THE NGO’S RESPONSE TO DEFRA’S CONSULTATION ON THE FUTURE OF PESTICIDE USE IN THE UK
May 2010
Dear Ms Kennedy,

Consultation on Implementing EU Pesticide Legislation
The National Gamekeepers’ Organisation is the representative body for gamekeepers in England and Wales, with 15,000 members, many of them full time gamekeepers or part-time professionals together with others who undertake gamekeeping duties on an amateur or voluntary basis. 

We are responding to Defra’s consultation on the Government’s proposed approach to implementing the Directive on the Sustainable Use of Pesticides (SUD) and the Regulation on Plant Protection Products.  We understand that both EU laws are now agreed and cannot be changed, so this consultation is about how they can be carried forward in the UK.
Gamekeepers use pesticides in a number of ways and their activities will be affected by some of the changes on their way. As the representative body for gamekeeping in England and Wales, with 15,000 members altogether, we wanted to set out for you in a letter our comments and concerns. We would be happy to follow this letter up with further information or a meeting.

Gamekeeping and Pesticides
Gamekeepers in the UK look after gamebirds and other wildlife in the countryside, which involves the creation and management of suitable habitats.  This in turn can involve the use of pesticides and plant protection products. Some examples would be:

· Use of Asulox for controlling bracken on heather moorland

· Use of pesticides on small areas of specially planted ‘game crops’
· Use of weedkillers round the base of newly planted trees 
Gamekeepers are also involved with the rearing of gamebirds in captivity or ‘game farming’ as it is sometimes known, although in legal terms this is not regarded as being an ‘agricultural activity’. The process involves various uses of pesticides such as:


· Use of disinfectant products for cleaning pens and equipment

· Use of ‘fogging’ agents to clean eggs and hatcheries

· Use of weedkillers round the outside of grass rearing and releasing pens

Gamekeeping also involves the control of vertebrate predators of gamebirds, such as rats, and of other agricultural pests such as rabbits and moles. The legitimate use of pesticides, such as rodenticides, has a crucial role in this work. However, the NGO condemns unreservedly the misuse or abuse of pesticides to kill protected species. We have been members of the Government-funded Campaign Against Illegal Poisoning since its inception.

Status of Gamekeepers and Gamekeeping
As indicated above, gamekeeping and game rearing are not regarded in law as being ‘agricultural’ because the birds are used for sporting purposes. Although ultimately eaten, they are not categorised as ‘livestock’. This has meant that gamekeepers have thus far avoided the need for pesticide training under Plant Protection Product legislation. That now looks set to change with the need to implement in the UK the training provision of the new PPP Regulation (paragraph 5.43 of your consultation refers).
Gamekeepers also have uncertain status when it comes to the definition of ‘professionals’ in Article 3 of the SUD. Gamekeeping is certainly a ‘profession’ and most gamekeepers are remunerated. Some are full time employees, others self-employed and funded by the shoots they run. Many are part-time gamekeepers with other jobs as well. A few do the work as amateurs, either in return for some shooting or for no reward just because they enjoy the job. There is thus a whole range of work and remuneration arrangements, some clearly more ‘professional’ than others.

The use of pesticides, whilst vital to most gamekeeping activities, is but a small part of what gamekeepers do, so they are not ‘professional pest controllers’ in the same way as Council rat-catchers and the like. Up till now this, and their ‘non-agricultural’ status, have seemed to exempt gamekeepers from the need for pesticide training and certification but Article 3 of the SUD seems to indicate that anyone using pesticides as part of their professional work will need formal training and certification, from 2013 onwards. 
This surely begs the question, do you need training if you just use pesticides once or twice a year (for example to kill the weeds round a release pen fence in June)? Could there be a get-out clause for such minimal usage? Some gamekeepers will use less pesticide in a year at work than they do as amateur gardeners at home! No doubt there are many other ‘professions’ in the same boat.
We further understand, from your consultation, that all ‘Grandfathers’ Rights’ will have to go under the new EU laws, so even those born before 1964 will need to be trained, unlike now. We also read into the papers that all professional pesticide users will need to be re-trained at regular intervals, perhaps even as frequently as every three years.

Implications for Gamekeeping

From the above, it seems likely that most gamekeepers will have to undergo formal training in the use of pesticides from 2013 onwards, with re-fresher training at intervals thereafter. For our profession this will be a new requirement. 
We do not relish this additional burden on our industry, which will take valuable time out of our working lives and add costs for ourselves and/or our employers. Overall, the cost of gamekeeping will go up and whilst the financial aspect will not be huge, it is yet another burden on the industry. The time commitment for the required training will be more problematic, especially for gamekeepers who are in remote locations nowhere near a formal training centre.

As a responsible organisation, however, the NGO will not be opposing the new training need, providing it is sensibly implemented. It is, rightly or wrongly, already a done deal at EU level. Furthermore, if it is a current legal requirement to train a farm-worker in the safe use of pesticides, it makes little sense not to train a gamekeeper undertaking an identical programme of rat control. We also have the safety of our members and their families to consider and there have been (very rare) examples of people and animals being harmed as a result of poor practice with pesticide use and storage by gamekeepers.

In moving into this new territory of training and certification, however, we do urge the Government to adopt a pragmatic and proportionate approach, taking into account the fact that gamekeepers (and others presumably – eg.  Professional  gardeners) are coming into this for the first time, that some of them only use pesticides very occasionally and that many are busy people working in remote locations who will not warm to a new and burdensome training requirement.

Provision of Training
In line with the need to meet the new training requirement from 2013 in a practical and proportionate way, the NGO suggests that light-touch within-industry training and certification might be the best way forward. Our associated company, NGO Training Limited, was originally set up to provide gamekeepers with game meat hygiene training in order to meet the terms of a new EU regulation. It was approved by the Food Standards Agency for that purpose and has successfully trained thousands of gamekeepers since via an excellent half-day course. Perhaps something similar could be considered for pesticide training for gamekeepers, although we appreciate that is some way down the line.

Other Aspects of the EU Legislation
We have studied the rest of the 170-page consultation for potential impacts on gamekeeping but can find little that is particularly relevant to our work. 
Things like more rigorous testing of plant protection products and of pesticide delivery equipment, together with the need to provide more information on pesticides to the public, will clearly cost the pesticide industry money, costs we can expect to be passed on to users like ourselves in the price of their products. 

It also appears that there will be an increased requirement for proper storage and that all professional pesticide users will have to keep records of use (for a period of 3 years). Paperwork is alien to many gamekeepers and this is not something we welcome. Correct storage and appropriate record-keeping are part of general good practice but we do question the need for the 3 year retention period indicated.

We are most concerned, however, about the tendency in the EU legislation to talk about preferred alternatives to chemical pesticides such as ideas like Integrated Pest Management. Whilst any intention to reduce chemical inputs is laudable, things have to be kept practical. We know from our experience with vertebrate pest management that what is needed is a range of workable options (eg. shooting, trapping, pesticides) each of which may suit a different circumstance. The use of rodenticides, for example, is a significant labour-saving technique and whilst rats can be killed in other ways, it would be madness to try to phase out rodenticide use altogether. We understand, for example, that 90% of rats killed in the EU are killed using rodenticides.
The Way Forward

The changes detailed in the consultation paper will have a significant effect on our members, most notably in relation to the new requirements for training and certification. The NGO would like to be kept informed by Defra and their regional counterparts as these issues develop further. We seek a sensible, practical and proportionate implementation of the new EU laws in the UK. As an organisation, and perhaps through our existing training arm, we would like to play our part in achieving a pragmatic solution with minimal bureaucracy.
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