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EU programme of harmonisation.

� Start 1991, >900 existing active substances
� On this moment >500 withdrawn

� First stage evaluation 1991-2006:
90 substances (86 notifiers)

� Second stage evaluation 2002-2007:
143 substances (63 notifiers)

� Third stage evaluation 2003-2008/9:
426 substances (163 notifiers)

� Fourth stage evaluation 2004-?:
ca. 200 substances (100 notifiers) 



Use stable, frequency rising



POP’s still on the market!
(PSD assessment)

 



And a lot of other ‘bad actors’



More ‘baddies’ on fungicides



Worse case are the herbicides



EU doesn’t respect PBT criteria

Swedish comments on quinoxyfen related to the draft assessment repor t in the 
context of possible inclusion of the substance in Annex I  of Council Dir . 
91/414/EEC

Sweden does not support an inclusion of quinoxyfen in Annex I to Directive 
91/414/EEC. 
According to the data provided in the list of endpoints, the substance is clearly 
a PBT-substance (Persistent, Bioaccumulative and Toxic). 
As indicated by the SCP, it may also have the potential for long-range transport. 

Persistency and high potential for bioaccumulation are properties which significantly 
increase the risk for long-term environmental effects. The data which have been 
submitted in order to address the concerns raised (e.g., soil accumulation study, 
litter bag study) does not change our view that quinoxyfen poses 
unacceptably high environmental risks. 

It is noted that the potential for long-range transport to some extent has been 
addressed in the Review Report (rev. 6, June 2002), however, it is very important 
that also the slow degradation in soil and water/sediment systems, as well as the 
high potential for bioaccumulation is recognized in the Review Report.



Most of the pesticides will be 
sprayed in the field, but where will 

left-overs of pesticides go?



Not the “mercury” regulation 
anymore at least



Looks fine, but lot of hidden 
pollution



Intensive spraying continues as well 
as exposure to the public and the 

environment



System for left-overs and unused stocks
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Outcome system left-overs

� Yearly use for 30-40.000 kg (part of this 
are the bags).

� Collected << 0,1% of the use
� Free delivery for farmers
� Probably most of it cleaned and sprayed 

on the land (no registration)
� No control on the system



Stakeholder’s opinion 

� Problem nicely solved, left-over almost 
non-existent anymore

� Not urgent
� No attention
� No control or enforcement
� Not an issue



Efficiency of waste management?
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Discussion: Focus for reducing risks 
of new POP’s?

� No big priority for left-overs; more fact-finding 
could be done what actually happens in the 
field

� No priority for waste management because it 
is a minor stream and drying up

� Best focus is EU-harmonisation and realising 
strict cut-off criteria

� Good focus is farm management, 
implementing integrated management & 
lobby on National Action Plans.






