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CropLife Europe Proposal for Addressing the Risk to 

Biodiversity from Indirect Effects of PPPs via Trophic 

Interactions 

 

In June 2024 the European Commission mandated EFSA to develop guidance on how to assess the risk 

from potential indirect effects of Plant Protection Products (PPPs) on biodiversity via trophic interaction in 

agricultural environments in the context of Regulation (EC) 1107/2009. The resulting approach and methods 

for risk assessment should be fit-for-purpose for risk management, feasible and proportionate regarding 

complexity and workability for farmers and risk assessors. The conservation of particular species, habitats or 

environments is out of scope of the mandate, since this is covered by other specific EU legislation (e.g., 

Habitats directive1, Birds directive2, Sustainable Use of Pesticides Directive3).   

It is undisputed that the protection of biodiversity is key for functional ecosystems. The above-mentioned 

mandate asks to assess the risk of PPPs for potential effects on biodiversity via trophic interaction. Farming 

activities can be seen as a series of actions to create good growing conditions and to protect the yield. 

These activities include weed reduction in-field and control of insect pests, which both are integral parts of 

the food web. If control methods to protect the crop against weed, pests and pathogens become unavailable, 

other methods will be applied instead, or farmers will cease to grow some crops altogether if they cannot 

protect them. Other protection methods such as burning of weeds, tillage, netting or plastic mulch will result 

in the same or very similar indirect effects (reduction of weeds or insect pests)4. Similarly, at the end of the 

growing season is the harvest, which for non-permanent crops generally leads to a reset of the ecosystem, 

so indirect effects should be assessed in the context of cropping systems. The many activities which farmers 

conduct to grow and harvest crops can collectively be called the ‘baseline’ and are a major difference 

between agricultural habitats and natural habitats. 

Moreover, there is a landscape context to indirect effects which cannot easily be separated from individual 

farming activities. Thus, in landscapes with diverse and abundant habitats5, the populations of non-target 

organisms are likely to be resilient to indirect effects from trophic interactions, whereas in intensively farmed 

areas they are likely to be less resilient6 7. However, managing habitats and landscape structure is outside 

the scope of Regulation (EC) 1107/2009 and discussions about the benefits of land sparing and land sharing 

for biodiversity and food security, would be more appropriate under other legislations (e.g., Habitats 

directive, Birds directive, Sustainable Use of Pesticide Directive). 

Considering the agricultural needs and variety of options that are impacting the food web at landscape level 

makes the assessment of a specific PPP in that context complex to the extent of potentially no longer being 

feasible and proportionate as outlined in the mandate. However, some aspects of the already existing (or to 

 
1 Council Directive 92/43/EEC of 21 May 1992 on the conservation of natural habitats and of wild fauna and flora 
2 Directive 2009/147/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 30 November 2009 on the conservation of wild 
birds 
3 Directive 2009/128/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council of 21 October 2009 establishing a framework for 
Community action to achieve the sustainable use of pesticides 
4 H. M. Cunningham et al., Non-inversion tillage and farmland birds: a review with special reference to the UK and Europe, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.2004.00354.x 
5 I. Litovska, Arthropod abundance is most strongly driven by crop and semi-natural habitat type rather than management in 
an intensive agricultural landscape in the Netherlands, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2024.109298   
6 P. Batery et al., The former Iron Curtain still drives biodiversity–profit trade-offs in German agriculture, 
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0272-x 
7 T. Tscharntke et al., Landscape Perspectives on Agricultural Intensification and Biodiversity – Ecosystem Service 
Management, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00782.x 
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1474-919X.2004.00354.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2024.109298
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41559-017-0272-x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2005.00782.x


 28/03/2025 

 

CropLife Europe Proposal for Addressing the Risk to Biodiversity from Indirect Effects of PPPs via Trophic Interactions 
 2 / 2 

be developed) frameworks could be considered. Indirect effects via trophic interaction of a pesticide result 

from direct effects on species that serve as feed item, or habitat provisioning, for other species in the food 

chain: these are Non-Target Terrestrial Plants (NTTPs) and Non-Target Arthropods (NTA) and some soil 

organisms. Direct effects on these organisms are covered in the normal risk assessment scheme. If 

negligible effects occur on NTTPs, NTAs or soil organism populations compared to the agronomic baseline 

(ecological threshold option), only negligible indirect effects via trophic interaction can be expected. In this 

case, no further action is required to assess the risk of indirect effects via trophic interactions. 

In cases when the ecological recovery option is applied, it cannot be excluded that the food chain may be 

temporarily disturbed. In those circumstances the landscape and agricultural practice (e.g., crop rotation) will 

be a major influencing factor. These factors are out of the scope of Regulation (EC) 1107/2009 and are risk 

management questions that require a holistic appraisal of all farming interventions and risk-benefit 

considerations at the landscape level. Nevertheless, should an indirect effects assessment be enforced, the 

assessment of indirect effects should be targeted at landscape level with an agronomic baseline to account 

for the indirect effects of the specific product of concern. A potential contradiction between the different 

requirements for registration is that PPPs must be demonstrated to be effective against the relevant pest. 

However, insect pest species might be an important part of the food web. In this situation registered 

insecticides are often the only control option available and the arising direct risk is accepted. This 

emphasizes the need for landscape level assessment and risk-benefit considerations.  

Generally, there appear certain trade-offs between yields and biodiversity in-field8. These can be attributed 

to both direct and indirect effects of the integrated crop management practices. Reduction of yields in the 

field, and thus reduction of the ecosystem services food, feed, fiber and fuel production in a practically 

applied agricultural context lead to a range of further indirect effects like increased land use for farming, very 

likely adversely impacting global biodiversity, considering the global agricultural production context and trade 
9 10 11.  

Assessment of effects on biodiversity via trophic interactions should not be part of Regulation (EC) 

1107/2009, since the assessment is irrelevant for the question of safe use by one active ingredient. 

The whole cropping system, rather than just single products, needs to be accounted for and the resulting 

indirect effect will vary based on landscape management. In addition, ecological data are lacking to 

sufficiently inform such assessments, as are appropriate tools to conduct such assessments. Therefore, 

adding an indirect effect assessment step in the current risk assessment will trigger unnecessary work and 

complexity, aggravating the workload for authorities and increasing the delays for (re)-registration of PPPs, 

without any (or only limited) direct improvement for biodiversity. Instead of creating new complex EU 

bureaucracy with limited impact, we recommend using already existing and fit-for-purpose 

agricultural policies like the Sustainable Use Directive, the Common Agricultural Policy and implement 

these in Member States via National Action Plans or CAP Strategic Plans. If this is planned and managed 

correctly, the improvement for biodiversity will be much higher with the same or lower need for 

resources. 

 

 
8 S. Gong et al., Biodiversity and yield trade-offs for organic farming, 
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9 A. Balmford et al., Sustainable high-yield farming is essential for bending the curve of biodiversity loss, 
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11 T. Tscharntke et al., Beyond organic farming – harnessing biodiversity-friendly landscapes,  
https://www.cell.com/trends/ecology-evolution/fulltext/S0169-5347(21)00183-X.  
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