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Goal 1: Better regulation 

Summary 

We would like to see this section in the NAP shift from its current priority of simplifying and 
streamlining regulation, towards maintaining and improving regulation with the aim of 
supporting the urgent reduction of use of – and harm from – pesticides. 

We are pleased to see the commitment to retaining the precautionary principle, but 
maintaining and strengthening a hazard-based approach to pesticide approvals is not explicit 
enough in the draft. These principles should apply to both chemicals and any innovative 
technologies. 

Ensuring transparency and independent scrutiny of the data used for decisions on approvals, 
renewals and derogations will be vital for public trust and removing conflicts of interest. There 
is a significant governance gap in this area post-Brexit, and this is not adequately addressed 
in the NAP. 

Strengthening post-approvals monitoring will also be vital, and the NAP gives no detail of this. 
No matter how good a regulatory and approvals system, there will always be real-world 
unforeseen impacts that occur, and so ensuring these are captured early and acted upon is 
vital to protect people and wildlife. 

 

Question 1 – In the context of maintaining current high levels of protection for human health 
and the environment, what can we do to make the regulatory system for pesticides simpler 
and more efficient?    

In the draft, this section currently prioritises simplicity, streamlining and ease of regulation 
(including “removing delays from EU operated process”) over maintaining and improving 
regulatory approaches for the benefit of people and wildlife. We would like to see this 
prioritisation addressed. There is also a lack of focus on direction of travel: regulation should 
be supporting the reduction of use of (and harm from) pesticides urgently, not facilitating ease 
of use. More clarity is needed on what vision the NAP is designed to support – a farming 
system that doesn’t rely on harmful chemicals. Post-Brexit approvals should be built with this 
vision in mind. Reduction targets are a must and we deal with the detail in the questions in 
Goal 4. 

The aim of regulation should first be improving levels of protection for the environment and 
human health. Currently there is too much focus on best practice and on voluntary measures 
which fall short. This is why the RSPB, PAN UK, Link and others resigned in 2019 from the 
Voluntary Initiative and Pesticides Forum. 



 

The EU approvals process is one of the most robust in the world and should be used as a 
baseline to prevent regression against standards, but there is also an opportunity here to 
improve it to provide better protection for people and wildlife (more detail in Q5).  

The draft NAP commits to the precautionary principle which is welcome, however it also talks 
about ‘levels of risk’ which is concerning. We would strongly advocate for a retention and 
strengthening of a hazard-based approach to approvals – not a risk-based approach. Risk is 
often very hard to accurately assess, and current risk assessments make unrealistic 
assumptions about fate (e.g. unforeseen impacts on non-target organisms) and exposure (e.g. 
the now disproved assumption that all treated neonicotinoid seeds are buried). This could be 
improved to raise confidence in the risk approach, but there are likely to always be things that 
cannot be predicted, and so the hazard-based approach is the one most consistent with the 
precautionary principle that the NAP commits to.  

There is a concerning governance and capacity gap in pesticides regulation post-Brexit. There 
needs to be a significant increase in funding and independent scrutiny of decisions that are 
made. For example, in recent neonicotinoid derogations across Europe, EFSA is able to 
independently conduct enquiries into those decisions. There is nothing comparable in the UK 
now. See Q6 for recommendations on independent scrutiny of decisions. 

The NAP needs to be much clearer on issues relating to possible conflict between the 
Withdrawal Act’s Northern Ireland protocol and its relationship to the Internal Markets Bill and 
common frameworks. For example, which body will Northern Ireland be required to apply to 
for the approval and reauthorisation of chemical products for use in agriculture – will it be via 
the UK or directly via the EU – and what will the process be? The draft mentions a number of 
times that regulation will be maintained or enhanced “if possible” within the NI Protocol, but 
doesn’t give any details on what this means in practice. 

Bringing in clear legislation that will regulate the behaviour of all those that use pesticides and 
allow for those that contravene to be held accountable is vital – and detail is covered in Goal 
3. 

Question 2 - What could we do to increase transparency about the way that evidence is used 
to inform decisions on the regulation of pesticides?    

Transparency on product approval, renewal and emergency derogation is vital – even more 
so now the UK is separate from the EU approvals process. Independent scrutiny of the 
application, the risk assessment and all toxicology data and evidence should be made possible 
by all the relevant information being made public in advance of approval, renewal or 
emergency derogation decisions being made. The draft NAP references transparency, but is 
not specific enough about what should be transparent. Restricting access to pre-licencing 
testing obstructs public scrutiny of whether testing approaches have adequately addressed 
threats posed by new or relicensed products, and whether risks are tolerable or adequately 
mitigated. This has been a particular obstacle where new threats have emerged and it has 
been difficult to establish what was missed in the risk assessment. In the recent neonicotinoid 
derogation decision in the UK, the data used to make the decision has had to be obtained by 
Freedom of Information (FoI) requests. Putting this automatically in the public domain would 
reduce suspicion around the decision, and reduce the burden of government to respond to 
those FoIs. Commercial sensitivity restrictions on transparency in conjunction with testing 
responsibilities being largely the domain of the pesticide producers, is in direct conflict with 
public interests in ensuring regulatory processes are fit for purpose and adequately 
implemented. 



 

The draft NAP talks about public-facing communications advising people of health risks 
relating to pesticides, but this should be strengthened to include public-facing communications 
about the rules and regulations surrounding pesticide use, and the consequences of breaching 
them. This also ties in to Goal 2 around public communications to support people to reduce 
their reliance on pesticides overall, which should be a key part of ensuring the NAP goals are 
achieved. 

Question 3 - How can we best ensure that our regulatory systems keep up with innovation and 
scientific development including new technologies?    

There are some core principles that should always be adhered to as new technologies are 
developed. One is the precautionary principle: products should not be authorised if there are 
reasonable grounds for concern that it is not safe for people or wildlife. It is also important to 
retain a hazard-based approach, not rely on best practice or assumptions about how products 
behave in the field as per a risk-based approach. This also makes it easier for regulation to 
keep up. Speeding up the regulatory process and reducing its robustness is not adhering to 
the precautionary principle. Hazard criteria should be passed over from the EU and kept up to 
date. It is also important that the least harmful option should always be used, so new 
innovations should also be compared to previous products or technologies. 

It is important to say that innovation should not be limited to new and expensive technologies. 
Innovation in agroecological techniques is vitally important, and solutions should be accessible 
to all farmers, not just large-scale intensive farms. 

Finally, it is important to monitor the impacts of new products or technologies in the real world. 
Even with the best approvals process and regulation possible, unintended or unforeseen 
consequences could occur (more detail in Q5). 

Question 4 - What actions could we take to expand and improve the current Biopesticides 
Scheme, to increase the availability of approved biopesticide products and better support 
potential users?   

On the scale of harm, biopesticides are usually less harmful than synthetic pesticides. 
Therefore the costs of getting these approved and time taken should be lower to reflect that, 
which may help more biopesticides to become available. However, they are not automatically 
safe and so regulation for these should be just as robust. The draft NAP portrays these as a 
solution in their own right, whereas they should still be the less-preferred option compared to 
more natural approaches to pest control within an IPM plan.   

Question 5 - What are the priorities for research to better understand the impacts of changes 
in regulation?  

As the UK develops its own regulatory system and approvals process, it will be vital to 
understand the real-world impacts of any regulatory changes. Although the EU system is 
relatively robust, there are a number of areas it does not address, and this is an opportunity 
to undertake research to see what will be possible. For example, the current regulatory 
process only focusses on a narrow range of species, on short-term and lethal effects (serious 
sub-lethal effects will be missed as there were with neonicotinoids and bees) and doesn’t 
address any cocktail effects of multiple chemicals. Improvements could be made at approval 
stage and researching how to do this should be a priority.  

The risk assessments often make unrealistic assumptions about fate and exposure of 
pesticides, and funding is needed to better understand and predict these. There should also 
be a higher responsibility on those granting approvals to provide proof that mitigation 



 

approaches to impacts of toxic chemicals actually work. Historically there has been an over-
reliance on mitigation practices (e.g. by assuming all pesticide treated crop seed is buried at 
sowing) which have since been proved to be ineffective and untrue1 (Lennon et al, Science of 
the Total Environment, 2020). 

In addition, post-approvals monitoring should be improved to understand longer term effects 
of approved chemicals when they are out of a lab and reacting with other environmental 
stressors. This should not be an alternative to robust approvals risk assessments, but should, 
in addition, look routinely at a wider range of exposure pathways to try to recognise problems 
such as the neonicotinoid impact on bees earlier. Many monitoring schemes already exist, but 
linking these to each other and to pesticide use (ideally at a finer scale than is currently 
available) is vital to understanding impacts. The outputs then also need to be linked to the 
regulatory system so that use of products can be halted or constrained if overlooked problems 
emerge. Independent bodies scrutinising this evidence is also vital – the neonicotinoid ban 
came about due to an EFSA review – separate to the approvals process. This needs to be 
replicated in the UK. Monitoring should include (but is not limited to) soils, water, birds, other 
vertebrates and terrestrial invertebrates (particularly where pesticides may negatively impact 
attempts to rely more on natural processes in agriculture, such as pollinators and beneficial 
predatory insects). Work was underway to look at this, but has not yet been finalised, and 
didn’t really suggest any adequately resourced solutions to weaknesses in current schemes 
(e.g.soil and water residues monitoring).  

Question 6 – What other suggestions do you have for improvements to the regulatory system 
for pesticides? 

An independent body should be formed to look at pesticide regulation to provide scrutiny and 
assessment of any decisions. This would remove the bias of vested interests in other groups 
such as the Pesticides Forum. This body should be able to take a view on decisions that have 
been made by advice from ECP and HSE. They should also have a function that would enable 
them to commission analyses or research, for example on the effectiveness of mitigation 
approaches. Currently, now the UK is outside of the EU, the same groups that made the 
decision, scrutinise the decision, and this is a concerning conflict of interest. 

 

Goal 2 – Promoting the Uptake of IPM 

Summary 

Whilst we support the focus on promoting and increasing IPM uptake, this section goes 
nowhere near far enough in terms of addressing a) how farmers will be supported to do this 
b) what new commitments into funding research on non-chemical alternatives will be made 
and c) how the Government will ensure that uptake of IPM directly leads to a reduction in 
pesticide use. 

Defining what IPM means in practice, and what cannot be counted as IPM is particularly 
important to ensure that uptake has impact. Farmers need support in the form of independent 
advice and financial support such as via land-management schemes. There are no details on 
this in the draft NAP so it doesn’t help farmers make these farm business decisions.  

 
1 Lennon et al, 2020, ‘From seeds to plasma: Confirmed exposure of multiple farmland bird species to 
clothianidin during sowing of winter cereals’. Science of the Total Environment volume 723 
 



 

In non-agricultural settings, there is no mention of forestry which needs to be addressed, and 
the ambition in the draft relating to amenity use of pesticides is lacking. IPM means only using 
pesticides as a last resort, and many towns and councils have proved that there are 
alternatives available, so it should be phased out. 

Finally there is no real mention of nature-based alternatives to chemicals, and the overall 
benefits of adopting these such as healthier soils and increased pollinators. Without ensuring 
a fundamental shift to more agroecological techniques, farmers will never be able to reduce 
their reliance on pesticides. 

 

Question 7 - How can we best develop and support management and advisory services to 
deliver an increase in the uptake of IPM?  

A focus on promoting and increasing the uptake of IPM is welcome, and the framing around 
the fact that this needs to happen in order to “minimise the negative impacts of pesticides and, 
over time, reduce pesticide use” is very much supported. However this should not be with the 
aim of just making small reductions in pesticide use whilst having no impacts on the problems 
they create. The IPM uptake ambition should reflect the aim of getting to the point of 
substituting pesticides for natural pest control that also boosts ecosystem services such as 
pollination and soil function.  

Overall we feel the commitments to ensuring that IPM uptake is increased, and that the IPM 
is genuinely aiming to reduce pesticide use, are weak and need to be strengthened.  

One of the most important elements missing from the draft NAP is a clear definition of what 
IPM actually means in practice. Genuine IPM should lead to a meaningful reduction in 
pesticide use. Simply completing an IPM plan or adopting one or two measures alone is not 
going to deliver the benefits needed for the environment or farmers. There is also a lack of 
mention of the benefit of nature-based pest management techniques for agriculturally 
beneficial organisms and soil health – and therefore farm businesses. At RSPB’s Hope Farm, 
we have found that management of soil health and appropriate crop nutrition can do more for 
sustainable pest control than current widely promoted chemical options. For example, 
protecting oil seed rape from cabbage stem flea beetle pest pressure there seems to be more 
reliable when the focus is on the soil health and conditions at drilling. It is important to stress 
that some of the benefits of adopting these approaches will take time and so it is important to 
consider IPM as longer term than just year by year.  

Once IPM is clearly defined there needs to be an uptake target so that issues can be tackled 
along the way if targets are not met. To define IPM, the FAO definition2 is a good starting point: 

“IPM means the careful consideration of all available pest control techniques and subsequent 
integration of appropriate measures that discourage the development of pest populations and 
keep pesticides and other interventions to levels that are economically justified and reduce or 
minimize risks to human health and the environment. IPM emphasizes the growth of a healthy 
crop with the least possible disruption to agro-ecosystems and encourages natural pest control 
mechanisms”.  

Advice for farmers needs to be entirely independent of the agri-chemical industry (this 
acknowledgement in the draft is welcome), so agronomists can provide unbiased advice on 
IPM. Financial support for farmers would help agronomists to feel they can be more confident 

 
2 http://www.fao.org/agriculture/crops/thematic-sitemap/theme/pests/ipm/en 



 

in advising a reduction in chemicals. We recommend the creation of an independent advice 
and research facility for farmers and agronomists, including an increase in funding for research 
into agroecological farming systems (including organic), in order to provide farmers with an 
alternative and reduce the reliance on chemicals. This research should focus on better 
understanding of longer-term impacts of pesticide use on farm businesses and functions, 
rather than short term current crop benefits. This would then lead to advice by facilitating a 
greater understanding of how to enhance natural pest control and ecosystem services. This 
would mean farmers would be more able to reduce pesticides without impacting farm business 
resilience.  

There is a distinct lack of mention of forestry in the draft NAP. Details on how the government 
and forestry sector plan to increase uptake of forest IPM should be included in this section. 
We recognise the role that pesticides may sometimes play in tackling severe tree pest 
outbreaks when they occur, but longer term, a substantial increase in forest IPM will reduce 
the need for prophylactic use in forestry which is the situation currently. As with agriculture, 
this is likely to require systemic changes in how plantations are managed. 

Question 8 – What else could we do to ensure that pesticide users are fully informed about 
the benefits and practicalities of IPM approaches?  

Peer to peer learning is one of the most effective ways of showcasing the benefits and 
practicalities on farms of IPM approaches. Facilitating this via providing funding for farmer 
workshops or demonstration farms would help with making this come to life for people. Online 
advice with case studies will make this important information accessible to a wider group.  

The draft NAP puts a lot of reliance on increasing uptake of BASIS training, but for this to have 
impact, it needs to be overhauled to focus more on other pest control measures first, and 
pesticide use as a last resort. 

Question 9 – How can the promotion of recognised standards be used to encourage the 
uptake of IPM, in amenity, agriculture and more widely?  

In agriculture, the draft NAP puts a lot of emphasis on IPM plans in schemes such as Red 
Tractor and the Voluntary Initiative. Neither of these are effective at encouraging a genuine 
reduction in pesticide use as these IPM plans are more of a tick-box exercise with no more 
requirement than the regulatory baseline. A recognised standard for IPM, probably as part of 
an accreditation scheme, could be effective if farmers were rewarded for making real changes 
and if IPM was properly defined as something that moves away from pesticide use to greater 
reliance on natural processes. 

In amenity, the draft focusses on the Amenity Assured Scheme and the Amenity Forum which 
have failed to make any meaningful change. We believe that, other than some very specific 
reasons such as invasive non-native species control, amenity use of pesticides should be 
phased out as quickly as possible. IPM means using pesticides when essential, and the vast 
majority of amenity uses are not essential and alternative approaches are available. Many 
towns and cities are already committing to this, but the NAP should commit to supporting and 
enforcing this nationwide.  

Again, forestry is missing from this section. Accreditation schemes such as UKWAS will play 
a role, however will not be effective unless foresters are properly supported to make changes.  

Question 10 – What suggestions do you have for a communications campaign to encourage 
more uptake of IPM?  



 

An online campaign based around peer to peer learning and case studies (similar to Q8) so 
that farmers can see the financial and practical benefits of using IPM and reducing pesticide 
use would be the most effective. In particular, having crop specific communications would be 
of benefit. The NAP fails to mention the importance of using nature as pest control and other 
agronomic functions, and how working with it can benefit soils and other important elements 
on farms.  

In relation to reducing carbon footprints on farms, events focussing on nature-based solutions 
to climate change are already happening. These are technical webinars covering subjects 
such as managing soil microbiology, and similar webinars should be planned to disseminate 
information about nature-based pest management. 

Question 11 – How could we use financial support schemes to offset risks associated with 
IPM?  

The draft NAP is very non-committal about the role of the new post-CAP land management 
schemes will play in supporting IPM. For England, there are phrases in the NAP such as “we 
expect IPM to be part of ELM” and “SFI is likely to include some IPM actions”.  

The land management schemes in all of the UK countries should take a whole-farm approach 
in relation to IPM. Rather than farmers picking one or two totemic IPM measures, the schemes 
should support them to be paid for a suite of measures that deliver a reduction in pesticide 
use, thus balancing out any risk of profit loss. It is important that payments should be linked to 
actions that help reduce pesticides rather than paying farmers not to use pesticides. 

In combination with a pesticide tax or levy, it should become more economical to reduce 
pesticide use, than to use chemicals prophylactically.   

Question 12 – What should government do to facilitate research on the availability of effective 
methods of pest control?  

The R&D section in the NAP only lists existing projects, and contains no commitment to 
increase R&D into non-chemical alternatives. Any commitment to progressing anything is 
“advancements in agricultural technology”, and the only case study presented is one involving 
drones. There is nothing on nature-based pest management solutions or agroecology. Whilst 
technology undoubtedly plays a beneficial role in the future of agriculture, it shouldn’t be at the 
expense of funding farmer-led research into natural pest control measures. And where 
technology is the answer, it should be to facilitate and support this sustainable agroecological 
approach, not facilitate intensive farming devoid of nature. The government should properly 
fund IPM research, that is tested in field, working with the organic sector and innovative 
conventional farmers. As mentioned in Q7 – there needs to be an increase in funding for 
agroecological research. Another important area of research is to understand the contribution 
soil microbial communities play in pest resistance, and the negative impacts that pesticides 
can have on such processes. 

 

Goal 3: Safe and Responsible Use of Pesticides 

Summary 

This section mainly focusses on enforcement and makes some good statements of intent, but 
does not demonstrate any new measures that are likely to have real-world impacts. PPPs and 
other pesticides are regularly used in wildlife crime – particularly raptor persecution – and this 



 

needs urgently addressing, including a zero tolerance approach to pesticide abuse and 
stronger sentences and sanctions. 

In terms of reducing harm from pesticides more broadly, this section needs to be tied into the 
aims of goal 2, to ensure pesticide use is reduced to an absolute minimum. 

 

Question 14 – How should we raise awareness of the health, environmental and legal risks of 
using professional products without having the correct training and certification?  

This section has good overall comments about making improvements to enforcement, but no 
specific commitments or targets that can be tracked, and no demonstration of impact of 
previous measures. 

This question should be primarily about enforcement and how this should be part of wider 
messaging to encourage compliance and good practice. Harm from pesticide use can come 
from correct use (tackled by reducing use or phasing out), misuse of pesticides (tackled by 
enforcement and training), and abuse of pesticides (a crime which needs better enforcement).  

Action on reports of misuse or abuse are very ad hoc currently and the draft NAP does not 
make it clear how enforcement will be improved. The draft NAP in fact says government will 
“work with industry over the next 12 months to develop our system of enforcement”. Industry 
should not be self-regulating or enforcing, and so it is important the government also works 
with the CPS (for abuse cases), and with other stakeholders. Currently HSE is more focussed 
on compliance than enforcement. Making pesticide users aware of consequences should help 
improve compliance. Also, making information about the environmental consequences of non-
compliance should be made simple and accessible. 

The NAP recognises enforcement in amenity settings needs to be improved, and makes a 
couple of suggestions but gives no concrete commitment to applying them. 

Question 15 – What would be the benefits and challenges of introducing a legal requirement 
for certification of pesticide advisors?  

This would only be beneficial if the certification followed adequate training on non-chemical 
alternatives to pesticides in addition to legal use and health and safety concerns.  

Question 16 – What more should retailers be doing to inform amateur pesticide users about 
the actions they can take to control pests more sustainably?  

Amateur users should be encouraged and supported to use other methods so we can get to 
a point where pesticides are not routinely used in this context. In the meantime, retailers 
should have to provide much clearer labelling on harms posed to people, wildlife and the 
environment by using these products. Public communications about alternative ways to 
manage pests (or live with them in some cases) should be developed.  

However, in many cases, attempting to tackle this simply by getting amateur users to self-
regulate is not going to work – for example the issue around residues of neonicotinoid flea 
treatments ending up in waterways, despite many areas asking dog owners not to allow them 
to swim.  

In the draft NAP many of the things claimed to have improved, do not really mention impact 
e.g. on internet sales “HSE worked with major internet retailers to make them aware of their 
obligations”.  



 

Question 17 – How can we best target inspection and enforcement to prevent unsafe and 
environmentally damaging pest management practices?   

In line with NAP key goals, the RSPB believe that enforcement and compliance checks are 
an essential part of the process of ensuring pesticides are used safely and responsibly. We 
feel wildlife poisoning issues relating to approved use, misuse and abuse of pesticides is 
under-represented in the consultation. 

Within the draft NAP, table 1 suggests that for both short and long-term change, there is 
insufficient data from the Wildlife Incident Investigation Scheme (WIIS) to make an 
assessment on progress. In view of how long WIIS has been running, and the amount of data 
collected, we are very surprised that no reliable assessment can be made, and we suspect 
this is a reflection of a lack of co-ordination and resource in this area. There is no explicit 
mention of WIIS in the main text, and although it currently does not capture all incidents, it 
needs proper investment, with action following reports and prompt publishing of data.  

Raptor persecution is one of the UK Government’s wildlife crime priorities.  The abuse of PPPs 
and other pesticides to target and kill raptors and other predatory animals remains a persistent 
problem. The indiscriminate nature of laying poison baits in the open countryside continues to 
pose serious risks to wildlife, people and pets. There can be little doubt that only a very small 
proportion of incidents are actually discovered and recorded, as offences typically take place 
in quiet and remote areas of the countryside. Whilst there are some indications of an overall 
reduction in abuse incidents since 2000, this reduction mainly occurs in Scotland and there 
are some factors possibly influencing this: widespread use of satellite tags on raptors which 
have led to the recovery of poisoned raptors; introduction of the offence of vicarious liability in 
2012 as a direct and specific response to ongoing illegal raptor persecution; a pesticide 
amnesty scheme in 2015. Please see the attached appendix ‘Summary of pesticide 
convictions and abuse cases relating to raptor persecution 2000 to 2019’ for more detail on 
abuse incidents. 

In line with the NAP key goals, in order to promote effective enforcement, a clear set of metrics 
of enforcement effort need to be recorded. These should include details of follow up 
enforcement activity, searches, seizures, prosecutions, enforcement notices and cross 
compliance inspections. The large majority of prosecutions for raptor persecution involving 
pesticides are dependent on effective follow-up searches by statutory agencies, often with 
NGO support. In the RSPB’s extensive experience in this area, the investigation and 
prosecution of pesticide abuse cases remains piecemeal and often poorly co-ordinated and 
enforced.  Many cases where there are clear reasonable grounds for follow up enforcement 
action are simply not progressed.  Pesticide abuse cases are normally assigned to the relevant 
police force to investigate.  However, very few police officers, even amongst Wildlife Crime 
Officers (WCOs), have much experience in relation to these offences and support from 
government advisers under WIIS, other statutory agencies and NGOs such as the RSPB, has 
been vital in ensuring cases are properly investigated and, where appropriate, brought to 
court. In Northern Ireland, the police do not have this same level of support from statutory 
agencies and this appears to have resulted in reduced enforcement follow up. The RSPB is 
unaware of any pesticide abuse prosecutions relating to raptors in the last three decades in 
NI. In February 2020, we were informed by the Police Service of Northern Ireland (PNSI) that 
only DAERA can prosecute for PPP offences in NI, and worryingly that DAERA apparently do 
not have any staff who can investigate suspected cases. This needs to be resolved to ensure 
pesticide abuse cases are effectively investigated and prosecuted. 

The attached appendix ‘Summary of pesticide convictions and abuse cases relating to raptor 
persecution 2000 to 2019’ provides more background on prosecutions showing the overall 



 

number of cases remains low and sentencing from courts remains highly variably and 
inconsistent. Most individuals prosecuted are gamekeepers, very often employed by wealthy 
sporting estates and typically retain their employment following conviction. The low financial 
penalties and sentences (or lack of) suggest that many cases are not taken sufficiently 
seriously by the courts and unlikely to provide much deterrent.  More consistent and 
proportionate sentences would be helpful, and production of suitable sentencing guidelines, 
as prepared for other areas of criminality, would be valuable. 

Recommendations: 

1. A publicly-stated zero-tolerance approach to pesticide abuse needs to be adopted. This 
needs to be coupled with vicarious liability in the remaining three UK countries (as Scotland 
has done) to ensure that owners and managers of land are accountable.   

2. Following WIIS abuse cases, full inspections of estates and farms in relation to their storage 
and use of all pesticides should be standard practise.  In addition, if estates and farms are in 
receipt of agri-environment payments, then cross compliance inspections should also take 
place.  We believe increased scrutiny of land holdings where pesticide abuse issues have 
been detected are essential to increase accountability and create a stronger deterrent climate. 

3.  Where individuals are found to have committed offences in relation to storage and use of 
pesticides, there should be a mechanism to suspend training certificates (certificates of 
competence) for designated periods. 

4.  That a review of WIIS should be undertaken to identify best practice and ensure pesticide 
abuse cases are investigated effectively with appropriate levels of assistance provided to UK 
police forces, particularly in NI.  Furthermore, to establish a set of suitable metrics to allow a 
proper assessment of enforcement effort over time. 

5.  The RSPB has publicly called for the licensing of driven grouse moors and believe that the 
right to shoot should be dependent on legal, sustainable management. Grouse shooting 
licenses could then be removed if illegal activity is identified, which would act as a deterrent.  
It seems likely this process will be taken forward in Scotland.  The abuse of PPPs and other 
pesticides has been a persistent problem in this sector and this approach would support the 
NAP key goals.   

Question 18 – What kinds of challenges need to be addressed in order to ensure safe disposal 
of unused pesticides and pesticide containers?  

For amateur users, it needs to be simple, clear and cheap for people to safely dispose of 
unused pesticides and containers – for example at local recycling centres. 

The RSPB believe PPPs, such as carbofuran and aldicarb, have historically been passed from 
the farming to the game bird sector for use in illegal predator control. These products 
continued to be involved in pesticide abuse cases. Whilst disposal mechanisms are widely 
available for professional users, and need to be promoted, this is unlikely to be effective for 
individuals making a deliberate decision to retain pesticides for illegal predator control.  
However, the pesticide amnesty scheme run in Scotland in 2015 should be assessed as to 
whether it’s worth repeating in other UK countries.  It does at least provide an opportunity to 
remove from circulation a range of very toxic products which individuals may be reluctant to 
declare under normal disposal mechanisms. This scheme would be particularly relevant to a 
product (Ficam W) containing the pesticide bendiocarb, which lost its approval in December 
2020 making it unlawful to store and use. However, the RSPB believe that illegal stocks of this 



 

will remain in circulation for many years, probably decades, and any mechanisms, such as an 
amnesty, to get this safely disposed of should be considered as a priority. 

As recommended under Q17, as part of the process of investigations into pesticide abuse, full 
inspections of estates and farms in relation to their storage and use of all pesticides should be 
standard practise.  This will undoubtedly identify a range of unapproved products and, subject 
to any prosecution cases that may result, appropriate arrangements can be made for disposal.  
We believe these sorts of enforcement/compliance visits will increase the accountability of 
those storing and using pesticides, particularly in areas where abuse of products is known or 
suspected. Following the investigation of pesticide abuse cases, HSE and any other relevant 
statutory bodies, should be actively writing to land owners/users in the immediate vicinity of 
incidents to promote best practice and encourage lawful disposal of any unapproved or 
unwanted pesticide products. 

Question 21 – What else should we do to ensure that pesticides are used safely and 
responsibly? 

There is a large section in the draft on cross-compliance but this does not address how this 
will be tackled in future land management schemes to prevent regression.  

The RSPB believe that increasing accountability for pesticide use and storage is essential to 
safe and responsible use (see recommendations at Q17 above).  The government should look 
at opportunities for improved legislation, for example the offence of possession of pesticides 
across all countries of the UK. In Scotland, this was introduced by the Nature Conservation 
(Scotland) Act in 2004, and since then, this offence has featured in at least 20 Scottish 
prosecution cases.  Twelve individuals were convicted under this legislation in cases relating 
to raptor persecution and four individuals were convicted in non-raptor related cases. Similar 
legislation was brought in to the other UK countries more than a decade ago, but the relevant 
schedule of proscribed pesticides has yet to be created meaning the legislation cannot be 
used. This should urgently be addressed. 

Overall, pesticide use should be reduced drastically to an absolute minimum. Advice, training, 
compliance and enforcement should all be based around this fundamental aim. In some areas, 
complete phase-out of pesticides is appropriate.  

 

Goal 4 – Targets, Metrics and Indicators 

Summary 

We have outlined a number of priority topics for research on the impacts of pesticides in the 
below questions, but there is also an urgent need to understand the impacts of pesticides on 
wider ecosystem services that will effect agricultural sustainability such as soil health and 
pollination. There is also a need to invest much more in research into non-chemical 
alternatives. 

On targets, we are really pleased to see a commitment to set targets by 2022 for a reduction 
in pesticide use. We urge the Government to stick to this timescale, and develop ambitious 
targets, including interim targets, based on both use and toxicity. 

 

Question 22 – What are the priorities for data collection and research on pesticide usage?  



 

Improving PUSSTATS to make it a more up to date and accurate reflection of pesticide use is 
important. Greater frequency of reporting and publishing, finer resolution geographic 
information (currently only Government region), more data on treatment frequency and 
number of products, and more easily accessible data and summaries of findings are all 
important.  

A recent study in France3 found that 59% of farms could reduce the number of pesticide 
applications by an average of 42% without impacting either productivity or profitability. Over-
usage was greatest for insecticides but substantial for herbicides and fungicides. Similar 
research is needed in the UK, along with more detailed studies to directly assess the pest 
burdens in crops in relation to pesticide usage. If similar over usage is evident in the UK, this 
could be persuasive to farmers and advisors, and could inform UK pesticide reduction 
targets.     

On amenity, the draft NAP acknowledges the difficulties with obtaining data, although it should 
be possible to obtain sales data from larger retailers. A commitment to improve this is 
welcome, but only with the aim of phasing out use. Knowing where it is used and why will help 
to set a date for this ambition. 

Question 23 – What are the priorities for research on the environmental impact of pesticides?  

The NAP claims UK bird populations have levelled off recently, but other data recently 
published in the State of UK’s Birds 20204 shows a 5% decline of farmland birds as recently 
as from 2013 to 2018. And this is starting from a much lower baseline – farmland birds have 
declined more than any other habitat group since 1970 (the Farmland Bird Index fell by 55% 
between 1970-2018). Farmland butterflies have declined by 10% just since 1990, and many 
insect groups are threatened with extinction. Therefore it is vital that we continue to recognise 
the role pesticides and wider agricultural intensification has played in the past, and improve 
post-approvals monitoring to understand the impacts in the future.  

Increased funding should be made available to the research community to investigate the 
environmental impacts of pesticides. Specific priority topics include:   

1. Impacts on non-target organisms and soil ecosystems of poorly understood but widely used 
pesticides on the Pesticide Action Network’s list of Highly Hazardous Pesticides (HHPs), for 
example the fungicides epoxiconazole, cyproconazole, tebuconazole, and the herbicide 
pendimethalin. For example, a recent Spanish study has shown large negative effects of field-
realistic tebuconazole exposure on red-legged partridge reproductive success; 

2. Exposure of non-target organisms to multiple-active ingredients (cocktail effects);  

3. Impacts of secondary rodenticide poisoning on predatory birds and mammals; 

4. Developing our knowledge and predictive capability of environmental pesticide risk at the 
landscape scale from a knowledge of usage and hazard; 

5. The fate, exposure and non-target impacts of neonicotinoids widely and routinely used in 
commercial forestry (e.g. acetamiprid).  

 
3 Lechenet et al, 2017, ‘Reducing pesticide use while preserving crop productivity and profitability on arable 
farms’. Nature Plants 3, article 17008 
 
4 https://www.rspb.org.uk/contentassets/8d123c9a8487449ca36293c6e0e57379/state-of-uk-birds-2020-
report-download-16-12-2020.pdf 



 

Understanding these impacts are important, however there is a general need for a better 
understanding of wider impacts of pesticide applications on pest and beneficial organisms, 
both over time (effects on subsequent crops) and spatially (how pesticide use influences 
dispersal of pests/beneficials back onto the cropped land). This is important to adapt to 
avoiding negative impacts of pesticides on natural ecosystem service providers, avoiding 
pesticide resistance issues, improving prediction of likelihood of future pest infestations (and 
thus minimising the need for damaging pesticide intervention). These actions should aim to 
incorporate wider and longer term impacts into decision-making tools on pesticide use. This 
is the practical knowledge required by farmers/agronomists to make decisions towards 
agricultural systems that reduce/cease pesticide use, rely more on natural ecosystem 
functionality and mitigate impacts on wildlife.  

There is an urgent need to support attempts to develop more sustainable ways of managing 
soils. Pesticide use conflicts with microbial processes that are being employed to achieve a 
range of sustainability goals, including reducing chemical nutrient reliance, improving carbon 
sequestration, enhancing soil structure for drought resilience/flood alleviation & remediation 
and disease resistance and even some pest resistance. The agricultural industry is actively 
pursuing these aims so there may be valuable synergies with pesticide reduction. 

A fit-for-purpose environmental post monitoring scheme focussed on biodiversity, soil and 
water is essential (as detailed in Q5). The approvals process risk assessments, though 
important, only go so far and real-world impacts are not captured. This could be funded by the 
pesticide companies directly or via a levy. Importantly, this monitoring should result in more 
research being commissioned to understand the impacts of exposure. This should then feed 
back into the approvals process to enable products to quickly be removed if they are posing a 
risk to the environment.  

Overall in the monitoring section of the draft NAP, there are a lot of examples of water, 
biodiversity and pollinator strategies or projects, but these make no firm commitments to 
support pesticide reduction. 

WIIS is mentioned in this section and improvements to it are important for enforcement 
purposes, but it does not give a realistic picture of the widespread impacts of pesticide use. 
Although poisoning issues are important, monitoring needs to encompass more routine harms 
that occur from widespread use, not just abuse and misuse cases. 

Question 24 – What are the priorities for research on the health impacts of pesticides?  

It is important that the Department of Health and Social Care is working on pesticides, not just 
Defra. A research group should be set up covering both environment and health interests to 
join up the dual risks of pesticide use, and ensure the findings link back to regulation. As with 
the environmental risks, cocktail effects and chronic exposure should be investigated – not 
just acute and direct. Improvements are needed to the monitoring of short and long term health 
impacts from pesticides – from food residues, to occupational health for the user, to citizens 
being close to sprayed fields, parks or schools. 

Question 25 – What suggestions do you have for ways of measuring our progress against the 
goals set out in this NAP? 

We are very pleased with the commitment to set targets by the end of 2022 and would urge 
the government to stick to this promise, and develop an ambitious set of targets (including 
interim targets) tackling use and harm (impact), not just focus on reducing “risk”. The draft 
NAP covers load indicators well, and acknowledges the fact that impact and toxicity also need 



 

to be considered. Hazard indicators could be developed combining usage and toxicity data for 
different taxa, and then combined to give an overall hazard indicator.  

We are concerned that in the exec summary it says establish appropriate reduction targets 
but in the main text it just says “a target”. We hope the intention is a set of reduction targets 
explicitly, as this is the most important way to reduce harm and risk. 

We recommend the need to examine and regularly assess long term trends from WIIS data 
regarding approved use, misuse and abuse and to develop suitable metrics to measure 
enforcement effort in relation to pesticide misuse and abuse (see also recommendations in 
Q17). 

Having an independent body scrutinising progress and suggesting improvements if progress 
is lagging is vital. 

 

Goal 5: Ensure that we work effectively with others to deliver the NAP goals 

Question 26 – How can we best bring together stakeholders with diverse interests to support 
delivery of the NAP, working towards a common goal of sustainable pest management?  

The draft NAP fails to recognise that vested interests are unlikely to have the same ambition 
to reduce pesticide use. It will be important to work with industry, but it is for the government 
to set ambitious targets to reduce the harm caused by reliance on pesticides, and resist calls 
from industry that they can make products safer. Farmers need to be supported and advised 
so they can transition to more agroecological approaches and reduce the need for chemicals 
to produce food and make a profit. Their advice must be independent. 

It would be helpful if those working on delivering the NAP worked more closely with wider 
agricultural research groups looking at issues such as climate change resilience, as wider 
efforts to achieve sustainability have many synergies with pesticide reduction. 

There is a whole section in the draft NAP on voluntary initiatives. Table 1 in the annex shows 
that these measures have not worked – both in terms of pesticide usage and wildlife declines. 
The number of people with IPM plans has increased, and the number of people trained, but 
this is meaningless if it has no impact. A combination of robust regulation and support has to 
replace the voluntary approach. 

 

Question 27 – Considering the NAP as a whole, what other comments and suggestions would 
you like to make in addition to those covered by previous questions? 

In conjunction with our many partners in this area, below are our summary statements and 
recommendations: 

The aim of the NAP is stated as to “minimise the risks and impacts of pesticides to human 
health and the environment, while ensuring pests and pesticide resistance are 
managed effectively.” We welcome this shift from the 2013 NAP which does not mention 
reducing risk or impact. We also welcome this commitment: “Governments across the UK 
and internationally are clear that to improve environmental protection, reduce the risks 
of pesticide resistance and protect crops and infrastructure, we must reduce reliance 
on chemical pesticides and maximise the use of alternative lower risk methods. 
Development and promotion of IPM approaches are therefore central to our shared 
ambition”. 



 

It is also good that the devolved administrations have been involved in the development, and 
would urge that this collaboration continues to monitor progress. 

However there are gaps and areas we believe are not ambitious enough to make a tangible 
difference. The NAP claims much progress has been made since 2013, but the areas where 
progress has been made are not those that demonstrate real world impact. 

Agriculture and amenity use are covered, but there is virtually no mention of forestry impacts. 
As tree planting targets are raced to be met, this will increasingly become an issue and we 
urge you to add detail on how foresters will be supported to implement IPM and reduce 
reliance on harmful pesticides. 

Following the recent news on emergency derogations for thiamethoxam, the case has 
highlighted the unacceptable reliance on harmful chemicals and how urgent it is that the NAP 
addresses this via regulation and support. 

The three top priorities should be: 

1. Setting an ambitious pesticide reduction target taking into account use and toxicity. We 
support and welcome the commitment to do this by 2022. 

2. Support for farmers to take a whole-farm approach to pest management via IPM, and 
research into non-chemical alternatives. Technology plays a role here, but not at the 
expense of agroecological measures. The draft falls short of reassuring farmers that 
this support is coming in the form of independent advice and financial help in land 
management schemes. The NAP is lacking in any information about how nature can 
help with pest management, and what the wider benefits are of adopting these 
measures. 

3. Phase out of amenity use of pesticides – there is no commitment at all in the draft for 
this direction of travel. Many towns and cities are doing it off their own back, but no 
nationwide target has been set. 

 

The NAP needs to be bold and ambitious in order to transition farmers and other land 
managers away from chemical pest control, and for the UK to play a significant role in tackling 
the nature and climate crises that we are facing. 


