank you Ms Rivasi, for
the question which is, as I would frame it, about coherence between the evaluations made under
one legal framework, another legal framework, and then by the same agency over time. To
come back to your question on why EFSA changed its view from 2016 to later on by going
down from 0.2 to 0.09, this is something that we see very frequently.

Whenever EFSA gets more data and more information, newer data and newer studies, it is quite
normal that they review the ‘no observed effect levels’ or the ‘predicted no effect
concentrations’ in the environment. And that is precisely why we have these periodic reviews
of all the approvals so that new data and new information is brought into the process and can
then lead to new reference values and new benchmarks.

I’m not exactly sure at what time ECHA made the evaluation for imidacloprid, so that is
something to be looked at. Was it more or less at the same time when EFSA also went down
that same direction as ECHA? But that said, I take your point. When we see a difference
between ECHA and EFSA for the same substance, we go back to them and we ask them to look
into that and explain it to us.

We had another case recently where they concluded differently on the persistence behaviour of
a substance, and the explanation was that the guidance that is being used and the reference
temperature to which they normalise the data are different ones. When it is 20°C for EFSA and
12° C for ECHA that makes a difference in the degradation rate over substance, for example.
So I am happy to take note of this question about imidacloprid, and we will certainly look into
that. We share the desire that agencies looking at the same substance and the same data should
come to the same conclusion.

1-066-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. – I’ll try to explain to you this antibiotic effect. It is called the
shikimate pathway. This is the scientific word for this. That means all organisms – plants and
bacteria – which follow the same protein synthesis will be killed by glyphosate. For example,
there is a fantastic article written by Bruggen et al in 2018. It was just published and you can
read exactly how it is. This is studied, so we know this. The same happens in our gut: if we get
glyphosate into our gut, all bacteria that have the same synthesis for proteins will be killed, the
others not. We know, for example, that humans get Staphylococcus Streptococcus, which are
the ill-making bacteria. They have another pathway to make the proteins; they are not killed.
So glyphosate in this case is selective anti-bacterial. It kills as well mycorrhiza, which is fungi.
So you can see that all organisms which have this pathway will be killed.

But the interesting thing is that everybody was only talking about glyphosate. There are 500
other active substances. All have a specific mode of action. This means they act specifically in
the metabolism, and so if you do not test the organisms which can be potentially affected, you
will not find an effect.

Glyphosate was a big hype, but there are 500 others waiting to be investigated. I think it is very
important, for example, if they forbid glyphosate now in three years, then you have 2,4-D,
dicamba, pendimethalin and MCPA, which are on the market. These are the herbicides which
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were detected first in 1945. 2,4-D is still on the market. It was part of the agent orange of the
Vietnam war. These will then substitute directly the glyphosate.

I think it is very important to take these four and a half years when it is still on the market to
develop sustainable agriculture here in Europe. I had people from the Argentinian government
with me. They asked me what they should do – ‘We want to get rid of it: what shall we do?’

If we have help from the European Union to support the practice, free – this will be as well in
your sense – to give the farmer a solution. This technology you can apply directly and you don’t
yet make money with the farm, then we can make the change. The technologies are there, so
they need to be implemented.

We have found more than 160 mixtures in European soils of pesticides to test their effect on
soil biota. It’s a lot of work for you, but I think that really, we have so many pollutants now in
the environment, what we should think about is, why don’t we use the principle of ‘the polluter
pays’? Not the farmer in this case, but taking into consideration as well we don’t have any
cleaning methods. We found DDT in 30% of the soils. And this is accumulated by the plants.
That is not the farmer’s fault, because he uses approved regular products.

We still have these products in the soil. We also need remediation technologies – how to get
them out of the soils.

1-067-0000

Philippe Loiseau (ENF). – Chair, I would like to address Mr Diderich. Given that there is a
common method for conducting studies in many OECD countries, is the relevance and the
effectiveness of these studies elsewhere therefore a matter for debate? Furthermore, do you
think that it is possible to develop these methods and within what timeframe?

1-068-0000

Bob Diderich, Head of the Environment, Health and Safety Division at the OECD.
I think that the debate is particularly heated in the European Union, more so than in other
countries. That said, all Member States work to constantly improve testing methods and risk
assessment methods, and there are leading countries among OECD countries. When a
regulatory need is identified, there is a question about whether methods to measure the bacterial
community of the soil are required, and if a country or the European Union asks for this type
of testing to be normalised, it is placed on our work programme and it is done.

Let’s say that the pesticide regulations are one of the driving forces for developing new
methodologies. I will give you an example: there is a great need to have methods for screening
toxicity in neurodevelopment because the current method uses huge numbers of animals and is
extremely expensive. Therefore, there is a need to systematically test all substances and, in
order to do this, you need screening methods. This request comes from the pesticide sector
because you would like everything to be reviewed. Therefore, pesticides are one of the driving
forces for improving and updating guidelines.

The other driving forces are nanomaterials and endocrine disruptors. Methods must be adapted
in order to make it possible to test this type of substance. However, pesticides clearly rank third.

1-069-0000

Thomas Waitz (Greens/EFA). — Chair, if I may address my colleagues: welcome to the world
of organic farming! Here, you can learn about how weeds are controlled mechanically. Ms
Geissen, unfortunately you missed Mr Dorfmann. If you want to promote American grapes or
other kinds of grape which rarely need spraying, you really need to talk to Mr Dorfmann. He
was sitting here at the front, on the corner, but now he’s gone, I’m afraid. But that’s all by the
by.
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My question to you is as follows: Professor Geissen, there are studies on the effects of individual
pesticides on soil life. But what about the accumulation of various pesticides and metabolites?
Is there research in this area? Could you tell us a little about that? And would it be your opinion
that analysis of the earthworm population is a bioindicator of excessive application of
pesticides, for example?

And one more question which I would like to add on, and it concerns how the negative health
effects of contaminated soil are assessed. Are there studies on the effects on health from
inhaling soil particles or consuming them in food, for example?

1-070-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. — None at all! We have now done one study to see which pesticides
are contained in soil. As mentioned, we found more than 160 different mixtures in 83 % of the
cultivated soils from Europe which we analysed in that study. The effects on soil life are
unknown. We’re making a start. We are now taking soil samples which contain pesticides and
using DNA sequencing to analyse the whole soil biome. I hope to have the results by the end
of the year, then we can give our first findings. I know that our Swiss colleagues are also making
a start on this now, so I think we’ll have the first results from that next year.

Earthworms are sensitive to fungicides, to particular fungicides. Other substances — glyphosate
for example — have no bearing. It depends on the metabolic or effect pathways of the particular
substance being used. I would say that earthworms are indicators for the soil, but the slide I
showed — the bad ones, the good ones and the ugly ones — how that looks, how they relate to
one another, that’s what is important for healthy soil. And a healthy soil is much more resilient
when it comes to difficulties like drought; you yourself know that, of course. And that means
that if the soil life is intact, you automatically have fewer insect pests. If you have predatory
insects on your field, then you have predatory insects which can just eat the pests.

I was very, very surprised. I’m an agronomist, I work with farmers a lot, and it was the first
time that I had a conference with large-scale farmers in Holland — with 200, 250 hectare
farmers, conventional farmers. An elderly farmer said to me: ‘I’m just worried that I’m leaving
dead soil to my son.’ Things may be different for them than for you, since you are not observing
this on your own land, but they do have quite a few problems where they’re saying, we just
don’t have any soil life any more.

I saw the same thing last week in Estonia. We asked the farmers there as well: How’s it looking?
And they say that even if they use no-till and conservation agriculture, when they spray —
potato farmers spray ten to twelve times per season, the season being four months — they spray
the whole area, not just where plants are actually affected. And the effects — for glyphosate
the effects on particular varieties of fungus, such as Fusarium, are being described for the first
time. Next year, hopefully we will have first results on how it looks for the whole group of soil
organisms.

1-071-0000

Maria Heubuch (Greens/EFA). — Chair, my question is for Mr Butler. Listening to
Ms Jülicher, she talked about how she did everything strictly according to the rules. Equally
though, she also explained that actually, it probably wasn’t always quite so strict, and you
reported accordingly to the Ombudsman including on how you were going to handle it.

In your report — I hope I understood you correctly on this point — you talked about how, for
example, two out of ten substances had to be restricted after years of application when the final
data were finally available, and had been evaluated. Even Commissioner Andriukaitis told us
today that often not all the data are there, but clearly, approval is then given prematurely — I
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assume because of pressure from industry. But what is your perspective? Can we really now
hope that this will be any different in the future, because there have been these new rules since
2009? You did intimate that there will be an evaluation here as well.

In all honesty, I am not that confident. It didn’t inspire much confidence today to discover that
the Commission actually gave premature approval against its own rules. I found it a bit
depressing, actually. What’s your view on this, and how do you think we as a parliament —
and the Ombudsman, likewise — can proceed from here? It’s a far cry from the precautionary
principle if this is going on here in Europe.

1-072-0000

Fintan Butler, Senior Advisor in the Cabinet of the European Ombudsman. – First of all, the
reference I made to the two out of 10 substances which when the assessment was completed
and the confirmatory information was provided, what I said there was that the Commission
reported back to the Ombudsman that in two cases out of 10 the additional information required
the Commission to restrict the uses of those two particular substances. In one case, the new
approval will be for indoor greenhouse use only, with no out-of-doors use, and in another case
the application rates will be reduced.

As I said earlier, those comments from the Ombudsman were made in the context of decisions
taken under the previous regulatory regime under the Directive, as opposed to the current
regime under the 2009 Regulation. As to what is currently happening under the 2009 Regulation
and whether in fact the Commission is being sufficiently careful, the Ombudsman in her inquiry
decision expressed a worry that while under the 2009 Regulation there is a basis for approving
while still awaiting additional information, she expressed a worry that opportunity procedure
should be used very carefully, in a very cautious manner, and strictly in line with the
requirements with the rules under which such an approval can be made.

The Ombudsman has not actually dealt with cases decided under the 2009 Regulation which
came into effect in June 2011, so other than expressing a general caution about the need to be
very, very careful not to allow the confirmatory application procedure to be, if you like,
misused, the Ombudsman is not in a position to say yes, it is being correctly used or no, it is
not being correctly used, because we simply haven’t had the opportunity to deal with complaints
in which those issues were raised.

As to the role of the Ombudsman more generally, which I think is what you mentioned at the
end of your question, the Ombudsman to a large extent reacts to the issues that are raised by the
public, by EU citizens and residents and EU businesses, based within the EU. She also has some
capacity to take on issues on her own initiative, but the unfortunate fact is that the office is a
very small office, there are only 65 posts, our capacity to undertake a wide range of work is
quite restricted. We have to be very selective in what we do. Insofar as we have choices about
what we do, we have to be very selective in those things that we choose to do as opposed to
those things which we are expected to do as a result of complaints being made to us. So I’m
sorry that if several times this afternoon I’ve said the Ombudsman hasn’t dealt with it yet, but
that is unfortunately the position and it would be very unwise to start giving views on issues
which we have not had the opportunity to properly investigate, so once again I am afraid I
cannot give you a more direct answer than that.

1-073-0000

Maria Heubuch (Greens/EFA). — I would still like to prevail on you. We’ve now heard that
even the authorisation procedures as a whole aren’t up to date; completely new methods exist.
And quite simply, this is about the very essence of our subsistence; our earth and soil. It’s about
the future, about whether humanity will survive on this planet, and I would like it if this topic
were to remain on the Ombudsman’s agenda.
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1-074-0000

Fintan Butler, Senior Advisor in the Cabinet of the European Ombudsman. – Any changes to
the overall regulatory system between the approval of substances and the authorisation of
products will come about – I am sure –because of legislation. And that is pre-eminently for the
legislature to work on. The Ombudsman from her experience of dealing with complaints, would
be aware of where there may be problems, but ultimately any decision about legislation is for
the legislature, and the Ombudsman would be very unwise to intervene in what is not her area.

1-075-0000

Klaus Berend, Head of Unit, DG SANTE. – Just to echo what Mr Butler said, this is really
important. This is one of the main points of misunderstanding, which we also saw in the letter
from the NGO that made the complaint. A distinction has to be made between the situation
under Directive 91/414/EEC and the regulation. In Directive 91/414/EEC, no particular
conditions were stipulated as to when confirmatory data could be imposed or not, whereas that
is the case now under Regulation 1107/2009, and that is what my Director explained.

In our reports to the Ombudsman in 2018, we explain that we believe – and we show the
evidence for that – that we apply these provisions from Regulation 1107/2009 as they were
intended by the legislator. So it is up to the Ombudsman to give an opinion on that, but the letter
from the NGO was again referring to these old cases – the substances approved under the
previous Directive, where we explained what we had done in the meantime – and, as Mr Butler
correctly reported, for two of them the confirmatory data showed that additional measures were
necessary and one of them, haloxyfop, the reduction of the application rate, which Member
States might already have put in place in the product authorisations. But for the others no
changes were necessary. So the confirmatory data actually showed that the original approval
was correct.

1-076-0000

Maria Noichl (S&D). — Chair, perhaps I might bring this round to a close, then. It has been a
very, very interesting afternoon, thank you to everybody on the podium! For me, one word has
come up today, and that word is ‘science’. In this committee we are always talking about
scientific approaches or science, and most of all I would like to ask you a question, Ms Geissen:
If science deliberately — and I am simply assuming that it’s deliberate — omits things, if
science only investigates things in part, if science deliberately shuts its eyes so it doesn’t have
to see the wider context, then science is guilty as well. And I believe that in Europe, science is
not tasked with keeping the wheels turning, i.e. to keep the money flowing. So if science is
more or less just grease for the wheels which drive commerce, then I’m thinking that that isn’t
the kind of science which I want for Europe.

I want science which progresses naturally, and science should always be linked to curiosity and
seeking out new things, and finding improvements — that’s what science is to me. But if science
— I’ll say it again — lowers itself and knowingly only dares to take a narrow view so as not to
shake up systems which have needed shaking up for a long time, then that makes me think that
something’s really off here.

And the Commission is not just the guardian of the Treaties, the Commission is above all the
guardian and protector of the people. And I believe that that has to take front and centre. When
you in the Commission are making excuses on the basis of some article or other, telling
yourselves that it’s not really as important in this case as it is in some other case: it’s about
people. First of all, second of all, third of all, it’s about people. It’s about the future, it’s about
the soil, it’s about insects, it’s about everything.

And I have to say, it has been very clear today why people have lost their trust in the
authorisation procedure for glyphosate, to stay with this example. People had a gut feeling that
something had gone wrong — and I think sometimes gut feelings are right.
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1-077-0000

Violette Geissen, Professor, Department of Soil Physics and Land Management, Agriculture
University, Wageningen. — Rest assured, there are enough scientists tackling this question. It’s
very hard to get money for this kind of question. But don’t worry! We are a network of people,
and we really are trying to scrutinise things in a scientific way. We aren’t politicians, we’re just
scientists who want to know how it is, and we do scrutinise these systems when we think they
could or should be adjusted.
There are a lot of things going on in science, including things which are actively scattered across
Europe.

1-078-0000

Chair. – Thank you very much for your contributions, which will help us enormously in our
drafting work. In actual fact, the world has a solid structure: there is the Commission for
applying things, scientists for making the remarks that you have just made and we are here to
make the rules. As co-legislator, this work is up to us and it is our responsibility. This work is
what is at stake in the report that we must compile. It is true that the Commission will help us
by saying that when a rule is not good, it must be adapted. We will make progress collectively
here, as the Commissioner has said just now. I have understood what you have said and the
rationale underlying our work is for you to give us your comments relating to your area so that
we can ensure that tomorrow things will improve for the 500 million European citizens, and not
for the administration or a few people.

Thank you all. Thank you sincerely and warmly for your work and your contributions. The fight
and work continues collectively. Thank you also to the interpreters for helping us. Sorry, I had
almost forgotten you. Thank you for your work.

The meeting closed at 18.15.


