DEFRA                                                                                                       

Ashdown House

Zone 3/E5

123, Victoria Street

SW1E 6DE       

13/1/04

Dear Hasmitta Stewart,

CONSULTATION ON THE EUROPEAN COMMISSION COMMUNICATION – A EUROPEAN ENVIRONMENT AND HEALTH STRATEGY

I only found out about this Consultation recently and therefore as there is only a short time left to respond, I would like to submit a copy of my written submission to the recent DEFRA Consultations’ on crop-spraying, along with the accompanying video, for this Consultation also. You will see that all the issues addressed in the enclosed submission have direct relevance to the issues discussed in the European Environment and Health Strategy Consultation.

Therefore please find enclosed the 4 sections that made up my submission to the Consultation on “Proposals for the Introduction of No-Spray Buffer Zones Between Spraying Areas and Residential Properties in England and Wales." 

· The first section is 38 pages

· The second section Appendix 1 is 31 pages

· The third section Appendix 2 is 17 pages

· The fourth section Appendix 3 is 11 pages 

Therefore the written submission is 97 pages in total. (NB. Please can you keep all 4 sections together).
The accompanying VHS tape consists of 2 videos both entitled “Pesticide Exposures for People in Agricultural Areas.”
The first part entitled “Part 1 – Pesticides in the Air,” was presented to the Advisory Committee on Pesticides on July 10th 2002 and to the DEFRA Ministers Lord Whitty and Michael Meacher on December 17th 2002 and shows the reality of crop-spraying near human habitation and the inherent health risks. (Length of time 8 mins).

The second part entitled “Part 2 – The Hidden Costs,” accompanied the enclosed written submission to the DEFRA Consultations’ on crop-spraying. It features just a few cases from all over the country where people have suffered acute and chronic long-term ill-health effects following exposure to pesticides, as well as reports of clusters of cancer, leukaemia, ME and various other medical conditions in communities surrounded by sprayed fields. (Length of time 1 hour 50 mins).

Obviously I have to stress that the people featured on this video are only a small representative number just to give an example. With over 31,000 tonnes of agricultural chemicals sprayed on British farmland every year, then the total number of people affected by this situation in the UK alone is likely to be considerable. (NB. Obviously this number will increase substantially when considering all those living in rural areas within the EU).

In section 3 of the document “European Commission Communication – A Environment and Health Strategy” it states, “Pesticides are possibly related to immunological effects, endocrine-disrupting effects, neurotoxic disorders and cancer.”
Therefore the enclosed material provides considerable evidence that fully supports this statement and shows the reality of exactly what is happening in the countryside from the continued use of pesticides and other hazardous chemicals in agriculture and the long-term consequences and devastating effects on rural communities.

In response to the questions in the cover letter dated 24th October 2003:-

Risk Assessment – Paragraph 10

1. Do you think that the Commission is focussing on the most significant “health and environment” problems in the UK?

The enclosed material demonstrates that crop-spraying and the use of pesticides has to be a urgent priority, as this is a major source of chemical exposure for residents and others in agricultural areas. 
2. Do you consider that the problems can be addressed in the ways proposed by the Commission?

Considering the amount of evidence that already exists in relation to pesticides and their damaging effects on human health, as well as other environmental hazards, I find the time scale for this Strategy totally inadequate and unacceptable. (The document lists pesticides in the second cycle – 2010-2015!!)
This is a matter of urgency, as with the increase in so many illnesses, it is evident that public health is not being protected. When there is inadequate reassurance of safety, which particularly applies in relation to pesticides, then immediate action has to be taken. I continue to receive responses daily from people all over the country reporting clusters of cancers (especially breast cancer among rural women), leukaemia, ME and various other medical conditions in their communities surrounded by sprayed fields. Therefore the longer this situation is allowed to continue the greater the cost in terms of damage to human health and the devastating impact on people’s lives.

3. Do you have evidence or examples of the effects of “combined exposure and cumulative effects?”
See enclosed material. (NB. Obviously this is predominantly in relation to pesticides and other hazardous chemicals used in agriculture and therefore does not include exposures to all other environmental pollutants (eg. other chemicals, heavy metals, electro-magnetic fields, radiation etc.)

Options – Paragraph 11 (and 12)

Do you think that non-regulatory approaches (eg. voluntary agreements) would be a more cost-effective way than regulations to address the problems identified?

No, definitely not. Voluntary and self-regulatory measures are completely unacceptable for the protection of public health from exposure to hazardous chemicals and other environmental pollutants, as it would mean that there would be no legal obligation for anyone to abide by any of the measures adopted. As we already know, this is unworkable and therefore the introduction of legally enforceable statutory measures is essential. 
Costs – Paragraph 17

What types of costs are likely to be incurred as a result of monitoring and reducing exposure to substances in the environment, which impact on health?

The enclosed written material provides some cost estimates/statistics of the impact on human health and the environment from the use pesticides and other hazardous chemicals in UK agriculture/horticulture and other sectors. The cost/benefit analysis of pesticides currently undertaken is incomplete and therefore invalid, as the full external costs of pesticide use have never been calculated anywhere. There are serious consequent effects on the economy from pesticide related ill-health through lack of earnings, dependence on disability benefits and state aid, costly medical care along with the recovery of environmental damage from contaminated water supplies/land and soil etc. (See section 6.32 – 6.76 of enclosed submission).
Therefore whatever costs are incurred as a result of monitoring and reducing exposure to substances in the environment, they are likely to be insignificant in comparison to the substantial health and environmental costs that already exist from exposure to chemicals and other hazardous substances in the environment. 
In section 10 of the “Initial Regulatory Impact Assessment” it states that “We currently have no information on the number of illnesses or diseases nor of the damage that is caused by these pollutants. This work is intended to provide such information.” It goes on to say that “While it has been possible to establish links between health effects and some individual environmental factors, no clear overall picture of health impacts resulting from complex, real-life exposure is available.”

Therefore, in relation to exposure to agricultural chemicals for people living in rural areas and acute and chronic long-term illness/disease, I hope you find the enclosed video and documentation helpful.

I would be most grateful if you could keep me informed in the development of this Strategy.

Thank you, kindest regards,

Georgina Downs.

UK Pesticides Campaigner.
