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IN THE CHAIR: KATEŘINA KONEČNÁ
Vice-Chair of the Special Committee on the Union’s authorisation procedure for pesticides

(The hearing opened at 14.07)

Chair. – Today we have a very important programme but there are some things at the
beginning. The adoption of the agenda. If no one objects, the draft agenda can be adopted
without modification. Does everyone agree?

Now some Chair’s announcements. The mission report of the PEST delegation to EFSA. The
meeting file included the mission report of the PEST delegation to EFSA in Parma on 7-8 May
2018.

Translations into German and French will be available in week 28.

Today we have interpretation available in 14 languages, and I thank our interpreters very much.

As usual, the meeting file is available electronically via the meeting application and the meeting
will be webstreamed. That is normal in our committee.

Today we have a film crew which will follow our meeting on behalf of the German TV Channel
ARD. We also have a visitor group invited by MEP Terry Reintke, which will attend the second
part of our meeting between 15.30 and 17.30.

If there are objections, the minutes of the meeting of 26 April 2018 can be adopted without
modification.

Now to the main point. Today’s hearing is devoted to the final steps of the authorisation
procedure for pesticides; the authorisation of plant protection products by the Member States.
First of all, I would like to thank warmly our speakers who have kindly accepted our invitation
and have come to answer our questions.

Mr Maarten Trybou, Head of the Pesticides Unit of the Belgian Ministry of Public Health, Food
Chain Safety and the Environment.

Mr José María Cobos Suárez, Deputy Director-General of the Spanish Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries, Food and Environment.

Ms Paulina Gabor, Director-General of the Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority.

Ms Ramona Nichifor, Chief of Staff of the Romanian Phytosanitary Authority.

Mr Robin Mesnage, researcher at King’s College London. Toxicologist, Department of Medical
and Molecular Genetics, King’s College London.

Mr Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca

As is standard practice in our committee, written questions have been sent to our speakers
before the meetings and I wish sincerely to thank all of them for having provided us with their
answers in writing ahead of today’s meeting. I am sure that your answers to our questions, both
written and oral, will contribute to a fruitful debate. We are therefore looking forward to our
exchange of views with you today on this important topic.
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I give the floor to Mr Maarten Trybou, Head of the Pesticides Unit of the Belgian Ministry of
Public Health, Food Chain Safety and the Environment. You have 10 minutes. I will be fairly
strict but no more than 11 minutes.

1-004-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium. –
Good morning, and welcome. I shall try in 10 minutes to explain the authorisation procedure in
Belgium. First of all, I must explain the complex political situation in Belgium. We have a
federal state, but in addition to that, we have three regions: the Flemish Region, Wallonia and
the Brussels Capital Region. We also have four communities that are determined by the
language spoken there, i.e. a Dutch-speaking, a French-speaking, a German-speaking and a
Dutch-and-French-speaking Community. Here you can see a representation with a little map to
make it a bit easier to understand. So you have the federal state that is split up into, shall we
say, two large regions, with the Brussels Capital Region in the middle. Next to that, there is
also a question of language use, which means that the communities do not have exactly the
same borders as the regions.

When it comes to plant protection products, powers are divided between the various authorities.
At federal level, we are responsible for placing products on the market: placing products on the
market is therefore our competence. We also represent Belgium at European level in all cases.
We are responsible for worker protection and for food safety. The regions in turn are competent
with regard to everything that pertains to agriculture, environment, waste and in this case
specifically, for the use of both plant protection products and alternatives to plant protection
products. They are therefore entirely competent in terms of use. The communities for their part
are competent with regard to education and in the field of public health.

How are we organised at federal level? On the one hand, we have the federal ministry of Public
Health, Food Chain Safety and Environment. The federal public service or FPS has a DG for
Animals, Plants and Food, which also includes the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers
service, and to which I belong. We are responsible for the assessment of products. We evaluate
requests that we receive for plant protection products, maximum residue levels and active
substances.

We are organised around a national authorisation committee, the ‘Erkenningscomité’, where
advice is given to the competent minister. In the national authorisation committee, all advice is
gathered and a final decision is proposed to the competent minister who will then grant
authorisation. We therefore not only evaluate applications, but also deliver authorisations. We
also determine the position that Belgium will take when voting on active substances in the
European Commission’s standing committee on food safety, both for voting on the
authorisation or non-authorisation of active substances and for determining maximum residue
levels.

In addition, we draw up a national action plan as stipulated in the Directive on sustainable use
of plant protection products. We are responsible for the federal part and for the overall
coordination at national level together with the regions, for which we will eventually draw up
one national action plan. Finally, we also issue certificates for the use and sale of plant
protection products, again as stipulated in the Directive on sustainable use, according to which
a certificate of competence is mandatory for anyone who uses and sells plant protection
products for professional purposes.

Other sections of the federal government also have certain powers. The DG Environment of the
same FPS Public Health has an inspection service, which is in charge of controlling everything
that falls outside of the food chain, and that is used for and by the general public, e.g. in
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horticulture. Any usage that does not concern the food chain is therefore controlled by this
inspection service.

There is also another inspection service, a parastatal entity of our FPS Public Health, namely
the Federal Food Safety Agency or Food Agency. It consists of a number of directorates-general
that together are responsible for all use, storage and conservation of plant protection products.
These DGs carry out most of the controls, since plant protection products are of course mostly
found in the food chain and are therefore controlled by these entities. They only check
requirements, conditions of use, labelling conditions, etc. that are imposed at federal level for
the authorisation of plant protection products. For this, they establish a monitoring programme
each year, to analyse plant protection products on the market, as well as plant production
residues. They serve as the Member State contact point for everything that pertains to the
control of plant protection products. They also have their own separate committees that do
audits, a scientific committee as well as an advisory commission where specific scientific
questions can be asked. But again, only with regard to control and inspection. Finally, they are
also in charge of certification for sprayers. In conjunction with the regions, the arrangement is
that all sprayers must be checked and verified every three years in accordance with a number
of legally specified parameters.

Besides these federal bodies, a number of scientific bodies have also been set up at federal level.
Sciensano is for instance a scientific institution that investigates everything pertaining to plant
protection products, but also agriculture and food safety. There is also the Superior Health
Council, which answers specific scientific questions regarding public health.
You will see here a schematic diagram which is also mentioned in the last report to the former
FVO or Food and Veterinary Office, which is now the Directorate F of the European
Commission. It is a schematic representation of how we are organised at federal level.

As I said, there are also competent bodies at regional level. These are organised into regional
ministries of the Environment and of Agriculture, where they can impose general measures to
protect the environment and to promote agriculture. They are also competent to monitor the
legislative provisions that they have laid down. Whereas the federal authorities have the power
to impose product-specific conditions, i.e. very specifically for one authorisation and one
product at a time, regions may also impose general measures that in principle apply to the
overall use of plant protection products. Consequently, they are also responsible for everything
regarding integrated pest management, as this includes plant protection products. They,
therefore, also monitor cross-compliance within the scope of subsidy schemes for agriculture
and follow up to check if these conditions are being met.

In addition, they establish a national action plan for plant protection products as specified in the
Directive on sustainable usage. Finally, they are also represented in our national authorisation
panel that grants authorisations for plant protection products. This is a structure that we set up
to include regional powers in the granting of authorisations for plant protection products. We
therefore decide together – at federal and at regional level – on the conditions under which plant
protection products may be released on the market.

I shall look in somewhat more detail at the federal authorisation procedure for plant protection
products. These are the different types of applications that we receive. There are applications
for the products, the plant protection products themselves, for placing them on the market. We
also receive applications for the evaluation of active substances, for maximum residue levels.
We take care of the evaluation and authorisation of plant protection products for which we have
set up a national authorisation procedure.
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Here you will see in more detail the different types of applications that we receive. We deal
with zonal authorisations, or rather, not zonal authorisations, but zonal evaluations. An
evaluation is carried out by a rapporteur at zonal level, which is then taken up by other Member
States of one of the three zones in Europe. In addition, we may of course also receive interzonal
applications that apply to all of Europe, for all three zones simultaneously. These will pertain
to the use of plant protection products under cover or under protected conditions, without
exposure to the environment. The understanding here is that only one investigation is necessary,
as the environment and typical agricultural conditions of the various Member States have very
little impact on the risk assessment in such cases.

We also do the renewal for all these authorisations. Applications for the expansion of
application methods are handled, and many different types of applications, e.g. to change the
composition, labelling, application method, the active substance that is used, restrictions on use,
etc.

We also have parallel importation certificates. Parallel trade was legally established through
European legislation. For this, separate applications must be submitted that are also processed
by our service. There are also test products. We give authorisations for the use and importation
of these. In total, we receive and investigate about 1 000 applications each year.

For active substances, there are applications for entirely new active substances, where we may
act as rapporteur or co-rapporteur. Approvals for active substances have to be renewed, and
there too, we may act as rapporteur or co-rapporteur. We participate in the peer review set up
at European level: based on the draft assessment reports of the rapporteur Member States, a
consultation is organised between peers at European level where they will comment together
on the evaluation by the rapporteur. We also comment on the draft assessment reports of other
Member States. All of this is meant to ensure a harmonised evaluation, and also to achieve
greater acceptance of the evaluation that is done by the rapporteurs. We therefore try to
comment together with all Member States and to ensure that everyone sets up their evaluations
in the same way.

At national level, we also evaluate the technical equivalence of active substances. This implies
that we will check whether other manufacturers than those who submitted the application at
European level are equally able to produce a similar active substance. It must be equivalent
both in terms of impurities and of the method, so that the risk assessment that has been done,
could also be applied to it.

Sometimes restrictions are imposed on active substances at European level. These may also be
adjusted, if a specific application is received from the notifier. As a rapporteur Member State,
we will also handle this type of application. In the past, a great deal of confirmatory data also
used to be required for the approval of active substances. This is a neat way to push
authorisations through even if certain data are missing. These data must of course be
investigated afterwards. This would in turn require a European procedure in order to get a clear
assessment. Sometimes we also act as rapporteur for these. Finally, what is referred to as
adverse data can also be submitted. These are new data that point to a risk or problem.
Manufacturers are obliged to submit such data if they are aware of them, and these must then
be investigated.

We also investigate maximum residue levels, i.e. new levels or revisions or extensions for minor
crops. I shall explain the authorisation procedure to you in short. Applications are received by
managers. These are then investigated by evaluators and submitted to our authorisation panel
following a full assessment by our experts. The panel provides an opinion which our service
will communicate to the applicants. For this, we have three teams of evaluators that are
mobilised both for plant protection products and for active substances, for the purposes of



6 28-06-2018

human toxicology and residues, ecotoxicology and behaviour in the environment, and
physicochemical characteristics and action. This facilitates exchange and allows a more flexible
use of evaluations. There are also two application manager teams that lead applications in the
right direction, both for authorisations and authorisation renewals, and for the extension of
existing authorisations.

1-005-0000

Chair. – Thank you so much, but 16 minutes is too long. I need to say to colleagues that all
these presentations are printed and available at the entrance so if anyone so wishes, they may
take a copy.

I now give the floor to the Spanish Minister of Agriculture and Fisheries for the
Environment/Deputy Director-General of Health and Plant Hygiene and Forestry, José María
Cobos Suárez. I hope that 10 minutes will be OK because we are professional.

1-006-0000

José María Cobos Suárez, Deputy Director-General of Health and Plant Hygiene and
Forestry. – I am going to outline the implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 in
Spain.

First, I would like to present our system in terms of the administrative management of
authorisations, based on Royal Decree 971/2014, which regulates the evaluation process for
plant protection products.

The authority responsible for authorising plant protection products in Spain is the Ministry of
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food. However, there are other competent authorities involved in
these evaluations: the Ministry of Health, Consumer Affairs and Social Welfare, which is
responsible for conducting toxicology evaluations and assessing the exposure of workers; the
Ministry of Environment, which was recently renamed the Ministry of Ecological Transition,
is responsible for assessing environmental aspects; and the Ministry of Agriculture itself, which
evaluates the remaining areas of obligatory analysis for the authorisation of a plant protection
product. Both the Ministry of Ecological Transition and the Ministry of Agriculture delegate
these evaluations to an independent evaluation body: the Spanish National Institute for
Agricultural and Food Research and Technology (INIA).

With regard to the authorisation of active substances, the internal procedure that we have –
which applies not only to new authorisations but also to renewals – involves operators directing
their applications and evaluations to the INIA and the Ministry of Health.

There are currently three ongoing dossiers with Spain as the zonal rapporteur: 1,3-
dichloropropene, Pepino mosaic virus, and Spodoptera exigua virus.

With regard to the renewal of active substances covered by the AIR-3 programme, as
rapporteur, Spain has six substances under evaluation, two substances with renewed approval,
and one substance that has been withdrawn. As co-rapporteur, it has five substances under
evaluation, two substances with renewed approval, one substance withdrawn, and
one substance in the Standing Committee that is waiting to be voted on.

With regard to the renewal of active substances under the AIR-4 programme, as rapporteur,
Spain has ten applications submitted or pending submission and five substances withdrawn. As
co-rapporteur, it has 11 applications submitted or pending submission and one substance
withdrawn.

Finally, with regard to AIR-5 substances, Spain has five applications pending submission as
rapporteur and two applications pending submission as co-rapporteur.
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I shall now move on to discuss authorisation amendments and amendments to plant protection
products themselves. Spain acts as a rapporteur, co-rapporteur or concerned Member State, and
as a party in mutual recognitions. At present, Spain has granted 38 authorisations and
7 amendments as rapporteur; it has 28 authorisation and 19 amendment applications under
evaluation. It should be noted that six of the authorisation applications and two of the
amendment applications are delayed. From the outset, we would like to point out that the
problems we are encountering – and that we believe are shared by other Member States – are
that the time limits for processing and managing these authorisations are very strict and a degree
of flexibility seems necessary in order to adapt them to the different circumstances of the
various evaluations.

With regard to authorisations or amendments as a co-rapporteur or concerned Member State,
217 authorisations and 2 amendments have been granted at this stage; 201 applications for the
authorisation of plant protection products and 21 applications for plant product amendments
are currently under evaluation. Here, we are also encountering delays (six and one, respectively)
and would make the same comment as before: we consider the 120-day deadline laid down in
Article 37(2) to be unrealistic.

The review of authorisations in accordance with Article 36(3) reduces the effectiveness of the
zonal system, and we therefore see the need for greater harmonisation of evaluations so that
those carried out in different Member States do not have significant differences.

As regards mutual recognitions, I would like to point out that 47 authorisations and
4 amendments have been granted. As for applications, we currently have on the table
24 authorisation applications, 6 of which are delayed, and 4 amendment applications, 1 of
which is delayed. I will add the same comment regarding Article 42(2): we consider the
deadlines to be too short.

As regards the renewal of plant protection product authorisation under Article 43, Spain acts in
the same roles: either as zonal rapporteur or as a concerned Member State within our zone. We
currently have 54 products pending renewal in our zone and are managing a total of 61. Acting
as a co-rapporteur or concerned Member State, we have 187 products pending and are
managing a total of 252.

In general, we can see from our many years of experience that there has been a significant
decrease in the number of plant protection product registrations in Spain. Therefore, some of
the problems that we are encountering in agriculture and in the use of exceptional authorisations
stem from this drop in the availability of plant protection products.

However, our experience also shows us that the current regulation is effective from the point of
view of applying a zonal criterion that makes it possible to optimise resources while still
allowing for improvements that we hope will be introduced in the near future – namely in the
procedures and in the harmonisation of assessments by the various Member States, depending
on whether they are rapporteurs or co-rapporteurs – which will make it possible to optimise the
assessment results, guaranteeing safe use for the health of the consumer and respecting the
environment.

1-007-0000

Paulina Gabor, Director General, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. – The
Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority is the competent body at national level for
phytosanitary matters. In general terms, the infrastructure of this authority consists of four
central-level offices and a national laboratory, whilst at territorial level there are eight regional
laboratories, nine border inspection posts and forty-one phytosanitary offices, which are
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responsible for administrative procedures nationally. In terms of structure, this competent
authority comes under the Romanian Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development and is
organised in two departments: the phytosanitary department and the National Phytosanitary
Laboratory. The phytosanitary department, as already mentioned, has four central-level offices,
which are responsible for plant protection and phytosanitary quarantine. We also have an
authorisation office for plant protection products, an office for sustainable use of plant
protection products, and an office for marketing and monitoring plant protection products.
There are further phytosanitary offices within the eight regional laboratories, in addition to
border inspection posts.

As for the National Phytosanitary Laboratory, this is the main national laboratory in Romania,
which houses the following services: a laboratory for monitoring pesticide residues in plants
and vegetable products, a quality control laboratory for plant protection products and, of course,
a phytopathology and entomology laboratory.

The plant protection and phytosanitary quarantine office organises plant protection activity in
terms of quarantine, ensures implementation of EU Regulations, in general, organises and
coordinates specific monitoring activities at regional level for quarantine of certain harmful
organisms, organises, coordinates and checks the implementation of import, export and transit
legislation, intra-Community movements of plants, vegetable products and other items, in
compliance with the regulations in force.

The plant protection product authorisation office develops and proposes legislative measures
on authorisation procedures for plant protection products; moreover, it coordinates the
authorisation procedure for plant protection products and, following authorisation, carries out
quality control of these protection products in specialised laboratories and monitors their use
through the regional offices.

Authorisation of plant protection products in Romania is the responsibility of a national
approval committee for such products, which is also the competent authority for registration of
plant protection product authorisation. This national committee also includes representatives of
the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, the Ministry of Health, and the Romanian
Academy of Agricultural and Forestry Sciences.

Another central-level office deals with the sustainable use of plant protection products; it
ensures the development and implementation of both the preparations and the certification
systems for using plant protection products; monitors compliance with the legal and technical
regulations in this field on the sustainable use of plant protection products; collaborates in
decision-making and implementation with public bodies; and develops concrete measures and
actions to reduce the risks and impact of the use of plant protection products on the environment
and public health.

The fourth central-level office is responsible for monitoring the marketing and use of plant
protection products, whilst contributing to the development and implementation of national
quality control procedures for plant protection products, as well as ensuring quality control of
plant protection products for users and importers through authorised laboratories.

The second arm of the Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority (which, as already
mentioned, is the main national laboratory in Romania) has a number of functions, the most
important of which are: detecting and identifying harmful organisms; quality control of plant
protection products; checking pesticide residues in plants and vegetable products; providing
technical and scientific support for implementing monitoring programmes; confirming regional
laboratory test results, whilst providing and training regional inspectors and staff in the regional
laboratories.
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This is basically how the Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority is organised: I have
explained its functions, and the technical units it comprises: namely, quality, phytopathology
and entomology, and finally the laboratory which monitors pesticide residues in plants and
vegetable products.

Quality control of plant protection products is carried out by a network of five laboratories, one
at national level, as mentioned, and four regional laboratories in four different Romanian
regions. The following methods are used for the analytical determinations required: gas
chromatography, liquid chromatography, high pressure and other methods.

Quality control of plant protection products is carried out using methods that comply with
standard laboratory techniques. The determinations are based on active substances as well as
on the physical and chemical properties of the substances mentioned in the presentation and, of
course, the determinations also made in the laboratories.

The laboratory that determines pesticide residues in plants and vegetable products consists of
two separate laboratories for determining residues in plants and vegetable products: one at
central level and one at regional level, which is accredited in the same manner. In the two
laboratories, these two methods are used to determine the active substances: 186 active
substances are determined by gas chromatography and 62 active substances by liquid
chromatography. This is a picture of the laboratories, showing how they are organised in
Romania. I should point out that everything carried out at central level is implemented by
inspectors at territorial level, starting with quality control and residue analysis, based on annual
monitoring programmes developed for each area of activity of the Romanian National
Phytosanitary Authority, as explained in my presentation. Thank you for your attention.

1-008-0000

IN THE CHAIR: ERIC ANDRIEU
Chair of the Special Committee

on the Union’s authorisation procedure for pesticides

Chair. – Thank you very much for opening the session Kateřina and very sorry for the delay. I
will not interrupt the flow as we need to speed up, I believe, in order to get to the debate with
all the members. I am now going to give the floor to Robin Mesnage, researcher at King’s
College, London. You have the floor for ten minutes.

1-010-0000

Robin Mesnage, Toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – Chair, thank you for your invitation. I am Robin Mesnage. I am a toxicologist at
King’s College London, and I will talk to you about how we can improve the risk assessment
of pesticides by taking into account new discoveries in science and I will take the case of
glyphosate to illustrate my words even if what I say is also valid for most pesticides.

So we take the case of glyphosate because glyphosate’s toxicity is quite a controversial debate
and because glyphosate-based herbicide use is increasing all over the world. I have here a map
of the USA, which should be animated but which is not. But you can see that the use is
increasing and now every human being has glyphosate in their urine, so we can ask if the risk-
assessment of glyphosate is reliable.

One of the most important points of my talk will be the difference between glyphosate and
glyphosate-based herbicide, because glyphosate is never used alone. Glyphosate is the active
principle of different commercial formulations. The most common is the commercial
formulation named Roundup, but there 750 different formulations of glyphosate. They include
not only glyphosate, but also other molecules called adjuvants or co-formulants – you can find
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different names. Any these molecules have their own toxicity. And these bring a problem when
only glyphosate is tested for long-term toxicity test. Because co-formulants are never included
in the long-term regulatory assessment of pesticides including active principles.

We have tested different types of glyphosate-based herbicides and we have compared the
toxicity of this formulation to the toxicity of glyphosate on different human cells, but this has
also been done on laboratory animals. And we found out that this formulation was up to a
thousand times more toxic than glyphosate alone.

So we were wondering what the real active principle of toxicity on human cells is. For instance
because maybe the active principle for toxicity on plants is glyphosate, because glyphosate is
known to have a mechanism of action in plants, but glyphosate doesn’t have a mechanism of
action on human cells. And when we see toxic effects we have to explain them, and it is not
likely to be due to glyphosate.

So we found out that co-formulants included in glyphosate-based formulations were more toxic.
They were up to a thousand times more toxic than glyphosate itself, when glyphosate was really
poorly toxic. And in fact there are a lot of studies in the scientific community showing effects
of commercial formulations of glyphosate and glyphosate alone, but there is confusion when
some authors write that glyphosate is toxic but in fact they have tested the commercial
formulation.

So this is a bias because in fact when we look at the toxicity studies of glyphosate alone,
glyphosate is a poorly toxic ingredient but what we observe in human populations and these
suggested toxic effects of pesticides, they could be due to co-formulants and not to active
principles. This is possibly why there is such a discrepancy between the regulatory test
sometimes showing safety of an active principle at a given concentration and what we observe
in the human population – because there is increasing rates of some chronic disease in
populations exposed to pesticides and this is possibly due to co-formulants.

These co-formulants are mostly surfactants but they can be other types of chemicals and we
know that they are toxic in their own right. They have a really high toxic effect proven in some
human populations, on the environment, different animals, in laboratory animals this is also
characterised.

So what could be done? In fact one approach could be to test pesticides as a whole mixture
because pesticides are never a single ingredient. They are always mixtures of chemicals. They
are used as cocktails, mixtures of chemicals and their residues in the environment are formed
as mixtures, so tests on single molecules are not very representative of the toxicity of pesticides.

So that is why the most logical approach to test a mixture is to test the mixture as a whole and
this is one possible solution for improving the assessment of pesticides.

Another possibility – because it is very difficult to assess all of these commercial formulations
of pesticides. In fact this is almost impractical in some cases. There are more than 750 different
formulations of glyphosate which are commercialised all around the world. So this is
impractical to perform a regulatory test – long-term toxicity studies on each of these
combinations. So when there are regulatory gaps and we know that some pesticides are
commercialised with toxic adjuvants, a safety factor could be added. For example in the case
of glyphosate a safety factor of 10 – it could be another safety factor, but a safety factor could
be added on the acceptable daily intake definition to have a more protective health-based
guidance value for glyphosate-based herbicide, which is again an example that could be valid
for other pesticides.
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This was my main point. Just this difference in toxicity of commercial formulations with the
active principle but other points should be taken into account to improve the regulatory
assessment of the toxicity of pesticides.

First of all, the toxicity of pesticides should include a variety of end-points and even new end-
points which have been shown recently as being important for toxic effect like the test of
endocrine disrupting effect.

On endocrine disrupting effect tests, there has been some progress because there was a
regulation put in place recently, but this regulation is not covering all end-points because this
regulation is covering disturbances to the thyroid hormones and sex hormones but there are
other more recent discoveries showing that endocrine disruptors can also have an obesogenic
effect or can provoke diabetes and this is not necessarily a disturbance of oestrogen and
androgen levels so more tests should be implemented to test for endocrine disrupting effects.

Future studies should also examine the full lifespan of the animal because current long-term
toxicity tests only examine the effect on adults and I believe that these tests should start
prenatally so we can reflect more on what happens when pregnant women are exposed to
chemicals and their children will develop chronic diseases when they are adults. This is not
possible to extrapolate this type of effect with the current toxicity tests.

Any my last point will be that we should also include toxicity studies of pesticides on the gut
microbiome because the gut microbiome is one of these very new trendy topics in science and
it has been shown to be very important for the toxicity of pesticides.
First of all, you have to know that the human body is a complex ecosystem. We are not only
made of human cells but also made of a variety of bacteria. We have more bacteria in our bodies
and human cells and changes in these bacterial communities can have a profound effect on
human health.

And this is very relevant for the case of pesticide toxicity because coming back to the case of
glyphosate, I told you that glyphosate does not have a mechanism of action in human cells but
it has in plants, and this mechanism of action in plants is also present in gut bacteria so this is
why new studies should also study the effect of pesticides on the gut microbiome which can be
a target of some pesticides because it contains a natural target of glyphosate.

Thank you for your attention and if you want more details about this work I have put here three
of my recent publications which will explain in more detail what I just said.

1-011-0000

Chair. – Thank you for your presentation. I am now going to give the floor to the last speaker,
Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General of Copa-Cogeca. I give you the floor.

1-012-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – Chair, thank you very much for inviting
Copa-Cogeca to this important debate. For those who don’t know us, Copa-Cogeca are the
united voice of farmers and their cooperatives in the European Union. Together they represent
23 million farmers and their family members and 22 000 European agriculture cooperatives.
The protection of crops is a keystone of all farming activity and modern arable farming in the
European Union, irrespective of the production method.

Plant protection products (PPPs) are used in agriculture to protect plants from pests and diseases
as part of farmers’ economic activity. Thus they do not have an impact on biological activity
and subsequently there is a risk involved in their use. From our point of view, pest site active
substances should be treated like most other substances of concern for human health and the
environment, considering issues of risk and exposure. We regret that the Commission keeps the



12 28-06-2018

hazard-based approach for PPPs instead of a risk-based one which takes into account hazards,
including potency and exposure.

As part of their job, farmers use PPPs to grow healthy crops and ensure an economic outcome
of their work, provide safe food and safeguard the environment. At the same time, they have to
take into account consumers’ requests. In this respect, the market is looking for zero tolerance
when it applies to quality and by this I mean free from damage caused by pests. Often the
information about PPPs presented to the general public ignores the role they play in delivering
safe, reliable and affordable products.

In order to keep as many solutions in the tool box as possible, Copa-Cogeca support safe, active
substances, be they chemical or biological, to be put on the market. When a safe use for an
active substance cannot be demonstrated Copa-Cogeca do not ask for the reauthorisation of the
active substance. Regulation 1107/2009 draws on the principles of the European General Food
Law to establish the procedure underpinning the placing of PPPs on the market. The European
Food Safety Authority (EFSA) plays a key role in this procedure by ensuring a consistent
evaluation of active substances.

Therefore, Copa-Cogeca base their decisions on assessment, while asking for appropriate risk
management and mitigation measures when needed. In the authorisation or re-authorisation
process, EFSA provides independent, transparent and professional scientific assessment. Thus
Copa-Cogeca are – and always have been – strong supporters of EFSA’s mission and objectives
ever since its inception. The EU institutions and Member States also have a key role to play to
support our strong scientific authority. We can always improve the way scientific methods are
applied, but the role of EFSA remains crucial for the correct functioning of the single market
and the European Union.

It is also essential to keep in mind that farmers remain the primary users of PPPs. Therefore it
is in their own interests to store, handle and apply the products in a safe way to protect human
health in general and themselves in particular. Directive 2009/128/EC on the sustainable use of
pesticides already provides measures to reduce the risk of PPPs for human health and the
environment, while also seeking to streamline appropriate use in the cultivation of crops. As
part of the requirements established in this directive, farmers receive official training to become
professional users. This training includes both initial and additional training about the potential
risks to human health and the environment and of the appropriate measures to reduce those risks
when applying, storing and handling PPPs.

Moreover, this directive also establishes measures to protect the aquatic environment and
drinking water, as well as to reduce the risk in specific areas. Member States have also put in
place systems to handle and store pesticides and to treat their packaging and remnants in
combination with the Sustainable Use Directives 2006/42/EC and 2009/127/EC, which provide
rules on pesticide application equipment, ensuring the high environmental requirements and the
systems for regular technical inspection of such machinery. In short, we must test our sprayers.

Finally, even if it is not a new concept, farmers apply integrated pest management (IPM). IPM
means managing in a given situation populations of plant pests, diseases and weeds by the
combination of all appropriate agricultural practices. This holistic approach reduces the impact
of pests and damage to an acceptable level and, at the same time, ensures the protection of
human health and the environment. Therefore, we consider farmers are professional users who
take care of their crops and the environment.

Based on these facts, Copa-Cogeca strongly believe that it is essential to build confidence in
the European food safety system. The European Union has some of the highest standards
worldwide to protect both human and animal health and the environment. This is something we
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have to promote for our common EU interest. Although farmers are well trained, their spraying
equipment is checked, aerial spraying remains a rare exemption, and the farmers make the most
out of the available tools they have. The current system for the authorisation and control of
pesticide use is not safeguarding the competitiveness of European agriculture, which is one of
the objectives of Regulation 1107/2009.

The reduction of the farmers’ tool box endangers their ability to effectively fight against pests
and diseases. In addition, the availability of proper tools – mechanical, chemical or biological
– is a key element to properly implement integrated pest management. Normal agronomic
practices – meaning crop rotation, seed and variety selection, cultivation practices, sowing dates
and densities, irrigation etc. – are extensively used to control the vast majority of pests and
diseases. Nevertheless, many of these tools are under pressure because of lack of confidence in
the EU institutions and non-science based traditions, for instance new breeding techniques or
PPPs.

European farmers and their cooperatives need access to these technological advancements in
order to meet the upcoming challenges and to remain competitive. In fact, administrative
burdens are leading to the concentration of agrochemical companies and the disappearance of
small and medium-sized enterprises. For the EU farming community it is crucial that we
continue investing in this area to bring new and safer products to the market adapted to the EU
agriculture.

Copa-Cogeca has signed a collaboration road map with the International Biocontrol
Manufacturers Association (IBMA) in order to increase the availability of low-risk active
substances for farmers. Despite the interest from EU farmers to apply low-risk PPPs, the
availability of such products is clearly far from envisaged. The development of safer
environmental options is crucially important for sectors like organic, which seek mainstreaming
production, while facing lower availability of solutions and climate change.

Despite the fact that PPPs are applied in the EU in a safer manner than anywhere worldwide,
EU farmers still face a more restrictive approach when approving PPPs. This situation
represents a loss of competitiveness at global level, resulting from additional costs and loss of
safe and efficient tools. Here I would like to refer to the case of glyphosate. Unfortunately, we
cannot impose these restrictions to our trading partners if they are not scientifically justified.
We are putting up a fight with a hand tied behind our back.

In conclusion, we strongly believe that without proper tools on the market which complement
existing IPM, European farmers cannot deliver on their commitments, seriously, endangering
the capacity of EU agriculture to respond to the EU’s priorities, such as jobs and growth, and
to ensure safety standards and meet global challenges.

Chair, I believe that my speaking notes will be made available through the secretariat. If you
wanted to distribute them, please feel free to do so.

1-013-0000

Chair. – The time has come to move on to the debate. As usual we are going to start with the
two co-rapporteurs. The usual principle applies. It has no doubt been explained to you again,
but we are going to repeat it. The principle of one minute, the table-tennis principle – I mention
this for the benefit of our speakers. Thus, taking up no more than one minute, a selected or
targeted question is put to a speaker, who shall have two minutes to reply, trying to remain as
focussed as possible. This is the rule that has been set. If the response is not satisfactory, taking
up no more than 30 seconds the member may ask another question, with two additional minutes
being allocated for the reply, such that speech may circulate freely, and everyone has their say
or can ask questions.
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As co-rapporteur, Norbert Lins for the EPP, will kick off this important part of the session,
whose aim is to go into the issues in-depth.

1-014-0000

Norbert Lins (PPE). – Mr Chair, I would like to thank the speakers for their very informative
presentations. I have a question for the Secretary-General of Copa-Cogeca: In your presentation
you touched upon minor uses, but also indicated that in our current plant protection law — and
this came up with the Spanish agency as well — we have problems with mutual recognition.

I’d like to return to the topic of zoning: we have three zones in Europe; what kind of feedback
are you getting about them from your farmers? Is the use of zones sensible? I’m thinking about
the fact that where I come from, the Upper Rhine and Alsace belong to two different climatic
zones, I’m looking at northern France and Belgium; does it make sense for us to be maintaining
this zonal system?

1-015-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – In response to the question, I would like
to point out that the principle of the availability of active substances or the toolbox to fight pests
and disease is very much the guiding principle here. When it comes minor species and minor
crops, the economic factor is that demand for those products is usually fairly limited. In many
cases, for instance through the zonal system, the volume doesn’t necessarily constitute a
sufficient volume for the marketplace.

However, we see differences between the zones. While it seems that the northern zone seems
to be working fairly well and, at least to a certain extent, also the south, the central zone in the
EU in particular would not perform in a way that we would have hoped for. That poses a
particular challenge to that region and to using that zonal approach. But I would like to underline
the fact that, especially when it comes to minor species and minor crops, we increasingly lose
active substances because of the reality of the consequent market release cost to the operators.

Therefore it is very much in the hands of the administration to make it work. For instance, we
have supported the mutual recognition approach in this respect to make these products easily
available, but while we do that we also underline the importance for them to be safe. So it is
basically to choose how to organise oneself and, in this respect, the zonal system doesn’t work
in the way that we would have hoped for.

1-016-0000

Norbert Lins (PPE). – So if I can follow up on that: you’re not saying that you’d question the
zonal system in general, but you are saying that one zone isn’t really working right. Could it be
because we haven’t actually divided Europe up by climatic zones, but instead derived our zones
from the Member States? And at the end of the day — I didn’t really understand this from your
answer — do we now want to keep the zones, or do we perhaps need a totally new system?

1-017-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – I would assume that climatic conditions
are a reality for each of these regions or zones. Therefore, I find it difficult to say that we have
to throw it out of the window and re-create something new. I would rather go to strengthening
assistance especially to the central European zone in its operations and function. We believe
that there are certain elements and also natural reasons why we do not cultivate rice in the
central-northern part of the EU. Consequently, for natural reasons the main area will clearly be
in the south. This would be very much linked with several crops and minor species in respect
of their main producing areas in the EU. So we see that the zoning will still have its relevance,
but it is more to do with making it work properly and, in fact, as it is intended, which is not the
case now.
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1-018-0000

Bart Staes (Verts/ALE). – Thank you, Mr Chair. Thank you also to all the speakers for your
input. In my question I should like to expand on what to me was a very convincing presentation
by Mr Mesnage. In the written answers, I read that he says the formulations are not always
adequately assessed, since only their acute toxic effects are studied, and the long-term health
effects of pesticide residues of the complete commercial formulations are never tested.

I also have a study from the Food and Veterinary Office in front of me, which explicitly states
that Member States do not comply with the legislative requirements of the Pesticide Regulation
of 2009 and that three Member States even allow pesticides that have never been evaluated. It
says in the study that the percentage is between 9 and 33%. This, I think, is important
information.

My question is to the Member State representatives, and if I have to single out one, it would be
Belgium. What is your reaction to Mr Mesnage’s statements? Do you study the long-term
effects in terms of health? Do you study the products in terms of safety, synergistic effects,
cumulative effects, and the potentiating effect of recognised active substances and the co-
formulates that are mixed with them? Do you do this? And if not, why not?

1-019-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium –
Indeed, we do not investigate the long-term effects of formulations. The law does not provide
for this, for very specific reasons. We take the view, which is also stated at European level, that
only the active substance is stable. Only the active substance will eventually end up in the
human body.

The long-term effects of formulations could for instance be relevant to the user. It is only the
user who is directly in contact with the formulation as such. So if you have a user who handles
formulations containing glyphosate on a daily basis, then you might expect that the long-term
effects of these should be studied. But there is no such user. People might use glyphosate often,
but definitely not daily, so the proposal to add a safety factor for ADI that is suitable for daily
use, goes much too far in my opinion. Only the active substance is stable enough to enter the
body, and therefore it was decided in the legislation to only study the long-term effects of the
active substance.

Synergistic effects, which were mentioned, have only been observed very rarely so far. There
may perhaps be a few known cases of in-vitro studies where synergistic effects occurred. This
has never been observed in vivo, and even with glyphosate and co-formulates, there is in our
opinion no question of synergistic effects. We must also object to the statement that
formulations would be thousand times more toxic than glyphosate – at least, we are talking
about long-term effects, therefore we do not really know this – but for acute toxic effects, only
differences of times ten have been determined.

1-020-0000

Bart Staes (Verts/ALE). – I also wanted to ask you to comment on Mr Mesnage’s statements
regarding hormone-disruptive effects as well as the impact of pesticides on microflora and
bacteria in the digestive tract.

1-021-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium –
Indeed. I can only confirm that all of these potential effects have already been included in the
evaluation. As for endocrine effects, sufficient studies are already present in the package that
we are asking for pesticides. If such an effect were to occur, that would be observed in the
studies that are already required. We have to go further for other substances, but for pesticides,
we have expanded the application requirements to such an extent that this is already included.
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As for the effects on microflora in the digestive tract: we know that there are recent studies, but
these do not give us any new information either. The effects are already known and taken into
account in the risk assessment.

1-022-0000

Karin Kadenbach (S&D). – Mr Chair, I can follow on in the same vein as the last speaker,
Bart Staes. Two questions: The first is directed at Dr Mesnage. Thank you to everyone for your
presentations.

From the preliminary discussions, we got the impression that when it came to the approvals
process for glyphosate, a great deal of things didn’t go as specified in the legislative framework,
and a number of studies were either not taken into consideration at all, or else not in great detail.
However, if I’ve been following your presentations today correctly, then in fact, the serious
hazard to human health isn’t really glyphosate, or at least not glyphosate alone, but rather the
various formulations. So, does our legislation have an absolutely enormous hole in it here? Do
we have a false sense of security, specifically for those products which are rated as non-
carcinogenic, but where, if I understand correctly, we don’t actually test the combination of
those chemicals in their various formulations in any way, because if the substance per se is not
potentially carcinogenic, the formulations aren’t examined. I mean, are we sitting on some sort
of ticking time bomb here?

1-023-0000

Robin Mesnage, toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – First, I would like to reply to one of the earlier remarks about the co-formulants and
their presence in the human body.

In fact we don’t know if they are in the human body because we are not measuring them. And
for the environment, we know that some of these co-formulants can be found in the environment
and can enter, reverse and potentially be in tap water. There were studies in the US.

For the other remark about the carcinogenicity of pesticides and active principles – so, even if
an active principle is not the source of the toxic effect, this does not mean that we should not
test the whole formulation because every ingredient should also be studied case-by-case. In the
case of glyphosate, if the problem is not glyphosate but the co-formulant we should just go for
safer formulations.

1-024-0000

Anthea McIntyre (ECR). – Thank you. My question is really for Mr Pesonen from Copa-
Cogeca.

We are aware that there is a real threat of anti-microbial resistance in veterinary medicines. It
is very well documented. But far less attention is being paid to the increasing accounts of
pesticide-resistance in plant pests and diseases and the need for a variety of plant protection
products.

So if the number of products that’s available continues to decrease – and we know that they’ve
only been about eight new products in the last few years, and that results in fewer alternatives,
what do you estimate will be the impact on European agriculture and food security and are we
in fact decreasing the environmental protection that we’re all seeking to achieve?
1-025-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – Thank you very much for the question.
Since you mentioned anti-microbial resistance, we have that particular case very much on our
agenda for the moment. We know that we have a limited number of antibiotics available and,
in particular, we haven’t seen any new antibiotics introduced in this sector for a number of
years, as far as I recall. Therefore this is a very current and relevant question, especially for
anti-microbial resistance and the use of these particular products.
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When it comes to pesticides and building up resistance, the whole concept of integrated pest
management is to ensure that we have a range of actions – not only chemical or biological, but
also physical, everything: crop rotation – as I mentioned, normal agronomic practices to
diversify as much as possible in order not to repeat the treatment of the same parcel of land for
instance, in the same manner.

We are trying to avoid monoculture for simple agronomic reasons. We can’t always completely
avoid that for the very same reasons. Typically, in some regions in Europe we have to use more
or less the same areas to cultivate, for instance, feed for livestock for natural reasons. So we
have to find a solution there. But, even in that case, we need to employ different methods –
preferably every year, every crop cycle – so that we don’t build up these resistances against any
particular product because in the long run – quite rightly so, as you indicated – we would be
losing these products because the effectiveness of the substance will be lost.

Therefore, in the long run, the fewer alternatives in the global integrated pest management set
up we have, the more likely it becomes that we cannot fight pests and disease and eventually
that would lead to a deterioration of our security objectives. This is exactly what the European
and global farming community is worried about because we are expected to deliver probably
twice as much food in the long run because of the increasing population and, in particular, the
requirement of citizens of non-European citizens for high-quality proteins. So Europe is not the
sticking point here, but the global food security, in which Europe leads the way.

1-026-0000

Lieve Wierinck (ALDE). – Thank you, Chair. I have a question for Copa-Cogeca. As you
indicated in your answer to question 54, the EU keeps imposing stricter legislation, and an
increasingly limited number of pesticides and plant protection products are recognised, while
third countries continue to allow these same pesticides. Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009
nevertheless clearly states that its second aim, after the protection of human and animal health,
is to improve the functioning of the single market and agricultural production. Does the
Regulation fail in your opinion, or could you tell us more about it?

1-027-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – I think the crucial element here is: how
does it work in an increasingly liberal, international trading environment? Because through EU
legislation would do.

The big question is that if we talk about consumer exposure vis-à-vis certain active substances
and we have differences in legislation in the EU vis-à-vis importers to the EU food market, we
cannot impose the same scientific requirement in the regulation if this is the case unless it is
justified by science.

We cannot impose – in the worst-case scenario from the European perspective – precautionary
principle-based measures cannot be simply imposed on our imports. If they are, unfortunately,
our trading partners would be able to challenge us and especially in this House I believe that
you would be very supportive to maintain international agreements.

The European Union is one of the founders of many international agreements to use scientific
evidence as a base of our, let’s say, collaboration with third parties and in reference to the
regulation of the EU it has more to do with the fact that how can we impose the same EU
requirements to the third parties without losing our competitiveness in the EU market?

And so I think this is the crucial element – we don’t disagree per se on the regulation per se. If
we were in a bottle – if we were in an atmosphere where we don’t have to deal with third parties,
we don’t have a problem in going forward with a complete ban on pesticides but then
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unfortunately, we have to organise this in an increasingly open, liberal, trading environment
and that makes things much harder than we know.

1-028-0000

Anja Hazekamp (GUE/NGL). – Mr Chair, I have a question for the Belgian authority. My
question pertains to the harmonisation process and peer review. You mention it in your answers,
and I would like to know for instance what such a peer review process consists of, in particular
when we look at the Monsanto Papers. During the peer review process, do they talk about the
Monsanto Papers, for example the copy/paste issue at BfR and how this could be avoided in the
future? I would like to have an answer to that.
I also have a second question for you. You say that harmonisation and the streamlining of
evaluations are actively being pursued. What I wonder is, how does this relate to the flexibility
of Member States? In your answer you indicate that the fact that Belgium voted against re-
authorisation is no reason to assume that the country is not bound by European authorisation.
By this, are you implying that the flexibility of Member States is non-existent the moment a
substance has been authorised?

1-029-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium –
To answer your last question: indeed, that is built into the European legislation. If an active
substance has been authorised, the Member States are obliged to give it their authorisation. That
is, if the formulations as such meet the requirements stipulated in the European Regulation.
That is logical. It is called European decision-making. Mr Pesonen also said just now that we
have to work on a European market. That is what the European Regulation says.

To get back to your first question, on how peer reviews work in practice. A meeting is called
by the EFSA. All the toxicologists of the various Member States will then meet in Parma and
together they will study the toxicological part of the dossier. They will have prepared for it. A
rapporteur will present the dossier, and the other Member States can then ask questions,
pertaining to their field of research in particular. Issues will then be discussed. If anything is
unclear, or needs to be looked at in more detail, the participants will talk about it and see how
it can be taken further, before they draw up a final conclusion that will be fully endorsed by all
the experts who participated in the peer review.

You asked about the Monsanto Papers in particular. No, they were not brought up, because they
were only published afterwards. The draft evaluation report had already been written by
Germany. A peer review had already taken place. It was only afterwards that the Monsanto
Papers came out in the media. Besides, this had no impact on the process, in the sense that the
Monsanto Papers spoke about two studies, two summaries of existing studies, all of which we
had already evaluated. The baseline studies had already been investigated in the dossier and
taken into consideration when the decision was made. The summaries that came up in the
Monsanto Papers were also known, but everyone knew that both summaries had been financed
by Monsanto. This was certainly taken into account. However, in principle the summaries were
correct, as they simply summarised the studies that had been investigated. What I want to say,
is that they therefore had no impact on the decision-making. The Monsanto Papers, which
mentioned that the studies were financed by summaries which we knew had been financed,
therefore also had absolutely no impact on our decision-making, which is natural.

1-030-0000

Anja Hazekamp (GUE/NGL). – Thank you for the answer. I still have an issue with the
harmonisation process though. Are you now saying that this authorisation should happen if all
the Member States agree? What I wonder is, what about differences in ways of interpreting the
data, or differences in assessment. What would then determine whether or not a substance is
authorised? Will it simply be a majority decision, or will they look at the matter again in a
substantial way?
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1-031-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium – It
is certainly not an easy exercise. It is a very complex field. At the peer review meetings it is
true that the experts from the Member States can give their advice, but in the end, EFSA will
do the final assessment. They will take into account everything that has been said, and then
make an entirely independent final assessment. They may well consult the experts, but will then
draw up the EFSA conclusions themselves in order to do an entirely independent evaluation.

1-032-0000

Piernicola Pedicini (EFDD). – Mr President, as we have heard, the European authorisation
procedure is very complex, at both European and national level, and requires proof in any case
that, on the one hand, these pesticides are integral and beneficial for production, but on the other
hand, have no impact on the health of humans and animals and on the environment in general.

I would like to ask the Member States represented here, the Belgian, Spanish and Romanian
authorities, which procedures are used, in practical terms, to ensure that the objective of
protecting human health and the environment is a primary objective, ahead of boosting crop
production?

How are these controls implemented in practical terms to enforce this objective, and how do
you ensure that this objective is upheld even after the authorised product has been placed on
the market?

1-033-0000

Paulina Gabor, Director General, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. – In response
to your question, as I mentioned in my presentation, we have a regional network of
phytosanitary laboratories, whose inspectors carry out a range of checks at regional level. On
your question about how we protect the environment, we follow a set of instructions.

We start by developing an annual action plan, which requires a number of checks on as many
farmers, users and traders as possible.

Another measure, aimed at minimising the adverse effects of using plant protection products,
involves monitoring on the ground that cross compliance and implementation regulations are
met, as Romanian farmers are required to keep a treatment register in which the date of
treatment, the recommended quantity according to the product labels and the time of application
are strictly laid down. It is also very important for the interval between the last treatment and
the harvest to be specified in the register.

1-034-0000

Piernicola Pedicini (EFDD). – I was focusing more specifically on prioritising the objective
of safeguarding health ahead of ensuring production. Could we also have the opinions of the
other Member States represented?

1-035-0000

José María Cobos Suárez, Deputy Director-General of Health and Plant Hygiene and
Forestry. – In Spain, as in Romania, we have a national plan for controlling the placing of plant
protection products on the market, which involves analysing many samples in order to
determine suitability and compliance with the obligations implied by the authorisations of plant
protection products. In 2017, in particular, 4 400 tests were carried out and 1 400 samples were
taken. Those that did not comply were sanctioned.

We also have a national plan for monitoring the use of plant protection products, which involves
taking a series of samples and obliging farmers to record all the treatments they carry out on
their crops in a ‘field logbook’, which has been compulsory for five years now.
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1-036-0000

Angélique Delahaye (EPP). – Mr Chairman, I would like to thank all the speakers who have
made such informative presentations and which, as far as I am concerned, have greatly
enlightened me.

I would like to focus for a second on the presentation by Mr Mesnage, which has the great merit
of properly highlighting the difference between active compounds and co-formulants. I would
like to ask him for some clarifications. He raised the issue of co-formulants and the fact that
they are not, in fact, assessed and are left to the sole discretion of Member State approval, which
creates variations in the interpretation of the procedures that currently underpin certification at
EU level by the EFSA and EU agencies for the certification of active compounds. Finally, I
would like him to confirm that one approach, one solution available to us in the future is
obviously to put the analysis of co-formulants on the same footing as active compounds. I
understand that there are very many of them and that, given the current state of affairs, it is
difficult to assess them all but there’s no getting away from the fact that we need to take a first
step. What’s more, will there be, above and beyond funding levels, which I believe are currently
widely recognised as being insufficient, adequate qualified personnel to rise to the challenge,
as a large number of people will be required.

I would like him to tell us a little bit more about the recommended approaches and the answers
given to us in his report.

1-037-0000

Robin Mesnage, toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – First of all I can come confirm everything you said. I you agree and there is this
major problem of consideration that some molecules are inert in pesticides and some are active.

One solution would be to consider all of these molecules as active or as just pesticide
ingredients, but this is a problem which is encountered not just only in pesticide toxicology –
this is also the case for cosmetic products in which there are so-called inert ingredients.

And what is quite impressive is that sometimes the regulation is completely unscientific because
some ingredients are considered active in some products, but the same ingredient would be
considered inactive in another product.

So yes, we need to ensure that all these ingredients are tested but first, to make sure that all of
these ingredients are tested, we need to know where they are, and we need transparency on the
composition of the commercial formulations of pesticides, which we don’t have now. We need
measurements of residues in the environment for these molecules because we have few studies
showing that these co-formulants can be found in the environment. There is a large
misconception that they are easily biodegradable and they are not relevant. But this is because
we haven’t tested them so there is a lot of progress to make on that but there is no easy solution.
That is why I propose a whole mixture approach and safety factor because I know that it would
be impractical to test all of these formulations.

One other solution that I haven’t mentioned would be to determine a set of representative
formulations. In the regulatory dossier there is already a reference formulation which is
considered when evaluating residue levels and short-term toxic effects. We could extend this
evaluation and determine a set of reference formulations which represent the most complete set
of formulations which are used in agriculture and this would be one first approach even if there
is no ideal easy solution.

1-038-0000

Angélique Delahaye (EPP). – Mr Chairman, a final question; Mr Mesnage, you have covered
quite a wide spectrum but, in fact, in terms of evaluation, there is one assessment method for
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pesticides and another for medicines. Doesn’t this also merit a broadening of the spectrum? As
you said, these products are found in many places, including but not only, cosmetics. Thus there
are risk/benefit analyses for medicines, others for plant nutrients and still others for cosmetics.
If we’re going to look at the recommendations therefore, don’t you think that we have to take
a much more in-depth approach?

1-039-0000

Robin Mesnage, Toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – Yes, we can take some lessons for risk assessments performed in other domains and
try to harmonise that. In the case of drugs, for instance, something which is very positive is that
all the trials are registered and so an applicant for a hazard assessment will have to register all
the tests and all the tests will be considered. It is not possible to discount any tests and
everything is transparent. So these aspects are very important.

Another aspect that I didn’t mention is that some of these ingredients are tested alone and there
are some safety profiles, but they are never tested in the combination in which they are found
in the environment. It’s not only about co-formulants, but also about contaminant impurities.
In this case, that’s why the whole mixture approach will be the most valid to calculate an
acceptable daily intake for one active principle because it will be very conservative and will be
taking the worst-case scenario.

1-040-0000

Chair. – Thank you, Mr Mesnage. So you do confirm that we are, in fact, playing at sorcerer’s
apprentice – and it’s important for us to state things as they are – and that there is a lot of room
for improvement. In terms of resources, it would perhaps be possible for the agencies operating
in this field to work in synergy, the EU agencies first of all and then, later perhaps, national
ones. Indeed, this question has already been raised with a view to responding more
systematically to the challenges we face. This was the meaning of the question I believe.

Mrs Guteland, who is replacing Mr Poche in the social-democrats group, shall now have the
floor.

1-041-0000

Jytte Guteland (S&D). – Thank you Chair and thank you the panel for all your presentations.

I have a question for Mr Mesnage from the King’s College of London relating to the endocrine-
disrupting properties of pesticides. More specifically of the active substance glyphosate.

Thank you very much for your answers and for your expert point of view on some of the very
crucial aspects including toxicity of commercial formulations, who should pay for the
independent risk assessment of chemicals, or risk to public health, including long-term health
effects of pesticide residues that are currently not tested.

Let me just very briefly summarise some of your comments as I understand them. You think
that the raw data gathered by the industries is not sufficient, that they have a good quality, but
that they don’t cover all the end-points necessary to fully evaluate glyphosate toxicity.

You think that the most important gap is the absence of studies investigating the effects of both
glyphosate and glyphosate-based pesticides in the long-term. Viruses starting prenatally, which
would impact, include important endpoints such as biomarkers of endocrine-disruptors as well
as the study of the host micro biomes.

Finally you stated that in your neuro-scientific opinion the assessment of pesticide active
ingredients is not sufficient since the battery of toxic tests used to estimate the general toxic
effects such as target organ toxicity or histopathological lessons is very unreliable.



22 28-06-2018

According to your answer this means that the chronic metabolic diseases are not very well
detected which in the current battery of tests, including the case of diseases provoked by
endocrine-disruptor effects.

So in this context, do you think that the new EU scientific criteria for plant protection products
to identify endocrine-disruptors sufficiently addresses this problem and more specifically that
glyphosates should be reassessed once the criteria start to apply on 10 November 2018.

1-042-0000

Robin Mesnage, Toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – I believe that glyphosate should be reassessed because there is this lack of data. These
advances on the endocrine disrupting effect, risk assessment, and hazard identification are
major advances. They are not totally sufficient because, as I said, some effects have not been
completely assessed, like a potential obesogenic or diabetogenic effect or other chronic
metabolic diseases. In fact, if there was only one test that should be performed, it is this type of
long-term toxicity test, starting prenatally, because we are generally exposed to pesticides
chronically and only a lifelong exposure will reflect this type of hazard.

So for glyphosate there are already some endocrine disrupting effects which have been studied
by the US EPA. They have integrated glyphosate into their programme, and they did not find
any endocrine disrupting effects of glyphosate on oestrogen receptors and androgen receptors
in thyroid hormone receptors. So it sounds to me that glyphosate itself is unlikely to be an
endocrine disruptor, but I cannot be totally sure because of some of the important pathways,
such as obesogenic and diabetogenic effects, and also, most importantly, the effect on the gut
microbiome, which could be classified as some type of endocrine disrupting effect. The
definition of an endocrine disrupting effect is sometimes a bit blurry. But there are studies which
need to be done – I have to say that briefly – on glyphosate. Even if glyphosate is not considered
an endocrine disruptor for now, we do not have any evidence that glyphosate is an endocrine
disruptor.

1-043-0000

Anthea McIntyre (ECR). – Thank you Chair. I also have a question for Mr Mesnage.

In this committee we have talked a lot about the independence of experts and having anything
that’s industry funded has been has been questioned. So I wanted to ask you if you believe that
industry funding erodes the public’s confidence in scientific studies?

Obviously, you and your colleagues produce studies which are sponsored by industry – by
organic food companies and organic grocery stores, so blunt question: do you have a conflict
of interest and why should the public have confidence in your work when it too is funded by
industry?

1-044-0000

Robin Mesnage, toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – I don’t have any financial conflict of interest because all of the studies that are
performed – even if there is a source of money coming in – not from the organic sector, – we
are funded by – if I have to disclose all my funding: everything, my salary, is coming from the
Sustainable Food Alliance, which is not promoting organic and I am totally independent from
them and this is completely different from the case where an industry is pushing their own
product, doing their own tests and these tests have to be taken into account for regulating a
product.

I am doing independent science. I am not doing regulation. I don’t say that what I do in my
toxicity tests should be taken into account to regulate the product that I am testing, but what
I’m doing is pushing the frontiers of this risk-assessment to provide solutions for gaps that we
have identified.
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So in this case, the fact that I am funded by an NGO which is promoting sustainable agriculture
and not necessarily just organic agriculture, makes that irrelevant.

1-045-0000

Lieve Wierinck (ALDE). – Thank you, Mr Chair. I also have a question for Mr Mesnage.
Further really to the question that the coordinator asked just now. When the investigation on
glyphosate was done, as you said, it was observed that there were about 750 different products
incorporating glyphosate. We are therefore looking at a solution or a medium in which we have
an active product as well as excipients. You said that a study had been carried out with regard
to glyphosate, and so far it actually seems to be fairly efficient. Little has however been done
with regard to the excipients. I am a pharmacist, and I know that in pharmaceutical sciences,
excipients are investigated and considered almost as important as the active product. They must
meet specific requirements. They must have a certain degree of purity.

In the case of pesticides, excipients will be taken up less – and this has been demonstrated – in
humans and plants. There will still be residues, but a lot less of these substances will end up in
the environment. They must eventually end up somewhere. If they end up in the environment,
three elements will eventually be affected: crops, the farmers who use and spread the products,
and the consumers who will eventually also come into contact with it.

In the legislation, if I understand correctly, little mention is made of these excipients, because I
have not heard much about it. Do you think that the legislation should change in this respect?
If we then hear that the by-products or excipients are sometimes more toxic than the product
itself, I can’t help wondering where we stand. I know of a number of by-products, for instance
benzene. When I was a student, we worked with benzene. Benzene is now classified as
carcinogenic and may actually no longer be used, but are such products still found in solutions?
These pesticides are not very soluble and must be dividable, and we are looking here at an
active-product content of between 30 and 50% maximum, I think. Which means that we always
have 50% excipients. What is your opinion about the legislation in this respect?

1-046-0000

Robin Mesnage, Toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – The point about legislation is very large because it takes into account all points of
risk management, which I’m not an expert in. If we want to have a more reliable test to measure
the toxicity of a pesticide, we have to take everything into account because these molecules
considered as co-formulants can be present in the environment and can have a toxic effect not
only on humans, but also on animals in the fields where they are sprayed. This is not sufficiently
characterised by the current tests applied.

1-047-0000

Anja Hazekamp (GUE/NGL). – Thank you. I also have a question for Mr Mesnage. We have
heard one of the national authorities say that you would have to be exposed daily to these co-
formulates in order to experience any effects. But in the answers, I see a little list with a number
of organic compounds, including benzene, which can be used if it is technologically necessary.
There are for instance also substances like N-Methylformamide and N-Methylpyrrolidon and
alkylphenol ethoxylates.

I would like to hear from you if it is necessary to have daily exposure in order to experience the
effects of these, or would for instance a chronic, long-term monthly exposure also be sufficient
to experience effects?

1-048-0000

Robin Mesnage, toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – It is really on a case-by-case basis because each of these ingredients are different.
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So some of them have been shown to have effects on farmers during their application and these
are more acute effects but some of these other ingredients are also likely to have effects from
life-long exposure and this is a dark zone/grey area for now because these ingredients are not
identified, not measured, not tested and we don’t know anything about them – so there is a lot
of change to bring there if we want to conclude on the effects of lifelong exposure.

1-049-0000

Michèle Rivasi (Verts/ALE). – Mr Chairman, I must admit that when I listen to you, I tell
myself that we have very much underestimated the impact of pesticides on people.

I have listened to and read what you have to say Mr Mesnage. You talk about safeners, for
example, synergistic substances and co-formulants but I never hear Member States - the people
responsible for authorising the product - talking about them. So which is it? What should be
studied? When I looked into this, even the EU has studied a co-formulant called tallowamine
and found that it was very dangerous – you said that it is perhaps a thousand times as toxic as
glyphosate due to synergistic impacts. And you – here I’m speaking to the Member States, to
Belgium, Spain, Romania –, have you identified any co-formulants? Did you notice that the
product could be up to a thousand times more toxic than glyphosate? What are you doing about
it exactly?

We are in the position of having to report on protecting the health of EU consumers. If the EU
only assesses the active substance and it transpires that lots of co-formulants are added that
make the product still more toxic, both for animals and humans as well as plants, a great
responsibility rests on your shoulders. Do you have the means of knowing what all the product
ingredients are so as to be able to tell if it is too dangerous? And while I’m at it, when the French
government discovered how dangerous tallowamine was in terms of co-formulants, it banned
126 products that contained glyphosate and this co-formulant.

What did Belgium, Spain and Romania do? Did you also ban this product because it was very
dangerous for people? As you can see, products fall under the responsibility of Member States.
Are you going to ban this product and on what basis?

1-050-0000

Robin Mesnage, toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – I agree but I can start by adding that in some cases it would be very easy to find a
solution if we tested these products because we would know their real toxicity and when I
compared nine commercial formulations of glyphosate I saw that some of these adjuvants were
one hundred times more toxic than the others.

So if we have the complete picture of how these ingredients are toxic it would probably be very
easy to select some formulations to ban without necessarily impacting the market because some
formulations can be used and replace others. We have 750 so we can probably get rid of some.

1-051-0000

José María Cobos Suárez, Deputy Director-General of Health and Plant Hygiene and
Forestry. – We believe that we have all the information on the composition of plant protection
products. With regard to the question that has been raised, Spain has a list of 24 co-formulants,
8 impurities and 2 substances containing fibres that are dangerous to health, the use of which is
prohibited by the Spanish Ministry of Health.

As for the ban on glyphosate-based products containing tallowamine, I do not have the exact
figure, but at the time in Spain we withdrew over a hundred plant protection products containing
tallowamine. At present, there are no plant protection products containing tallowamine in the
Spanish register.
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1-052-0000

Paulina Gabor, Director General, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. – Chair, in
Romania there is no list of these substances that affect human and animal health. However, we
do take into account all the assessments in the Member States’ area reports that we receive from
them. On the other hand, returning to glyphosate, there is currently no product on the market
that contains tallow amine. They were withdrawn, and there were only 31 for which
reauthorisation was requested.

1-053-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium –
All excipients are also known in Belgium. We have detailed compositions of all the
formulations on the market. Everything is fully identified. It is therefore not true that we don’t
know anything about the formulations. They may not have been discussed much here, but we
have a whole battery of studies that were carried out with end formulations.

When we do assessments for products that enter the market in Belgium, we do it with these
formulations. We have studies that monitor all the impacts on the environment and on users.
The results of these studies with the formulations themselves are taken into account. What
matters is the end formulation. This means that all ingredients are studied together in the
evaluation. This is understandable, because we, and the environment, will only be exposed to
the end formulation.

Are tallow amines really that much more dangerous? No, they increase the toxicity of
glyphosate, granted, but we prohibited it at European level because there were merely a few
doubts about it. Why did we prohibit it? Because there were safer alternatives. You can easily
prohibit co-formulates, but then you have to know whether they can be replaced by safer
alternatives. Otherwise we shall of course achieve the opposite effect. We should also
remember that these excipients make it possible to use less active substance. If we did not have
them, we would have to use a lot more glyphosate. We would then be much worse off.

In fact, a perverse effect of tallow amines is that they increase the toxicity of glyphosate, but
they also increase its efficacy. Replacing tallow amines with other excipients will therefore lead
to an increased use of glyphosate. We prohibit a potentially dangerous excipient, but there are
also negative effects associated with this.

No, we do not have any indications that similar dangerous excipients are known. Tallow amines
were an exception, and they are now prohibited. We therefore also supported this at European
level, because there are other, safer alternatives, and because indications for those exist. But it
is also very difficult to evaluate this. Detergents in any case have a corrosive effect and therefore
sometimes cause false results in tests. Genotoxicity testing affects membranes, which is masked
by the use of detergents. You could therefore get negative test results, but we would still not
have proven anything by it. It is all very technical and complex. It is not that simple to just point
to an excipient and say that it is not acceptable. That is what I mean.

We have already prohibited quite a number of substances, because we found that the relative
toxicity with regard to the active substance no longer justified their authorisation. That is why
our answers also include a list of prohibited excipients in Belgium.

1-054-0000

Michèle Rivasi (Verts/ALE). – I note that Spain, Belgium and Romania have not all taken the
same position, because in Spain you have said that you have not banned products containing
tallowamine. So you see that there is indeed one country that bans it and not another. This may
be a problem. No, didn’t you say that? Ah, it must be the translation. Maybe there’s a problem
with the translation.
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The question I put to Belgium is: do you analyse safeners, those that reduce toxicity for
example, auxiliary agents and co-formulants separately? Do you analyse them separately or do
you carry out an overall analysis to determine toxicity?

1-055-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium –
Regarding excipients, we know their identity in particular. These excipients must of course also
be mentioned in the scope of REACH. We have a relatively limited dataset for this. It could
definitely be expanded. That is perhaps an aspect that is worth looking at. It would engender a
certain amount of costs, but we could opt for expanding the data packet that has to be submitted
for all chemical substances under REACH. At present however, under our legislation, we only
evaluate the toxicity of the end formulation, i.e. the total mixture of the product that is placed
on the market and that is formulated.

If, on the basis of the excipients’ identity, we notice substances that we find unacceptable or
too toxic, we will have legal grounds on which to ask for more information. We have already
done this in a number of cases. If we find that there is reason for concern, we will ask the
manufacturer for a slightly more detailed data packet. This, however, is not an automatic
process. We focus in particular on the mixture as a whole as it will be used and marketed.

1-056-0000

Mireille D’Ornano (EFDD). – Mr Chairman, my question is for the three representatives of
the national authorities. It concerns the principle of mutual recognition between Member States
in the same zone. This principle allows the authorisation of a product by one country to be
extended to other countries in the same geographical area, except, of course, in the event of the
justified opposition of a State in the zone concerned.

However, it turns out that Parliament’s research department, the EPRS, has highlighted the
limitations facing the different competent national authorities, particularly in terms of lack of
resources and badly distributed workloads. For example, my country, France, is part of the
south zone, which includes, among others, countries such as Bulgaria, Cyprus and Greece,
which do not allocate the same levels of resources to their competent authorities as France.

Given this disparity, therefore, do you recognise the limitations of the principle of mutual
recognition applicable in the EU and the risks in terms of protecting public health?

1-057-0000

José María Cobos Suárez, Deputy Director-General of Health and Plant Hygiene and
Forestry. – We already apply the mutual recognition procedure. We use this procedure as often
as we can. There are indeed limitations: an obvious limitation is the zonal system, but others
include, on occasion, the availability of resources to enable timely implementation of the mutual
recognition procedure. Nevertheless, many mutual recognitions are being authorised in Spain,
and all mutual recognitions authorised in Spain have been evaluated – at least with regard to
the toxicological characteristics of the product – by the Ministry of Health. We therefore believe
that it is a procedure in which the Member State accepting recognition does not put others at
risk and that it is a very useful tool for achieving product availability, if the conditions in both
Member States are similar.

1-058-0000

Ramona Nichifor, Chief of office, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. – With regard
to mutual recognition in Romania, this is achieved by recognition of an authorisation in a
Member State located in the same area as our country, or in a different area, providing that the
assessors responsible for evaluating the plant protection product file find that the same
authorisation conditions apply, and that certain conditions relating to pests and crops are the
same.
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What we can say, in the case of an assessment made by a reference Member State, which has
taken into account all the tests and all the studies carried out for that product, is that we have
confidence in that assessment. That is why the principle of mutual recognition works quite well
in Romania. That is the answer.

1-059-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium – I
can only confirm what my colleagues told me. The products that are for instance authorised in
Belgium through mutual recognition, or in other countries as well, undergo the same risk
assessment. All that we will then do, is to confirm what the other countries have done. There is
therefore a full risk assessment at the start, which we then take over, and on the basis of this we
will authorise the product under the conditions in Belgium.

This also has advantages. You should really see mutual recognition as a kind of system to do
this peer review at national level too. We now have a peer review for active substances. It is
organised by EFSA. If via mutual recognition we therefore get to see the evaluations of other
Member States, it also allows us to harmonise this aspect. We can then see how other countries
are approaching it. We will not necessarily agree with them, but it does give us the possibility
to take over the practice or to comment on the other Member State if we find that they did not
do it properly.

It would therefore appear to be a harmonisation problem. It is often said, and it is true, an effort
must be made to align all of these evaluations. But that is just the mechanism that was built in
to bring the harmonisation problem under the radar and to identify it so that we can work on it.
There are therefore also positive aspects, everything is not as bad as it may look.

1-060-0000

Mireille D’Ornano (EFDD). – I think that there are real differences, in particular with
Romania. Excuse me, but your answer seems to me to be somewhat tenuous.

Yes, there is a disparity between the countries, but they don’t use the same products.
1-061-0000

Ramona Nichifor, Chief of office, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. – I am very
sorry, but the plant protection products approved in Romania have the same composition and
the same approval file as the product approved in the reference Member State which we are
guided by. We cannot say we have other products in Romania. Approval is based on the central
area where the same climatic conditions and the same pests are present; our assessors check all
the aspects of the mutual recognition process. So products that are effective for other pests and
crops which do not exist in Romania are not approved. There is harmonisation between
approval in the reference Member State and approval in Romania. Approval is not granted for
products without pests in Romania and existing crops in Romania.

1-062-0000

Catch-the-eye

1-063-0000

Maria Heubuch (Verts/ALE). – Mr Mesnage! I have a few more questions for you. We’ve
talked a lot about adjuvants and co-formulants now. There’s no question in your mind: there’s
not nearly enough data, far too little value is placed on investigating these substances as well.
We’re seeing a very different approach in the individual Member States.

Spain has a rather respectable list of what they consider unacceptable, Romania is taking a
completely different tack, as we’ve already heard, and Mr Trybou from Belgium is saying that
there aren’t actually any dangerous adjuvants which have approval right now — so nothing
which is approved is dangerous anyway. You also said, Mr Trybou, that only the active
chemical enters into the human body, only that would be stable enough, that’s what you said at
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the beginning of this hearing. In the previous hearing, we heard that pesticides bind with dust
and we actually inhale them. Nobody is researching that. So here I see a totally different
approach.

Mr Mesnage, can you agree that none of these approved substances, adjuvants, are dangerous,
as has previously been said here in this room? Do you share the opinion that they don’t enter
into the human body at all? – Which I absolutely cannot imagine, since it’s a homogenous
substance being sprayed here, which can enter into the body in various ways. And what would
you recommend? What should Member States do about these adjuvants and co-formulants?
Does it make sense for us to have such different approaches, or would it be more sensible for
us to harmonise it and see to it that, at the very least, the basis for each Member State’s approach
is the same?

1-064-0000

Robin Mesnage, Toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – It’s very difficult to say if some formulants are toxic, if some formulants are present
in the environment, and if some are safe because there is a clear lack of data on that. If some
data has been produced and taken by Member States, this is not available to the public so, as a
scientist, I cannot say anything about it and cannot reach a conclusion.

I am supportive of harmonisation because there is a regulation of active principle at European
level. I don’t see why co-formulants would not also be regulated at European level because, in
some cases, co-formulants can also be an active principle, and the other way around. So of these
molecules, which are made to be applied on crops, some will be biodegradable and some more
or less, but they are all to be considered the same and to be regulated in the same way in my
opinion. We clearly need to have more data to see the status of this co-formulant toxicity right
now.

1-065-0000

Maria Heubuch (Verts/ALE). – Do you have the impression that the Member States
concentrate too much on the active substances in their investigations, and too little on the whole
product, the cocktail?

1-066-0000

Robin Mesnage, Toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – It is a difficult question because I don’t know everything about all of these Member
States, but I believe that they are doing what they are asked to do. So we need to improve the
regulation and, on this basis, to have more reliable toxicity tests and more transparency. I can’t
really comment on the attitude of Member States at this level because I don’t know exactly
what they are doing.

1-067-0000

Pilar Ayuso (EPP). – It is clear that EFSA and ECHA evaluate the active substances and that
Member States evaluate the final product, hence the different results we have had with some
risk analyses that have been conducted, specifically those of glyphosate.

I would like to ask Mr Mesnage whether these adjuvants that you have studied – or the final
product containing the adjuvants – are toxic per se, or does a synergy exist between the adjuvant
and the active principle in question, the pesticide in question, or the combined adjuvants? And,
if that is the case – I believe you have already provided a response to this – whether it would be
beneficial to authorise each active substance used, the active principle of a pesticide, together
with a list of admissible adjuvants and blacklisted adjuvants for the products. Because, after all,
we are dealing with solvents, wetting agents and stabilisers, which are intended for a specific
purpose. I think if our aim was to find a totally harmless product, we would not be able to use
any kind of pesticide or anything at all – not even medicines. That said, we must always look
for the solution that causes the least harm to every living thing.
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1-068-0000

Robin Mesnage, Toxicologist, Department of Medical and Molecular Genetics, King’s College
London. – It is true that every ingredient in a pesticide, and every pesticide, will be toxic in their
own right. The point is not to find something totally safe because this is not possible and I
believe we need pesticides. I think that their use should be reduced and they should be used
reasonably, but the main question is about the validity of the toxicity tests and transparency.

To answer your first question about the synergy between active principles and adjuvants, in fact
they are made for that. The co-formulants are generally added to increase the penetration and
stability of the active principle so, in this case, we can assume that they will have combined
effects. It’s not clear if these combined effects will be relevant to human health because – I will
take the case of glyphosate – in the case of glyphosate, no synergy was demonstrated between
tallowamine and glyphosate. The problem was the toxicity of tallowamine itself.

So it is not possible to make a generalisation. It is also always a case-by-case approach and I
believe that having a list of co-formulants authorised for each pesticide and a list of adjuvants
which are blacklisted could be a solution if they are toxic and if we know their interaction.

1-069-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). – Mr Chair, first of all, a comment to Mr Pesonen: I am the chair
of a farmers’ union, and you don’t represent me here, and the organisation which you do
represent in Austria is a private organisation, some sort of subsidiary organisation of the
conservative party. So please, talk about the farmers you are representing here, and not about
farmers in general. Aside from that, I don’t know what planet you’re living on, or whether
you’re trying to whitewash something here. You’re saying that we’re trying to work with crop
rotations and avoiding monocultures. I absolutely welcome you to come to Austria some time,
and I will show you the complete opposite. You’re about to hear in my question to the Romanian
representative that the reality looks very different.

My question is very specific. We absolutely ought to have trust in the competency of your
agency, so I would like to ask you this: explain to me why the application of neonicotinoids,
which year after year, Romania keeps requesting a derogation for, supposedly represent an
acceptable risk in Romania, when by contrast, the EFSA and the European Commission came
to the clear conclusion that the risks of neonicotinoids are unacceptable, particularly for our
bees. And explain to me why the alternatives like pheromones or even crop rotation, which
work for other countries, don’t work in Romania. I’d like that explained, if you would.
1-070-0000

Paulina Gabor, Director General, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. – I understand
your point of view, but I must point out that Romania has a specific agro-pedo-climatic
character, which has led to an increase in pests, especially in the southern and eastern areas of
the country, where there are crops of maize, sunflower and rapeseed. These emergency
authorisations were only given because we considered the situation an emergency, and we had
no viable alternative. We tried several tests, but we reached the conclusion that seed treatment
is the most effective form of treatment. Products containing pyrethroid were recommended.
They are not as effective and we would have preferred not to use them, as the impact of
pyrethroid group pesticides on the insect population is very damaging, and they are applied
during the growing season.

1-071-0000

Thomas Waitz (Verts/ALE). I doubt that the climate in Romania is so very different. I was
there just four weeks ago. That’s not an acceptable explanation. These climate conditions exist
in other parts of Europe as well. You have an ‘emergency’ every year. There are absolutely
other methods. I will remind you that DDT was also very effective in agriculture, but of course
you know what the consequences were.
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1-072-0000

Paulina Gabor, Director General, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. You should
be aware, as far as the weather is concerned, that we had a winter that was not typical in our
area. But aside from winter temperatures, this request or derogation did not mean we wanted it.
It was requested by the farmers, who demanded this derogation. On the issue of crop rotation,
I can assure you that we do it. Not 100%, but we do it. We have farmers who know how to
follow the best agricultural practices, and who do all that. Sometimes we are restricted by
specific circumstances. We have told you about: the increasing intensity, an increased presence
of 25-30 individuals per square metre, especially since they are also capable of resistance to
pyrethroids. What could we do to support Romanian farmers who need us, and to prevent
production from falling? Because that is what happened.

1-073-0000

Chair. – Just so that there isn’t any confusion, the question of neonicotinoids is in fact one of
coated seeds and not plant treatments. We are not going to go back over the decision made by
Romania here. The decision was made and the issue was a specific one. However, as you can
see, it did indeed raise quite a few questions in this assembly. In any case, our work is to see
how we can, in the future, take this type of decision into account to improve the situation at EU
level in the future.

This doesn’t require a response, but is simply a note to the effect that there is currently no
process in place to deal with the situation. As you know, the issue with neonicotinoids is clear:
so researchers tell us, apparently unanimously for once, these products have an impact on the
nervous system of bees when they are foraging and they can no longer find the way back to
their hives and therefore die.

We have just heard that in Romania, one particular species of bee - this was your argument -
has a higher resistance. In any case, this is the decision that was made. This is what the
Romanian authority told us. That’s how it stands. A decision has now been taken at EU level,
not without a certain amount of discussion it is true and in the future this sort of approach could
be better coordinated between agencies, or in any case responses could be better adapted to
situations of a European dimension.

Nevertheless the decision has been taken. There’s nothing to be gained in continuing the
discussion. I think that we have the answers to the questions that have been asked.

1-074-0000

Lieve Wierinck (ALDE). – My question slots in with your remark, Mr Andrieu. The
investigation now falls under agriculture. They control pesticides. The problem of pesticides is
one thing, the problem of excipients is another. I see the Medicines Agency has extensive
knowledge of excipients. My question is: are we leaving all of this in a separate agency, or are
we considering changing to something where the whole investigation on pesticides will take
place where medicines are investigated, where they have highly specialised laboratories, so that
the two kinds can merge. That is the question I am putting to the people of the agencies. Are
we going to keep these apart, or are we going to bring them together more?

Perhaps you are using the data from healthcare and medicines, but the investigations could be
much more specialised in the sphere of medicines than where they are currently taking place.
But in the end we will have to do it: the better the investigation, the better the results, the better
the use of pesticides, and the better for people.

1-075-0000

Chair. – That is an excellent comment, Mrs Wierinck, but I think that it’s a question for us,
rather than the agencies. As of 10 September, a report will be drafted by Bart Staes and
Robert Lins and I think that it is one of the elements that we will be able to include in the
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amendments in time, or in the file that we will provide, because it is indeed one of the questions
that has been asked. There is the issue of resources allocated...

1-076-0000

Lieve Wierinck (ALDE). – They may have a suggestion, but they can’t tell us that we have to
do it, but perhaps...

1-077-0000

Chair. – The issue of combining forces was put to the national agencies previously. If you don’t
mind, Mrs Wierinck, I’ll just add that the point being made here is that private industrial research
resources are concentrated in the hands of three big groups who control the whole agrifood
market and that public resources in terms of research or expertise are rather fragmented, both
when it comes to the four EU agencies and the large number of national agencies with varying
levels of funding according to the capacities of each Member State.

The question then, if you’ll allow me, is as follows: does even further synergy – synergy already
exists, as we know – at that level seem opportune to you, or something that would be worthwhile
looking into, or not at all?

1-078-0000

Paulina Gabor, Director General, Romanian National Phytosanitary Authority. – Yes, it is
possible, if there are proposals. But, technically speaking, from the perspective of the National
Phytosanitary Authority, I cannot decide this myself. We need to have a basis and then address
the broader subject with the relevant institutes.

1-079-0000

Chair. – Further to the question – and thank you for your answer –, you are saying what we are
often told here: ‘no, but those are the rules’. However, we are here as co-legislator to try to
change the rules if they don’t seem to us to be suited to current challenges.

Today, there’s a good amount of evidence that allows us to see a certain number of areas to be
improved. Moreover, this has been the case since the beginning of our mission. Now the idea
is that Parliament, that this committee – this is our primary mission – provide the European
Commission with elements to enable it to make legislative proposals for the future, to improve
the current protocol in the interests of the 500 million EU citizens, including the farmers of
course.

1-080-0000

José María Cobos Suárez, Deputy Director-General of Health and Plant Hygiene and
Forestry. – This is quite complicated to answer, because there are two aspects. We are talking
about a series of studies that have been designed and applied for purposes other than plant
health, and which I assume are under ownership. So using that information for other types of
authorisation will involve a significant legislative change.

What is happening right now is a different thing. When scientific studies are published in
scientific journals, these synergies are being used. The new knowledge that appears in scientific
publications is being used to call for more information from industry. With, of course, all the
limitations that we come up against in terms of availability or the search for that legislation.

But our evaluators, supported by the INIA, evaluate and analyse all of that information. I believe
that it would be beneficial for a formula to be found so we can take advantage of this
information – respecting, of course, the ownership of these studies.

1-081-0000

Maarten Trybou, Head of the Plant Protection Products and Fertilisers service, Belgium –
First and foremost, I do want to emphasise that I am convinced that the evaluation as it is done
at present for pesticides is very thorough. But indeed, there is always room for improvement. I



32 28-06-2018

would be open to sharing best practice among agencies. Others may have a different approach
that could lead to other insights, why not? Sharing best practice could be a useful exercise.

1-082-0000

Chair. – If I could just make a final comment. It’s not really the chair’s role I know, but as we
have a few moments to spare.

Like us, you can see the differences in terms of resource allocation. The experts often tell us –
this is the case with the EFSA, as noted in the hearings that took place here – that they lack
funding. This fact is uncontested and what is true for the EU agencies is, I believe, also true for
the national agencies, because they say the same thing.

Two problems arise: there’s the current situation in terms of capacity of expertise and, I’ll say
it again, the considerable funding for private research. We are faced with three big
multinationals – we won’t name them, but you know who they are as well as I do –, who have
concentrated all their expertise and on the other side – or alongside or with, if one prefers – the
fragmentation of public expertise, which results from our historical organisation. Thus today –
and earlier I spoke of the sorcerer’s apprentice approach, even if this is something of an
exaggeration – the lack of evidence and expertise can clearly be seen and we are unable to relate
the impact of such and such a molecule on such a such a biodiversity, environmental or human
health issue, however as legislator we are able to state that human health and biodiversity issues
do exist. The destruction of insect and bird-life is not a myth but rather a reality. In any event,
a certain number of crossover studies do raise issues for us as legislator. The issues involved,
and they have often been raised here, include early puberty, fertility and emerging diseases. To
what is this due? There are many factors, but they do raise questions for us.

Once a finding is confirmed, as legislator and guarantor of the health – I’ll say it again – of 500
million EU citizens, we ask ourselves how we can best act in the interests of the greatest number
in order to move forward together? We can see that there is a disparity in terms of funding and
it is here that we ask ourselves whether it isn’t perhaps a good idea to put forward suggestions
for greater synergy and even pooling. Proposals will certainly be forthcoming in terms of the
future of public research funding and I think that we will be able to make some proposals in the
report we are submitting.

I think, and I’ll say it again – excuse me for taking these few moments to speak – that farmers,
agencies and EU institutions have shared interests because of course, sustainable agriculture, I
believe will lead to... As we can see today, there is a relationship between production and
consumers, who are moreover also citizens. We can see that this issue is undergoing great
transformations and that we cannot continue to ignore this new environment of the future. This
isn’t a French, Spanish, Belgian or Romanian issue, nor even an EU one. I think that it is
worldwide and that we owe it to ourselves, at this time, to assume a certain number of
responsibilities.

I understand your responses and thank you for them.

1-083-0000

Kateřina Konečná (GUE/NGL). – Mr President, I would like to ask Mr Pekka Pesonen. In
your replies you say that the public has to become better acquainted with the new breeding
techniques, so that they accept them, and so that they can help us to reduce the use of plant
protection products. I would like to ask you what you mean by that exactly and whether you
could elaborate on this. Because I unfortunately understand that you prefer to use more GMOs
than pesticides. But, in my opinion, the use of GMOs in some cases leads to the use of a greater
quantity of pesticides. Is it not true, then, that the impact of GMOs on the environment and
health is much less researched than is the case with pesticides, and that their blanket cultivation
is therefore much more dangerous?
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1-084-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – Thank you very much for the question.
First of all, any production method or technology we do not adopt a position of whether it’s
good or bad provided it is safe.

There is no scientific evidence that GMO or biotechnology or any of the breeding
methodologies or mechanisms are by definition dangerous. So therefore the only aspect that
we’re looking into is whether the consumers are interested in consuming these products or not.

So that’s our formal position. No good or bad position provided it’s safe, then it’s up to the
consumers to decide whether they wanted to go for that or not.

What I meant by this is that approximately 70% – and this is an internationally agreed figure
roughly speaking amongst the stakeholders –70% of the productivity improvements, meaning
producing more for the same, making sure that we have better yields from fields, and also the
productivity gains in general, is based on better genetic material in both plants and animal
husbandry. So 70% of improvement is based on better genetic material and you find proof of
that everywhere you go. I don’t have to specifically point that out.

What we would like to see, especially when it comes to new breeding techniques, is that each
of these techniques will be assessed on their own merits so that what they represent, are they
risky, are they acceptable, can we use them and if so how. And in this respect our members –
70 member organisations, national farmers’ organisations in the EU 28, actually agree. All of
our members agree that we need to assess new breeding techniques on the basis of their
individual merits and of course risks. So I’m very confident in saying that we believe in sound
science, safe science and we believe that we have a lot to contribute in the agricultural sector.

Furthermore, I would like to make – if you would allow me Chair – to make a very short
comment in terms of the representativeness of our organisation.

We are a voluntary organisation. You don’t have to be a member of Copa-Cogeca or our
member organisation in almost all of the cases and unless you wanted to be one, but our
members represent a huge range of all sizes, all production sectors almost in all Member States.
And what I would like to underline is that within our ranks we have 45 working parties covering
all aspects of agriculture, aquaculture, fish farming and forestry, so we actually in our internal
work, we go through our positioning for instance in the case of neonicotinoid. We had extensive
discussions amongst our member organisations especially when it comes to impact on bees and
crops and the environment.

So I’m very confident in saying that the European farming community through our
organisations, our member organisations, have gone through a very thorough assessment of
their own – how they position themselves in the case of neonicotinoids, glyphosates or any
other political matter to that question.

1-085-0000

Kateřina Konečná (GUE/NGL). – Mr Pesonen, you have just mentioned neonicotinoids. That
was another thing in the answer to sub-question 56 that surprised me very much. On the one
hand, you indicate that you agree with the decision to ban the use of these substances that kill
pollinators, predominantly bees. But, on the other hand, you say that EFSA is not deciding on
it and that it is a decision for the European Commission and Member States to take, and you
are forcing them to continue using it by threatening the livelihood of a number of farmers. I
sometimes do not understand your answers at all, it is as if – as we say in Czech (my apologies
to the interpreters) – ‘you can have your cake and eat it’. You are simply contradicting yourself,
and I would love to open the neonicotinoids question, and would be very happy if you explained
your position because your answers are not clear positions.
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1-086-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – Thank you very much for the question.
We believe that this is very much at the heart of the matter. First of all, there is a clear difference
between EFSA, the Commission and Member States in terms of what they do. EFSA does not
ban anything. They don’t propose a ban. They make a risk assessment where they consider that,
in the case of neonicotinoid – if I put it straightforwardly – there may be a risk in the case of
bees. This cannot be ruled out and therefore it needs to be assessed, meaning risk management
measures.

This is what the Commission, together with Member States, has done. We have to keep these
two elements clearly separate and that’s why we support the process of risk assessment and risk
management. EFSA doesn’t manage risk. Their role is to give a risk assessment and, in the case
of neonicotinoids, I can say that, amongst our member organisations, we consider – and this is
also what we proposed to the Commission at the time of EFSA’s assessment – that we can
manage the risk and reduce the risk effectively by putting some measures in place that can take
care of some of the indicated risks in such a way that we can keep the active substance on the
market, at least for certain products and certain uses. This is particularly the case when it comes
to the so-called non-flowering crops. Sugar beet is a very good example of that. It is not
attractive to bees or pollinating insects, so our opinion is in favour of the maintenance of
neonoicotinoid, which is effectively the coating of the seed, for the sugar beet because it doesn’t
attract bees and therefore the risk is minimal in that particular case. So in this assessment, in
the case of neonicotinoids, we said that the risk was something that we believed we could
manage by putting new measures in place because of course, from the farmer’s perspective, we
also offer the interest of reducing the exposure of farmers themselves.

I hope that that this will clarify the difference between the different bodies and how we position
ourselves. But of course, if you say that there is an extensive risk, of one, two, three, four, five
elements, then the question is if we can actually do anything in terms of reducing the risk in the
application of the product. So, given the fact that we felt that the neonicotinoid risk assessment
was negative, but only to the extent that we felt that we could do something in order to make it
more sustainable, that’s how we positioned ourselves. This is a fairly widely shared position
amongst our membership. As far as I recall, the original position was not unanimous, but almost
unanimous amongst our members.

1-087-0000

Bart Staes (Verts/ALE). – Thank you, Mr Chair. Tomorrow, the school holidays start in
Belgium. I am sure that in the coming weeks, hundreds of thousands of people will again take
their cars and travel down south, towards where you live, Mr Andrieu, and in the direction of
Spain.

In the past, Mr Pesonen, you had to stop every 100 kilometres or so because the windscreen of
your car would have been filthy with insects. That happens much less nowadays. We have seen
in scientific studies that the number of insects has declined by up to 75% in Germany. At
another level, if you look at the disappearance of birds, there is a decline of one fourth in France.
Many factors may well be at the root of this, there is no doubt, but I cannot get rid of the
impression, and I have also read studies about it, that the use of pesticides is closely connected
to this.

You as representative of several millions of farmers, do you think that this issue, the decline in
the insect and bird populations, can be countered with a contribution by your members?

1-088-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – We follow all these phenomena ourselves
and, of course, it would be in our interests to maintain biodiversity. By definition, farmers never
go out there to have a negative impact on the environment. This is the starting point. That’s
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why I would also like to underline the importance of the market – because the farmers do what
the markets expect.

When it comes to insects and birds, I have experienced quite the opposite. On my own farm,
this spring particularly, on a field that actually – if I may be a bit provocative, but this is not
scientific evidence because it’s on my farm – when I woke up one morning in early May of the
previous year, at around the same time, we didn’t have any birds because of the frost, but
probably also because of the changes in the immediate environment. I can’t exclude that. But
this spring, when I woke up one morning in early May and went out to the field, we had
hundreds if not thousands of birds in the same field that had none the previous year. They were
there after the insects and worms that were obviously already there. What I wanted to
demonstrate is that the difficulty that we have as a farming community is that we cannot exclude
or assess one element without the others. I think you pointed this out – that from a scientific
perspective, you also need to put that situation in a wider perspective. We don’t disagree on
that.

The element that we are interested in in Europe and amongst European farming communities
is: how can we produce in line with consumer expectations, especially when it comes to
qualitative, quantitative and especially price matters and do so in a sustainable manner? We
don’t have a choice. We have to do that in the same manner in the same field, in the same barns,
with the same animals and the same crops.

The big demand that we’re making is for us to be given the tools to make it economically viable.
European agriculture is going through a catastrophic economic situation. Chair, you know this
especially well in your native France. We have farmers that are desperate in their economic
survival.

Believe me, we do not aim at destroying our immediate environment – because it is our farmers’
immediate environment. It belongs to them and their families. I have three kids, but then I have
to say, as a person, as your representative from the farming community, that I would rather see
my three kids eating fruit and vegetables produced in Europe in accordance with EU legislation
than not eating them. It makes them healthy: they will outlive me by, hopefully, 10-15 years at
least. It’s much more important that we actually serve the consumer, like I said in my
introductory note, with a range of high-quality, safe products, and we have to do that
sustainably. We are prepared to discuss this with you, with other institutions and with our
trading partners. But how can we do this economically in a viable manner? Please help us. That
is why we are very committed to this House and to the EU. We support the CAP as the main
source of policy decision affecting agriculture and, as it happens, modern agriculture has many
more positives to deliver than negatives. We live longer. We are healthier. We have healthier
lives. My kids are probably much healthier than I am. I am very proud that this is because of
EU policies, my national policies and my family’s consumption of these foodstuffs in their
lives. So please help us.

1-089-0000

Bart Staes (Verts/ALE). – You are right, in the end it is about price and the income that you
as a farmer can earn with good prices. But I have a supplementary question of a different nature.

You said at one point that there are 45 working groups in your organisation that study these
different aspects of agriculture and food policy. We all know that there is a court case going on
in the United States of various farmers against manufacturers that distribute pesticides with
glyphosate, including Monsanto, because they are claiming that they contracted a certain form
of cancer through the use of these products. Among the tens of millions of farmers whom you
represent and in one of the working groups of which some must no doubt focus on health and



36 28-06-2018

agriculture, are there any farmers or farmer organisations with similar examples, or is there no
such thing in the European Union?

1-090-0000

Pekka Pesonen, Secretary-General, Copa-Cogeca. – I am more than happy to respond to that.
I had a malignant cancer myself 10 or 11 years ago and I survived that, so I know perfectly well
where we are at. In this respect, I am even more committed to making things work better. You
don’t have to question my motivation or our members’ motivation.

We have millions of farmers in our ranks and what I wanted to demonstrate to you is that,
through those 45 working parties, we actually look into the same matter from different angles
and we try to come to a conclusion, taking into account all aspects and making sure that the
farming family survives. That’s why we have a phytosanitary working party, we have a honey
working party, we have a feedstuff working party, an arable crops working party – everything:
livestock, all of them – and, when we put out a position, for instance, on neonicotinoids, we do
this work thoroughly internally. Through our organisations, probably hundreds of people were
involved.

So I am totally convinced that, even those – let us say – conservative or – I should say – negative
concerns were taken on board in the way that they should have been. I will fight to the bitter
end for my members – all of them – to be able to express their views. In this respect, I have
absolutely nothing to hide from our organisational perspective. Remember, we have 70 national
member organisations and 45 working parties. What conclusion can we reach other than that
we need to scrutinise these issues very carefully?

1-090-5000

(End of catch-the-eye procedure)

Chair. – It’s an interesting debate, even we change the terms of the discussion, because the use
of pesticides is in fact very revealing with regard to the agricultural model. It goes back more
than 54 years now and, as you know, things move fast. The issue concerns the alarm that has
been raised. In effect, the globalisation of agriculture, as we well know – and this is something
that the Committee on Agriculture in this chamber is looking into and is very much related to
the issue we are dealing with –, results from attempts to increase competitiveness – this is the
word that is often used – and this leads us unavoidably to asking ourselves how far we can go.

A few of us are just back from a trip to Brazil where we saw lots of crops, in particular GMO
corn and soya, and visited lots of abattoirs and indeed what raises issues – no response is
required but it’s a question we are all asking ourselves collectively – is the question of the
development of the agricultural model. Of course pesticides – among other things – are at the
heart of the challenge facing us.

As for competitiveness, what competitiveness do we act in the name of? What indicators do we
act in the name of? Is it social justice that leads us to raise these questions? After all, we also
act in respect of 500 million EU citizens. What we do – which is something, like you, we do in
respect of farmers, but, where we are concerned, not just farmers – is try to listen to the demands
made or the analyses carried out both by EU citizens and political parties, whatever they may
be. The most liberal among us ask ourselves whether the phenomenon of liberalism, in the form
in which we have implemented it up until today, hasn’t now reached its limits in terms of
concentration.

We are not going to go into that debate here, but how many farmers were there in Europe 50
years ago and how many are left today? In the name of what? How many regions were there
with farmers with family businesses 30 years ago and how many are left today? In the name of
what? How many jobs generated in comparison to the CAP in the last 54 years and in what type
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of geographical region? These are the issues, but we aren’t going to provide the answers. This
comes not as a conclusion but rather as the opening of a debate because these are the questions
that are going to take up our time over the forthcoming months.

It is true that these questions cannot be ignored with regard to the European agricultural model
or the model of agriculture that is being developed internationally, because the question can be
asked whether, through intensification – and this is a concern that is also being expressed here
– we can today remain competitive in respect to agricultural models such as those in Brazil?
This can be seen in the free-trade agreements with Mercosur. Will we be competitive with
Australia or New Zealand in the future? Some countries may well still be in 10 years – in
northern Europe for example – but a good number won’t be able to survive. To what point can
the level of competitiveness be raised in the name of intensive farming?

These are questions we will not be able to avoid in the coming months because they are not part
of immediate agricultural challenges but rather a medium and long term strategy. What we must
consider – and this is why I am putting this at the heart of the debate on pesticides – is that this
raises the question of the model and collective strategy that we need to define. It is also in this
respect that this future responsibility must be at the heart of all aspects of our report scheduled
for the end of the year. Is the health of EU citizens a priority? This is an issue we will have to
take on – or not. We’re not going to answer this. This is simply to raise the issues again, but
there will be an opportunity to discuss them in the coming weeks and months.

In any event, I wanted to offer you sincere thanks for your remarks, your comments,
contributions, the quality of your analyses, which, once again, have moved us forward in this
collective effort in which we are currently involved and in respect of which I am ever more
certain that we will be able to make very concrete proposals in the report that must be approved
for December 2018 in the common interests of the 500 million EU citizens that all of us here
represent in our respective roles.

Thanks all of you and in particular to the members and to those who have stayed with us to the
end. This exercise is of course a difficult ritual for you, as it is for us, but it is nevertheless one
to which we are pleased to lend our weight because it is in the name of the common cause.
Thank you, godspeed and all the best back in your respective Member States and thank you in
terms of all the farmers you represent here. Thanks also go to the interpreters, who in spite of
the arduousness of their task today, have supported us to the end throughout our work.

(The meeting closed at 17.08)


