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SUGGESTIONS 

The Committee on Agriculture and Rural Development calls on the Committee on the 

Environment, Public Health and Food Safety, as the committee responsible, to incorporate the 

following suggestions into its motion for a resolution: 

1. Stresses the importance of a regulatory framework that encourages competitiveness, 

stimulates and facilitates research and innovation in order to develop better and safer 

plant protection products (PPPs), while at the same time securing the availability of a 

broad range of plant protection products; believes that future reviews of the regulatory 

framework should encourage the authorisation of PPPs compatible with sustainable 

agriculture systems, which are environmentally sound, effective and affordable, and 

which also take due account of non-target impacts, notably on bees and other pollinators 

and other insects beneficial to farming, such as the natural predators of pests; 

2. Notes that the EU approval process for PPPs is one of the most stringent in the world, 

currently taking over 11 years, requiring an average of over 200 scientific studies and 

costing in excess of EUR 220 million to bring a product to the EU market; underlines its 

belief that the Regulation’s set of targets can be achieved most effectively if farmers 

and producers, irrespective of the Member States they are operating in, have access to a 

broad range of active substances and PPPs that allows them to efficiently tackle pests; 

stresses that the availability of a broad range of PPPs is the basis for any meaningful 

reduction strategy as farmers would otherwise be dependent on less targeted and hence 

less efficient PPPs, which would lead to higher consumption; expresses, therefore, its 

concerns about the small number of new active substances that have been authorised 

since Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 entered into force; points out that since the current 

rules were introduced, only eight new active substances have been authorised for use on 

the EU market; stresses that sustainable, low-risk PPPs (and the active substances in 

them) play a key role here; stresses the fact that, if farmers have no access to PPPs, they 

will be powerless to prevent the growth of certain natural pathogens present in crops, 

thus jeopardising our food security; 

3. Points out that this regulation is part of the wider EU PPPs regime, which also includes 

the Sustainable Use Directive (SUD), the regulation setting Maximum Residue Levels 

(MRL) and the Regulation on Classification, Labelling and Packaging of Substances 

and Mixtures1, and that all four parts must be considered together in order to identify 

whether they are fit for purpose, including with a view to reducing the total volume of 

PPPs used, notably through the Member States and the Commission ensuring the 

implementation of integrated pest management (IPM) and encouraging the use of low-

risk pesticides as well as agronomic practices; recalls that there is a substantial need for 

an integrated approach and that Regulation (EC) No 1185/2009 on statistics on 

pesticides should be taken into account; 

4. Notes that the proper and appropriate use of plant protection products must comply with 

the provisions of Directive 2009/128/EC and, in particular, with the general principles 

of IPM and its holistic approach; regrets that these principles are not being implemented 

to their full potential in the Member States and that IPM development is being hindered 

by the limited availability of low-risk, non-chemical pesticides, including low-risk plant 
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protection alternatives; notes that resistance is a biological inevitability when dealing 

with fast-reproducing pests and diseases; emphasises the use of IPM as a way to prevent 

resistance and the need to avoid blanket treatment when often not a single pest is even 

detected; 

5. Highlights the importance of continuous training and education for farmers in the 

proper and appropriate use of plant protection products; urges the Member States and 

competent authorities to make better use of all available measures to increase the safe 

use of plant protection products and reduce adverse environmental effects; stresses the 

need to distinguish between professional and private use of PPPs, given that they are not 

subject to the same obligations, and calls on the Commission and the Member States to 

clearly distinguish between these two kinds of use and to amend the rules accordingly; 

stresses that PPPs are not only used in agriculture, but also for weed and pest control in 

urban areas, including public parks and railways; emphasises that professional and non-

professional users of PPPs should receive adequate training; 

6. Highlights the potential that precision farming techniques and technological innovation 

can have in helping European farmers optimise pest control in a more targeted and 

sustainable manner in line with the principles of Directive 2009/128/EC; highlights the 

potential efficiency gains in plant protection that could be realised through the use of 

precision farming technologies, which would lead to a significant reduction in the 

quantities used and would also reduce the environmental impact; calls on the 

Commission to fully embrace this form of scientific and technological progress and 

ensure that farmers, consumers and the environment benefit from it; 

7. Notes that, for some tools in the ‘toolkit’ such as biological controls using the natural 

predators of pests or their parasites or parasitoids to work, it is important that untargeted 

broad spectrum pesticides should be avoided until being used as a last resort; 

8. Highlights the important role PPPs play in enabling crops to be grown and harvested 

with reduced losses resulting from diseases and pest infestations, and increasing quality 

yields and rural incomes; 

9. Notes that PPPs represent a significant expense for farmers as part of their crop 

production systems; 

10. Underlines the need for knowledge sharing and skill acquisition in relation to 

alternatives to chemical pesticides and IPM, including finding the optimum crop 

rotation for farmers’ market and climatic situations; notes further that this has already 

been provided for in the horizontal regulation of the CAP, notably also in the Farm 

Advisory Services financed within rural development; 

11. Stresses the contribution that the authorisation of low-risk PPPs makes to a sustainable 

EU farming sector, the importance of ensuring their availability and the important role 

low-risk PPPs can play in a comprehensive strategy of integrated pest management; 

draws attention to the importance of contributing to a better functioning agricultural 

ecosystem and a sustainable farming sector, while pointing out that the lack of 

availability of PPPs could jeopardise the diversification of agriculture and cause 

harmful organisms to become resistant to PPPs; believes, in this respect, that an 

assessment of their effectiveness and risks, and of their capacity to meet the 
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environmental, health and economic needs of agriculture, must be guaranteed in order 

to increase acceptance and facilitate a broad uptake in farmers’ crop protection 

strategies; calls for the development of low-risk PPPs to be encouraged; observes that 

natural substances and products that are known to involve less risk should not need 

lengthy approval procedures; asks, therefore, for the introduction of an accelerated 

procedure (i.e. fast track procedure) for the evaluation, authorisation and registration of 

biological low-risk plant protection products; 

12. Expresses concerns about the small number of new substances that have been approved, 

while at the same time other substances have been taken off the market; stresses the 

importance of a suitable toolbox of PPPs for farmers to secure the EU’s food supply; 

13. Welcomes the fact that an implementation report for Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 is 

being undertaken in order to scrutinise its performance with the aim of ensuring food 

safety and environmental protection and a high level of protection of human, plant and 

animal health; stresses the need, at the same time, to safeguard the competitiveness of 

the EU’s agriculture sector by ensuring a level playing field through access to a broad 

range of reasonably priced active substances and PPPs for all farmers and producers, 

irrespective of which Member State they are operating in; recalls recital eight of 

Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009, which clearly highlights that particular attention should 

be paid to the protection of vulnerable groups of the population, and that the 

precautionary principle should be applied; expresses, in this context, its concern that 

some Member States are not sufficiently equipped to deal with illegal and counterfeit 

plant protection products; 

14. Takes note of the Commission’s ongoing REFIT Evaluation of Regulation (EC) No 

1107/2009 and of its planned completion by November 2018; trusts that these findings 

will be an adequate basis for the co-legislators to discuss the future development of 

Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009; 

15. Stresses the fact that between 1993 and 2009, the number of authorised active pesticidal 

substances fell by 70 %, while the number of pest outbreaks in the EU increased; 

16. Recognises that PPPs have played a significant role in improving the agricultural 

sector’s ability to satisfy global nutritional needs, which has contributed to reducing the 

global share of undernourished people in the population from 18.6 % in 1990-1992 to 

around 10.9 % in 2014-2016, according to the FAO1; takes the view, therefore, that the 

current system should be improved by intensifying efforts to eliminate adverse effects 

rather than by it being dismissed without having alternatives to hand that are equally 

capable of maintaining and further increasing the supply of food; 

17. Expresses its concern that in recent debates, the European Union’s current science-

based evaluation system for PPPs has been increasingly called into question; stresses 

the importance of maintaining and further strengthening a system which is scientifically 

robust, objective, and based on peer-reviewed evidence, derived from an open, 

independent, and multidisciplinary scientific approach in authorising any active 

substance, in line with the EU’s risk analysis principles and the precautionary principle 

as established in the General Food Law (Regulation (EC) No 178/2002); insists that the 

                                                 
1 See FAO (2015): The State of Food Security in the World; http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4646e.pdf  

http://www.fao.org/3/a-i4646e.pdf
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procedure for the re-approval of active substances must take into account the practical 

use of PPPs, as well as scientific and technological progress in this area; points out that 

the complexities in the current evaluation and authorisation system lead to deadlines 

being missed and could mean that the entire system cannot work properly; stresses, 

therefore, the need to review and simplify the system;  

18. Welcomes the Commission’s interpretation of the precautionary principle, as expressed 

in the REFIT evaluation of the General Food Law1, that it is not an alternative to a risk 

management approach, but rather a particular form of risk management; recalls that this 

view is also supported by EU court rulings2; calls on the Commission to assess whether 

the cut-off criteria as laid down in Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 are fit for purpose in 

this regard; 

19. Notes that the Rapporteur Member State has to prepare and submit to the Commission, 

with a copy to the Authority, a report referred to as a ‘draft assessment report’, 

assessing whether the active substance can be expected to meet the approval criteria 

provided for in Article 4; highlights that the Rapporteur Member State must make an 

independent, objective and transparent assessment in the light of current scientific and 

technical knowledge; 

20. Expresses its concern that Regulation (EC) No 834/2007 provides no equally 

scientifically robust and thorough regime for the assessment of the effects on human 

and animal health and the environment in relation to the authorisation of substances for 

plant protection in organic production; notes that the principle of separating risk 

assessment and risk management is not applied in the aforementioned Regulation; 

21. Expresses its concern about systematic delays in the authorisation processes and the 

increasing use of derogations as laid down in Article 53 of Regulation (EC) No 

1107/2009; stresses that these delays seriously hinder the market introduction of 

efficient and safer innovative products, and that they also lead to an increasing use of 

emergency authorisations, which entail a higher environmental burden; underlines the 

necessity for Member States to comply with the legal deadlines, to ensure predictability 

for applicants and facilitate the market introduction of innovative PPPs that are in line 

with more stringent requirements; considers, moreover, that any derogation should be 

duly justified and reassessed on a regular basis; recalls recital 10 of Regulation (EC) No 

1107/2009, which clearly highlights that substances should only be included in plant 

protection products where it has been demonstrated that they present a clear benefit for 

plant production and they are not expected to have any harmful effect on human or 

animal health or any unacceptable effects on the environment; highlights that a 

Commission audit carried out in 2016 and 2017 in seven Member States showed that 

the majority of the audited Member States did not have the correct systems in place to 

ensure the processing of applications within the legal deadlines, which should not 

exceed 120 days; 

22. Deplores the unilateral decisions by Member States, which can lead to the abolition or a 

restriction in the use of products approved by other Member States, and the lack of 

                                                 
1 SWD(2018)0038. 
2 For example, Judgment of the General Court of 9 September 2011, France v Commission, T-

257/07,ECLI:EU:T:2011:444. 
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harmonisation in the time taken to process requests for authorisation, which gives rise to 

distortions of competition in the internal market and forces farmers into technical dead 

ends, which are both harmful to the environment and counter-productive in terms of the 

competitiveness of farms; 

23. Highlights that the credibility of the PPP authorisation system strongly depends on 

public trust in European agencies, which provide the scientific opinions that are the 

basis for approvals and risk management; underlines that transparency in the scientific 

assessment process is important to maintain public trust; calls, therefore, for the relevant 

agencies to be adequately funded and have the necessary staff to ensure an independent, 

transparent and timely authorisation process; welcomes, in this regard, the fact that the 

Commission, in its REFIT evaluation of the General Food Law1, concluded that the 

European Food Safety Authority (EFSA) has been highly transparent and has shared 

data within the boundaries of the strict confidentiality rules laid down by the co-

legislators; further welcomes EFSA’s continuous efforts to improve its system to ensure 

independence and the management of potential conflicts of interest, which was praised 

by the Court of Auditors as the most advanced system of the audited agencies in 20122, 

and which was recently updated in June 20173; calls on the Commission to propose 

improvements to further enhance the transparency of the regulatory process, including 

on access to the data in safety studies submitted by producers as part of their 

applications for market authorisation of PPPs in the EU; recognises the need to review 

the procedure to improve evaluations, increase the independence of the authorities 

tasked with carrying out studies, avoid conflicts of interest and make the procedure 

more transparent;  

24. Highlights the imbalance in the number of applications between some Member States of 

the same zone, and of similar size and agricultural conditions; 

25. Stresses the need to encourage work sharing and information exchange between 

Member States by fostering the availability and use of harmonised methodology and 

models to conduct evaluations, while reducing the existence of unnecessary additional 

national requirements, in order to ensure the optimal operation of the internal market; 

points to the existence of specific requirements in each Member State and the lack of 

harmonisation between the methodologies used for the evaluations as the main causes 

of the lack of trust between Member States and the reason why they carry out re-

assessments based on their own national models; underlines the role of the Member 

States in the effective implementation of Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009; highlights the 

benefits of efficient authorisation, including more timely access to PPPs including low-

risk alternatives; considers it vital to improve harmonisation of the legislation on 

placing PPPs on the market in the EU in order to prevent distortions of competition; 

underlines that the full implementation of existing legislation should have the aim of 

avoiding duplication of work and making new substances available to farmers without 

unnecessary delays; 

26. Welcomes the idea and targets of the zonal authorisation system, but recognises that 

these targets could potentially be achieved more efficiently by a single authorisation 

                                                 
1 SWD(2018)0038. 
2 https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/News/NEWS1210_11/NEWS1210_11_EN.PDF  
3 https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/policy_independence.pdf  

https://www.eca.europa.eu/Lists/News/NEWS1210_11/NEWS1210_11_EN.PDF
https://www.efsa.europa.eu/sites/default/files/corporate_publications/files/policy_independence.pdf
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system at Union level; asks the Commission to evaluate whether the authorisation 

process could be achieved in a more time- and cost-efficient manner either by 

improving the current system (e.g. by strengthening the harmonisation of methodology, 

models and application requirements, and/or by introducing a mandatory authorisation 

for the entire zone following a positive evaluation by the zRMS), or by setting up a 

single Union approval system; 

27. Welcomes the idea and targets of the zonal authorisation system and recalls that this 

system should, in principle, lead to an authorisation of PPPs that is more time- and cost-

efficient for all parties concerned; points out that the aim of the zonal evaluation of PPP 

applications, which allows applicants to propose one zonal Rapporteur Member State 

(zRMS) to carry out the assessment, should lead to the concerned Member States (cMS) 

taking a decision in cooperation with each other within the maximum time limit of 120 

days after the zRMS has issued the registration report; expresses its concern that, in 

practice, these benefits have hardly materialised at all, leading to systematic delays in 

the authorisation process and an increased use of emergency authorisations; urges, 

therefore, the Member States to fully use the opportunity of work sharing provided by 

the zonal authorisation system, and encourages the Commission and competent 

authorities to support the Member States in so doing; 

28. Stresses that the aim, in terms of the single market, of the procedure of mutual 

recognition by Member States in a particular geographical region was to simplify 

procedures and increase trust among the Member States; regards the application of the 

mutual recognition procedure as an important tool to increase work sharing and ensure 

compliance with deadlines while guaranteeing optimum protection for users, allowing 

applicants to apply for authorisation in another Member State which makes the same 

use of the product in question for the same agricultural practices, based on the 

assessment carried out for the authorisation in the original Member State, which, for its 

part, must be responsible at all times for the assessment issued to Member States 

applying mutual recognition;  

29. Is of the opinion that, given the discrepancies in practice among the Member States and 

the list of products which have been effectively authorised, these objectives have not 

been achieved; draws attention to the fact that, if the significant discrepancies between 

the Member States with regard to authorised PPPs and the mistrust between them 

persist, the principle of mutual recognition cannot be applied effectively; calls, 

therefore, on the Commission to improve the functioning of the mutual recognition 

system, proceeding in two stages: 

a) reviewing the mutual recognition procedure with the aim of increasing its 

effectiveness and improving its implementation, the meeting of deadlines and increasing 

mutual trust between the Member States; 

b) carrying out an impact assessment in order to gauge the feasibility of setting up an 

authorisation procedure for PPPs, possibly at European level and coordinated by the 

Commission, taking into account specific geographical characteristics, with the aim of 

harmonising the rules among the Member States, dramatically reducing costs and time 

limits and resolving problems of unfair competition by strengthening the internal market 

for PPPs, and bearing in mind the fact that this kind of procedure will not be possible 
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without sufficient budgetary resources and expertise from the Member States; 

30. Expects the impact assessment to confirm whether or not establishing a single authority 

at EU level, responsible for all aspects of the evaluation and authorisation of active 

substances, would avoid duplication of work, significantly reduce costs and 

administrative burdens, and ensure a uniformly high level of protection of the 

environment and human health as well as providing a ‘one-stop shop’ for the evaluation 

and registration of active substances; 

31. Takes the view that an authorisation procedure for PPPs, which is harmonised at 

European level, might provide common solutions for small farms, which are currently 

in technical dead ends because of the cost of obtaining authorisation and the lack of 

investment and research on the part of private and public stakeholders; 

32. Notes that the lack of coordination between the Member States is leading to duplication 

of work, resulting in inefficient expenditure and administrative burdens; 

33. Notes with concern that farmers have fewer tools available to them due to the low 

number of new active substances that have been approved since the implementation of 

Regulation (EC) 1107/2009; reminds the Commission and the Member States of the 

importance of financing research and innovation, notably through public-private 

partnerships, aimed at finding viable, safe and effective solutions for plant protection in 

environmental, health and economic terms, and stresses the need to guide farmers in the 

implementation of these alternative solutions to enable them to reduce their use of PPPs 

and ensure that sustainable agriculture meets the demands of a growing global 

population, as well as addressing environmental and health concerns; highlights that 

research and technology have an important role to play in increasing the number of 

tools available to meet the current and future challenges faced by agriculture, such as 

counteracting resistance; 

34. Welcomes the effort made by the Commission in creating the coordination tool for the 

approval of plant protection products for minor uses, but stresses the need to make 

active substances for these purposes more widely available, and recalls that in many 

Member States, minor uses represent a large majority of crops; 

35. Takes the view that Regulation (EC) No 1107/2009 should also be amended to take 

more account of substances not regarded as PPPs and which, when used for plant 

protection, are governed by the Regulation; such substances offer interesting 

alternatives in terms of integrated production methods and some bio-control products; 

36. Welcomes the setting up of the Minor Uses Coordination Facility as a forum for 

improving coordination between the Member States, grower organisations and industry 

in developing solutions for minor uses; stresses the need for long-lasting and sustained 

financing of this facility; 

37. Calls on the Member States to undertake an exchange of information and good practices 

resulting from research into combating organisms, which are harmful to crops, thereby 

paving the way for alternative solutions, which are practicable in environmental, health 

and economic terms; 
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38. Highlights that special attention should be given to the role of small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) in the development of new products, as SMEs often lack the vast 

resources that are necessary in the process of development and approval of new 

substances; 

39. Calls on the Commission to strengthen the coordination of data generation, particularly 

residues data, across the Member States; 

40. Considers that products imported from outside the EU, which have been grown using 

PPPs, should be subject to the same strict criteria as products produced inside the EU; is 

concerned that PPPs not registered in the EU may be used in the production of imported 

produce; 

41. Calls on the Commission to propose a pan-European system of authorisation for minor 

uses and speciality crops and a common list of major/minor crops to be applied at EU 

level; 

42. Takes the view that low-risk pesticides can play an important role in IPM and calls for 

an accelerated authorisation process for these substances in order to facilitate their 

inclusion in crop protection strategies. 
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