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Environmental fale

What’s the score? —Eco-rating pesticides

The European Union has recently agreed to fund research to evaluate
methods and techniques which rank pesticides according to their
environmental impact. Kathy Lewis reports on the UK contribution.

The EU research project aims (0 compare,
contrast mddemu mﬁm
techniques, by various

experts, to rank pesticides according to their
environmental impact The research will be
carried out by a consortdum of 11 different
organisations. These organixations include
those which have already developed such a
system and those which are interested in shar-
ing the experiences and results.

Curreni methods which will be evaluated
include the Pesticide Eco-rating System de-
veloped at the University of Hertfardshire UK,
the Pesticide Yardstick developed at CLM
(Cenrum voor Landbouw en Milieu) in the
indicators System de-
veloped at INRA itut National de 1a Re-
cherche Agronomique) France and the PC
Plant Protection system developed at the Dan-
|sh1nsumteicrﬁantandSodSc:enoe The
results will be published in a report and a con-
ference will be ised to share the experi-
ences and results with all interested parties.

Assessing UK pesticide use
Al] UK pesticides carry label precautions re-
garding safegunards that are necessary to pro-
tect humans and the environment If these pre-
cauntions are followed environmental risk is
minimised. Nevertheless, the enviroatental
impact arising from pesticide use is causing
widespread concern, Few coutrol procedures
are in place at the farm level to regulate ei-
ther the quantities of chenicals appiied o the
land or the application techniques used. The
need for the agricultural industy to apply best
practice is clearly apparent.
There is substantial information on best
practice, guidance being available in a humber
| of publications. However, its implementation
appears to be slow. One of the reasons for
this is that effective environmental protection
is site specific. No two farms are identical;
different crops are grown, various activities

undertaken and there will be differences in

80ir type, ical climate and the presence of
features guch as surface water, groundwater
and h The information gvailable is
rarely t to allow the farmer o develop

a coherent action plan specific to the farm.
‘There is a need for a decision supporn system
which will help the farming industry distil
information and produce a site specific man-
agement plan which will not jeopardise prof-
itability, balmcmzsmpletanmmmd
environmental benefits.

The University of Hertfordshire is cur-
rently developing a computer-based system
to encourage agricultural best practice and a
significant part of the system is dedicated 10
the use of pesticides. The saftware uses per-
formance indices to report (o the farmer how
current practices compare with what i u‘.%s:
ceived 10 be best practice for that site. The
software divides pesticide use into two main
arcas: field applications and management is-
sues and general farm use.

Fleld applications
The index used is based on three data Lypes.
Firstly a scoring system is applied to the la-
bel wamings assigned by Pesticide Safety
Du-ectmaw Each wamning has an associated
score. The scores for a particular pesticide
formulatioa are aggregated depending upon
the local site and associated risk. Secondly,
for each active ingredient within the formn-
larion a score is derived based upon a range
of parameters which reflect environmental
fate and potential for damage. These param-
eters include application rate, solubility, va-
pour pressure and soil half-life. The measures
consider whether: has the harvest interval
been complied with; the maximnm dose and/
or maximum number of applications have
been exceeded; and, applications have offi-
cial approval.

The resulting score, known as the eco-rat-

ticides in a hypothatical

Examples of Eco-ratings for a range of pes-
farm situation, 10

ha sandy soil, surface water within 10m

ing, is expressed on a scale
of -100 to 0. A score of 0
indicates full compliance
and no environmental im-
pact. Scores between -70
and -100 indicate poar prac-
tices, an undesirable or il-
legal application. Scores in
the range of -40 1o -60 may
not necessarily represent
unapproved applications
but may indicate that an al-
ternative chermical or an ad-
justment in practices may be
environmentally beneficial.
The user shounld aim for a
scare of between 40 and 0.

The figure illustrates
how the system behaves for
arange of pesticides. As the
software s site specific a

hvrnthaHrm] famm alteart e

September 1997
has been used for demonstration m:pme

val Lo treat earn marigold oo oilseed rap

the 1ast example extreme mis-manageme:
is illustrated. It is highly likely that the pe
has been mis-identified and piriticarb cw
rently only has approval to wreat aphids o

These examples demonstrate evaluatio
of perceived good and had practice and th
spread of eco-ratings from relatively benig
pesticides, for example farty acids, to thos
that may be more environmentally toxic, fo
example cyanazine,

Farm management issues
The environmental risks associated with pes
ticide yse come not only from applicalion
but also from management pracgces. Thes
include storage, handling, waste IMaENaZEMCDl
application techniques, pollution preventior
acvities and machinery calibration. Due
the non-quantitarive nature of the data, ade
tailed multiple choice questionnaire is use
to determine the perfarmance eco-rating. The
questionnaire is divided into sections, for ex:
ample, waste management, storage, raining
transportation, protection of field margins ang
application techniques. Options of both gooc
and bad practices are scored according to the
perceived environmental risk. The users
choices are then assessed and a report pro-
duced. A similar methodology has also been
used to assess the farmers use of non-crop
pesticides such as biocides, rodenticides,
sheep dips, and plant and seed dressings.

The software does nof rate, rank and so
compare the environmental risks associated
with one pesticide against another, Nor does
it advise on what products to yse, Instead it
determines a site specific score based upon
all aspects of pesticide use which reflects
environmental risk. It also produces a report
comparing current practices with best prac-
tice and regulatory compliance

The software will be available from Speing
1998, A variety of formats including 3.5 inch
diskettes, CD ROM and Internet service are
currently being considered.
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