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Pesticide Use: The Most Preventable Pollution
by Reg Gilbert of human health effects if there pesticide products to market was near future.
Today's unbridled use of syn- is an exposure. significantly toughened in the 

Dubious progressthetic pesticides is steely the Since 1988 the largely untested 1972 changes to federal pesticide
bitterest irony of the environ- pesticides of the 1950s and 1960s law. Much more now needs to be But the big picture remains as
mental movement have lost some of their de facto known about a pesticide's health problematic as ever, if in differ-
Three decades after Rachel regulatory immunity in the and other effects before it can be ent ways. Synthetic pesticide use

Carson published Silent Spring, United States. Substantial fees registered. Unfortunately, new is far more widespread and re-
the critique of pesticide use that must now be paid to keep them pesticides are also allowed to be mains nearly as careless as in de-
launched the modem environ- registered with the U.S. prematurely registered so they cades past About two-thirds of
mental movement, pesticide pol- Environmental Protection have a chance to compete with North America's annual net use
lution remains North America's Agency while the decades-long the older, untested substances. of pesticide active ingredients
most unnecessary pollution prob- process of assembling and Perhaps most significant, lo- (about IA billion pounds) is di-
lem. In fact, the use of pesticides analyzing health dataabout them calities are beginning to reduce rectly released to the environ-
is three times as pervasive by continues and eliminate government (and ment. the rest (about 0.7 billion
weight and very nearly as Unwilling to pay the fees, school) use of synthetic pesticides pounds) is applied to wood, where
unfettered in 1992 as the day the manufacturers have let more Almost as usefully, local govern- some unknown percentage is re-
New Yorker first serialized than 20,000 U.S. pesticide ments are sometimes mandating leased slowly, through decay or
Carson's seminal book. registrations lapse, two out every that private users post signs after escape to the air.

Pesticide use stands alone five, with up to a quarter having applications Sometimes locali- Human exposure has moved
amongmajor pollution problems been in recent production. ties even require private applica- from extensive to pervasive at
in being undiminished as a threat However, these substances tors to call and warn area resi- the same time that pesticide-re-
to human health by twenty years accounted for a very small dents listed in a registry ofpesti- lated human health effects, de-
of seemingly extensive legisla- percentage of all pesticides tide-sensitive people that apesti- spite large research efforts, re-
tive scrutiny. The names of the produced. tide application is scheduled to main for the most part unknown.
chemicals and the ways they The process for bringing new take place in the neighborhood Some progress is even under
harm the environment threatofbeingrolledback.
and the human body
have changed, but the
overall threat to human
health is as severe as ever,
arguably more severe.
No resident of Chi-

cago would prefer the air
of twenty years ago, no
Lake Erie angler the wa-
ter quality of that time.
But production of the
active ingredients in pes-
ticides has risen from 600
million pounds a year in
1960 to more than 2 bil-
lion pounds a year today.

Average ci tizens, (par-
ticularly children, who
areextremely vulnerable
to pesticide effects), are
more exposed to pesti-
cides than ever. Ten
million American house-
holds, one in seven, em-
ploys chemical lawn
treatment. up from al-
mostnone in 1960; ]7 mil-
lion households use syn-
thetic pesticides inside
the home.

Pesticide residues,
pesticide manufacturing
contaminants, and pesti-
cide breakdown prod-
ucts are found in nearly
everyone's food and wa-
ter, even in the wood of
our homes The migra-
tion to our bloodstreams,
body fat. and mothers'
milk is a short one.

been banned in the
United States and Can-
ada, and some of the wild-
life they were killing
brought back from the
edge of extinction.
Other pesticides have
had their uses drastically
limited.

Many of the pesticides
in use today last for a
shorter time in the envi-
ronment and kill a nar-
rower range of living
things. lessening the pos-
sibility of human expo-
sure and the likelihood

Notification requirements
exist under a cloud of pro-
posed state and federal
laws intended to take away
local authority to regulate
private pesticide use. And
a critical protection against
pesticide contamination in
food, the so-called Dela-
ney clause of the U.S. fed-
eral pesticide law, is under
perpetual threat of exci-
sion.

Unnecessary risks

The problem of pesticide
pollution is particularly
unfortunate because it is
so generally unnecessary.
In some cases this is in-

contestable. Many lawn,
golf, grounds, and road
vegetation uses, and even
some agricultural uses, are
purely aesthetic the pests
under attack impact only
appearance, not funtion-
ality. In many of these
cases there are well-re-
searched nontoxic or sub-
stantially less toxic pest
control alternatives al-
ready available.
Alternatives are also

available for many of the
huge number of synthetic
pesticide uses with some
functional rationale, al-
though these substitutes
generally require a little
more (usually just a little
more) planning,money, or
labor. With very few ex-
ceptions, that extra cost is
offset, and often dwarfed,
by the savings in human
health improvement, en-
vironmental protection,
resource conservation, and
even avoidance of pest
problems created by the
use of pesticides itself (a
particular drawback of ag-
ricultural use of insecti-
cides).

S Of coutx, it is difficult

i 

to assign a monetary value
to many of the benefits of

I toxic pesticide abstinence.
1: It is likewise difficult to

assign a value to many of
the detriments of pesticide

I use. There is, for only one
example, no way to esti-
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Instant Reference to Pesticide Types and Effects

Types of Modes of Significant Human Health Environmen- Points of Economic U.S. Federal ;

Uses'•5 Substancill Formulations' Killingz 3. Characteristics Effects',' tal Effects Pollution Effects Hazard Levels"

A pesticide rs ony Just ashouses could be Baits Nervous system Active ingredients Acute/Chronic Insect North Americas on- Health.cosfs7 Terms '

substance used to dassifiedoccordingto " Poison mixed with Interferes with the Type and quantity of Health effects are predators killed nual output ofa billion  -lost worker -The oral ID50 (lethal

kill or neutralize the-size of their living attractant ability to control the substances inopesti- commonly cotego- Creating 'secondary' pounds ofconven- productivity dose, 50 percent) is

living things7 .. rooms or the slope of body tide formulation said to rized by their dura- pests, insects for- tionol octive pesti- Primary determined by finding

considered pests their roofs rather than Dusts Central be the main agents of tion and time of op- merly eaten by the tide ingredients, plus 
Farmers and

out how much of a sub-

byhumans. the number of their bed- Brain
its abilitytocontrol pearance. killed predators unkrtownbut huge farmworkers,

-stance, measmedin

Although most rooms; so pesticides Granules
and

spinal cord:
pests Acutehealthef-

.
quantities of 'inert' chemical in -

pesticides are in-pesticides can be put into different avermectin
fects appear imme- ResurgencePP 9 ingredients, are al-ng dust work•ry

of bad weight, must.:
y g

-tended for aspe- dassesaccording fo _. Fumigants
(Avid® 1'

'Inert' ingredients diately and last foro Pests come back most all released into
ers, extermind

be fedtoagroupof

cilic esl,fhe usuP Y their Poisongas Type and relativefyshorttime. strongera(teran in- . the environment. tors, mainne-
animals such that half

ally kill more forms furol lectures of interest.. ' Peripheral companion ingredients They can be of any tervol because their These substances nonce workers
of them die.

of life than those SpraysSome pesticides falldichlorvos in a pesticide formula- seventy, ranging natural predators require even larger The inhalation LCso
for which they are into multiple classes, Aerosols tion, unlabeled, often. from skin rash, head- . have been killed quantities of crude oil Secondary (lethal concentration,

intended. and toxic and orheref • - Respiration secret, and little regu- ache, and nausea to andotheirowmateri; Building occu- SO percent) andder-_
Anygivenpesti-

:.
fects con vorygr'eatly Emulsifiable OnthecellleJel, toted,addedtoin= blindness,convul- Beneficial CIS, involve many lev- pants, home- mot(D50 rating sore

cideactiveingredi- within a class.'. concentrates' interferes with crease the effective- sionsonddeath. insects killed elsofpreliminary owners, pass- similar analyses

entcanhovedra - Petroleum-based ability to produce ness of the pesticide's Chronic health Effects on honey bees manufacture,andne- ersby,people, - applied io breathing

maticollydifferenl Inorganics.: liquids plus sub- energy active ingredients. effects are effects,- are a particular con- cessitate Much move- whoeatcon- and skin exposure.

effects depending _ arsenicals, boric acid. stances that al: ,: , A pesticide's "inert" also of any severity, cem, due to their role ment of dangerous taminated fish, Corneal opacity is a

on the "inerf"ingre_ (Roach Prufi low them to be Desiccants ingredients can be that lost ° long time, in pollinating plants • substances. Anyds- meat, crops scienti'fic.woyof say-

lents present in its diatomaceous earth mixed with wafer Absorbs the oils but much more toxic to hu- and con first appear sessment offs i- Child ing blindness.

formulation (Shekshocks) ' Flowables of, or otherwise pen- mans than its active long after exposure. Wildlife tide-related pollution Learning effects The listed effects

Require agitation etrates,an insect's . ones Chronic health Harmedbydeather mustoscribetopesti-. are for a hypothetical

Wood •Halogenated andwhen henmixed cuticle, or covering,
a

effects range from reproductive diffi- tides a portion of the Waste healthy adult male, the
preservatives hydrocarbons " sprayed cousingirto die of Persistence asthma to cancer culty pollutiongenerated kindofhuman least vul-
"Broad-spectrum" ̀ Classes of chemicals dehydration: length of time a sub- in all these activities. Disposal -oerable to toxic ef-
pesticidesac- that share a hydro- Microenaopsulates di°tomoceousearth stance or its potentially Mutagens Persistence

Dump cleanup fects
counting for nearly carbon (hydrogen and Pesticide parti- (Shellshock®l, harmful degrodates or Substances that Pesticide pollution Resource
half of all US. es-P corbon)core but vat cles given plasticY" insecticidal soapsP metabolites remains in cause changes in the can remain in the envi-9 extraction Water suPPIY Hazard level I
ticide roduction,`P occorditl attached coatings for time-9 (Attack®, Safer®) the environment DNA of a cell's torment for decades primcird ,oil drilling remediafion Label warmn9intended fo-kilfin- molecules containing .'release effect

g
- genetic material after application =

Volatilization Treatmentsystem •Unger"and
sects, fungi, marine -9 chlorine; fluorine, Slurries Stomach poisons Toxicity Crop residues - . . construction "Danger—Poison"
borers, of ae, and .9 bromine, or iodine - - Thin, waterymix• Damages the Degree and kindof Carcinogens Farmer, farm- Waste disposal

(the falter if having
bacteria:
entachloro henol ~P p

Or anochlorines , Mures of dustsg
digestive tract:
boric acid (Roach-

health effects a.sub-
stance has on living

In general, sub-worker, and con- ..
stances that cause

Explosions/leaks Natural one of the oral, inha

(Pentael,chrom-
Also called chlori-
notedhydroearbors, Wafer-soluble Piufe®),Bacillus things

sumerexposure
cancerbymakirrg

Especially ocean resourcesioss
andlakes spillsp

lotion, or dermal
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the first widely used concentrates ~
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Specificity

changes in that pan Groundwater
ofacell'sgenetic contamination -

Water
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Warning meantg ~
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esmethiin Repellant Breakdown products less state of-ecologicalconsumerfood

Storage/Retail
"Caution”

fluoroacefomide Su
Horticultural oils

Causes creatures to Mefabolitesona zones balance prices

Volatilization
Warning meaning
'tow(Fluorakil®) ®diuron(Karmez 1,

Petroleum insect
avoid an organism rad6les,termssome- Received doses ., Child exposure a Crop losses toxicity"

Nemotocides -

-based ," fenucon, lenuton
and a suffocators: )

egg (Lorox®, tebuthiuron .:
or an area:
neem oil Wargo-g

times used interchange-9
ably, can be more toxicy

Absorbhigher
it tore roduce, 'doses of pe"sti= Y P

particular concern Possible serious
reduction in crop -

Oro1 LD50
500 to 5,000mi

Kills nematodes, Suns rap y® San®) )insects), to humans than the pes- tides for a given such as reducing Explosions/leaks yields in the long kg
microscopic, Amino acid's Hubscob,"Stickeme' ?icides from which they -exposure (for ex- sperm counts or term. Yields have .
worm-like crea- Pesticidal soaps - L sate Roundu9YPhO I pet (birds) ' come dam° in re ro-ample, children 9 9 i Consumer. increaseddra- Inhalation LCso

tures: Fatty-acid-bused,
Metabolites have more ductive organs, products maticall sincey

2ho20mg/I

dichloropropenes
+dichloropro-

desiccants: Arsenicals
Attack®,Safeehn MSMA

Attractant
Usual) mixedy

Ch'emicolscreated permeable skin) and thdefects. f-
bnthdefects,Of Volatilization 

due to con-due to con-
DermcILD5o

paneslDiazol®) secfsl,'Sharpshootere"
(plants)

..
poisonp

when a substance is
altered by digestion,

Vulnerability ten,andincor
:Have immature

pestHome and lawn pest

application a par- trol:losses due to
21000 to 20,000
mg/kg

Bactericides and

Benzoic acids
dicambo(Banvel®)

insect will come arrd
eat or touch it

detOXlflCallan, and
-

ectly, used infer
."immuneand - changably with ~, titular concern due weeds are the

same; losses due Eye effects

Antimicrobials Botanicals
Sex based

other living detoxification lerdtogeniceflects to child exposure
_ to insects have No corneal

Kthermills bacteriaand
chemicals Benzonitriles

found in nature: bromoxynil Insect eroph

processes

Degradates

systems,
increasing their • Cardiovascular Waste - al, bled to l3%

disposal
it irritation revers-l
rble within? daysother microbes:

oxytetracycline, neem, nicotine, pyre (Brominal®.)
mones ITrappite,

.
Chemicals created susce tibilit ioP Y Eye ' Particularly Skin effects

phenol(Lysol®), thrumJZAP 1j'Otenone`• Bio-Lure®)'
when a substance is toxic effects

Immune improperdisposol Moderate irritation
methyl bromide

y
Carbanilates

Microbial henmedi ham
Food-based offered by exposure

Systemic leadingtohechh of containers and the Great Lakes.
Depending

at72hours
P P Boricacidmixed to non-living things, effects inth.eother : unused stocks p g on -

Acaricides Bacterial (Belenalel with peanut buffer including light, heat, Nervous` systems:- Leaks 
the lake, up to

' -
Hazard Level IV

(ormiticides) - 
Kills

-Bacillusthuringiensis- -•`"
Dinitroanilines

(Itworks®land
apple

ondotherchemicals.
,:

physical- - - -
Substances Kidney

- 90%°hove been
Particularly from found to come Label warning

mites:.
overmectin(Avids)

(Trident®,Jayelrn®. •-

MosquitoAttocke), • trifluralin(Treflane)
jelly

IDI°x®) .. Biotechnological
that

affect.coMrofof Liver
agedstocks.: from theatmo- Caution"

Molluscicides
B. popilliae(Doom®)

Phenyl ethers Systemics
Resistance the body and:--,. Leadingtoother A lication 

sphere; that
pp GmMexrcc and

Warning meaning
"Slight toxicity"g y

Kill3 snails and Fu al nitrofen
'Beauvena basstana

Materials absorbed :
Genetic enhance-
inert of crop strains

some perception health effects, be-
problemsp cause the liver is Atmospheric south; where both Oral LDso

slugs:
mefaldehyde, Phtholic acidsfrotozoan

into on organism that.
then kill anything.

to resist insect and
fungus

re onsibleforde-Nervous, P
toxifyingpoiso ns

migration are still used

Volatilization and Aerial
>5,000mg/kg

himethacarb DCPA(Dacthal®)Nasema locustae that feeds on the coggnitive wind put largeSignificantrift d
Inhalation
>20 mg/1

(Grasshopper poisoned tissue: '' MicrobialRespiratorySubstances that amounts of pesti- for up to 50 miles.
Piscicides Attack®' P.yridazincnes

I -pyre?onlPyramin®)
met rs stox R,Y Genetic enhance cause learning .

Skin tides into the air, Ground `
Dermal LD50

Kills fish - benomyl meno/ the toxtaty disabilities and where they con Significant drift
>20,000mg/kg

rotenone Viral
gypsymcfhnuclear•" "Substituted amides :

of microbes used as
pesticides,P

some erce Ironp p Disease vectors
problems_ control

move far. Signif- for several miles
' icant quantities of

Eye effects
No irritation.

polyhedrosis virus. alochlorlLasso®)
(Gypchek®)- ..

Repr ductive ratstrctsquitoes,O d
° mO °

DDTondPCBs 
WOstedisposal
Containers and

;
' 
' 

t Skin effects
- Uracils inlerference'with, other disease-carry- banned in the US. unused Mild orslightirrito-

Nematode - = bromacillHyva ®) "
Steinernemofeltiae

- a creature's obil- ing animals for two decades,
aredeteci ilein' Explosions/leaksr

tion hourst 2 h

Sources (foomoles indicate major, but not sole, sources o!"a column's information): 'Common-Sense Pest Control, William Olkowski, Sheila Door, Helga Olkowski, 810-Integral Resource Center, 510-524-2567 (1991, Taunton Press, Newton, Connecticut); "On the Trail of a Pesticide, '
Mary O'Brien (1984, Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides; Eugene, Oregon, 503-344-50441; 3Cosorett andDoull's Toxicology, Curtis Klaassen, Mory.Amcl John Doull, eds., 3rd ed.11986, Macmillan, Newyork),. 440 Code of Federal Regulations 156.10 July 1991, U.S.
Goverrment Printing Office, Washington, D.C.); 5•Stotus of Pesticides in Reregistration and Special Review" (May 1992, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M St. SW, Washington, D.C. 20460).. - - -
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Instant Reference to Pesticide Types and Effects 

Uses ,
,5 

Types of 
Substances I. 2 

Modes of 
Formulations' Killing U 

. A peSti~icJe 'is a~y 
substance u,ed to 
kill or neutralize 
living things 
considered pests. 
byhilmans, 

Although most 
pesticides are in­
·tended fOI a spe' 
cific pest, they usu­
ally kill more forms 
ofNe than those 
for which they ale' 
intended, , 

Anygiven pesti: 
cide active ingredi­
ent Can have dlO­
'matically different 
effects depending _ 

,on the 'inert'ingre: 
dients plesent in its 
formulation 

Wood 

. "jusi'-as hQU5e~ caLid be .. , 
classified accolding to . 
the'size of theil living 
rooms or the slope of 
theiffoofs rather than 
the numoor of theil bed­
lOomS, so pesticides 
can 00 put into different 
classes according to 
their chemical or struc­
tural features of inteiest. 

Some pe.sticides fall 
into mult)'PI~ cI~sses, . 
and/oxiC ;in'deihel ef­
Fec;s cabv(,rYifr~otly > , 

within a class' ." , ' 

Inorganics, .­
arsenicals, baric acid. 
(ROach Prufel!!», ' . 
diatomaceous ealth 
(SheNshockl!!» 

Halogenated' 
hydrocarbons ~" . , 
'Closses of cheinicols ." . 

'. that share a hydlo' 
calbon IhydlOgen and 
carban) core but vaiy" 
according attached 
molecules containing', 
chlorine; lIuorine, 
bromine, or iodine' , 

BOiis 
Poisonmixedwith 
al/ractant 

Dusts 

Granules 

fumigants 
POisongas. 

Sprays 

Aerosols 

&nulsiFiabie 
concentrates 
Petroleum-based 

.. liqUids plus sub­
stances that al­
lOw them to be ," 
'mixed with water 

. Flowobles 
- Require agitation 

when mixed and' 
sprayed 

Miaoenropsu/otes 
Pesticide porli­
des given plastic 
coatings Io'r time-

. ielease effect 

Siulries 
Thin, wate;ymix· 
'tules of dusts 

preservatives 
'Broad-spedrum~ , 
pesticides ac­
counting for nearly 
holfoloIlUS.pes­
ticide production,' 
intended to kill in­
seCts, fungi, marine 
b.OIers, algae, and 
bacteria: 
pentochlorophe~~1 
-IPentai&l chlOm­
ated coppel OIsen­
ates (Osmasel!!» 

Organochlorines , ' 
Also called chlori-
natedhydrocarbons,. Water· soluble 
the first widely used con"centrates; 

Insecticides 
Kills insects: 
ca;baryl (Sevinl!!», 
terbuf,?s (Counter®) 

sy;,'theiic pesticides, 
, developed in the _ 
:,19305 in Gelmany , : 
,and commelciolly. 

.- _ popula;iz"d in ~",' , 
America in the 1940, 

Wettable 
powders 

Water-insoluble 
active ingredients 
plus a fine pow­
del that can be Termiticides Ma,(af the pesti' 

Kills termites: cides cancelled by mixed with water 

chlordane, the us. Federo/gov-
methyl bfOmide, emment have been 

Nervous system 
'Interferes with the 
ability 10 control the 
body 

" Central 
Bioinand 
spinal cord: 

, Qvermectin 
. (Avid®)' 

Per}pheral 
. dichlorvos 

Respiration 
On the cell level, . 
interferes with the ' 
ability to produce 

, energy 

Desiccants ' , 
Absorbs the oils out· 

. of; or otherwise pen­
,elrates, on insect's 

i cU,!icfe, or cov~"ing" 
causing'it to die of 
'dehydration: 
diatomoceous eOlth 
IShellshodl!!», 
insecticidal soaps 
IAllockl!!>,Safer®) 

. Stomach poisons 
Domages the 
digestive tract: 
boriC acid (Roach­
Piufel!!», BOcillus 
thuringiensis 

Photosynth~sis 
Interfere, with the 

, ability to convelt 
-sunlight into food 
and energy: 
glyphosate 
(Roundupl!!» 

Growth 

Plant 'sodium borate olgonochlorine,:, >Heterocyclic . 
'" (Tim:bor®J.: .. ,,' .•. :captan"DQT, mirex,r>:;.r.i~r~gen compounds. r ,.Causes plants to 

grow so qUickly 
that they die:' 
2,4-D 

, :Larvicides 
Kills larvae: 

._ ,pentach!a(ophe.nol;, ~ .'Hydrazides '." 
maleic hydrazide 

Organophosphate; 
boric acid, I 'd 
methaprene Also lirst developed in Pica inicaci s 

the 1930s, used as reo pidolOm 'lTrodon<!!» 
Ovicides placements when in'. Pyridiires 
Kills eggs: sects began fa develop trie/opYI' iGarlon<!!>l 
diflubenzufOn, lesistonce to orgono- poroquat (Dex. 
, hortICultural ods chloflnes In the 1950s : trone XI!!>J. d/quat 
,...-;-:-:----, -: -,,?cephate.I,Ort~enel!!>}'~--:{ACJuakillrlil) ."- --. 

Ijterb,cldes---- 'chlorp'1rilos, diazinon;---.. - - - "," 
Kills plants: malathion Tljazines 
atlazine (MlreX®), ,atfQzine 
metalachioT (Dual®) Carbamate. (MtreX®J. sim-

Fungicides 
Kills fungi' 
mancozeb 
{Manzo tel!!>), 

, pentochlorp~ , 

I phe?ol:J ":';,~' 
I Aigaecides 

Kills algae, 
copper cam­
pounds 

Silvicides' 
Kills trees and' 
woody plants: 
2,4·D, tridopyr 
(Garlonl!!» 

Rodenticide. 
Kills rodents 
wadarin, . 
fluaroocetamide 
(Fluorakil®) 

Nematocides . 
Kills nematodes, 
microscopic, 
worm·like crea­
tures: 
dichlOfOpropenes 
+ dichlorapfO­
pones IDiazo/rlil) 

·Bactericides and 
Antimicrobials 
Kills bacteria and 
otherm/crobes: 
oxytetracycline, 
phenol {Lysoll!!>},_ 
methyl bromide 

Acaricides 
(or miticides) 

Came into'use as lesis- a;ine (Princepl!!», 
tonce to orgonophos- terbutryn (Igranl!!» 
photes began to ap- Triazoles 
pear, but were not as amltlOle 
Widely useful: 

. .. aldica/b{T emik.I!!», cor- ,'; Phenoxy ., 
':bai.YI{Se~inl!!»,Ji:aibo-;:;'::~compounds ,., .,,' 

luran (Fur.odanl!!>J.. -, " ' •... dichlorprop, MCPAi· 
pr".poxu:JBaygon<!!» _ :mecoprop .. 

{Mecoturfl!!>}, silvex, 
2,4oOand2,4,5- T Pyrathroids 

Syntheticchemicols ',,­
based.{m pyrethrum, on - Substituted . . 
i,;;;;cticideol the chlY- . ,ph"nol compounds. 

, s;'~tMinum pl';;'t. 'com:' dinoseb (Ninitrol!!>J. .• 
in~'rclolly pdpuldriied') (Jinoprop, DNbc. 
in the 1970s: pentachlorophenol, 
allethlin, decamethrin,,, sodium pentachlor-
'permethrin IPounce®/, phenale 
resmethiin -, . 

S~bstituted ureas 
Horticultural oils, .' dii/ron (Kormex®). 
PetfOleUm.based in;llct "...fenuron, lenu[OI) 
and egg suffoc~tors: (Loroxl!!», tebuthiuron 
Sunsprayflil ., 
Pesticidal soaps " 
Fatty-acid-based. • 
"desiccants: ' A , .... 

Attadl!!>, Sofer® (in'~ 
sects); Sharpshooter®" 
(plants) " 

Botanicals 
Pesticidal chemicals 
found in noture: 
neem, nicoline, py~~. - . 
thrum {ZAf®I;ratenone" 

Microbial 
,r 

· Bacterial ' ." 

Amino acids . ..' 
glyphasate (Roundup®) 

Arsenicals 
MSMA 

'Benzoic ocids 
dicomba (Banvell!!» 

Benzonitriles 
bromoxynil 
{BfOl!.'inall!!>} .. 

Carbanilates 
phenmedipham 
(Betena/rlil) 

' .. 
Kills mites:. 
avermec/in I{lvidrlil) < . 

Bacillus ihuriligienSiS 
(Tridenll!!>, Jovelinl!!>" .' 
MosqUito Attockrlil), 

Dinitr~anilin~s 
tlilluralin ITrellanl!!» 

Mollusciddes 
Kill~ sriails and 
slug,: . 
metaldehyde, 
tlimethacorb 

Piscicides ' -'., ',' 
Kills fish: 

· B. p.apillioe {Dooml!!>} 
, ~ I .. ' . • 

Fungai", "::' .' 
Beauve.lia bassiom? 

ProtC?zoon , ' .1 ~ .. 
· Nosema'iocustoe 
(Gra~shopper': .. 

"i'llIack®)' '" 

· Viral • 

Phenyl ethers 
nitrofen ;. 

-Phihalic acids 
"DCPA{DocthiJ/l!!» . 

.. Pyridazinones 
, • pyrazon (Pyraminl!!» 

Insect 
Called insect 
glOwth regula­
tors, olIGRs. 
these substances 
interfere with an 

.---inS'flct's obilit,! t.O', 

. progress ira;" - '" 
one stag,e of de­

,ve/opment to 
onathe;: 
methoprene {AI· 
tosici®, PholOridID} 

Sterilants 

InseCt < ' •.• 

,,; , Dl1str?y's th~abil: 
ity to leproduce. 

-'(,;ohe thatdOnot 
WI the inseCt first 
are yet cammel­
,ciolly available) . 

General· 
.', Kills a Wide range 

:, -of ~)(9.a,nisrT!s jn a 
given area, usu-

,allysoil: ' 
methyl bromide 

Repellant 
Causes creatures 10 
avoid an organism 
or.onorea: 
neem oil (~argo­
Sanl!!» linseCts), 
Hubscb®;Stickerri®' 
(birds) 

Attractant 
Usually mixed with a 
poison so fhat on 
imecl will come and 
eat or touch it 

Sex-based 
Insect phero· 
manes ITrappitrlil, 
Bio·Lurerlil)' ; 

Food-based 
Boric acid mixed 
with peanut butfer 
/!twarksiEPlond 
oppleielly 

.IDroxl!!» ; 

Systemics 
Materials absorbed, 
";nio an organism lhal. 
,1her.Killanything _ 
'that leeds on the 
pOiso~ed fissue: 
metosystax-R, 
benomyl 

lotenone 
gypsy moth nuclear'· ..• Substituted amides. .. 

···~tode Uracils 
~~ ., y bromac;1 (Hyvar®) 

Steinernema leltiae 

polyhedlosis viIUS alachlollLossol!!» 
(Gypche~l!!» 

Significant 
Characteristics 

Active ingredients 
Type and quanlily of 
substances in a pesti­
cide formulation said to 
be the main agents of 
its ability to control 
pests 

'Inert" ingredients 
Type and quantity of 
componion ir.gredients 
in a pesticide formula' 
tion, unlobeled, often. 
seclet, and lillie regu­
lated, added to iil: 
Cleose the effective.' 
ness of the pesticide's 
.active ingledients. 

A pesticide's 'inert' 
ingredients canbe 
much more toxic to hu· 
mans than its active 
ones 

Persistence 
Length of time a sub­
stance or its potentiolly 
harmful degradates or 
-melabolites remains in 
the environment 

Toxicity 
Degree and kind of 
health effects asub­
'stance has an living 
ihings 

Specificity 
Ability to hOfm one, 
only a few,ol many 
kinds,ofliving things 

Volatility 
'Abili/yto tum into a 
gas, a foctOl in how 
easily a substance can 
become airborne 

Solubility 
A s~bstance's abiliiy to 
dissolve in wate;, fat, 
01 other media, which 
determineihow it 
moves thraugh the envi­
ronment and how it is 
staled in, and affects, 
living thirgs 

Human Health 
Effects'·3 

'Acute/Chronic 
Health effects are 
commonly catego­
rized by their dura­
tion and time of ap­
pearance, 

Acute health ef· 
fects appeOf imme­
diately and lost for a 
relatively sholttime, 
They can be 01 any 
seveli/y, lOnging 
from skin rash, head­
ache, and nausea to 
blindness. convUl­
sions and death. 

ChroniC health 
effects Ole effects, 
also 01 any severity, 
that last a long time, 
and can first appeal 
long altel exposVle. 
Chronic health 
effect, IOnge Irom 
Qsthma to cancer 

Mutagens 
Substances that 
couse chonge~ in the 
DNAofacell's 
genetic material 

Carcinogens 
.In general, sub­
stances that CaU$9 
cancer by making' 
changes in that port 
of a cell's genetic 
material that gav· 
erns growth onddil· 
felentiation. About 
10% 01 cOlcinogens 
cause cancer in 
other ways, which 
ore not yet lully un· 
derstood 

Teratogens 
Not to be confused 
with (systemiC) 
reproductive effects 

Mutogenic 
Sub5l0nces that 
cause glOss birth 
defects (te1Oto) by 
causing changes in 
the genetic 

Environmen­
tal Effects 

insect 
predators killed 
Cleating'secondalY" 
pests, insects fOI­
medyeoten by the 
killed predatols 

Resurgence 
Pests come back 
stlOngelalteran in-, 
terval because their 
natu;ol predators 
have been killed 

.... , .-; ~A, ., .. " 

Beneficial' 
insects killed' 
Effect, on haney Dees 
Ole a porliculolcon­
cem, due to their role 
in pollinating plants 

Wildlife 
Harmed by death or 
leproductive diffi-
culty . 

Persistence 
Pesticide pollution 
con remain in the envi­
ronment for decades 
aftel application 

Crop residues 
Farmer, (arm­
worker, and con­
sumer exposure 

Groundwotel 
contominotion 
50% of Americans 
get theil dlinking 
watel ITom wells 

Runoff. 
Surface water 
contamination 

Drift/Migration 
Crop, ecosystem, and 
human exposure to 
pesticides far from 
the site. of applicatiOn 
due to local (drilt) 01 

regional and conti­
nental (migration) 
winds 

Resistance : 

Points of 
Pollution 

North America's an­
nualoutput of a billion' 
pounds of conven· 
tional aclive pesti­
cide ingredients, plus 
unknown but huge 
quantities of 'inelt" 
ingredients, are al­
most all released into 
the envilOnment. 

These substances 
requile' even larger 
quantities of crude oil 
and athe; row materi-.. 
;'15, involve many lev­
els of pleliminaw . 
manufacture, ahd ne­
cessitate much move-' 
ment of dangerous 
substances. Anyas­
sessment of pest i­
cide-Ielated pollution 
must ascribe to pesti­
cides a portion of the 
pollution generated 
in all these activities. 

Resourse 
extraction 
Primalilioil dlilling 

Volotilizalion 

Wosle disposal 

Explosions/leoks 
Especially ocean 
and lake spills 

Manufacturing 

Valatilizati~n 
Chemical industlY 
workefs are very 
heavily exposed 

Waste disposol 
Chemical compo­
nies have tremen' 
dous oir emissions, 
{93 million pounds 
in 19B9 at one Kan­
sas makel of pen· 
tochlofOphenol 
alone} and are le­
sponsible for many 
01 the continent's 
worst waste dumps 
on the canfinenl, 
such os·L ave, Conal 

leachability material 01 egg or 
.Abili!.Y tO~IJ!P~eh9...m~~.~, __ _ .. sperm cells 

Pesticide failure be­
cause targets de-
velop biqchemicql , Explasions/leaks 

A 19B51eakdta " 
carbamate pesti· 
cide factory in 
Bhopdl, India, 

soil into gloundwoter Nonmutogenic' 
defenses; 10icin?t~' .. .... 
mar"eapplicafions or 

Synergism 
. Heightening of-a --I:' 

substance's toxicity or 
other capobililies when 
it is in the presence 01 
cefloin otherchemicds 

Bi~cicc~mulilti~n'; • 
. Accuinulafi6n of'a sub· 
stonce'in living things 
over the course 01 long· 
term e?<~su~e ~o' ~~ . 

Biamagnificotian 
"Accumulation of sub­
sta~ces in living things 
as a le,ult 01 their eat· 
ing other iiving fhings 

,that have accumulated 
·,hqse su.bstpnces 

Breakdown products 
'Metabolites and deg-
, IOdates, terms some-
ttmes used interchange­
ably, can be more toxic 
to humans thon the pes­

'ticides ITom which they 
come 

Metabolites 
Ch'emical;created 
when a substance is 
altered by digestion, 
detoxification, and 
othediving 
processes 

Degradotes, 
Chemicals created 
when osubston'ce is 
altered by exposure 
to non-living things, 
including light, heat, 
and ather chemicals. 

Biotechnological 

Resistance 
Genetic enhance'­
ment of crop strains 
to lesisiinsed and' 
fungus damage 

Microbial 
Genetic enhance' 
ment of the toxicity 
01 microbes used as 
pesticide~ , 

.. , "'" .~ 

,~ ... ' .. ,-

Substances thaf 
couse gross bilfh 

. defects.by acting 
on a fetus directly, 
without causirg 
changes in the ge­
netic materiorof 
,egg Or s~rmcells. 

the use of dif/elent 
pesticides ,.' .. t, f 

Soil changes 

Degradation 
Nutrient poverty 

Erosion;, .'., 

Killed more than 
1,500 and poi­
saned more Ihan 
100,000 

.. Transport~"io,n 

Volatilization Childrs'rl' . 
'CompOled'lo adults 
in the same envi IOn­
ment, children: ' . 

. Se~;;ndary 
ecos'ystem ExplOSions/leaks 
disturbances A 1979 t10in 
Alteration 01 plant wreck, explosion, 

Exposure and animal activities andtwo·daylire in 
Experience more and populations due Mississouga,Ont-
skin and oral con- to pesticide action on orio, involVing tank 
tact with pesti- .'. :"predaioft,predaia/": __ ;tOIS filled:with ' , 
cide-covered sur!, .Ioods,:pla.ht~,p/cinl .' c:hloTirie'cind ather 
laces and . foods,pollinotors, or chemicols;reguir- . 
breathe';n more ather organisms that ed evacuation of 
contaminated but mamtain a porticulOf 240,000 
less ventilated air state ofecologicol . 
ZOnes balance ' 

Rei"eived doses " .. ,-----'-----i 
Ab;"lbhighel 
:doses 01 pesti' 
cides for a given 
"exposUfe (lor ex­
ample, children 
have more 
pelineable skin) 

V~/~eraOi/i;~' . ., 

:Have immature. 
immune,and 
detoxification 
"ystems, 
increasing their 
,usceptibility'lo 
toxic effects 

Systemic 

ily 10 r~·pr~duce,.· 
such as reducing 
sperm counts or 
damaging repro­
ductive organs, , 
and caus/ng:minar 
birlh defects. Of-
teri and inco; .. 
ie;tly, used inter, 
chongably with 
tfuotoge.nic .ellect' 

Cardiavasculal 

Eye' 

Immune· 
, Leading to health -
, effeelS in the other 

_, ~yst~m.:._ 

" Kidney.,. 

Storage/Retail 

Volatilization 
Child exposiJle a 
porticulor concer~ 

Explosions/leaks 

Consum'er 
products 

Volatilizotion 
. Home and /a';"ri 

. " applicaiidn a Por­
r.'. ticular concern due 
.. to child expos~re 

Waste 
disposal 
Particularly 
improperdiiposal 
of containers and 
unused stocks 

Nervous," 
physiCal 
Substances that. 
affect·fonlralof 
the body and· .. 
some perception 
problems 

Li~er" _ I· 

.Leaks 
POIticularly from 
ogedstoCks·. 

Nervou$, 
cognitive 
Substances that 
cause learning'.' 
disabilities and 
.some Percepl ion 
problems 

Reproductive 
Intederencewith, 
p cregtur", 's a/;>il· 

Leodingta othei~ 
health effect" be­
ca~se IHe liver is 
responsible lor de­
toxifying poisons 

RespiratolY 

Skin 

Diseose vectors 
Pesticide;can control 
rots, mosquitoes,' and 
othel disease:collY­
ingonimals 

: Application' 

Atmospheric 
migration 
Volatilization and 
wind put large 
amounts of pesti· 
cides into the air, 
where they can 
move for. Signif­
'icant quantities of 
DDT and PCBs, 
banned in the US 
fOI two 'decades, 
are deieclabie in 

Economic 
Effects 

Health. costsl 
·Iost worker "V 

productivity 

Primary 
Farmelsand 
farmworkers, 
chemical in-

. dustry wOlk­
elS, extermina­
lors, mointe¥ 
nonce worKefs 

Se.condory 
, BUilding occu­
'pOnts, home­
owners, po5s­
elsby; people 
who eat con­
taminated fish, 
m~at, crops 

~~'.-

Child 
Learning effects 

Waste 

:.Disposol 

Dump cleonup 

Water supply 
remediation 
Tleatment system 
construclion 

Natural 
resources loss 

Wotel 
Fishing and 
recreational 
~u.5es impoired 

Soil 
Erosion 

Regulation 

Business 
Pciperwolk, 
planning, and 
legal burdens 

Govemment 
Monitoring, 
enforcemenl 

Emergency 

U.S. Federal 
Hazard Levels 4 

Terms 
, The oral LD 50 (lethal 
dose, 50. pelcent) is 
determined by finding 
out how much of a sub­
stance, measured in 
milligrams per kiloglOm 
of body weight, must 
be fed to cigroup of . 
animals such that hal/ . 
01 them die, . 
, The inhalation LCio 

(lethal cotice.ntralion, 
50. pelcent) and der­
mal 1050 latings ale 
similar analyses 
applied io breathing 
and skin exposule, 

Corneol opocity is a 
scientific, way of say­
Ing blindness. 

The listed effects 
ale lor a hypothetical 
healthy adult male, the 
kind of human least vul­
'nerable to loxic ef­
f~~t5 

Hazard level I 

Lobel warning 
"Dongel' and 
"Donger-Poison fl 

(the 'oiter if having 
one of the oral, inha­
lation, 01 dermal 

, '. cI,Qfacferislics) 

, ' .• Warning meoning 
'High toxicity' 

.OroiLDso 
<50mg/kg 

Inhalation LCso 
<02mg/1 

Dermal LD50 
<200mg/kg 

Eye effects 
Corrosive; c(jtneal 
opocily noVtevers­
ible, within 7 days 

Skin effects 
COlrosiv€; 

,cleanups H d L • III 
Oil spill remedio. azar eV,e_, 
tion, factory, Lobel warning 
tlUck, ondtloin 'Warning' 
occident le­
sponse efforts~" I·· 

Worl!jn!:!,m~~lI'~j'19 "1'!~ 
"Modeiat"e " .... ::'.' 

neighborhaod 
evacuations 

Reseorch 
Few resources 
devoted to de· 
velopirg non­
toxic pest control 
technologies 

Reteil prices 
,According to 

, .Cornell aglicu/­
lure researcher 
DovidPimente/, a 
50% reduc/ion in 

. pe~:~icJp.e.use, 
. wauldca6se a 
25%i;;';I~'a;e in 
pe~t~~~iTol 
costs, butonlya 
1% increose in 
consumer food 
prices 

Crop losses 
possible selious 
;eduction incra'; 
yields in the long 
term Yields have 
increased dra­
maticallv since 
WWII,butnot 
due fo pest con­
trol: loss"s due to . 
weeds are the 
some; losse, due 
.10 insects have 
doubled, to 13% 

the Great Lakes. 
Depending on . 

the lake, ~p to . 
, 9o.%'OO"e been 
found to' co;"e ' 

. from,ihe atmo­
si!here; that is, ' 
fr~m Mexico and 
south, whele bath 
Ole still used 

Aerial 
Significant dlift 
for up to 50 miles 

Ground 
Significant drift ' 
for sevelal miles 

toxicity' , 

OraILD5~ 
50 to 500 'ing/kg 

Inhalation LC50 
0.2 to 2mg/i 

DermalLD5b 
. __ 200 to 2000 mg/ 
.kg 

, Ey~ effe~l~ . 
Comealopacity 

,. leversible within 7 
, . days; irritation per­

sisting far 7 days 

Skin effects 
Severe irritation at 
72 hours 

Hazard level III 

Loool woming 
"Caution" 

Warning meaning 
'Low toxicity" 

Oral LD50 
500to 5,000mg/ 
kg 

Inhalation LCso· 
2t02o.mg/1 

Dermal LDso 
2,000 to 20,000 
mg/kg 

Eyee/fects 
No corneal opoc­
ity; irritation revers­
ible within 7 days 

Skin effects 
Moderole irritation 
at:72h9uis 

Hazard Level IV 

_ -':Labe;warning 
", 'Caut,ali" 

._ Warni~g meaning 
'Slighttoxicity" 

OralLDso 
>5,000mg/kg 

Inhalotion LCso 
>20mg/1 

Delma! LDso 
>20,000mg/kg 

Waste disposal , 
Containels and ! 
unl/sedstocks " 

Eye effects 
'No irritation, 

i Skin effects 
'Mild or,slight irrita­

'tionat'72haurs 

Sources (footnotes indicate .major, but not sole.-sources <;,,'a column's information): lCommon-Sense Pes; Control, William Olkowski, Sheila Door, Helga Olkowski, Bfo-Integral Resource Center, 510-524-2567 11991, Taunton Press, Newton, Connecticut!; 2·On the Trail of 0 Pesticide," 
Mary O'Brien 11984. Norlh"'esl Coalilion fOI Allemalives 10 Peslicides, Eugene. Oregon. 503-344·5044), 3CasareliandDoul/'s Toxicologv, Curlis Klaassen. Mo,y ,Amdur. John Doull. eds .. 3rd ed.11986. Macmillan, New York): 440 Code of Federal Regulalions 156,10 Duly 1991, U.s. 
Govelomenl Plinling Ollice. Woshing,lon, D.c.), 5'Slofus 6f Peslicides in Reregislralion and Special Review"!May 1992. U.s. Envilonmenlal P,oleclion Agency. '401 M SL SW. Washinglon. D.c. 204601. ., 
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facturers' ground, water, and par- and other benefits. Government The industrial -activity most•
ticularly air pollution emissions decides whether a pesticide can

'used
analogous to. pesticide applica.- r

(arnounting to tens of millions of be 'based on a subjective, ton is discharge of hazardous
continued from, page t pounds for single plants), as well infinitely flexible standard—the waste. -Whether to water, air, or i
mate. the :number of birth de- as a- share of the cost of oil spills pesticide's "risk-benefit ratio." land, waste discharge usually un- :b
fects caused,: by -pesticides, .al- and, other accidents involving The historical and (i'ncreas- dergoes preliminary treatment,,
though many pesticides have pesticide. ingredients. ingly thin) intellectual justifica-: and almost always-requires per-
been shown: to cause birth de-

Government oversight
tion for this state of affairs lies in matting. The permits -are often

fects imanimal studies. the.fact that, like cigarette smok- . subject to renewal and increas-
Accordingly, cost=benefit °: Pesticide use oversight in North ing, the use of synthetic pesti- ,, ing restrictions overtime. Dump- E:

ana yses of pesticide use, even <America'is unique. Pesticide law tides is dangerous even when ing of industrial. wastes without t
those conducted by. sympathetic and regulation has no overall carried out as directed. To judge these safeguards, meager though ̀
researchers, end up finding a net environmental protection goals pesticides by traditional: stan- they often are under close in-
economic benefit to substantial like those found in regional air dards of human safety would spection, is seriously illegal and t
levels of pesticide use. quality standards and other en-i certainly put an end to most syn- considered by all concerned a

The most famous 'of these; a vironmental protection efforts. thetic pesticide use.. gross threat to :human health.
comprehensive -.1991 study con- There are only a few specific That option is not as radical as . Pesticide. spraying is little dif-
ducted by a team of eleven led by standards for environmental con- it may seem.. Today's massive ferent, however, despite its gov- i
Cornell agricultural researcher termination, as are typical in water. pesticide applications can very ernment sanction: -Rhetorically,
David Pimentel, . concluded that discharge permitting (a few pesti- feasibly be replaced by what is it is arguable that covert dump-
synthetic ,pesticide use saved $16 tides have been restricted based known as "integrated pest man-. ing of hazardous waste. is the
billion annually in crop produc- '..- on persistence in groundwater and agement," a pest control method lesser danger to human health'. ! .-
tion while costing $4 billion to accumulation in animals). that rarely requires synthetic Dangerous as it. is, hazardous
apply and $8 billion .in "social And the, only serious (if pesticides and uses them only as waste is at least-not specifically rs
and environmental costs,"indud- flawed) standard for human a last resort. IPM theory was designed to kill living things.
ing $787 million inhuman health health exposure is in the deter- worked out decades ago and its The sad. fact is that dumping .
impacts, most of which was at-, mination of "tolerances" for pes- practice has since been refined many kinds of hazardous wastes '.
tributable to an estimated 70,000 ticide residues on food. Worker successfully in all areas of pest in a rural ditch at night would r
pesticide-related cancers priced exposure .standards are hun- control. expose fewerpeople less ' serf-
at $70,000 each and '27 deaths dreds, even thousands of times But most government entities oust y than the average aerial pes-
priced.at,$2 million each. more lenient than food Stan- and the pesticide-oriented eco- ticide spraying of neighboring '=

Other major contributors to dards, with no rationale save busi- nomic forces they represent havecornfields the.'next-morning.
the environmental costs of pesti- ness practicality for the differ- foreclosed examination, of IPM But in the eyes of the govern-
cide use were groundwater-con= `.ence. And bystander, home- because they see the benefits of ment and most pesticide users,
termination,$1:2 billion; bird losses, J owner, and'other typical forms pesticide use as a given. Natu- such comparisons are only se-
(conservatively, estimated at 67 of exposure are analyzed and, rally this necessitates a regula- mantic. To judge pesticide appli- t
million-killed every year :due. to . regulated, poorly, negligibly, or: tory scheme that, in general, fa- cations by the samestandards as
pesticide poisoning), $2.1 billion, not ;at all. cilitates rather thanhinders.pes- industrial discharges (that is,_ to
pest resistance (causing repeated

"Risk-benefit"
ticide use. carry them out ;on ly when abso=' "

aapplications), $. 1.4 billion and
crop-losses, about $1 billion., Becauseip esticide use is consid-

A modest comparison
lutely necessary) would be, well,
um, uh—impractical.

{ '

All that figuring still: left a ered essential by one of For many casual observers, this
$4 billion net benefit to society, America's economic and legisla- general approach seems sensible, Health standards: risks

but it would not be hardtoirnag-
'a

tive powerhouses—agricui- even if some of its practical of-' - Underlying'governmentregula=
ine that.much money and good ture—pesticides are not judged fects do not. But the strangeness tion of pesticides is` the idea.,of
deal more in currently undocu- solely by their impact on human of the pesticide regulatory "acceptable risk," the contention
mented costs. The most signifi- health and the environment. By scheme becomes apparent with Ahat exposure -to certain small
cant of these is probably the con- law such impacts must be consid- comparison to government regu- quantities of .pesticides are of "
siderable share attributable to ered only in the context of lation of all other uses of danger- "negligible" harm to human be-
pesticides of the chemical manu- loosely determined economic ous chemicals. continued page g

,,,An'-JntrWucfi_onAw,
by William Olkowsk4 Sheila Daar, only when and where the monitor-
Helga Olkowski ing has indicated that the pest will
Integrated pest management is an ' cause unacceptable economic,
approach to pest control that uti- medical, or aesthetic damage.
lizes regular monitoring to deter-' `Treatments are chosen and timed
mine if and when treatments are to be most effective and least dis-
needed, and employs physical, me- ruptive to natural pest controls....

4 #

~ Pest lft emmtgmtedn~,g
yield amounts and marketplace re-
turns against which to measure re-
sults, is relatively straightforward. But
putting a dollar amount on the revul-
sion caused by an organism -or -the
desire for a "perfect lawn" is much
more difficult.

You must ask yourself whether
preventing the damage is worth ex-
posing your family and pets to the
potential health-impairing chemicals
in "conventional" pesticides, or, alter-
natively, whether you are willing to
put the requisite time and effort into
less-toxic alternatives. Clearly these
are not straightforward questions, be-
cause both the costs and the benefits
are harder to quantify than in tradi-
tional agriculture. Even in agricul-
ture the evaluation is becoming more
difficult as costs that once where con-
sidered external to production--
groundwatercontaminadon, pesticide
residues on and in the food, regula-
tory requirements,educational activi-

ties,the purchase and useof safety
equipment, occupational expo-
sure to toxic materials are be--
,ginning to be 'factored into the'`
calculations.

The kinds of pest problems,
the environments in which they
occur and the personal values
and community .standards . of-
those experiencing the problems
vary enormously and change over
time....

Ultimately, thedecisions about
what is tolerable, either in terms
of pest numbers or exposure to"
potentially hazardous materials, -
is yours. These decisions are not
so very different from deciding
whether you want smoking in
your house or whether riders in'
your car must buckle their seat'-
belts.

eat
belts.

From ̀.`Common-SensePestCon-
trot, "1991.

But Memi awri Said
HumanbyMary H. O'Brien

• • •

methods and a biological control
improve.use insecticidaloap or 1. Integrated pest management agent or two. IPM is not merely 4,

rto educe roach ., numbers) growtisnot whatever people say it is. IPM - collection. of chemical and-
has an historical origin and classical nonchemical tools- it is a system,

ac°
Based on a drnf in CormiarSense Pest CaMrol 1991,'N/illion oi~WSw,

meaning. approach to a.pest and involves- sio; H•i~ oikaWsw 2. IPM is not what chemical com- . certain critical steps .that have
pany salespeople say it is, namely a nothing to do with tools.

chanical,' cultural, biological, and IPM, developed originally for mixture of chemicals. IPM arose out 4. IPM does not preclude the
educational tactics to keep .pest agriculture, provides a process for of a need to reduce pesticide use, not use of pesticides, although IPM
numbers low enough to prevent identifying and reducing the fac- perpetuate it. programs that obviate or eventu-
intolerable damage or annoyance. tors causing pest problems; it is 3. IPM is not what roads depart- ally eliminate the use of toxic
Least-toxic chemical controls are _ .also designed to .determine ments and agencies like the Forest. -chemicals are cause for satisfac- . :
used as 'a last -resort: Y whether the cost of a particular . Service and the federal .Bureau of tion.

4n' IPM programs, treatments " pest management action is worth Land Management have sometimes From ̀ Preparing an Excellent
are riot made according to a pred6- the result. Determining economic claimed, namely a mixture of chemi- ` Pesticide Environmental Impact
termined schedule; they are made damage to acrop, where you have Gals and 'a little bit of nonchemical Statemen4"1987.'
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. . .' Pesticide Use 
continued from ,page r 
:mate the nUITlher of birth de­
fects caused.by ·pesticides, .al­
theugb m.any pesticides have 
been shown· to cause' bir,thde­
fects in:aniIIlal studie~ . 

AccorcHngly, cost~benefit 
analyses' of pesticide use,' even 
those conducted by. sYIIlpathetic 
researchers, end up.finding a net 
econoIIlic benefit to substantial 
levels of, pesticide use. 

The IIlost famous of these, a 
comprehensive.1991 study con­
ducted by a teaIIl of eleven led by ; 
Cornell agricultural researcher 
David Pi:mentel, concluded that 
synthetic pesticide use saved $15 
,billion annually in crop produc- , 
tion while costing $4 billioIi to 
apply and $8 billion in "social 
andenviroI1IIlental costs," includ­
ing $787 IIlilli on ip hUIIlan health 
i:mpacts, most of which was at-' 
tributable to an estiIIlated 70,000 
pesticide-related cancers priced 
at $70,000 each and 27 deaths 
priceciat$2IIlillion each. 

,Other IIlajor contributors to 
the environIIlental costs of pesti­
cide use were, groundwater·con-. 
taIIlination, $1.2 billion; bird losses J 

. (conservatively esti1i¥ated at 57 
.IIlillion· killed every yeard ue. to 

pesticide poisoning), $2.1 billion, 
pest resistance (causing repeated 
applications), $1.4 billion, and 
crop'losses, about $1 billion,' -. 

All that figuring still left a 
$4 billion net benefit to society, 
b~t it would not be bard tOim:ag­
ine that,IIluch moriey and"a good 
deal more in currently undocu­
:mented.costs. The most signifi­
cant of these is probably the con-

" siderable share attributable to 
pesticides of the chemical manu-

, ~ ... .' . 

° F 'p ° L L 

.-

. facturers' ground, water, and par­
ticularly air pollution eIIlissions 
(amountingtotens of millions of 
pounds for single plants), as well 
· as a share of the cost of oil spills 
and~ other accidents involving. 
pestic!deingredients. 

. Government oversight 
· ". ~ 

Pesticide use oversight in North 
. America.'is unique. Pesticide law· 
• and regulation has no overall 
~nvironIIlental protection goals 
like those found in regional air 
·quality standards and other en-, 
'virOI1IIleIitat protecti on efforts. 

There are, only a few specific 
standards for .erivironIIlental con­
tamination; as are typica1ln water·. 

· discharge permitting (a few pesti­
cides have been restricted' based 
on persistence in groundwater and 
accumulation in animals), 
· . - And the. dnly' serious (if 
flawed) standard for hUIIlan 
health exposure is in the deter­
mination of "tolerances" for pes­
ticide residues on food, Worker" 
exposure standards are hun­
dreds, even thousands of times 

'more lenient than food stan­
dards, with no rationale save busi­
ness practicality for the differ­
ence. And bystander, hOIIle­
owner, and' other typical forms 
pf ~xposure are analyzed and, 
regulat,ed. poorly, Iiegligibly, or: 
not ~t all. 

"Risk-benefit" 

Because pesticide use is consid­
ered essential by one of 
America's economic and legisla­
tive powerhouses-agricul-

. lure-pesticides are not judged 
solely by their impact on human 
health and the environment. By 
law such iIIlpacts must be consid­
ered only in the context of 
loosely determined economic 

U T 0, N p R E v E N t o N 

and other benefits. Government The industrial· activity most 
decides wilether a pesticide can analogous to pesticide applica-
be 'u$edbased on a subjective, don is discharge of hazardous 
infinitely flexible standard-the waste. -Whether to water, air, or 
pesticide's "risk-benefit ratio," land, waste discharge usually un-

The historical and (increas- dergoes preliIIlinary treat:ment. 
ingly thin) intellectual justifica-. and al:most alwaysTequires per-

. tionforthisstateofaffaii"sliesin IIlitting. The pennitS,are often 
the fact that, like cigarette smok- . subject to renewal and increas­
ing, the use of synthetic pesti-.: ing restrictionSoverti:me. DUIIlP­
cides is dangerous ~veri when ing of industrial wastes without 
carried out as directed. Tojudge ' these safeguards, IIleager though ' 
pesticides by traditionaL stan- they often are under close in- . 
dards of hUIIlan safety wouldspection, is seriously illegal and 
certainly put an end to IIlOSt syn- considered by an concerned a 
thetic pesticide use. \ , gross threat tohu:man health~ '. 

That option is not as radical as . Pesticide spraying is little dif-
it IIlay seeIIl. Today's massive ferent, however, despite its gov-
pesticide applications can very er'n:ment sanctioILRbetorically, 
feasibly be replaced by what is it is arguable thattovert dUIIlp-
known as "integrated pest IIlan- ing of hazardous wast~ is the 
agement," a pest control method lesser danger to hUIIlan health. 
that rarely requires synthetic Dangerous as it is; hazardous 
pesticides and uses theIIlonly as . waste is at leaSt'not specifically· 
a last· resort. !PM theory was designed to killlivirig things. . 
worked out decades ago and its The sad fact is that dUIIlping 
practice has since been refined :many kinds of hazardous wastes 
successfully in all areas of pest in a rural ditch at night would 
control. expose fewer people les~' seri-

But IIlost goverJ1IIlententities ousiy than the average aerial pes-
. and the pesticide-oriented eco-ticide spraying: of· neighboring 
nOIIlic forces they represent have corn fieldsthe:hext' IIlo~ning. 
foreclosed exaIIliriation of IPM But in the eyes of tlW govern-
because they see the benefits Of. ~ent and most pesticide hsers, 
pesticide use as a given. Natu- such coniparlsons are· only se-
rally this necessitates a regula- mantic. Tojudge pesticid~ appli-
tory scheme that, in general, fa- cations by the satne:standards as 
cilitates rather than hinders, pes- industrial discharges (that is;,to 
ticide use. . carry 'theinou(.onlY when abso­

A Dlodest cODlparison 

For many casual observers, this 
general approach see:ms sensible, 
even if some of its practical ef­
fects do not. But the str'angeness 
of the pesticide regulatory 
scheme becomes apparent with 
comparison to governmentregu­
lation of all other uses of danger­
ous che:micals. 

lutely necessary) would be, well, 
urn, uh-impractical. 

Health standards: risks 
",' "-

Underlying'government.regula'-' 
tion of pestiCides is; th~.,,:idea.,.of' ' 
"acceptable risk," the contention 

,that exposure -to certain smaIl 
quantities of .pesticides are of 
"negligible" harm to human be-

concinued page 5 
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:. An:Introductiott·to Integrated Pest M3nagemmf .:, 
by William Olkowski,.Slieila Daar, 

. lfelga Olkowski.' . 
Integrated pest management isah 
approach to pest control that uti­
lizes regular moIiitoring to deter- . 

'. mine if and when treatments are 
needed, and employs physical, me-

only when and where the monitor-
_ ing has indicated that the pest will 
cause unacceptable economic, 
medical, or aesthetic damage, . 
Treatments are chosen and timed 
to be most effective and least dis­
ruptive to natural pest controls, .. , 

Integrated Pest Management Program 

Determining 
Injury 
Levels 

yield amounts and marketplace re­
turns against which to measure re­
sults, is relatively straightforward. But 
puttingadoliar amount on the revul- , 
sion caused by an organism 'or the 
desire for a "perfect lawn" is much 
more difficult. 

. You must ask yourself whether 
preventing the damage is worth ex- , 
posing your family and pets to the' 
potential health-impairing chemicals 
in "conventional" pesticides, or,alter­
natively, whether you are willing to 
put the requisite time and effort into 
less-toxic alternatives. Clearly these 
are not straightforward questions, be­
cause both the costs and the benefits 
are harder to quantify than in tradi­
tional agriculture. Even in agricul­
ture the evaluation is becoming more 
difficult as costs that once where con­
sidered external to product~on-­
groundwater contamination, pesticide 
residues on and in the food, regula­
tory requirements, educational activi-

ties, the purchase and use of safety 
equipment, OCcup':ltional expo­
sure to toxic: materials are be--

,:,ginning to befartore(l into the' 
calculations:' '," pc:., 

The kinds of pest problems, 
the environments in which they 
occur and the personal values 
and community.standards of­
those experiencing the problems 
vary enormously and change over 
time .... 

Ultimateiy, the decisions about 
~hat is tolerable, either in terms 
of pest numbers or exposure to" 
potentially hazardous materials, -
is yours. These decisions are not 
so very different from deciding 
whether you want smoking iii 
your house or whether riders in ' • 
your car must buckle their seat'· 
belts. -

From "Common-SensePestCon~ 
trol," 1991. ' 
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byMaryH O'Brien 
. , . 1. Integrated pest management 

is not whatever people say it is. IPM 
has an historical origin and classical 
meaning. 

methods and a biologiCal control 
agent or two. IPM is not merely a: 
collection, of chemical and' 
nonchemical tools; it is a system; 
approach to a pest and involves . 
certain critical steps that Have 
nothing to do witbtools. 

~ -"-"'J' 

'. 

chaIiical,· cultural, bi~logic::al, arid 
educational taetics to keep pest 
num~rs low enough to prevent 
intolerable damage or anJ}oyance. 

. Least-toxic chemiCal. controls are 
used as a last resort; .. 

!In' IPM. programs, treatments 
are not made according to apred& 

.• termi~ed s.ch~dule; they ar«: ~ade 

IPM, developed originally for 
agriculture,pmvides a process for 
identifying and reducing the fae­

. 'tors causirig pest problems; it is 
.. also de~ignedto determine 
'. whe:therthecost of a particular 
. pest·manage.mebt,action is worth 
the result. Determining economic 
dam~e to a9'QP, where you have 

2. IPM is not what chemical com­
pany salespeople say it is, namely a 
mixture of chemicals. IPM arose out 
of a need to reduce pesticide use, not 
perpetuate it. 

3. !PM is not what roads depart­
ments and agencies like the Forest 
Service and the federal .Bureau of 
Land Management have sometimes 
claimed, namely a mixture of chemi­
cals and a little bit of nonchemical 

4. IPM does not preclude' the 
use of pesticides, although IPM 
programs that obviate or eventu­

,ally eliminate the use of toxic 
'chemicals are cause for satisfac-, 
tion. 

From ''Prepa~ing an Excellent 
'. Pesticide EnviTtmmental Impact 

StaU!ment," 1987. . 
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.Common Lawn Pesticides: Known Dangers
Human Health Effects Environmental Effects

Nervous Potential "Toxic to '

Reproductive system Kidney or Sensitizer orDetected in leacher to Toxic to fish/aquatic
Cancer Birth defects effects effects liver damage irritant groundwater groundwater birds organisms Toxic to bees

Insecticides

Acephate ' A x x x x

Bendiocarb x x x x x

Carbaryl x x x x x x x x x

Chlorpyrifos x x x x x x x` x

DDVP . xl- x x x x

Diazinonx x x x x x x

Isazophos x x x x x

Isofenphos x x x x x

Malathion x x x x x x x

Methoxychlor 
_

x x x x x

Trichlorfon x x x x x x x

Herbicides

Atrazine xl x x x x x x

Benefin -.....-., . - ... x

Bensulide x x x x

2,4-D x1 .. x x x x x x x x

DSMA x x

Dacthal x3 x x x7

Dicamba x x x x x x

Diphenamid x

Endothall x x

Glyphosate x x x

Isoxaben xl x x

MCPA x x x x x

MOP x x x x x x #R
MSMA x x

Pendimetholin x4- x4 x x x x

Pronamide xl '` x x x

Siduron x

Trifluralin x1 x x x x x

Fungicides

Benomyl xl x x x x x

Chlorotholonil x5 x x x x x

Maneb x5 - x x x x x

PC NB , x x x

Sulfur x x

Triadimefon x

Ziram x6 x x x x x

xl--EPA's possible human carcinogen rating; x2-Based National Cancer Institute epidemiological evidence; x3--Based on contamination by TCDD (dioxin) and hexachlorobenzene (HCB); x4--Based on
contamination by chlorobenzene; x5--EPA's probable human carcinogen rating; x6--Based on National Toxicology Program published studies; x7--Dacthal acid metabolites.

Sources: Based on two charts in 'Lawn Pesticide Facts and Figures; National Coaltion Against the Misuse of Pesticides, 701 E St. SE, Washington, D.C. 20003, 202-543-5450. NCAMP's sources are listed as
'EPA documents, standard toxicology references and NCAMP's extensive files.'
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Human' Health Effects ' Environmental Effects 
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Nervous Potential iCToxic to ' 't? 
, Reproductive system Kidney or Sensitizer or Detected in leacher to Toxic to ' fish/aquatic 

Cancer Birth defects effects effects liver damage ' irritant groundwater groundwater birds ' organisms T axic to bees . 
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Insecticides , 
, ':'i' 

. Acephate '. xl ~ x x x x 

Bendiocarb x ,x x x x . 
Carbaryl ,- ., 

x x x x x x x x x , .~":t 

Chlorpyrifos x ~. : . X X X X X X X 
" 
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DDVP xl x x x x , ,'. 
t< 

Diazinon x x x x " x x X 
'.-: .1 

Isazophos 
- ~i' 

x x x .' x x 

Isofenphos x x x x x 

Malathion x x x x x x x 
.. 

Methoxychlor x x x x x 

Trichlorfon x x x x x x x 

Herbicides . 
""":!-

Atrazine xl x x x x x x . 
• " 

Benefin . ,~, .. " ' • t 

X , 
," . .... ~ • * .. " . . 

Bensulide '. x x x x 
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2,4-D x2 ,',: ' ':"X X X X X X X x 

DSMA x x 
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Dacthal x3 x x x7 

Dicamba x x x x x X 
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Diphenamid 
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Endothall ~""! ~ • ~ ~ ~. 
.. , . . , x x 
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Glyphosaie 
" 

x x x 

Isoxaben xl x x 

MCPA .,- .. . - Xi X X X X 
.I. 

MCPP x x x 
-", .. 

x x X Jf:~ -: .. i 

MSMA x x 
.. ,~ -

Pendimethalin J x4, x4 x x x x 

Pronamide xl 
., " " x x x 

Siduron x 

Trifluralin xl x x x x x 

Fungicides 

Benomyl xl x x x x x 

Chlorothalonil x5 x x x x x 

Maneb x5 • x x x x x 
-, 

" 

PCNB . x x x 

Sulfur .. , , , .. 
x x . " .. , 

, ' 
. ' . 

Triadimefon . , . '0, x . 

Ziram , x6 x x x x X 

x1--EPA's possible human carcinogen rating; x2-Based Notional Cancer Institute epidemiological evidence; x3--Based on contamination by TCDD [dioxinlancl hexachlorobenzene [HCBI; x4--Based on 
, 

contamination by chlorobenzene; x5--EPA's probable human carcinogen rating; x6--Based on Notional Toxicology Program published stuqies; Xl --Dacthal acid metabolites, 

Sources: Based on two charts in 'lawn Pesticide Facts and Figures: Notional Ceallion Against the Misuse of Pesticides, 701 E SI. SE, Washington, D,C. 20003, 202-543,5450, NCAMP's sources are listed as 
'EPA documents, standard toxicology references and NCAMP's extensive files: 
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® ®
ci Use pesticide should be measured,

® ® o and there is a presumption of
economic benefit based on-the
very fact~tlhat 'a.+company has

continued from previous page bothered to bring the pesticide

ings. Given a certain benefit to market.
- gained from -use of a pesticide, : While substantial health data
such as cheaper food or fewer must be submittedif a pesticide
vermin in kitchens, the risks in- is to be registered, there is no
herent in such exposures can be such requirement to document

acceptable- ; the benefits. of a pesticide's use.

In government's view, using When a manufacturer does pro-
pesticides is analogous to any vide benefit information, it is
number of human activities in almost always to fight impend-
which risks and benefits have to ing restrictions, and can be as
be balanced in order to decide flimsy as a single report that a
on 

1.
a course of action.- Traffic pesticide works well to kill a par-

engineers decide where to place titular pest
stop lights by balancing the risk
of .an accident against installa-

risk-benefit analysis
tion costs and effects on traffic
flow. Not every intersection can As applied to pesticide regula-
have a light, so standards of ac- tion, government risk-benefit
ceptable risk must be developed. analysis is fatally problematic be-
To put it another way, seatbelts cause pesticide health risks are

harm a few people every year by difficult to assess and almost im-
trapping them in their cars after possible to quantify. However,
an accident. But the likelihood is any reasonable implementation
that wearing a seatbelt will save of the risk-benefit approach
one's life or prevent injury. This would require at minimum a de-
makes the risk of being trapped
by a seatbelt acceptable. • '

Just as statistics were looked at
and the decision made in many
states and provinces to require

- the use of seatbelts, so the gov-
ernment looks at risks of given
pesticide exposures and decides
which carry acceptable risks.

If exposure to quantity xof a
pesticide has a negligible effect
as determined by animal studies
(say a one-in-a-million cancer
risk), but the quantity a person is
likely to be exposed to is less than
or the same as x, then the govern-
ment in effect considers-the pes-
ticide safe.
The problems with such a

scheme are many. Study results
may or may not be accurate and
may or may not apply to human
beings. People maybe exposed
to much more of a pesticide than
the quantity in question, and the -

/chemical may act, or the human s
being may react, much differ- ,
ently given the presence of other
chemicals.

Perhaps more significantly,
however, the claimed benefits of
a pesticide's use and its tailed analysis of the pest prob-

4 countervailing risks are not lem at issue and the lack (or ex-
nearly so comparable as in cessive costs) of current methods
seatbelt use. In fact, benefits are of solving it
sometimes completely .undocu- Outlining these two basic jus-
mented. tifications for using a pesticide

Health standards: benefits
would force an assessment of the
range of pest management strat-

The benefit side of government's egies available. There is no ben-
"risk-benefit" approach to regu- efit to using synthetic pesticides
lating pesticides is even more that risk human health if there is
flawed than its risk-assessment a nontoxic alternative available,
scheme. that is, if there is no need to take
The risk-benefit concept is a the risk in the first place.

child of the U.S. Federal Insecti- Under any legitimate "risk-
cide, Fungicide and Rodenticide benefit" scheme, pesticide com-
Act This act governs the U.S. panies would first document sav-
Environmental Protection Agen- ings from the use of a pesticide.
cy's pesticide regulation efforts. This might be, say, $1.35 per acre
According to the act, pesticides in pesticide control costs over a
are not to be registered for use if nontoxic alternative. Then the
they pose company would claim that this

unreasonable risk to man or the
environment, taking ,into ac-
count the economic, social, and
environmental costs and ben-
efits of the use of any pesticide.

The two key words here are ̀"un=
reasonable" and "benefits."

Mandating that risks be con-
sidered on the basis of whether
or not they are reasonable allows
substantial regulatory latitude, ei-
ther strong or lax. Of course, the
latter has been the case in the
United States for the last decade.

But mandating the inclusion
of offsetting benefits in pesti-
cide regulatory decision making
acts to force.regulatory lenience:
There is little specificity in the
law on the how benefits of a

savings is worth the pesticide's
documented health risk of, say,
1.5 incidences of cancer or birth
defects per million people ex-
posed.
The end result would be an

ugly "one human life is worth
$2.5 million" type of assessment,
and it is just this kind of ugliness,
while sometimes necessary, that
is needed as a check against eas-
ily indulged economic reckless-
ness.

Women and children last

The government's regulatory
scheme has serious flaws even if
its basic risk-benefit premises are
accepted. Pesticide health stan-
dards are based on the likely ef-
fects of:,pesticides on a hypo-
thetical healthy adult male the

kind of human often least vul- and therefore total air contami=
nerable to pesticide effects. nants for their body weight than
The most vulnerable of :hu- adults.

mans—children and pregnant Children's kidney, liver, and
women—are by thegovernmenfs protein-binding detoxification
implicit admission at unaccept- systems are underdeveloped, fin-
able risk from pesticide use. creasing the amount of pesticides

-that remain in their bodies.
• As is common knowledge, fe- Children's immune systems are

tuses are susceptible to effects also underdeveloped, heighten-
from a wide variety of envi- .. ing the effects of these pesticides
ronmental influences trans on their health, sometimes dra- .
mitted by the mother at any matically.
of several stages of develop- Finally, many pesticides are
ment There is little direct cancer-causing. Since cancer usu-
knowledge of pesticide effects ally requires long gestation be-
on human fetuses, but fetal fore harming its host, exposure
pesticide effects are often re- to cancer-causing agents early in
searched in animal studies, and life is particularly dangerous.
many pesticides, including Everywhere children go. they
many of the most commonly encounter pesticides—on neigh-
used lawn pesticides (see table), borhood lawns, in school kitchen
are in fact shown to cause birth and sports facilities, on city streets
defects in those studies. and in city parks, in malls, post

offices, and neighborhood gro-
• Children's playing and sanita- cery stores: But despite the huge

tion habits, and their height cumulative exposure of ,most
(that is, their breathing zones), children, pesticide health .stan-
expose them to significantly dard-setting is not even nomi-
more pesticides than adults in nally oriented toward protecting

them.
Explained one na-
tional anti-pesticide rte_
leader to Congress in
1990, "While children
occupy a very special
place in our culture,
they do not occupy a
special place in our
environmental health
policies."

Health testing
inadequacies

The designation of
healthy men as the
measuring stick for
pesticide health stan-
dards is only one of
the government's
many pesticide-re-

I 1.r_ l 6­1t6. 

the same environment.

• Children's bodies absorb and
retain significantly more pes-
ticides than adults for the same
exposure.

• Children often suffer a
greater toxic response than
adults for the same exposure.

The specifics of these generali-
zations are legion. Children crawl
and walk, often wearing mini-
mal clothing, on sprayed turf,
shrubbery, and indoor surfaces,
and on wood-preservative-
treated playground equipment
and back yard decks. This di-
rectly exposes them to substan-
tial quantities of pesticide resi-
dues.

Children tend to put hands
and objects into the mouth, one
of the body's most efficient points
of pesticide absorption. Chil-
dren's skin is more permeable
than adults' and many of the
chronic skin maladies suffered
by children are known to reduce
the ability of skin to act as a
barrier.

Children's breathing zones are
closer to pesticide-covered sur-
faces and studies have shown
these zones to contain higher lev-
els of pesticides. Indoor ventila-
tion systems do a poorer job of
circulating air in lower breath-
ing zones.

In this more toxic breathing
environment children breathe
more often than adults, process-
ing a greater amount of total air

{ inr'1yv, M

• Testing for health
r risks is performed
° only on pesticide ac-

tive ingredients, not

a on actual, marketed
pesticides. Marketed
pesticides .;usually

have companion ingredients
(so-called "inert" ingredients)
added to increase their effec-
tiveness. Many of these sub-
stances are known to be more
toxic than the active ingredi-
ents they, supplement . Fur-
thermore; the combination of
active and inert ingredients
sometimes causes "synergistic"
effects, toxic effects much
more severe than those caused
by either active or inert ingre-
dients acting alone. -

• Just as actual pesticide formu-
lations need not be tested, so
common combinations of pes-
ticides and even their known
synergistic effects also need
not be investigated.

• Pesticide manufacturers are
allowed to keep most inert in-
gredients secret from the pub-
lic, denying to farmers, appli-
cators and consumers what
should be a .basic right to
know about the contents of
the potentially dangerous
products they are using.

• Testing for many health ef-
fects is not required. Testing
for some health effects is re-
quired only of certain pesti-
cides. And the government
has permitted most testing that
is required to remain undone
or incomplete.

• Ina subsidiarycaxch-22 caused
by statutory lenience granted

continued next page
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ings. Given a certain benefit 
gained f"rom'use of";a pesticide, 

,such as cheaper f"ood or fewer 
vermin in kitchens, the risks in- . 
herent in such exposures can be 

., acceptable .. ' " 
, "In government's view, using 

. pesticides is analogous to any 

.. _ number of" human activities in 
which risks and benefits haveto 
be balanced in order to decide 
'oil a course of" a~tion.-Traf"fic 
engineers decide where to place 
stop lights by balancing the risk 
of ,an accident against installa­
tion costs and ef"f"ects on traf"f"ic 
flow. Not every intersection can 
have a light, so standards of ac­
ceptable risk must be developed. 

To put it another way, seatbelts 
harm a f"ew people every year by 
trapping them in their cars after 
an accident. But tbelikelihood is 
that wearing a seatbelt will save 
one's lif"e or prevent injury. This 
makes the risk of" being trapped 
by a seathelt acceptable. • 

Just as statistics were looked at 
and the decision made in many 

, 'i!. states arid provinces to require 
the use of seatbdts, so the gov­
ernment looks at risks of" given 
pesticide exposures and decides 

· which carry acceptable risks. 
. If" exposure to quantity X of" a 
pesticide has a negligible e~f"ect 
as determined by animal studies 
(say a one-in-a-million canCer 

. risk), but the quantity a person is 
likely to be exposed to is less than 
or the Same as X, then the govern­
ment in effect considers'the pes-
ticide safe. . 

The problems with such a 
scheme are many. Study results 
mayor may not be accurate and 
mayor may not apply to human 

; .c. beings: people may'be expose"d 
.~'i;tO much more of a pesticide than 

. -;~t'the quantityin question, and the 
cJnemical may act, or the human 
being may react, much differ­
ently given the presence of other 
chemicals. 

Perhaps more significantly, 
however, the claimed benefits of 

· a pesticide's use and' its 
I countervailing risks are not 
nearly so comparable as in 
seatbelt use. In f"act, benefits are 
sometimes completely undocu­
mented. 

, Health standards: benef"its 

The benefit side of govenunent's 
"risk-benefit" approach to regu­
lating pesticides. is even more 
flawed than its risk-assessment 
scheme. . . 

The risk-benei"it concept is a 
child of the U.s. Federal Insecti­

, cide, Fungicide and Rodenticide 
· Act. This act governs the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agen­
ey's pesticide regulation e£forts. 
According to the act, pesticides 
are not to be registered for use if 
they pose 

unreasonable risk to man or the 
environment, taking . into ac­
count the economic, social, and 
environmental costs and ben­
efits of the use of any pesticide. 

The two key words here are "un; 
reasonable" and "bene£its." 

Mandating that risks l?e con­
sidered on the basis of" whether 
or not they are reasonable allows 
su.bstan iial regulatory latitude, ei: 
ther strong or lax. Of" course, the 
latter has been the case in the 
United States f"or the last decade. 

But mandating the inclusion 
of" of"fsetting benefits in pesti­
cide regulatory decision making 
acts to f"orceregulatorylenience: 
There is little specificity in the 
law on the ho~ bene£its of" a 
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pesticide should be measured. 
and there is a presumption of 
economic benefit based on,the 
very fact'th'ai. 'a 'company has 
bothered to bring the pesticide 
to market. 

While substantial health data 
must be submitted if a pesticide 
is to be registered, there is no 
st;i.ch requirement to document 
the benefits. of a pesticide'S use. 
When a manufacturer does pro­
vide benefit information, it is 
almost always to fight impend­
ing restrictions, and can be as 
flimsy as a single report that a 
pesticide works well to kill a par-
ticular pest. . 

Reasonable 
risk-benefit analysis 

As applied to pesticide regula-
, tion, government risk-benefit 

analysis is fatally problematic be­
cause pesticide health risks are 
difficult to assess and almost im­
possible to quantify. However, 
any reasonable implementation 
of the risk-benefit approach 
would require at minimum a de-

.. 
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kind of human often least vul­
nerable to pesticide effects; 

The most vulnerable of hu­
inans~chi1dren and pregnant 
women-are by the government's 
implici t admission at unaccept­
able risk from pesticide use. 

.. As is common knowledge, f"e­
tuses are susceptible to effects 
from a wide variety of envi- .. 
ronmental influences trans­
mitted by the mother at any 
of several stages of develop­
ment. There is little direct 
knowledge of pesticide effects 
on human fetuses, but fetal 
pesticide effects are often re­
searched in animal studies, and 
many pesticides, including 
many of the most commonly 
used lawn pesticides (see table), 
are in factshown to cause birth 
defects in those studies. 

• Children's playing and sanita­
tion habits, and their height 
(that is, their breathing zones), 
expose them to significantly 
more pesticides than adults in 
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and therefore total air contarni"" 
nants for their body weight than 
adults. 

Children's kidney, liver, an.d 
protein-binding detoxification 
systems are underdeveloped, itl­
creasing the aIIlount of pesticides 
,that remain in their bodies. 
Children's immune systems are 
also underdeveloped, heighten­
ing the eff"ects of these pesticides 
on their health, sometimes dra-
matically. . 

Finally, nia:ny pesticides are 
cancer-causing. Since cancer us·u­
ally requires long gestation be­
fore harming its host, exposU:re 
to cancer-causing agents early in 
life is particularly dangerous .. 

Everywhere children go, th~y 
encounter pesticides-on neigh­
borhood lawns, in school kitchen 
and sports facilities, ondtystreetS 
and in city parks, in malls, post 
offices, and neighborhood gro­
cery stores~ But despite the huge 
cumulative exposure of most 
children, pesticide health .stan­
dard-setting is not even nomi­
nally oriented toward protecting 

them. 
Explained one na­
tional anti-pesticide 
leader to Congress in 
1990, "While children 
occupy a very special 
place in our culture, 
they do not occupy a 
special place in our 
environmental health 
policies." 

Health testing 
inadequacies 

The design1'l·~i.~!l 'of 
healthy men as the 
measuring stick f"or 
pesticide health stan­
dards is only one of 
the government's 
many pesticide-re­
l?-ted ~ealth prot~c-

---- -·;'-----l'l<;>n-fa:l.]ur-es. ~ 
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• Testing for health 
risks is perf"ormed 

~ only <in pesticide ac­
; 'tive ingredients, not 

on actual, marketed 
L-______________________________________________________ ~l pesticides. Marketed 

tailed analysis of the pest prob­
lem at issue and the lack (or ex­
cessivecosts) of current methods 
of solving it. 

Outlining these two basicjus­
tifieations for using a pesticide 
would force an assessment of the 
range of pest management strat­
egies available. There is no ben­
efit to using synthetic pesticides 
that risk human health if there is 
a nontoxic alternative available, 
that is, if there is no need to take 
the risk in the first place. 

Under any legitimate "risk­
benefit" scheme, pesticide com­
panies would first document sav­
ings from the use of a pesticide. 
This might be, say, $1.35 per acre 
.in pesticide control costs over a 
nontoxic alternative. Then the 
company would claim that this 
savings is worth the pesticide's 
documented health risk of, say, 
1.5 incidences of cancer or birth 
defects per million people ex­
posed 

The end result would be an 
ugly "one human life is worth 
$2.5 million" type of assessment, 
and it isjust this kind of ugliness, 
while sometimes necessary, that 
is needed as a check against eas­
ily indulged economic reckless­
ness. 

Women and children last 

The government's regulatory 
scheme has serious flaws even if 
its basic risk-benefit premises are 
accepted. Pesticide health stan­
dards are based on the likely ef­
fects of ,pesticides on a hypo­
thetical healthy adult male-the 

the same environment. 

• Children's bodies absorb and 
retain significantly more pes­
ticidesthan adults for the saxne 
exposure. 

• Children often suffer a 
greater toxic response than 
adults for the same exposure. 

The specifics of these generali­
zationsarelegion. Childrencrawl 
and walk, often wearing mini­
mal clothing, on sprayed turf, 
shrubbery, and indoor surfaces, 
and on wood-preservative­
treated playground equipment 
and back yard decks. This di­
rectly exposes them to substan­
tial quantities of pesticide resi­
dues. 

Children tend to put hands 
and objects into the mouth, one 
of the body's most efficient points 
of pesticide absorption. Chil­
dren's skin is more permeable 
than adults' and many of the 
chronic skin maladies suf"fered 
by children are known to reduce 
the ability of skin to act as a 
. barrier. 

Children's breathing zones are 
closer to pesticide-covered sur­
faces and studies have shown 
these zones to contain higher lev­
els of pesticides. . Indoor ventila­
tion systems do a poorer job of 
circulating air in lower breath­
ing zones. 

In this more toxic breathing 
environment children hreathe 
more often than adults, process­
ing a greater amount of total air 

pesticides, .. usually 
. have companion ing~'edi.ents 
(so-called "inert" ingt~dients) 
added to increase their effec-' 
tiveness. Many of these sub­
stances are known to be more 
toxic than the active ingredi­
ents they. supplerneri't., Fur~ 
thermore; the combination of 
active and inert ingredients 
sometimes causes "synergistic" 
effects, toxic effects much 
more severe than those caused 
by either active or inert ingre-
dients acting alone. ' . 

• Just as actual pesticide f()rmu­
lations need not be tested, so 
common combinati'ons of pes­
ticides and even their known 
synergistic effects also need 
not be investigated. 

• Pesticide manufacturers are 
allowed to keep most inert in-' 
gredientssecretfrom the pub­
lie, denying to f"armers, appli­
cators and consumers what 
should be a basic right to 
know about the contents of 
the potentially dangerous 
products they are using. 

• Testing for many health ef­
fects is not required. Testing 
for some health effects is re­
quired only of certain pesti­
cides. And the government 
has permitted most testing,that 
is required to remain undone 
or incomplete. 

• Inasubsidiarycaich~22caused 
hy statutory lenience granted 

continued next page 

~--~~--------~--~------~------------~OD~------------------------------------------

.-"'-------~----~~ 
. " ,' .... ~ , 

" " ~ ..... f :f !" ~ 

1 
Ii 

" 



B U L L E. T I N O F P O L L U T 1 O N P R E V E N T I O N

r

• • • .Pesticide se 

on a daily basis, and the conse-
quences of that exposure are

continued from previous page
older pesticides; new pesticides
are frequently exempted from
testing requirements for long
periods of time because com-
peting older pesticides have
not completed their testing.

• Testing for pesticide residues
in food is poor—the US. Food
and Drug Administration tests
for only about 40 percent of
the pesticides used on food.

• EPA testing requirements
leave testing up to the pesti-
cide manufacturers, who con-
tract with private laboratories.
This arrangement lends itself
to fraud and, in fact, a single
case of organized fraud in-
validated a third of all pesti-
cide. tests performed up to
1983.

The health dangers. of exposure
to pesticides are serious, many,
and difficult to identify and
quantify.
The places and routes of ex-

posure to pesticides are many
and difficult to predict or con-
trol.
The regulation of pesticides is

geared toward allowing their use
rather than protecting human
health or the environment

Most pest control needs can
be achieved by nontoxic means
and with only modest extra ef-
fort t

Like energy waste and-throw-
away consumption, pesticide use
is an environmental problem that
reaches deep into all our lives.
We are all exposed to pesticides

poorly understood theoretically
and almost always unknown in-
dividually.

But the pervasiveness of the
pesticide problem itself is a force
for reducing pesticide use. Ex-
cept for those with a stake in
pesticide manufacture, the con-
stituency for pesticide use is a
weak one. People fear encepha-
litis-bearing mosquitoes and want
their lawns weed-free. But first
they fear for the children's health.
The undeniable facts are that
pesticide use is dangerous and
alternatives are available.

As a result, there are good
opportunities for reducing and
eliminating pesticide use on ev-
ery level of social exist-
ence—individual, local, regional
and national.
The most winnable issue on

any of these levels is surely child
exposure. With time, perhaps
several years, and persistence, no
school administration can resist
pressure to eliminate the use of
pesticides. Likewise no city, state
or province can long resist orga-
nized campaigns to restrict the
use of pesticides in areas fre-
quented by children.
Any successful campaign to

reduce pesticide- use is a beach-
head for more extensive efforts.
The biggest barrier to reform is
ignorance of nontoxic and less
toxic alternatives. Any public or
private entity that begins to re-
duce.its pesticide use can then be
much more easily coaxed into
doing more.
Time is on the side of those of

us urging sanity on a pesticide-
happy world. We need merely
press our case.

Erie County, New York's
Pesticide Procurement. Policy
Erie Cou nty inc ludes the c i ty ofBuffa lo prior the registration expiration.
and borders theeastern tipofLakeErie. 7. purchase only a one-year (maxi-
L Pesticides may only be used at mum) supply of pesticides.

Erie County facilities where ap-
plication of those products is nec-

8, Should a pesticide become
"banned,"

essary. Facilities at which applica-
the Division of Envi-

ronmental Compliance staff will
tion is permitted are: [List of fa- request the vendor or manufac-
cilities]

turer to accept the unused por-
2. Purchase of pesticides at facilities tion of the material at no cost to

not listed above must be justified Erie County. [Responsibility for
by the Erie County Division of disposal becomes the manufac-
Environmental Compliance. turer's.]

3. Alldepartmentalpurchaserequests 9. No County employee is to accept
for pesticides are to besent to theErie "samples" of pesticide products .
County Division of Environmental from salespersons.
Compliance for product evalua-
tion.... [Emphasis is original.]

10.Pesticides "banned" by the New - ,- ,
tYork State Department of Envi-,

4. No pesticides may be purchased ronmental Conservation and pres-
by a department that does not ently stored at Erie County facili-
employ a New York State Certi- ties must be disposed of in an
fied Pesticide Applicator. The environmentally sound manner.
applicator must be certified for 11. Each County facility shall send a
the appropriate application cat-

egory. [List of categories attached] products stored at that location to
5. AllCounty departments must send the Division of Environmental

a list of names, work locations, Compliance annually. Completed
and Certified Pesticide Applica- forms are due [date]. [Form at-
for numbers and categories to the tached.]
Erie County Division of Environ-
mental Compliance. Information

12. When application is necessary ev-

is to be updated each year.
ery effort should be made to use .
a nonhazardous or the least toxic

6. Prior to purchase of pesticides, pesticide available.
each department should deter- 13. The Department of Environment
mine if the product is registered and Planning, Division of Envi-
with the New York State Depart- ronmental Compliance, will pro-
ment of Environmental Conser- vide technical assistance to all ele-
vation. Since pesticides are regis- partments covered by this policy.
tered for a two-year duration,
ensure that the entire amount For more information contact Mike
being purchased will be used up Raab at 716-858-6370.

Greenpeace announces

Chlorine-Free Great Lakes Conference
Local Action for a Global Solution

. . ,. A conference.for community activists, environmentalists, workers and scientists

December 4 to 6, 1992, Monroe, Michigan

Barry  1JC Co-chai t.
Commoner Gordon Durnil

Friday night 17 Saturday
keynote addressopening address

r _

Saturday a.m. Plenary
Chlorine in the

Global Environment

Workshops
Chlorine and Food

'Chlorine and Reproduction
(fertility and infant health)

Chlorine and Di5e35e
Chlorine and the Workplace

Saturday p.m. Plenary
The Chlorine Industry

Workshops
Pulp and Paper
Water Treatment

Dry Cleaning
Refrigeration • Incineration
Pesticides • PVC Plastics
Chlorinated Solvents

Sunday Plenary
TramSforming Industry, Government, and the Economy: Implementing a Chlorine Phaseout

Workshops (tentative) i
Human Health Network • Legislative Campaigns • Impacts on Labor • Communications 5trategie5 • Local Chlorine Phaseout Zones

Registration: US$10 to US$50, due Nov. 2 Food and lodging: US$75 (2 nights, 5 meals). Some scholarships available: apply by Oct. 27. Information: Bonnie Rice, 312-666-3305.
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. . . ,Pesticide Use 
continued from previous page 

older pesticides; new pesticides 
are frequently exeIllpted frOIll 
testing requireIllents for long' 
periods of tiIlle because COIll­
peting older pesticides have 
not cOIllpleted their testing. 

• Testing for pesticide residues 
in food is poor-the U.s. Food 
and Drug AdIllinistration tests 
for only about 40 percent of 
the pesticides used on food. 

• EPA testing requireIllents 
leave testing up to the pesti­
cide Illanufacturers, who con­
tract with private laboratories. 
This arrange:ment lends itself 
to fr~ud and, in fact, a single 
case of organized fraud in­
validated a third of all pesti­
cide tests perfortned up to 
1983. ' 

The health dangers, of exposure 
to pesticides are serious, Illany, 
and difficult to identify and 
quantify. 

The places and routes of ex­
posure to pesticides are Illany 
and difficult to predict or con­
trol. 

The regulation of pesticides-is 
geared toward allowing their use 
rather than protecting hUIllan 
health or the environment. 

Most pest control needs can 
be achieved by nontoxic Illeans 
and with only Illodest extra ef-
fort. ~" " ,-

Like energy waste and throw­
away consuIllption, pesticide use 
is an environmental probleIll that 
reaches deep into all our lives. 
Weare all exposed to pesticides 

o F p o L L 

on a daily basis, and the conse­
quences of that exposure are 
poorly understood theoretically 
and al:most always unknown in­
dividually. 

But the pervasiveness of the 
pesticide probleIll itself is a force 
for reducing pesticide use. Ex­
cept for those with a stake in 
pesticide manufacture, the con­
stituency for pesticide use is a 
weak one. People fear encepha­
Ii tis-bearing :mosqui toes and want 
their lawns weed-free. But first 
they fear for the children's health. 
The undeniable facts are that 
pesticide use is dangerous and 
alternatives are available. 

As a result, there are good 
opportunities for reducing and 
eli:minating pesticide use on ev­
ery level of social exist­
ence-individual, local, regional 
and national. 

The :most winnable issue on 
any of these levels is surely child 
exposure. With tiIlle, perhaps 
several years, and persistence, no 
school adIllinistration can resist 
pressure to eliIllinate the use of 
pesticides. Likewise no city, state 
or province can long resist orga­
nized ca:mpaigns to restrict the 
use of pesticides in areas fre­
quented by children. 

Any successful ca:mpaign to 
reduce pesticide use is a beach­

_ head- for Illore extensive efforts. 
The biggest barrier to refor:m is 
ignorance of nontoxic and less 
toxic alternatives. Any public or 
private entity that begins to re­
duce.its pestiCide use can then be 
Illuch :more easily coaxed into 
doing Illore. 

,Time is on the side of those of 
us urging sanity on a pesticide­
happy world. We need Illerely 
press our case. 

u T o N p R E v E N T o N 

Erie County, New York's 
P~ticide Procurement Policy 
ErieCoun'iy includes the city of Buffalo 
and borders theeastern tip of Lake Erie. 

L Pesticides may only be used at 
Erie County facilities where ap­
plication of those products is nec­
essary. Facilities at which applica­
tion is permitted are: [List of fa­
cilities] 

2. Purchase of pesticides at facilities 
not listed above must be justified 
by the Erie County Division of 
Environmental Compliance. 

3. Alldepartmentalpurchaserequests 
forpesticidesare to besent to the Erie 
County Division of Environmentaf 
Compliance for product evalua­
tion .... [Emphasis is original.] 

4. No pesticides may be purchased 
by a department that does not 
employ a New York State Certi­
fied Pesticide Applicator. The 
applicator must be certified for 
the appropriate application cat­
egory. [List of categories attached] 

5. AlICountydepartmentsmustsend 
a list of names, work locations, 
and Certified Pesticide Applica­
tor numbers and categories to the 
Erie County Division of Environ­
mental Compliance. Information 
is to be updated each year. 

6. Prior to purchase of pesticides, 
each department should deter­
mine if the product is registered 
with the New York State Depart­
ment of Environmental Conser­
vation. Since pesticides are regis­
tered for a two-year duration, 
ensure that the entire amount 
being purchased will be used up 

prior the registration expiration. 

7. Purchase only a one-year (maxi­
mum) supply of pesticides. 

8. Should a pesticide become 
"banned," the Division of Envi­
ronmental Compliance staff will 
request the vendor or manufac­
turer to accept the unused por­
tion of the material at no cost to 
Erie County. [Responsibility for 
disposal becomes the' manufac­
turer's.] 

9. No County employee is to accept 
"samples" of pesticide products 
from salespersons. 

1O.Pesticides "banned" by the New,,,;' 
York State Department of Envi-,)'" 
ronmental Conservation and pres-' 
endy stored at Erie County facili­
ties must be disposed of in an 
enviromrtentally sound mal)ner. 

11. Each County facility sh';'ll ~~nd a 
complete in,,-entory of pesticide 
products stored at that location to 
the Division of Environmental 
Compliance annually. Completed 
forms are due [date]. [Form at­
tached] 

12. When application is necessary ev­
ery effort should be made to use. 
a nonhazardous or the least toxic 
pesticide available. 

13. The Department of Environment 
and Planning, Division of Envi­
ronmental Compliance, will pro­
vide technical assistance to all de­
partments covered by this policy. 

For more information contact Mike 
Raab at 716-858-6370. 
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Saturday a.m. Plenary 
Chlorine in the' 

Global Environment 
'. Workshops 

. Chlorine and Food 
-Chlorine and Reproduction 
(fertility and infant health) 

Chlorine and Disease 
Chlorine and the Workplace 

-December 4 to 6, 1992, Monroe, Michigan 
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. Sunday Plenary 

IJC Co-chair 
·Gordon Durnil 

Saturday 
opening address 

Saturday p.m. Plenary 
The Chlorine Industry 

Workshops 
Pulp and Paper 

Water Treatment 
Dry Cleaning 

Refrigeration. Incineration 
Pesticides· PVC Plastics 

Chlorinated Solvents 

Transforming Industry, Government, and the Economy: Implementing a Chl?rine Phaseout 

Workshops {tentative} 
Human Health Network· Legislative Campaigns· Impacts on Labor· Communications Strategies. Local Chlorine Phaseout Zones _ 

Registration: US$lO to US$50, due Nov, 2' Food and lodging: US$75 (2 nights, 5 meals!' Some scholarships available: apply by Oct, 27. Information: Bonnie Rice. 312-666-3305. 
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ti IPM Is Evm4yw4ere in Miurst®n County, Wash.
by Mark Swartout cides were used on shoulders and to vegetation and stressing under identified through state law. Before
Thurston County government has date none in ditches or backslopes. ired species. adoption of .the pesticide use policy
taken the lead in Washington state The new methods of vegetation 6. Encourage vegetation manage- the program would provide advice S
in regulating its pesticide use._In control are mechanical, requiring a - ment practices which safeguard on the control of noxious weeds us-
1985, the Environmental Health De- change in maintenance standards. environmentally sensitive areas. ing various strategies, pesticide use
partment drafted and the County For a time the Roads Division had

Goal
being a significant one. The pro-

Commissioners adopted a first at- difficulty maintaining road vegeta- gram even provided herbicide appli-
tempt at developing a pesticide use tion at the previous "level of service." To promote long-term, cost-effec- cation equipment to property own-
policy. This first policy targeted the The ideal way to develop an IPM tive management of public resources. ers. An IPM approach to controlling
use of herbicides by the Roads Divi- program is to have a "build down"

Objectives
noxious weeds was developed under

sion of the Public .Works Depart- approach: changing only a part of the county's new IPM policy, and it
ment. The policy applied only to the program first, creating a success, L Promote professionalism in the received an award from the Wash-
county operations, not to pesticide then adding another part. This vegetation management staff of ington State Department of Agricul-
use by private or commercial users. method builds on the successes. Public Works by providing edu- ture for its pioneering nature.

Citizens were concerned that this The sudden elimination of a tool cational and career opportunities
Parkspolicy needed a broader approach: (herbicides) required rapid addition that will enhance staff's knowl-

In 1987 the county, commissioners of mechanical equipment and train- edge of current vegetation prac- The Parks Departmentmaintains the
appointed a citizen committee ing for operators. The learning curve tices and stewardship of the land. landscape andfacilities in two county
charged with studying pesticide use needed to properly apply the new 2. Develop vegetation management parks andthe landscape at the County
by county departments and making techniques caused what was seen a strategies that promote stable Courthouse Complex. Pesticide use
recommendations fora new,pesti-, drop in the level of service to road- plant communities. in the facilities was minimal, but of
cide use policy. The result of their side vegetation, creating a backlash

LakesLk 
a wide variety due to the various

work was a new policy, adopted in of concern from citizens. nature of the vegetation and insect
1989. The Pesticide Use Policy and The Roads Division is now writ- The county has a lake management pest problems in the facilities.
Procedures have several goals: ing an integrated vegetation man- program. Property owners around The difficulties in implementing

agement program. Its goals and ob- lakes in Thurston County can form the policy for the Parks Department
• To ensure that all non-pesticide jectives are:

pest/vegetationcontrolmethods;
Goalsuch as biological and mechanical

means,; are given full consider- To provide safe condi-
ation in accordance with classical tions for motorists, .
integrated pest inanagement prin- pedestrians, bicyclists,
ciples wherever practical and eco- and county employees.
nomically feasible.

Objectives• To ensure that Thurston County
provides full public accountabil- 1. Maintain proper
ity for any use of pesticide. sight distance (en-
To ensure that any use of pesti- , sure road visibility).
cide will be done with no adverse 2.. Maintain visibility
'impact on human health or the of signs and other
environment. roadside fixtures

• To ensure the safety, operation, (e.g., the guardrail).
andmaintenance of roadways and 3. Minimize standing
other public lands within water on the road
Thurston County. _ .' surface.

~In order to achieve these goals, the
4. Provide sunlight .

and air circulation
Pesticide Use Policy and Procedures to reduce ice and o
haveseveralimportantcomponents~s ~~-snow`duraton` ~'~8`

y _ 5. Promote a safe >
• 'All county departments and their - work environment

'contractors who use pesticides are 5
-covered Goal

• Pesticides usedby the county must To be a "good neigh- a
pass a review by the Environmen- bor" to adjacent prop- u
tal Health Department using the
-following criteria:

erty owners of county
rights of- wayand , Cinnabar. moth caterpillars control tansy ragwort, which is poisonous to cows.

— Low toxicity properties. -
- Environmentally degradable 

Objectives
lake management districts. The pur- include developing training for em-

- Not a developmental toxin pose of the districts can be various, ployees, changing attitudes, and de-
- Not cancer-causing 1. Respond to public concerns in a including plant control, lake restora- veloping a knowledge base of parks
- Not mutation-causing . timely and cooperative manner. tion, and addressing water quality problems and solutions. These have
— Not a cause of reproductive 2. Manage county properties so the problems. The county pesticide use been addressed by holding IPM

problems - needs of adjoining property own- policy helps develop guidelines for classes, providing technical exper-
• Departments must use an irate- ers are considered the districts to follow if they propose tise when needed, and establishing -

grated pest/vegetation' manage- 3. Develop, promote, and encour- to use aquatic herbicides or alumi- program development timeline re-
ment approach to solving all pest age an "owner will maintain" pro- num sulfate (alake restorative that is quirements. Developing IPM pro-
problems. gram for citizens who want to not technically an herbicide). grams should improve the ability to

• If a department wants to apply a maintain their own frontages. The policy requires Thurston identify:pestsandinfestation causes,
pesticide to an environmentally 4. Develop vegetation management County to discourage the use of pes- the number of ' natural predators
sensitive area (such as aquifer- plans for rights of way next to ticides by private application or by useful for pest control, the choice of
sensitive areas, wetlands, and special-use lands such as agricul- public agencies. This is the only time plant material, and alternatives to
lakes), it needs permission from ture that meet the needs of the the pesticide use policy applies out- the use of pesticides.
the Board of Health. . property owner and comply with side of county operations._ All appli- The Parks Department is increas-

• -:A citizen Pest and Vegetation Man- the Thurston County Pesticide cations of this category require a ing the amount of land it is respon-
agement Advisory Committee was Use Policy and Procedures, permit from, the Washington State sible for. Keeping IPM programs in
established to oversee implemen-

Goal
Department of Ecology. During the mind during the design and acquisi-

tation of the policy: permitting process local government tion of new parks can greatly in-
To be good "environmental stew- is given an opportunity to provide crease their eventual effectiveness '

A permanent staff position was cre- ards" of the land comments on the permit. in those new areas.
ated to oversee policy implementa-

Objectives
Thurston County requires appli-

lion and to be a resource for depart- cators to develop integrated control The Pest and Vegetation. Manage-
ments developing alternative meth- 1. Develop an environmentally methods, using pesticides as a last ment Advisory Committee is cur-
ods of pest and vegetation control. - sound integrated vegetation man- resort. This requires applicators to rently developing a revised policy. It

Since the adoption of the last agementprogram. Any pesticides look at their problems more holisti- will broaden current policy by in-
policy the use of pesticides by the will be used in accordance with cally, with an ecological perspective. cluding all county operations that

..county has dropped dramatically. the county's pesticide use policy. One of the positive outcomes of have pest and vegetation manage-

Roads
2. Encourage establishment of self- this program is that it gets residents ment programs, not just those that '

sustaining native plant material. and property owners to become in- use pesticides. Chief among these is '
At its peak in 1985, the county used 3. Protect and enhance wildlife, volved with both the definitions of the county's stormwater utility, with
.more than 5,000 pounds of Cal 90. habitat, and endangeredor threat- their problems and the solutions to its swales, retention/detention
and more than 600 gallons of other ened plants. them. Often their main problem is ponds, and infiltration basins. The
pesticides to control vegetation on 4. Maximize surface and ground- education and the realization that concern is that some of these other
the shoulders, ditches and backslopes water quality to the extent pos- they may be contributing to the prob- pest management practices either
of county roads. In 1992, no herbi- sible, as we manage vegetation lem. This then allows them to solve do not solve the pest problem or use

and stormwater within the needs the problem themselves. methods that have a negative envi-

Mark Swartn t is vegetation manage-
of the roads system.

5. Reduce the opportunity for nox- Noxious Weeds
ronmental impact.

For more information, contact
ment coordinator for the Thurston ious weeds and other undesirable The noxious weeds program helps Mark Swartout at 206-754-4111.

r CountyLhep rtmentofCommunityand
{

vegetation by enhancing the en- Thurston County property owners
Environmental Programs. vironment for the desired native - identify and eradicate noxious weeds

........ '. 

, ' 'B 0 L 'L E T I ~'N 0 F POL L U TON PRE V E N TON 
+':, ---''''-'''-------~---,---~-----,-----,-----------------------------------------------

.'~'~.\f~i·~' 

""<IPM Is Everywhere in Thurston County,. Wash. 
by Mark Swartout 
Thurston County government has 
taken the lead in Washington state 

,_--,i",n"--,,,regulating_its. pestiddc_use._In 
1985, the Environmental Health De­
partment drafted and the County 
Commissioners adopted a first at­
tempt at developing a pesticide use 
policy. This first policy targeted the 
use of herbicides by the Roads Divi­
sion of the Public ,Works Depart­
ment. The policy applied only to 
cOUnty operations, not to pesticide 
use by private or commercial users. 

Citizens were concerned that this 
policy needed a broader approach; 
In 1987 the county commissioners 
appointed a citizen committee 
charged with studying pesticide use 
by county departments and making 
recommendations for, a new ,pesti-. 
cide use policy. The result of their 
work was a new policy, adopted in 
1989. The Pesticide Use Policy and 
Procedures have several goals: 

- To ensure that all non-pesticide 
pest/vegetation control methods,-

'. . such as biological and mechanical 
means,~' are given full consider­
ation in accordance with classical 
integrated pest management prin­
ci pIes wherever practical and eco-

cides were used on shoulders and to 
date none in ditches or backslopes. 

The new methods of vegetation 
control are mechanical, requiring a __ 
change in maintenance standards. 
For a time the Roads Division had 
difficulty maintaining road vegeta­
tion at the previous "level of service." 
The ideal way to develop an IPM 
program is to have a "build down" 
approach: changing only a part of 
the program first, creating a success, 
then adding another part. This 
method builds on the successes. 

The sudden elimination of a tool 
i (herbi~ides) required rapid addition 

of mechanical equipment and train­
ing for operators. The learning curve 
needed to properly apply the new 
techniques caused what was seen a 
drop in the level of service to road­
side vegetation, creating a backlash 
of concern from citizens. 

The Roads Division is now writ-
ing an integrated vegetation man­
agement program. Its goals and ob­
jecti ves are: 

Goal 

To provide safe condi­
tions for motorists, 
pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and county employees . 

. nomically feasible. 
- To ensure that Thurston County Objectives 

provides full public accountabil- L Maintain proper 
I 1 ity for any use of pesticide. sight distance (en-
- To ensure that any use of pesti~ sure road visibility). 

cide will be done with no adverse 2. ,Maintain visibility 
'impact on human health or the of signs and other 
environment." . " roadside fixtures 

- To ensure the safety, operation, (e.g., the guardrail). 
and maintenance of roadways and 3. Minimizestanding § 
other public lands within swuartfearcoe.n the road u.~ 
Thurston County, , .,' ~ 

, ' ' 4. Provide sunlight > 

In order to achieve these goals, the and air circulation j 
I Pesticide Use Policy and Procedures to reduce ice and ~ 
have'seve'talirnpOnatlt"Cofiiporients~~c::.~":t::'.'.:srio'W'diirati6n:''J;', 7'3',';;;:'8' 

• j ' ., ••• ' 5. Promote a saf e ~ 
-All county depar~mehts and their work enviro~ent. 8, 

:¢ontractorswhousepesticidesare • Goal' ~ 
'covered f; 

+. Pesticides used by the county must To be a "goo<l" neigh- i 
pass a review by the Environmen- bar" to adjacent prop- .3 

vegetation and stressing undes­
ired species. 

6, Encourage vegetation manage­
.ment practices which safeguard 
environmentally sensitive areas, 

Goal 

To promote long-term, cost-effec­
tivemanagement of public resources, 

Objectives 

L Promote professionalism in the 
vegetation management staff of 
Public Works by providing edu­
cational and career opportunities 
that will enhance staff's knowl­
edge of current vegetation prac­
tices and stewardship of the land 

2. Develop vegetation management 
strategies that promote stable 
plant communities. 

Lakes 

The county has a lake management 
program. Property owners around 
lakes in Thurston County can form 

identified through state law. Before 
adoption of the pesticide use policy 
the program would provide advice 

_ on.the control of noxious weeds us­
ing various strategies, pesticide use 
being a significant one. The pro­
gram even provided herbicide appli­
cation equipment to property own­
ers. An IPM approach to controlling 
noxious weeds was developed under 
the county's new IPM policy, and it 
received an award from the Wash­
ington State Department of Agricul­
ture for its pioneering nature. 

Parks 

The Parks Department maintains the 
landscape and facilities in two county 
parks and the landscape at the County 
Courthouse Complex. Pesticide use 
in the facilities was minimal, but of 
a wide variety due to the various 
nature of the vegetation and insect 
pest problems in the facilities. 

The difficulties in implementing 
the policy for the Parks Department 

tal Health Department using the ertyownersof county 
. following criteria: .rights of way arid , Cinnabar moth caterpillars cont'l'Ol tansymgwort, which is poisonous to cows . 
'- Low toxicity , properties.'<'· . 
- Environmentally degradable 
- Not a developmental toxin 
- Not cancer-causing 
:- Not mutation-causing 
- Not a cause of reproductive 

problems.. • ," : 
• Departments must use an inte­

grated pest/vegetation' manage­
inent approach to solving all pest 
problems. " 

• - If a department wants to apply a 
pesticide to an environmentally 

,. sensitive area (such as aquifer­
sensitive areas, wetlands, and 
lakes), it needs permission from 
the Board of Health. 

- .Acitizen Pest and V egetati~nMan­
agement Advisory Committee was 
established to oversee implemen­
tation of the policy. 

A permanent staff position was cre­
'ated to oversee policy implementa~ 
tion and to be a resource for depart­
ments developing alternative meth­
ods of pest and vegetation control. 

Since the adoption of the last 
policy the use of pes'ticides by the 
:county has dropped dramatically, 

Roads 

. At its peak in 1985, the county used 
: more than 5,000 pounds of Cal 90, 
'and more than 600 gallons of other 
pesticides to control vegetation on 
the shoulders, ditches and backslopes 
of county roads. In 1992, no herb i-

c. ' Mark Swartout is vegetation manage­
.' ment coordinator for the Thurston 

CountyDepartmentofCommunityand 
Environmental Programs. 

Objectives 

L Respond to public concerns in a 
, timely and cooperative manner. 

2. Manage county properties so the 
needs of adjoining property own~ 
ers are considered 

3. Develop, promote, and encour­
age an "owner will Inaintain" pro­
gram for Citizens who want to 
maintain their own frontages. 

4. Develop vegetation management 
plans for rights of way next to 
special-use lands such as agricul­
ture thai: meet the needs of the 
property owner and comply with 
the Thurston County Pesticide 
Use Policy and Procedures. 

Goal 

To be good "environmental stew­
ards" of the land 

Objectives 

1. Develop an environmentally 
sound integrated vegetation man­
agement program. Any pesticides 
will be used in accordance with 
the county's pesticide use policy. 

2. Encourage establishInent of self­
sustaining native plant material. 

3. Protect and enhance wildlife, 
habitat, and endangered or threat­
ened plants. 

4. Maximize surface and ground­
water quality to the extent pos­
sible, as we manage vegetation 
and storm water within the needs 

. of the roads system. 
5. Reduce the opportunity for nox­

ious weeds and other undesirable 
vegetation by enhancing the en­
vironment for the desired native 

lake management districts. The pur­
pose of the districts can be various, 
including plant control,lake restora­
tion, and addressing water quality 
problems, The county pesticide use 
policy helps develop guidelines for 
the districts to follow if they propose 
to use aquatic herbicides or alumi­
numsulfate (a lake restorative that is 
not technically an herbicide), 

The policy requires Thurston 
County to discourage the use of pes­
ticides by private application or by 
public agencies. This is theoruy time 
the pesticide use policy applies out­
side of county operations".AlI appli­
cations of this category reqUire a 
permit from'the Washington State 
DepartInent of Ecology. During the 
permitting process local government 
is given an opportunity to provide 
comments on the permit. 

Thurston County requires appli­
cators to develop integrated control 
methods, using pesticides as a last 
resort. This requires applicators to 
look at their problems more holisti­
cally, with an ecological perspective. 

. One of the positive outcomes of 
this program is that it gets residents 
and property owners to become in­
volved with bath the definitions of 
their problems and the solutions to 
them. Often their main problem is 
education and the realization that 
they may be contributing to theprob­
leIn, This then allows theIn to solve 
the problem themselves. 

Noxious Weeds 

The noxious weeds program helps 
Thurston County property owners 
identify and eradicatenoxious weeds 

include developing training for em­
ployees, changing attitudes, and de­
veloping a knowledge base of parks 
problems and solutions. These have 
been addressed by holding IPM 
classes, providing technical exper­
tise when needed, and establishing 
program development timeline re­
qUirements. Developing IPM pro­
grams should iinprove the ability to 
identi{y: pests andinf estation causes, 
the number of natural predators' . 
useful for pest control, the choice of 
plant material, and alternatives to 
the use of pesticides. 

The Parks Department is increas­
ing the amount of land it is respon­
sible for. Keeping IPM programs in 
mind during the design and acquisi­
tion of new parks can greatly in­
crease their eventual effectiveness 
in those new areas. 

The Pest and Vegetation Manage­
ment Advisory Committee is cur­
rently developing a revised policy, It 
will broaden current policy by in­
cluding all county operations that 
have pest and vegetation manage­
ment programs, not just those that 
use pesticides. Chief among these is 
the county's stormwater utility, with 
its swales, retention/detention 
ponds, and infiltration basins. The 
concern is that some of these other 
pest management practices either 
do not solve the; pest problem or use 
methods that have a negative envi­
ronmental impact. 

For more information, contact 
Mark Swartout at 206-754-4111. 
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GENERAL REsot7RCFs `-magazines, 33 E. Minor St, Emmaus, PA
18049,.800-4414761.

Bio-Integral Resource Genter(BIRC), the
premier information clearinghouse on al- Toronto Environmental Alliance, 401
teinatives to pesticides, P.O. Box 7414, Ber- Richmond St. W #104, Toronto, Ontario
keleyj CA 947071 510-524-2567:: M5V3A8, 416-348-0660 ,

'.. "Common-SensePestControl,acodifcation AGxtctn.TUPX
of many sou`r'ces",'particularly. articles ap- ,American Journal of Alternative Agri-

In-updated 
and 'magazine ted 

wthesith 
etherame, 

culture, peer-reviewed scientific journal,n updated and supplemented with further 
not a how-to publication, but "oozes with-research, rapidly becoming a bible of the

a integrated pest management movement, Practical implications;' Institute for Alter-

1991, $40, BIRC (see above). native Agriculture, 9200 Edmonston Rd.
#117, Greenbelt, Md. 20770,301-441-8777.

Common-Sense Pest Control Quarterly, a 
Americana for Safe Food, project of thehands-on publication aimed at the lay per-

son, $30 per year,.BIRC (see above). Center for Science in the'Public lnterest,
resources for food safety and promotion

Environmental: Protection Agency, Pub- of awareness that "buying organic food is
lic Information Center, 401MStSW,Wash- the single best personal thing you can do to
ington, D.C. 20460,202-475-7751. promote a good environment," 1875 Con-

GeneralAccounting Office, federal gov- 
necticut Ave. NW #300,20009.

ernment investigating body producing Appropriate Technology Transfer for
many pertinent reports, most free. Also Rural Areas (ATRA), a national sustain-
free is a monthly bulletin of available pub- able : agriculture information. center, ex-
lications listed by subject, 202-275-6241. tensive resources on alternatives to .pesti-

1PM Practitioner, a
cides in' agriculture, many technical spe-
cialists on staff, P.O. Box 3657, Fayetteville,monitoring integrated pest management, Arkansas, 72702,14800-346-9140..$25 for 10 issues a year, BIRC (see above).

Journal of Pesticide Reform, superlative 
California Certified Organic Growers,

I quarterly, a different focus each issue plus 
P.O. Box 8136, Santa Cruz, CA, 95061,408-
423-2263.

f news and detailed analysis of a featured
{ pesticide, a steal at $15 per year-donate Farmworkers Justice. Fund, referrals,

more, NCAP (see below). some technical assistance,. 202-462-8192.

National CoalitionAgainstthe Misuse Organic Crop Improvement Associa-
of Pesticides (NCAMP), the continent's tion, a professional organic farming asso-
most`prominent advocate for pesticide re- ciation that can provide names of certified
strictions, a good source of pesticide over- organic farmers around the United States,

t- view material and up-to-date information - 3185Twp. Rd.179, Bellefontaine, OH 43311,
on federal, state and local legislation, 701 E 513-592-4983.
St. SE #200; Washington D.C. 20003, 202- ,

s-543-5450. } „rY ~„ Rodale Institute, promotes-sustainable
agriculture, 222 Main St, Emmaus; PA 18098,

NationalPe`sticrdeTelecommunications 215-967-5171.
Network,anationaclaeannghouseforpes- 

Sustainable A riculture Pro ramticide toxicity and crisis information-the g g '
Agronomy Extension, University of Cali-people to call for scientific data and what

to do. (or not do) if you are worried .about fornia, Davis, CA 95616,916-752-8667.

pesticide events ranging from spraying to CANADA
accidents, Health Sciences Center, Rm.

s 1A111, Lubbock,,TX 
79430,1-800-858-7378.Pesticide Action Group Canada (see

"General Resources) -
"NorthwestC-olliii for Alig atit%es to

Pesticides (NCAP), a comprehensive in- "Recommendation for Federal Pesticide

formation service and policy organization Regulatory System, Final Report," free

specializing in forestry, urban pesticide copies can be. called by calling Canadian-
-613-991-0216.use, and agriculture, P.O. Box 1393, Eugene; . government officials at

97440,503-344,5044, 11 a.m. to 5 p.m. "Regulating the Urban Cosmetic Use of

Noyes Data Corporation, scientific pub- Synthetic Pesticides - An Action Plan

lisher;compiles pesticide and other federal for the Province of Ontario," Urban Pes-

information informs cheaperthan,would ticide Caucus, available from the Toronto
"General'Environmentalt be available from the government; Tree > - Alliance see Re-

catalog, Park Ridge,.NJ,,201,391-8484. sources").

40n the Trail of. a Pesticide: Learning Toronto Environmental Alliance (see

About the Chemistry, Testing, and Ef- "General Resources").

F fects_of Pesticides," an excellent primer, FORESTS
1984, $18.50, NCAP (see above). •'

Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to
Pesticide Action Group Canada, P.O.Box pesticides (NCAP), whose origins lie in
22021, Westmount Postal Outlet, Waterloo, forest pesticide issues, remains the
Ontario N21, 6J7. continent's leading advocate for IPM in

Pesticide Action Network(International forest management (see "General Re-

Pesticide Clearinghouse), a collection of sources").

12,000 publications and audio-visual mate- LAWN CARE
rials about pesticide . production, trade,
regulation, toxicology, safety, training, and Chemical-Free Yard and Garden, Fern

~ food and water residues, with many Span- Mars y> ed, $27, and Chemical-ll ha Bradley,
{ i ish, Portuguese,. German, and French Free Laura, Warren Schultz, Rodale Press

i
I + sources available. The group makes refer- (see "General Resources').

E rals to experts in a number of fields, and Horn to Get Your Laura and Garden Off
i has sources and makes referrals in particu- Drugs, Carole Rubin, Friends of the Earth

f' lar on safe. pest control methods and sus` of Canada, 701-251 Laurier Ave. W, Ot-
tainable farming. 965 Mission St_ #514, San tawa, Ontario, KIP 5j6,416-287-6144.
Francisco 94103, 415-541-9140. '

Pesticide Alert: A Guide to Pesticides in
"Least Toxic Pest Management for
Lawns," information on vertebrate, in-

Fruits and Vegetables, Lawrie Mott and sect, weed and disease pests, BIRC (see
Karen Snyder, 1987,$7, Sierra Club Books, "General Resources').
available from NCAP (see above).

Safety at Home, kCAMP (see "General
"Pesticide Exposure, Health Effects, and Resources').
the Need for Public Notification,"James

' y Chapman, 1992,$8, New York Coalition PRODUCTS/ ORGANIC FOODS
for Alternatives to Pesticides, 33 Central "Directory of IPM Products and Ser-

-: _ Avenue, Albany, NY 12210,518-426-8246. vices,„ $5, free to members, BIRC (see
Pesticide Fact Books, US. Environmental "General Resources').

" 1 Protection Agency, 1988, 1990, $96, $78,
Early 's Farm and Garden Centre, pest

1 • summaries of use patterns, toxicology, and management and fertilizing supplies and
gaps in data about health and envir- organic foods, catalog $2, refundable, Box
onmental effects of 130 and 87 major pes- 3024, Saskatoon, Saskatchewan S7K3S9,
ticides, Noyes Data Corporation(see above). 306-931-1982.
Pesticide Handbook: Profiles for Action, Gardens Alive!, oriented toward gardens
S. Rengam and K. Snyder, 1991, $18, a re- and home pests, 812-537-8650.
source book for groups and individuals

y.-working on pesticide reform, .available NaturalGardeningResearchCenter,pest
from PAN (see above). management products, Hwy. 48, P.O. Box

Rodale Press, a major publisher of sus-
149, Sunman, IN 47041.

tainablefa nlingandgardeningbooksand "Organic Food Mail-Order Suppliers,"

i

'~s'.i'

$1.50, Americans for Safe Food (see "Agri-
culture").

Organic Foods Production Association,
a trade group of farm and business organi-
zatioris P.O. Box 1078, Greenfield,MA01302.

Ringer's, oriented toward lawns, trees,
shrubs; composting,1-800-654-1047.

U.S. ORDINANCES

"Pesticides: EPA/State Efforts on Safe
Use of Yawn Pesticides," GAO/T/RCED-
91-50, free, GAO (see"General Resources').

"State and Local Pesticide Ordinances,"
$25 NCAMP (see "General Resources').

RIGHTS OF WAY

"Avoid Trouble Down the Road," 1988,
$18.50, NCAP (see "General Resources').

"Guide to Rights of Way Management,"
$5, NCAMP (see "General Resources").

SCHOOLS

"Contaminated Classrooms," Nancy

Watzman et al, ongoing reports on schools
Public Citizen 215 Pennsylvania Ave. SE,
Washington; DC 20003,202-546-4996.,

Environmental Health Coalition, per-
haps the foremost US. advocates for IPM
in schools, comprehensiveinformation for
school operators, 1717 Kettner Blvd. #101,
San Diego, CA 92101,619=235-028L

Mothers and Others for Pesticide Lim-
its, protecting children from pesticides in
food, a project of. the Natural, Resources
Defense Council, 40 W. 20th St New. York,
NY 10011, 212-727-2700

"Pesticides and Schools," NCAMP (see
"General Resources")

"Pollution ̀Prevention in ̀Schools: An
Environmental Management Guide for
Michigan School Districts," in press, Michi-
gan Department of Education, call 517-, ..ra .
373-'1802 or 313-652-4903 for informatioti.

"School Pesticide Use Reduction," $12,
book and slide show, $95, Environmental
Health Coalition (see above).

Why .Notification?
byJames Chapman pose of notification is to safeguard
There is a valid need for public public health, not to make-,pesti-
notification of pesticide applica- tide use impossible. Anotler•pos-
tions. The position that current sibility would be to require indi-
pesticide uses are safe because vidual notification only to adja-
the products have been registered cent residents who request it.
by the federal government is not Notifications in businesses are
justified, and, in fact, pesticide also needed. A prime example"
distributors are prohibitedby law concerns spraying of
from making such claims.'.. laundromats :.. Once the job is

The right of citizens to choose. completed ... there is no way for
to minimize their contact With.-. customers to know that the pre-
pesticides should be recognized : mises were recently sprayed with
for several reasons: insecticides. Children would re-

ceive higher exposures to the va-
• Toxicological evaluations of pors than the adults in the estab-

the majority of pesticides are lishment would, and would receive
inadequate and incomplete. additional exposure to the pesti-

• Organophosphate 'and car- cide, even if it had dried, through
bamate poisoning is often dif- the usual oral- exposure that chil-
ficult to diagnose correctly dren have 'to'substances on sur-
when there is no record of faces in their. reach.

' peseicid"e'expostre. - 
~

Even Lf'it' could .beshown that 
• Epidemiological studies and the insecticide were completely

medical case reports indicate . harmless to children, the solvents
adverse health effects can re- that are part of many spray mix-
sult from nonoccupational ex- tures are certainly not.. For ex-
posure to pesticides. amplemalathionis one of the least

• Risk analyses and monitoring toxic pesticides in use, but the for-
studies indicate high levels of mulation contains a high percent-
potential exposure following age of xylene. It is inexcusable
indoor pesticide applications that public areas may be sprayed
(especially in carpeted areas) without any notification being
even when used according to provided to the people who could
directions. Icomein contact with the chemi-

• Children are likely to have Gals being applied
higher levels of exposure to The business community
pesticides applied to surfaces strongly objects to notifi-
within their reach than adults cation ... in particular, restaurant
have. and hotel businesses are concerned

• There is some evidence chil- such notifications might result in
dren are more susceptible to a loss of trade. This indicates the
the effects of pesticides than owners and managers recognize a
adults are. substantial portion of their-cus-

• Some effects are potentially tomers might object to being ex-
devastating but susceptibility posed if they were properly in-
cannot be predicted formed concerning when and

• Pesticides do not stay solely in where pesticides were applied It
the places where they are ap- seems hardly appropriatetochoose
plied not to notify in order to prevent

people from making the decisions
. Notification of lawn pesti- they might otherwise prefer.

cide use is important primarily to ... The risk of pesticide expo-
avoid direct exposures to chil- sures differs from other kinds of
dren and sensitive or concerned personal risks in that (with the
adults, but also to identify prob- exception of home applications)
lems of spray drift, runoff, and the exposure is often involuntary,
groundwater or well contamina- and, in most areas, often occurs
tion. The same is true of ap- without knowledge of what has
plications on rights-of-way, road- happened .Posting regulations
sides, parks, schoolgrounds, golf would not only give people the
courses, and other noncrop and option of informed consent (or
agricultural applications. informed avoidance), but should

In situations where the num- also induce more careful evalua- "
berorfrequencyof notifications tion of the reasons for pesticide
to adjacent residents would be use and the possible alternatives if
unwieldy, or overly expensive, a the public does, in fact, choose as
system of annual notifications or the business community seems to
public notifications could be de- think they will.
vised. Farmers (particularly those From "Pesticide Exposure,
with family farms) should not be Health Effects, and theNeedforPub-
overburdened with excessive pa- lic Notifica tion, " March 1992.
perwork or expenses. The. pur- >

fit'
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, ,.GENERALJU:soURcES:,-:fu~gazines,33 E. Minor St., Emmaus, PA 
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'Bio-Integral Resource Center(BIRC), the 
, , • \ premier information clearinghoUse on al­
, ,'ternativesto pesticides, P.O. Box 7414, Ber­
-)_ -:keley; CA 94707; 510-524-2567., ' 

',' . CommOri-sensePest Co';trb~-aC(x:lif cation 
. ' of ma'ny soui'ce:S:'particulaflyarticle~ap­
) pearirtgih the 'nia~zine of the same name, 

,':"'updated and stipplettlented with further 
;':'research, rapidlybecd!iling a bil:!le of the 
''', intc;grated r-est manageJ!lent m~ve~ent, 
, 1991, $40, BI~C, (see a,b~ve): ' 

Common-&mse Pest Control Q!ul.rterly, a 
~; hands-on publication aimed at the lay per­

;_;. son,$3O peJ: year",BIRC (see above). 

Environment8I Protection Agency, Pub­
'; "licInformaiionCenter,401MSt.SW, Wash­
" 'ington, D.C 20460, 202-475-7751; 

General Accounting Office, federal gov­
,ernment investigating body producing 
many pertinent reports, most free. Also 
free is a monthly bulletin of available pub­
lications listed by subject, 202-275-6241. 

IPM Praciiti~~r, ~ techni~al journal 
monitoring integrated pest management, 
,$25 for 10 issues, a year, BIRC (see above). 

Journal 0/ Pesticide Reform, superlative 
" quarterly, a different focus each issue plus 
news and detailed analysis of a featured 
pesticide, a steal :it $15 per year-donate 
more, NCAP (see below). " 

::. ',..' ...... __ '" . _, " .,..:f"~' ' 

, lIlational ~alitionAgainsitli~ Misuse ( 
of Pesticides (NCAMP), the continent's 
'most'prominent advOcate for pesticide re-

, strictions, a goOd source of pesticide over-
\' view material and up-to-date information 
'on federal, state and local legislation, 701 E 

St. SE #200;' Washington, D.C 20003, 202-
-1.'"'543-545O;'·",,~ .• ~,""<: t, .,,,1"[ ('iJ lr:"4v, ,..,." 

, N~ti~narPestici&Tel~m~':'~k;ltions 
.Network, ailationid clearingholiSef or Pes­
ticide toxicity'and crisis information-the 
people,to call for scientific data~nd what 
to do, (or not do) if youareworric;aabout 
pesticide events ral]ging from spraying to 

. accidents, Health Sciences Center, Rm. 
,,' 1A1il, Lubboc~ IX 79430, 1-800-858-7378. 
~J:"""_" ..... ~ ............ .... L .... --?<'-!l .. ~ ... ~ .J.~"""'':j ...... ~,J_~ .~.,..-~ ....... ~ "'~~ ........... "" j 

, Northw';st-GoaliH6I1f6r Mt~~litW~~ toi': 
Pesticides (NCAP), a comprehensive in­
formation service and policy organization 
specializing in forestry, urban pesticide 
use, and agriculture, P.O. Box 1393, Eugene" 

"Ore, 97440, 503-344, 5044, 11 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

Noyes Data Corporation, scientific pub· 
, '.tisher,compiles pesticide and otherfe4~r;al 
,_"information in'formscheaper,,than:wduld­

be available from the gbvernment;'free 
-catalog, Park Ridge;NJ,.20l-39~-8484. 

"O~ 'the Trail of a Pe'sticide: Learning 
About the Chemistry, Testing, and Ef­
fects, of Pesticides," an excellent primer, 
1984;$18.50, NCAP (see abOve) .. ' 

Pesti(:ideActioIiG;';''';pCan~da,P.o.Box 
22021, Westm:ount Postal Outleti Waterloo, 

-Ontario N2L 6J7. ~ " 

Pesticide Action Network (International 
Pesticide Clearinghouse), a collection of 
12,000 publications and audio-visual mate­
rials' about pesticide, production, trade, 

, regulation, toxicology, safety, training. and 
food and water residues, with many Span­
ish, Portuguese" German, and French 

" sources available. The group !Oakes refer­
rals to experts in a number of fields, and 
has sources and makes referrals in particu­
lar on safe pest control methods' and sus(" 
tainablefarming: 965MissionSt.#514,San 
Francisco 94103, 415-541-9140. ' 

Pesticide Alert: A Guide to Pesticides in 
-Fruits and Vegetables, Lawrie Mott and 
Karen Snyder, 1987, $7, Sierra Club Books, 
available fro~ NCAP (~above). 

''Pesticide Exposure, Health Effects, and 
the Need for Public Notification," James 
.Chapman, 1992, $8, New York Coalition 
for Alternatives to Pesticides, 33 Central 

. Avenue, Albany, NY 12210, 518-426-8246. 
. ~ . , 

Pesticide Fact Books, u.s. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1988, 1990, $96, $78, 
summaries of usepatterns, toxicology, and 
gaps in data about health and envir­
onmental effects of 130 and 87 major pes­
ticides, NoyesData Corporation (See above). 

Pesticide Handbook: P';ofiles for Action, 
S. Rengam and K. Snyder, 1991, $18, a re-

. ~;. sOurce book 'for groups and individuals 
;J. ';;;:>'::'working on pesticide reform, .available 

from PAN (see above). " 

ROdale Press, a major publisher of sus­
tainablefarming and gardening books and 

" 18049,8()()-441-7761. 

Toronto Environmental AllianCe, 401 
,Richmond St. W #104, Toronto, Ontario 
MSV3AS, 416-348-0660 , -

AGiuCULTURE 

,AmericanJournal of Alternative Agri­
Culture, peer-reviewed scientific journal. 
not a how-to publication, but "oozes with 
practical implicatiOns," Institute for Alter­
native -Agriculture, 9200 Edmonston Rd. 

. #117, Greenbelt, Md. 20770, 301-441-8777. 

Ameri~s for Safe FOOd, project of the 
Center for Science in the'Public Interest. 
resOurces for foOd safety and promotion 
of awareness that "buying organic food is 

. the single best personal thing you can do to 
promote a good environment," 1875 Con­
necticut Ave. NW #300, 20009. 

Appropriate Technology Transfer for 
~ural Areas (A TRA), a national sustain-

,al:!leagriculture information,center, ex­
tensive resoUrces on alternatives topesti­
odes in: agriculture, many technical spe­
cialists on staff, P.O. Box 3657, Fayetteville. 
Arkansas, 72702, 1-800-346-9140. 

California Certified Organic Growers, 
P.O. Box 8136, Santa Cruz, CA, 95061, 408-
423-2263. 

Farmworkers JustiCe Fund, referrals, 
some technical assistance,202-;462-8192. 

OrgaiJ.ic Crop Improvement Associa­
tion, a professional organic farming asso­
ciation that can provide names of certified 
organic farmers around the United States, 
3185 Twp. Rd. 179, Bellefontaine, OH 43311, 
513-592-4983. ' 

Rodale Institute, promotes-'sustainable 
agriculture, 222 MainSt., Emmails,PAl8098, 
215-967-5171. 

Sustainable Agriculture Program, 
Agronomy Extension, University of Cali­
fornia, Davis, CA 95616, 916-752-8667. 

CANADA 

'. Pesticide ActionG!'~HP.~.<tanada (see, 
:~ .. ~~~~,:~r;,;t'~·,~~s~o/c;~~;~)~~~~:~~~~ -, ~ __ 

"Recommelubtion fo;F·;-~.:aJ. PeSticide 
Regulatory System, Final Report," free 
copies can be <:alled by calliil'g Cariadian,''' 
government officials at 613-991..()216. 

"Regulating the Urban Cosmetic Use of 
Synthetic Pesticides - An Action Plan 
for the Province of Ontario," Urban Pes­
,tkide <;:aucus, available from the Toronto 
~nvironmental Alliance (see "General Re­
sources"). 

Toronto Environmental Alliance (see 
"General Resources"). 

FORESTS 

Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to 
Pesticides (NCAP), whose origins lie in 
forest pesticide issues,' remains the 
continent's leading advocate for IPM in 
forest management (see "General Re­
sources"). 

LAWN CARE 

Chemical-Free Yard and Garden, Fern 
Marshall Bradley, ed, $27, and Chemical­
Free Lawn, Warren Schultz, RodaJe Press 
(see "General Resources"). 

How to Get Your Lawn and Garden Off 
'Drugs, Carole Rubin, Friends of the Earth 
of Canada, 701-251 Laurier Ave. W, Ot­
tawa, Ontario, KIP 5J6, 416-287-6144. 

"Least Toxic Pest Management for 
Lawns," information on vertebrate, in­
sect, weed and disease pests, BIRC (see 
"General Resources"). 

Safety at Home, ~AMP (see "General 
Resources"). 

PRODucrSjORGANIC FOODS 

"Directory of IPM Products and Ser­
vices," $5, free to members, BIRC (see 
"General Resources"). 

Early;s Farm and Garden Centre, pest 
, management and fertilizing supplies and 

organiC foods, catalog $2, refundable, Box 
3024, Saskatoon, Saskatchewan S7K3S9, 
306-931-1982. 

Gardens Alive!, oriented toward gardens 
and home pests, 812-537-8650. 

NaturalGardeliing Research Center, pest 
management products, Hwy. 48, P.O. Box 
149, Sunman, IN 47041. 

"Organic Food Mail-Order Suppliers," 

.',. ·oi':.· ........ -

~ . . .. ~ ~ . 
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u T o N P' RE v E N T I o "N 

$1.50, Americans for Safe Food (see "Agri­
culture"). ' 

Watzmanetal,ongoingreportsonschools, 
Public Citizexi215 Pennsylvania Ave. SE, 
Washington, DC 20003, 202-546-4996. Organic Foods Production Association, 

a trade group of farm and business organi­
zatiop-s,P.o. Box 1078, Greenfield,.MA 01302. 

Ri~~'r's, 'oriented toward lawns, trees, 
shrubs; composting, 1-800-654~1047. 

U.s. ORDINANcEs ' 

"Pesticides: EPA/State Efforts on Safe 
Use of Lawn Pesticides, "9AO/T/RCED-
91-50, free, GAO (see "General,Resourcesj . 

"State and Local Pesticide Ordinances," 
$25 NCAMP (see "General Resoureesj. 

RIGHTS OF WAY 

"Avoid T~ouble Down the Road," 1988, 
$18.50, NCAP (see "General R~sources"). 

"Guide to Rights of Way Management," 
$5, NCAMP (see"General Resourcesj. 

ScHOOLS 

"Contaminated, Classrooms," Nancy 

Environmental Health Coalition, per­
haps the foremost U.s. advocates for IPM 
in schools, oomprehensiveinformation for 
school operators, 1717 Kettner Blvd. #101, 
San Diego,CA 92101,619c23!H>28L ',. 

Mothers and Others for Pesticide Lim­
. its, protecting children from pesticides in 
food, a project of. the Natural,R~urces 
DefenseCoWicil,40W.2OthS~Ne~York, 
NY 10011, 212-727-2706. '.>' . 
"Pesticides and Schools,'; NCAMP (see 
"General Resources") > 

. ,.-' "Pollutidn 'Preve~tion in 'Schools: AD 
Environmental Management Guide for, 
Michigan School Distrlcts," in press, Michi­
gan ,Department ()~>f1iucation, call 517-
373-7802 or 313-652-4903 for information. : .. ' .... '.';" 

"School Pesticide Use Reduction," $12, .' 
book and slide show, $95, EnVironmental 
Health Coalition (see above). 

Why Notification? 
byJames Chapman pose of nOtification is to safeguard ': 
There is a valid need for public public health, not to mak~,pesti­
notification of pesticide applica- cide use impossible. Anoth~pos­
tions. The position that current sibility would be to require indi­
pesticide uses are safe because vidual notification only to adja­
theproductshavebeenregistered tent residents who request it. 
by the federal government is not Notifications in busiriesses are 
justified, and, in fact, pesticide also needed. A prime example 
distributorsareprohibitedbylaw concerns sprayIng of 
from making such claims:.. laundromats. .. Once the job is 

The right of citizens to choose completed ... there is no way for 
to minimize their contact Wi~'" customers to k l10w that the pre­
pesticides should be recognizedi,: mises were receritly sprayed With 
for several reasons:' insecticides~ Children would re-

ceive higher exposures to the va-
• 1;pxicological evaluations of pors than the adults in the estab­

th~Iilajority of pesticides are lishmentwould,andwouldreceive 
inadequate and incomplete. additional' exposure tollie pesti-

• Organophosphate 'and car- cide, even if it, had dried, through 
bamatepoisoningisoftendif- the usual o.ralexposure that chil­
ficult to diagnose correctly dren have 'to'substances on sur­
when there is no record of " faces in their reach. 
pesticide' exposui-e:"''';'''·"''k'~'T;';~!.:~''. Even ir'if'could be' sho~n' that ,- , 

• Epidemiological studies and the insecticide were completely 
medical case reports indicate harmless to children, the solvents 
adverse health effects canre- that are part of many spray mix­
suIt from nonoccupational ex- tures are certainly not. . FOr ex­
posure to pesticides. ample_IIl~athion is one of the least 

• Risk analyses and monitoring toxic ~~#cides in use, but the f or­
studies indicate high levels of mulatiorlcon,tains a high percent­
potential exposure folloWing age of xylene. It is inexcusable 
indoor pesticide applications that public areas may be sprayed 
(especially in carpeted areas) without any notification being 
even when used according to provided to the people who could 
directions. . come in contact With the chemi- ' 

• Children are likely to have cals being applied 
higher levels of exposure to The business community 
pesticides applied to surfaces strongly objects to notifi­
within their reach than adults cation ... in particular, restaurant 
have. and hotel businesses are cortcerned 

• There is some evidence chil- such notifications inight result in 
dren are more susceptible to a loss of trade. This indicates the 
the effects of pesticides than owners and managers recognize a 
adults are. substantial portion of their -rus-

• Some effects are potentially tomers might object to being ex­
devastating but susceptibility posed if they were properly in­
cannot be predicted formed concerning when and 

• Pesticides do not stay solely in where pesticides were applied. It 
the places where they are ap- seems hardly appropriate to choose 
plied not to notify in order to prevent 

... Notification of lawn pesti., 
cide use is important primarily to 
avoid direct exposures to chil­
dren and sensitive or concerned 
adults, but also to identify prob­
lems of spray drift, runoff, and 
groundwater or well contamina­
tion. The same is true of ap­
plicationsonrights-of-way,road­
sides, parks, schoolgrounds, golf 
courses, and other non crop and 
agricultural applications. 

In situations where the num­
ber or frequency of notifications 
to adjacent residents would be 
unWieldy, or overly expensive, a 
system of annual notifications or 
public notifications could be de­
vised Farmers (particularly those 
with family farms) should not be 
overburdened With excessiv,e pa­
perwork or expenses. The pur-

people from making the decisions 
they might otherwise prefer. 

... The risk of pesticide expo­
sures differs from other kinds of 
personal risks in that (With the 
exception of home applications) 
the exposure is often involuntary, 
and, in most areas, often Occurs 
Without knowledge of what has 
happened Posting regulations 
would not only give people the 
option of informed consent (or 
informed avoidance), but should 
also induce more careful evalua" 
tion of the reasons for pesticide 
use and the possible alternatives if 
the public does, in fact, choose as 
the business community seems to 
think they will. 

From "Pesticide Exposure, 
HealthEffects, and the Need for Pub­
lic Notification," March 1992. 
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Am-.Aibor
by VivienneArmentroict notification procedures.. dents have registered for notifica- _ published by the Michigan- State
Citizens in Ann. Arbor, Michigan, With staff support secured, the tion by the city, probably because Boardof Education (see the resources
began an effort to change pesticide regulations were passed unani- the registry's significance has been . listing elsewhere in this issue).
use by the city and school system in mously by the City Council in March reduced as the number of city pesti= Management of pests on school
1986. The resulting changes in policy 1987. The changes applied almost tide applications have decreased At grounds was more difficult There -
:and reduction in pesticide use may exclusively to outdoor use. Addi- one time, local commercial firms was some initial resistance by
offer lessons to other citizens work- tional regulations governing pesti- were persuaded .to call individuals grounds staff, which had difficulty
ing to change the way local govern- tide use in city buildings were not on the registry; this practice needs dealing with certain weed problems.
ments manage pests. passed until late 1991. encouragement to be continued No formal management plans have

Regulations
The mistake of ignoring staff

School outcomes
yet been written, and because of

was unintentionally repeated in the budgetlimitations onlyathletic fields,
The objectives of the Anri Arbor drive to change school pesticide Until 1988,school kitchens and locker receive full turf management (fer-
citizens' group, the Pesticide Task policy. The school administration rooms were sprayedwith insecticides tilizing, watering, aeration). How-

- Force,, were to reduce or eliminate was approached before the school once amonth to control cockroaches. ever, new mowers and more-fre-
.pestkide use, encourage the use of board, and within six months the The head of custodial maintenance quent mowing. have improved the
alternatives _ to pesticides, and pro- board adopted a policy that called stopped these applications and appearance-of other turf areas and
test humans from pesticide expo- for IPM and parent notification worked closely with a PTF member reduced complaints about weeds.
sure. To these ends, PTF;'advocated when pesticides are applied in the to devise a monitoring system to test Weeds around buildings are cut me-
public notice of all city and school schools. Strangely, the chanically by custodians. No herbi-
pesticide applications and the use of policy was ignored at tides have been used since 1988.
integrated pest management (IPM) first. Three months
as the guiding philosophy of city and after adoption, the Lessons s

school pest control (see sidebar). schools .hired a com- It must be kept in mind that while
City notification provisions in mercal lawn-care

~~[`
L 

mac' political boards or councils may be
eluded company to spray her-

F'',~3~..&SS'^C 
5

responsive to citizen concerns about
bicides on all schools pesticides, staff are responsible for

L Establishing aregistry for indi- turf areas. There was successful implementation ofresult-
viduals wanting to be notified (by no notification, and -:.. ant ' policies. IPM often pulls staff inPo P
telephone) before pesticides are ap- the herbicide chosen" two directions, because mere -is al-
plied near their homes contained 2,4-D,which _waysat least some constituency for

2. Posting large, conspicuous yet- is possibly cancer- _ pesticide use: many taxpayers have;
lowsigns wherever pesticides are ap- causing and was defi-

®TOFF strong feelings about. weed control
bed The school district's notifica-p • nitel offensive toy s ~

PESIIi ~'Jj'~AT 

in public places, and about the need
tion policy requires principals to no-, concerned parents~~ A- M to exterminate vermin in school ,
tify parents by letter before pesti- and the PTF. After a rr~ PP locker rooms and kitchens. A man4
tides are applied in or near the flurry of news paper~~ agement plan to preserve the quality
schools. articles and man callsy r t ' 9R< 468 of services at some level will help

to school administra- x I . 99~ 4769 minimize this conflict, as will public
City IPM policies include apply- toss, the policy was 3 education about new policy. It must

ing pesticides only when a serious dusted off and several be kept in mind that existing ,pesti"
threat is posed to the health of trees, PTF members helped g ~,~ k tide use is often not based on an y
or when a target density of weeds is refine it in meetings

~~
conscious policy. IPM provides a

reached No routine applications with school staff and £ decisonmaking process, where before
are allowed Least-toxic or biologi- administrators. The there was often none. Notification
cal control measures are to be cho- policy was then reaf- AU~~' forces good rationales for decisions
sen when possible. School district firmed by the Ann a

egg 
k arrived at through that process.

policy is similar, but also calls for Arbor School Board in 6 r Citizens working on local govern-
specific management plan for each December 1988. : ~~

1  
merit pesticide policy might also con-

area of pest .problem. Indoor pest
Cityoutcomes

 

M _  a g _, _rider„thesepoints of.  adu;✓lt. .:AD`F41 dI
control requires monitoring fora t
threshold population of insects. Implementation is the - < I. Discuss objectives with staff who

Passage-'
true test of any policy.y~ ~; : g work at the hands-on level when ts By summer 1992, Ann > formulating new pesticide policies: " 1

A number of hurdles had to be sur- Arbor was buying pes- Y They can make useful suggestions
mounted before workable regula- ticides on an as-needed a based on how they already work,.
tions could be passed Many PTF basis rather than in and it is important to assure that
members were victims of pesticide mass, eliminating a storage and dis- IPM for cockroaches. The system they understand the basis of policy
incidents, or were concerned about posal problem. Treatment of trees and the concept were severely tested changes. , . • • • : . •. -
health effects on their children. had been reduced by two-thirds, with with an outbreak of cockroaches in 2. Try toachieve "buy-in"at super-
Some had contracted MCS (multiple no concomitant increase in pest dam- one of the school kitchens. In De- visory levels as well. The staff will `
chemical sensitivity) syndrome as a age. Many of the current treatments, cmber 1988 the traps were catching not implement a policy successfully
result of pesticide exposure. People such as the use of horticultural oils up to 50 cockroaches each week. if they are not receiving support
with this syndrome are severely and Bacillus thuringiensis (B.L), are Following IPM tactics developed from their bosses. . i
affected with, rashes, breathing least-toxic methods. for cockroach problems, profes- 3. Good IPM requires technical
difficulty, dizziness, and often much Turf pesticide applications were sional pesticide applicators put boric knowledge. This may mean thatciti-
worse by even small exposure to reduced by 90 percent. Since budget acid in all discernible cracks and zen activists will have to help lay
pesticides. With such a membership, limitations have prevented the in- crevices, and school staff caulked somegroundwork by providing staff
PTF's initial impulse was to advocate tensive turf management practices these openings. Sealed bait-traps with both informationand feedback. ;
the banning of these materials. Some that would result in lower weed den- containing pheromone attractant Of courle, in doing so, it is also im-
hard discussion was required to per- sities, there is some visible dandelion were placedat heavily infested spots. portant to respect professional staff
suademembersthatcitystaffneeded infestation along rights-of-way. Weekly monitoring of test traps competence.
to be given management guidelines However, the city has used the pesti- showed a gradual decline in cock- 4. Keep budgetary issues in mind,J
instead tide policy to justify buying more roach populations. Six weeks after Some solutions may be expensive, at

The next step was to obtain legis- efficient mowing equipment (for the cockroach problem became ap- least initially. An effort should be
lative support. One city council- better weed management) and high- parent, virtually all the traps were made to cost out various alternatives
member had' received calls from traffic areas are now being given empty. The kitchen has been moni- to current practice. Staff can help .
constituents about pesticide incidents more attention. Furthermore, some tored continuously since then, with estimate budgetary impacts- for
and was interested in supporting a Ann Arbor parks have been modi- no increase in cockroach infesta- councils and boards. Don't forget to

! regulation. PTF members wrote fied so that less area is in turf and tion. put significant effort into ferreting !
opinion pieces in the local newspa- more in wild, meadow-type cover. Similar methods were used in the out savings thatcan offset costs, from
' per and lobbied other councilmem- Indeed, the newest park in Ann Ar- rest of the city's schools. In March the cost of buying the pesticides to
bers. bor. wasspecifically planned for more 1989 a workshop for all custodial reductions in potential disability

The regulation soon got more prairie and only a small formal area employees explained the new ap- claims. Citizens can help by organiz-
publicity than desired:city parks staff that receives regular mowing. The proach, and all cans of pesticides ing support for funding requests at
members told a newspaper reporter Parks Department has been able to were recalled and disposed of in a the constituent level. ,
they would be unable to do their job institute such practices as making hazardous waste facility. No pesti- S.  Follow up. Encouragement is
if the proposed regulations passed slopes into special features such as tides (except for bait stations and helpful, or some prodding may be

!'as proposed A, meeting was hastily butterfly gardens with explanatory boric acid) have been used inside necessary. You cannot assume good
called; Parks Department foresters signs. These would not have been Ann Arbor's schools since 1989. policy will be implemented, or imple-
and turf managers sat down with a undertaken in the old days of wide- The school administration has mented well, and problems encoun-
PTF member knowledgeable about spread herbicide applications, been well satisfied with the pest man- teredmay necessitate policy changes. S

IPM. The city staff had a number of The notification requirements agement policy as applied to school 6. Give credit 'where credit is due.
constructive suggestions andkey pro- have raised citizen awareness of pes- interiors. There has been no addi- When staff do successfully imple-
visions of the draft regulations were ticide applications. Every sign posted tional cost and, because principals ment reduced pesticide policies, they ..
revised, especially those dealing with results in telephone calls. These can are involved in notification and de- should get recognition for the

present frustrations for park per- cisionmaking, school authorities achievement. This will encourage
sonnel, but also help to focus staff have been better able. to .manage continued improvement of manage-

VivienneArmentrout,P&D,isaplant on the need for good justification pest problems by preventive action meet strategies.
pathologist, a consultant in least-toxic for each use. The signs are also rather than merely reacting to them.
Pest management, and a longtime citi- educational for the public. One administrator has incorporated The Pesticide Task Force elected to
zen pesticide activist. Relatively few Ann Arbor resi- these approaches into a handbook continued page 12
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Notification and Goverment:IPIH'e'm 1\nn.-Mbor' . . .... . - '. r 
'by VivienneArmenttout 
'citizens"ih Aim Arbor, Michigan, 
began an effort to change pesticide 
use by the city and school system in 
1986. The resulting changes in policy 
and reduction in pesticide use may 
· offer lessons to other citizens work­
,ing to change the way local govern­
ments manage pests. 

Regulations 

The objectives of the Ami Arbor 
citizens' group, the Pesticide Task 

. Force, were to reduce or eliminate 
· pesti'iiide use, encourage the use of 
alternatives to pesticides, and pro­
tect humans from pesticide expo­
sure. To these ends, PTF,:ildvocated 

1 public notice of all citya~d school 
pesticide applications and the use of 
integrated pest management (IPM) 
as the guiding philosophy of city and 
school pest control (see sidebar). 

City notification provisions in­
Cluded: 

1. Establishing a registry 'for indi­
viduals wanting to be notified (by 

__ ~ telephone) befor«!pesticides are ap­
plied near their homes 

2. Posting large, conspicuous yel­
low signs wherever pesticides are ap­
plied The school district's notifi~­
tion policy requires principals to no­
tify parents by letter before pesti­
cides are applied in or near the 
schools. 

City IPM policies inClude apply­
ing pesticides only when a serious 

, threat is posed to the health of trees, 
or when a target density of weeds is 
reached No routine applications 

, are allowed Least-toxic or biologi­
cal control measures are to be cho­
sen when possible. School district 
policy is similar, but also calls for a 

· specific management pl:~m for each 
• area of pest. problem: Indoor pest 
• control reqUires' monitoring for a 

.. I threshold population of insec'ts. 

, Passage' 

A number of hurdles had to be sur-
f mounted before workable regula­
tions could be passed Many PTF 
members were victims of pesticide 
incidents, or were concerned about 
health effects on their children. 
Some had contracted MCS (multiple 

I chemicil sensitivity) syndrome as a 
,'result of pesticide exposure. People 
" with this'syndrome are severely 
aff ected with rashes, breathing 
difficulty, dizziness, and often much 
worse by even small exposure to 

, pesticides. With such a membership, 
PTF's initial impulse was to advocate 
the banning of these materials. Some 

, hard discussion was'required to per­
; suade members thatCiiy staff needed 

to be given manageinent guidelines 
instead 

The next step was to obtain legis­
, lative support. One city council­
, member had received calls from 
, constituents about pesticide incidents 
and was interested in supporting a 

! regulation. PTF members wrote 
, opinion pieces in the local newspa­
, per and lobbied other councilmein-
bers. ,,' 

The regulation soon got more 
publicity than desired: city parks staff 
mem~rs told a newspaper reporter 
they would be unable to do their job 
if the proposed regulations passed 
as proposed Ameeting was hastily 
called; Parks Department foresters 
and turf managers sat down with a 
PTF member knowledgeable about 
IPM. The city staff had a number of 

" constructive suggestions and key prO­
visions of the draft regulations were 
revised, especially those dealing wi~h 

I 

VivienneArmentrout,Ph.D., isaplant 
pathologist, a consultant in least-toxic 
pest management, and a longtime citi­
zen pesticide activist. ". , 

notifiCation procedures. 
With staff support secured, the 

regulations were passed unani­
mously by the City Council in March 
1987. The changes applied almost 
exclusively to outdoor use. Addi­
tional regulations governing pesti­
cide use in city buildings were not 
passed until late 1991. 

The mistake of ignoring staff 
was unintentionally repeated in the 
drive to change school pesticide 
policy. The school administration 
was approached before the school 
board, and within six months the 
board adopted a policy that called 
for IPM and parent notification 
when pesticides are applied in the 
schools. Strangely, the . 
policy was ignored at 
first. Three months 
after adoption, the 
schools ,hired a com-

'" merC"ia1 lawn-care 
company tospra y her­
bicides on all school 
turf areas. There was 

. no notification, and 
the herbicide chosen 
contained2,4-D, which 
is possibly cancer­
causing and was defi­
nitely offensive to 
concerned parents 
and the PTF. Mter a 
flurry of newspaper 
articles and many calls 
to school administra­
tors, the policy was 
dusted off and several 
PTF members helped 
refine it in meetings 
with school staff and 
administrators. The 
policy was then reaf­
firmed by the Ann 
Arbor School Board in 
December 1988. 

dents have registered for notifica- .' 
tion by the city, probably becaUSe 
the registry'S significance haS been 
reduced as the number of city pesti­
cide applications have decreased At 

. published' by the Michigan State 
BoardofEducation (see the resources 
listing elsewhere in this issue). 

Manageinent of pests on school 
grounds was more difficult. There 
was some initial resistance by 
grounds staff, which had difficulty 
deating with certain weed problems, 
No formal management plans h~ve 
yet been written, and because of 
budget limitations only athletic fields, 
receive flill turf management (fer­
tilizing, watering, aeration). How­
ever, new mowers and more ·.fre­
quent mowing have improved the 
appearance'of other turf areas and 
reduced complaints about weeds. 
Weeds around buildings are cut me­
chanically by .custodians. No herbi­
cides have been used since 1988. 

. one time, local commercial firms 
were persuaded. to call individuals 
on the registry; this practice needs 
encouragement to be continued 

School outcomes 

Until 1988,school kitchens and loclter 
rooms were sprayed with insecticides 
once a month to control cockroaches. 
The head of custodial maintenance 
stopped these applications and 
worked Closely with a PTF member 
to devise a monitoring system to test 

Lessons· 

It must be kept in mind that while 
political boards or councils lIla y' be 
responsive to citizen concerns' about 
pesticides, staff are responsible for 
s~J:~,essfulimplementationofresult­
ai\fpolicies. IPM often pullsstaff in 
tw~directions, hetause tliefejs al­
ways at least some constituency for 
pesticide use: many taxpayers have, 
strong feelings about weed control 
in public places, and about the need 
to . exterminate' vermin' in school, 
locker rooms and kitchens. A mari~ , 
agement plan to preserve the quality 
of services at some level will help 
minimize this conflict, as will public 
education about new policy. It must, 
be kept in mind that existing.pesti~ 
cideuse is .often n.ot !>ased.0J! any 
conscious policy. IPM provides a 
decisonmaking process, where before 
there was often none. Notification 
forces good rationales for decisions 
arrived at through that process. 

Citizens working on local govern­
ment pesticide policy might also con-

8,> _sider ..these ,point~LOf,.,.;l!i.xih~,:;"o ",1 I - . .. . . 
0( J. Discuss objectives with staff who ,i work at the hands-on level when 
'> formulating new pesticide policies.'­
~ They can make useful suggestions 

.City outcomes 

Implementation is the 
true test of any policy. 
By summer 1992, Ann 
Arbor was buying pes­
ticides on an as-needed 
basis rather than in 

L-__________________________________ ~ __ -"Q based on how they already wor~ 

mass, eliminating a storage and dis­
posal problem. Treatmen~ of trees 
had been reduced by two-thirds, with 
no concomitant increase in pest dam­
age. Many of the current treatments, 
such as the use of horticultural oils 
and' Bacillus thuringiensis (R.t.), are 
least-toxic methods. 

Turf pesticide applications were 
reduced by 90 percent. Since budget 
limitations have prevented the in­
tensive·turf management practices 
that would result in lower weed den­
sities, there is some visible dandelion 
infestation along rights-of-way. 
However, the city has used the pesti­
cide policy to justify buying more 
efficient mowing equipment (for 
better weed management) and high­
traffic areas are now being given 
more attention. Furthermore, some 
Ann Arbor parks have been modi­
fied so that less area is in turf and 
more in wild, meadow-type cover. 
Indeed, the newest park in Ann Ar­
borwasspecificallypl3.nnedformore 
prairie and only a small formal area 
that receives regular mowing. The 
Parks Department has been able to 
institute such practices as making 
slopes into special features such as 
butterfly gardens with explanatory 
signs. These would not have been 
undertaken in the old days of wide­
spread herbicide .applications. 

The notification requirements 
have raised citizen awareness of pes­
ticide applications. Every sign posted 
results ~n telephone calls. These can 
present frustrations for park per­

,sonnel, J?ut also help to focus staff 
on the need for good justification 
for each use. The signs are also 
educational for the public. 

Relatively few Ann Arbor resi-

IPM for cockroaches. The system 
and the concept were severeiy tested 
with an outbreak of cockroaches in 
one of the school kitchens. In De­
cember 1988 the traps were catching 
up to 50 cockroaches each week. 

Following IPM tactics developed 
for cockroach problems, profes­
sional pesticide applicators put boric 
acid in all discernible cracks and 
crevices, and school staff caulked 
these openings. Sealed bait-traps 
containing pheromone attractant 
were placed at heavily infested spots. 
Weekly monitoring of test traps 
showed a gradual decline in cock­
roach populations. Si~ weeks after 
the cockroach problem became ap­
paren't, virtually all the traps were 
empty. The kitchen has been moni­
tored continuously since then, with 
no increase in cockroach inf esta­
tion. 

Similar methods were used in the 
rest of the city's schools. In March 
1989 a workshop for all custodial 
employees explained the new ap­
proach, and all cans of pestiCides 
were recalled and disposed of in a 
hazardous waste facility. No pesti­
cides (except for bait stations and 
boric acid) have been used inside 
Ann Arbor's schools since 1989. 

The school administration has 
been well satisfied with the pest man­
agement policy as applied to school 
interiors. There has been no addi­
tional cost and, because principals 
are involved in notification and de­
cisionmaking, school authorities 
have been better able tonmnage 
pest problems by preventive action 
rather than merely reacting to them. 
One administrator has incorporated 
these approaches into a: handbook 

and it is important to assure that 
they understand the basis of policy 
changes. ' ,.. _ ., . 

2. Try to achieve "buy-in "at super­
visory levels as well The staff will 
not implement a policy successfully 
if they are not receiving support 
from their bosses. 

3. Good IPM requires tech7J,ical 
knowledge. This may mean that'citi­
zen activists will have to help lay 
some groundwork byproviding staff 
with both information and feedback. 
Of coun~e, in doing so, it is also im­
portant to respect professional staff 
competence. 

4. Keep budgetary issues in mind. 
Some solutions may be expensive, at 
least initially. An effort should be 
made to cost out various alternatives 
to current practice. Staff can help 
estimate budgetary impacts ~ for 
councils and boards. Don't forget to 
put significant effort into ferreting 
out savings that can offset costs, from 
the cost of buying the pesticides to 
reductions in potential disability 
claims. Citizens can help by organiz­
ing support for funding requests at 
the constituent level. • 

5. Follow up. Encouragement is 
helpful, or some prodding may be 
necessary. You cannot assume good 
policy will be implemented, or imple­
mented well, and problems encoun­
teredmay necessitate policy changes. 

6. Give credit "where credit is due. 
When staff do successfully imple­
ment reduced pesticide policies, they 
should get recognition for the 
~chievement. This will encourage 
continuedimprovemeilt of manage­
ment strategies. 

The Pesticide Task Force elected to 
continued page 12 
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B U L L E T I N O F P O L L U T 1 O N P R E V E N T I O N

Ontario: Fighting Pesticide Use, In Guelph.
by Clover Woods . , pesticides are government regulated We can help them, our environment 5. Call .the city (preferably the .
The Guelph chapter of the Pesticide andscientifically tested and therefore and the health of us all. We can stop mayor) or write and register your con- .
Action Group became activeafterchil- . safe. Of course; government registra- using chemicalpesticides and chemi- cern that there is no by.-law in place to
dren complained of feeling ill after tion is not a certification .of safety, calfertilizers in ourlawn maintenance control this violation of yourright to ,
their. public school grounds were there: being no government testing programmes. There are alternatives: clean air and the enjoyment of ̀your
sprayed, with. pesticides (2,4-D, and involved These groups write letters property,:
mecoprop) inlate spring, 1989. • The .. and/or appeals to any and. all bodies 1. Those who have - contracted
group made presentations andyeti- that we approach to stop pesticide use with commercial companies forlawn Contacts .
tions to the public school board to stop. (the school boards, and ̀all levels of maintenance can ask the companies to

. ,•
The. Honourable Bob' Rae,. Premier

pesticide use, the media covered the government). use organic or natural products rather of. Ontario, Legislative Building,
"actions" of the group,, and many The_, media coverage about us than man-made chemicals, and to treat . Queen's Park, Room:281, Toronto,
people started:contacting,us with sup- sparked many letters to the editor. in problems only where. and when Ontario M7A lAl
port and requests for alternatives to local papers, for and against us. Thisis needed 'Be careful :and•ask lots of

,
The Honourable Frances Lankin,

synthetic pesticides. a great opportunity to ,get informs-: questions if you take this route. One Ontario Minister of Health, Hepburn
We ,learned ,a lot. in the-ensuing .lion regarding pesticide hazards and definition of an "organic" :substance Building,10th Floor, 80 Grovesner SL,

struggle toiimitpesticide use inGuelph alternatives in the public eye. There (the academic chemical definition) is' . Toronto, Ontario M7A 2C4.
.and elsewhere.. When all was said and
done, we little satisfaction

.. has been a steady coverage in our local any substance that contains carbon: The Honourable Ruth Griier,Min-
got very. papers over the past three years so Many very dangerous pesticides are ister of the Environment, 135.5t. Clair

from the local school board but a bet- take advantage of local press. Public organic by this definition. Ave. W;, 15th Floor, Toronto, Ontario
ter response from minicipal bodies. informationmeetings can also be very 2. Do-it-yourselfers might con- M4V 1P5.
. In both arenas we asked for aban

'The
good to get information and interest sider, changing . a few maintenance The Honourable Jean Charest,

on pesticide•.,use. school board out Neighborhoodandchurchgioups techniques. Leave the grass longer— Minister of the Environment, Envi-
took two years to respond to our pleas 'also appreciate speakers on "safe, al- mow it regularly at a height of-2-1/2 to ronmentCanada, House of Commons,
but all • we got for the substantial ef- ternative lawn maintenance." 3 inches. Mower bladesshould be kept Ottawa, Ontario K1A OA6.
fort we put into to educating them was .Lobby government on all levels sharp so as not to tear and damage the Canadian Centre for Occupa °
the promise of unspecified reductions through letters and/or petitions. grass. Leave grass clippings to help tional Health and Safety, 250 Main`
in pesticide use. _This is even less use- Avoid"task force/review panel,, type nourish the other plants. Water infre- St E,. Hamilton, Ontario L8N 11-15, 1-E ful.than it seems because me are un- ideas when asking your workplace, quentlybutdeeplyduring early morn- 800-263-8276.(inquiryservice and free
able to. monitor.: ,what" is :actually school board, municipal councils, or ing, so surface water can evaporate chemical summaries). -
ocurring. When it comes to.mass ex- other levels of. government to stop after dawn. Canada Pesticide Action Group,
posure of children, really,,a,ban:on synthetic pesticide use. Simply ask 3. Consider replacing some or: P.O. Box 22021, Westmount Postal
pesticide; use is __the only responsible any or all of the above to stop. You all lawn areas with low-maintenance, , Outlet, Waterloo, Ontai•io;N2L 6J7. .
way to go. should haveyour reasons and alterna- drought-resistant kinds of ground-' Ministry:ofEnvironment,District.

Municipal officials set up a peso- fives well researched Offerao work cover. There are many types of plants: Pesticides Control Officer, 119 King
cide usereview committee, which, of-. with staff or others on a committee, suited for this. Replanting. can be SL W, Hamilton, Ontario. L8N 3Z9,
ter five .months of intensive delibera- andso on only to find and implement done gradually. 416-521-7658 (to register pesticide com-
lion, recommended that the city ban alternatives. plaints).

" the use of the phenoxy herbicides it The Pesticide Action Group has Remember: pesticides are compounds Canadian Mortgage and Housing
was relying on at the time for broad- chapters in Guelph, .Cambridge, . Wa-- - manufactured for the sole purpose of Corp., 613-748-2367. (information on
leafs weed-control-- To; our, astonish- terloo; Toronto;: and North York ,,The destroyingsome form of life All can housing for the environmentally sen-
meet, the citysimply refused to do so. PAC, h!is. worked Rwitli_ the _T.oioiito

_.
have:at least some"toxicity in human- sitive).

Like the school board, it promised re- Environmental Alliance (TEA) to.pro- kind(Goodman and Gilman, ThePAar- National CenterforEnvironmen-
ductions, however, and it appears to duce the document, "Regulating the mruological Basis of Therapeutics). tal Health Strategies,1100 Rural Ave,
be: making good-faith attempts at

i implementing a number of alterna-
Urban Cosmetic Use of Synthetic Pes-
ticides—An Action Plan for the Prov- lawn awn useStoppin

gformation
Voorhees, NJ, 08043,609-429-5358 (in-.

and publications). •
tves, such as naturalizing some park ince of Ontario" (see resources listing There are a number of steps you can Canadian Organic Growers, Box

I areas, setting mowers higher, and per- elsewhere in this issue). The group take as an individual to stop the use of 6408_ ;'"Station J, Ottawa, Ontario K2A
forming • more-, aeration ,and. other that put, this document together, the lawn pesicides in your neighborhood ; 3Y6 {information on, alternative gar
maintenance chores to aprevent prob- ~~ LTlian Pes[icide'Cauctis, presented it .̀ ". Bening; organicF 
1'ems:before4heys[art. to the Ontario Minister of -the-Envi- 1. When you see'a truck in your Canadian Environmental -Law

` :We spent a great.deal of. time re- ronment for approval in September neighbourhood, write down the name Association, 517 College SL #401, `
searching the hazards of pesticides and 1991. We have, been told they, are re- of the company, the "date, . time, ad- Toronto, Ontario M6G 4A2.
the alternatives (this is a must). Groups viewing it . dress of home being sprayed and truck Greenpeace,185 Spadina Ave.; 6th
that support the use of pesticides (i.e., We are awaiting the Ontario Envi- licence plate. Floor, Toronto, Ontario M5T2C6,416-
the Ontario Corn Producers, various ronmental Bill of Rights, and hope it 2. Phone the local weather of- 345-8408.
professors from the'University of will reinforce our rights to clean air, fice and ask for the currentwindspeed Friends of~ the Earth, 701-251 -
Guelph; chemical company,represen- " soil;water and quality, of life; andpro- and direction. ,..- . Laurier Ave. W, Ottawa, Ontario. K1P
totives;andrepresentativesfromlawn tectiom.from exposure to_`.pesticides 3. Call the lawn spray company

_
5j6,416-287-6144. .

__maintenance -companys -liker-Chem- that jeopardize'the safety of the previ- and register your disapproval. Ask Pollution Probe, 12 Madison Ave;'
lawn) tried to discredit what we were ously mentioned them to .please phone you before ap- Toronto, Ontario M5R 2S1, 416-926-.
doing and reassure ;the public that

What we can do"
plying chemicals next time.., 1907. :

4. Put pesticide information Agriculture Canada: Pesticide
- In -all of our communities there are through your neighbour's mailbox, Hotline, 1-800-267-6315 (to complain).

t. Clover_ .Woods is a.member of the Pesti- people whose very lives are in danger including your . name, address, and Asthma. Society of Canada, Tor-
cidkActior Group,.Guelph. _ because of -dawn care pesticide use. phone number. onto, 416-977-9684.

and in Cam'bri continuation of the status quo. the least awareness of environmental
• • .. • has been suggested that task issues could avail itself of this krsowi-

forces and the like are only public edge and legitimately, and with impu-
by Bonnie Walter ber 1990, its mandate was confined to relations exercises. There may besome nity, ban pesticide use on public lands
Pesticides are registered in Canada by parks only.. There .were eight people truth to this. Probably the most posi- without delay. Convincing elected of-
the,federal.government through Ag-: on the; task force,'activists, citizens, tive result, where the local press cov- ficials of this is the hard part
riculture_ Canada. ,The. provinces may politicians, and parks staff. The meet- ers the issue in a reasonable manner, is For our own part, we've done what
further restrict,, -but not expand, on ings were at times confrontational and that the public has been alerted to the we can at .the municipal and provin-:
any, use.. ,The Provincial Ministry of unpleasant . The single public ,hear- seriousness of the problem. cial level (the Ontario Action Plan—
the Environment amended reg. 751 of ing, where. industry brought in its ex- Our hopes were perhaps too high see the resources section elsewhere in
the Pesticides Act in 1988 to.,include perts, was a gruelling four hours long. due to political naivete. But then, with- this issue) and must now concentrate
requirements for pre-.and post-spray It was apparent quite early in the out belabouring the point, most of us on public education.
signs on .public "land and .post-spray process that an all-out ban was not to are women as 80 percent of grassroots
signs on private property..- This cer-
tainly alerted many people to the scope
of the problem. The wind_ speedguide-
line remains at 11 kph.

Municipalities, when approached,
usually fall back onthe argument ihat
they do not have the power under the
Municipal Act to, ban pesticide use on
private-property. As far-as I know the
provincial government is not about to
grant them that power.
We had hoped, here in Cambridge

(population 90,000) for: a ban on pes-
ticide use by .the city, on public prop-
erty,.which would have set an example
for private citizens. :But when the
pesticide task force was set up in Octo-

Bonnie Walter isamemberofthePesti-
cideAction.Group, Cambridge

be hoped for, so a reluctant consensus
was reached and council adopted the
recommendations in February 1991.
Mostly they,were expressions of in-
tent to look at.using less pesticides and
adopting integrated. pest management
- A change ;to IPM is .an improve-
ment, but IPM as a political reality has
its drawbacks. It is open to interpreta-
tion because it calls for considerable
expertise, it may cloak almost-the same
amount of chemical use and is nearly
impossible for an outsider tomonitor.

-­In' nearby. Waterloo (population
79,000) a similar, process took place,
but Waterloo's task force had an as-
tonishing .19 members, mostly male,
and was seriously polarized even be-
fore meetings began. Their recom-
me.ndations, which had to be reached
by;voting, resulted in little more than

groups are. To find ourselves forced
into adversarial positions with mostly
male establishment figures is exhaust-
ing and emotionally draining, finan-
cially too. Indeed, one of the members
of the Cambridge task force was
quoted saying, "The concern over pes-
ticides was the result of a few hysteri-
cal voices"—and this while the task force
were still going onl

This has turned into a cautionary
tale, .1 find But rather than trying to
prevent anyone from going the route
we did, which must,somewhere pro-
duce significant results, I hope that
our experiences will forearm them.
My own opinion, finally, is this.

The information on the health and
environmentaleffectsof pesticideshas
been'out of .the realm of the arcane
for years, and any municipality with

1 •
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by Clover Woods 
The Guelph chapter of the Pesticide 
Action Group became active after chil­
dren complained of feeling ill after 
their, public school' grounds were' 
sprayed with pestici,des .(2,4-D and 

. metoprop) in .Iate spring)989., The 
'group made presentations an~ peti­
tionstothe public school ooarp.tostop 
pestici,de use, the meQ.ia covered the 
"actions~', of',tl1e gr~)Up"arid m~y 
~ple startecfcontacting,us with sup­
port and requests for, altema.tives to 
synthetic pesticides. 

t We learned.a lo~in the.ens!ling 
struggle to litnitpesticide use in G!ie!.ph 
· and elsewhere .. When all wassrud artd 
done, we got yery. little satisfa~tion 
froni the local school.board bilt a bet­
ter response fromminicipalbodies. 

In both arenas we asked'for a ban 
on pesticide'.,use. 'The school board 
took two years tor~spond to our pleas 
but all,we got for-the substantial ef­
fort weputintoto edll:catingth~m was 
th~ promise of uns~cifiedred~ctions 
iI!pesticide use .. Tp.is is even le~~ us~ 
ful. th~n it. Seems beca.tise.\\,eare un­
able teJ. mQni!or ,what, is actually 
ocurring. Whe!1 it cO!lles to mass ex­
posure of children, really"aJ~an()n 
pesticide. use is .. the oIlly.responsible 
way to go. ~.' .. ,'. e" "',. 

Municipal officials set up a pesti­
ciq,e u~t':reyiew com~ittee, which, af­
ter fivemonth~ of intensive delibera­
tion, recommended that the city ban 
the use of the phenoxy herbicides it 
was relying on atthe time fo~~road­
leafrweed.contcoL- ~To· our-: astonish-
men~~the:(jitys~~p!y ;.~f~~~d !<i~~ so. 
Like the school board, it promised re- ' 

. duttions, however, and it appears to 
be making gOocl-faithattempts at 
implementing a number of alterna­
tives, such as naturalizing some park 

.' ar~as, setting mowers higher, and per­
formiIlg more.aer.ation ,apd o.ther 

· iniintena'tiE;e ~ftOFe~:to:;preve~~.,p;(,b­
lems:befoie:they:·siarG .... ,,; ,.-,.,,-, '.<. 

-We spent agreatdeaLof time re­
searchingt1.1e hazards of pesticides and 
the alternatives (this isa must). Groups 
that supp6rt the use of pesticides (i.e., 
the Ontario Corn Producers, various 
,professors from the' University of 
Guelph;cheniical'company;represen- . 
tatives;ane:hepresentatives from lawn 
:main~~ri~ce ·companys'lik~ :-Chem-
la\VIl) tried to discredit what we were 
doing arid reassure ,the public ,that 

'j J 

" . 

pesticides are government regulated 
and scientifically tested and therefore 
safe. Of course; government registra­
tion is not a certification of safety, 
tl.tere .·being no goveI'llfflent testing 
involved These groups write letters 
and/or appeals to any and,aIl bodies 
that we approach to stop pesticide use 
(the sch~1 boards, and all levels of 
government). 

The ,media coverage,about us 
sparked many letters to theeditor.in 
local papers, for and against us. This is 

. a great opportunity to get informa-, 
'.tion,regarding pesticide hazards and 

.. alternatives in the public eye. There 
has been a steady coverage in our loCal 
papers over the past three years so 
take adVantage of local presS. Public 
informationmeepngscan also be very 
good to get information and interest 
QUt. N~ighborhoodandchurchgtoups 
'~o appreciate s~akers on "safe, al­
. ternf;l.tive lawn maintenance." 

.Lobbygo"ernrnent on ,all levels 
through letters and/or petitions. 
A yoid"task f ()rce/review panel" type 
ic;ieas when asking your workplace, 
school board, municipal councils, or 

, other levels of government to stop 
synthetic pesticide use. Simply ask 
any or all of the above to stop. You 
should l).aveyour reasons and alterna­
tives ,weil researched Offer ,to work 
with ,staff or others ona committee, 

, ariel so on only to find and implerilent 
alternatives. . 

The Pesticide Action Group has 
c!'lap,~,e~s in Guelpl).,~l,>ridge,Wa­
terl06;Toronto:a~dNQ[t4 Vof;K:,The 
'P 1~')i~;jvork~(:L!vJth-,_.We~~Xor'.bfitQ· 
. Environmental Alliance (TEA) topro- " 
duce the document, "Regulating the 
Urban Cosmetic Use of Synthetic Pes­
ticides-An Action Phm for the Prov-

We can help them, our environment 
and the health of us all. We can stop 
using chemical pesticides. and chemi­
calfertilizersin ourlawnniaintenance 
programmes. There are alternatives: 

1. Those who have-contracted 
withcommercialcompaniesforlawn 
maintenance can ask the companies to 
use organic or natural products rather 
than man-made chemic3.ls,and to tt:eat 
problems only: where and when 
needed' Be careful and ask lots of 
questions if you take this route., One 
definition of an "organic" .substance 
(the academic chemical definition) is . 
any substance that contains carl>on, 
Many very dangerous pesticides are 
organic by this definition. 

, 2. Do-it-yourselfers might con­
sider, changing. a few maintenance 
techniques. Leave the grass longer­
mow it regularly at a heightof2-l/2 to 
3inches. Mower blades should be kept 
sharp so as not to tear and damage the 
grass. Leave grass clippings to help 
nourish the other plants. Water infre­
quently but deeply, during early morn­
ing, so surface water can evaporate 
after dawn. 

3. Consider replacing some or 
all lawn areas with low-maintenance, . 
,drought-resista~t kinds 9f ground-' 
cover. There are mally types of plants c 

suited for this. Replanting can be 
done gradually. 

Remember: pesticides are compounds 
manufactured for the sole purpose of 
aestroying some form of li£e.;AII can 
havirafleast some'toxicit{in huinan­
kind (Goodman and Gilman, ThePhar­
, 71UJC()logical Basis of Therapeutics). 

Stopping lawn use 

ince of Ontario" (see resources listing There are a number of steps you can 
elsewhere in this issue). The group take as an individual to stop the use of 

,th.at puqhis documenqQgether, the lCiwn pesicides in yourm,ighborhood 
~,: qr15;m Pesli~i{i~ 'CaucJis, pI"es.e*~d it ' ; }~:';;i-'-' ": ' , '\ I • "'.: " .~ <, , 

:. to the Ontatio Minisier~6CThe EiiVi- I. When you see'a truck in your 
ronment for approval in september neighbourhood,wri~edownthename 

.1991. We have,been told tli~yare re-ofthe company, the,date, time, ad-
viewing it. ,. dress of home being sprayed and truck 

Weare awaiting theOntarioEnvi- licence plate. '. 
ronmental Bill of Rights, and hope it 2. Phone the loc8l weather of-
will reinforce our rights to clean air, fice and ask for the current wind speed 
soil;water and quality of life; and pro- and direction. ' 
tection"from-,exposure~ to' :pesticides 3. Call the lawn spray company 
that jeopardize the safeLY of the pre vi- and register your dlsapproVal. Ask 
ously mentioned . them to please phone you beforeap­

What we can do' 
plying chemicals next time .. 

, I, i ( . . .. - .;A r. ., ... , In. all of our communities' there 'are 
I r,' Clover..WoodSis'a,me.mberofthePesti·, . people whose very lives are in danger 

, 4. Put pesticide information 
through your neighbour's mailbox, 
including your·.name, address, and 
phone number. \ " t:;&ActWrl Group,.Guelph. because of lawn care pesticide use. 

I ~{~":. ..a:nd·;i~ Cambridge 

I, 
I 

byBonnie Walter 
Pesticides are registered in ~~ by 

.' thefederalgovernmen<t,through Ag-: 
· ric~lture,Gan,.ada. .The provillces may 
further restrict, but not expand, on 
any. use. ,The Prov;inci3.1 Ministry of 
the Environment amended reg. 751 of 
the Pesticides.Act in 1988 to,indude 
requirements forpre-and pOst-spray 
signs onpublidand and post-spray 
signs on private property. "This cer­
tainly alerted many people to the scope 
of the problem. The windspeedguide­
line remains at 11 kph. 

Municipalities, wh.en approac~ed, 
usually fall backonth,~ argumen~ that 
tl.1ey do .n~t have the power under the 
M1,1~icipal Act to. ban pesticide use on 
private pr,()p(:r:ty. As far as ~ know the 
provincial government is not abOut to 
grant them that power. , ' ,-

. We had hoped, here in Cambridge 
(population 90,000) for: a ban on pes­
ticide use, by. the city on public prop­
erty.which would have set an example 
for private citizens. But when the 
pesticide task force was setup in ~cto-

Bon~ie Walter: is a 'm:ember:ofthePestic . 
'.:' cide;ActWrl,Group,CainbrUlge.. . 

ber 1990, its maqdate was confined to 
parks omy. ,There.were eight people 
on the:task fo~ce, 'activists, citizens, 
politicians, andparkS staff. The meet­
ingswereat times confrontational and 
unpleasant. The single public hear­
ing; where industry brought 'in its ex­
perts, was a gruelling four hours long. 

Ii was apparent quite early in the 
process tha.t an all-out ban was I'l0tto 
be hoped for, so a reluctant consensus 
w.a.s reached and coun,.c:;i.l adopted the 
re<;ornmendations in February 1991. 
Mostly ,they ,were expressions of in­
tent ~o look atusing less pesticides and 
a.cJ.opting integrated pest management. 
," .. 1\ change to IPM is an improve­
ment,butIPM as a political reality has 
its drawbacks. It is open to interpreta~ 
tion because it calls for considerable 
expertise, it may cloak almostthe same 
'amountof chemical USe and is nearly 
impossible f~r an outsider tomonitor. 

)n,.nearby.Waterioo (population 
79,000) a similar. process took place, 
but Waterloo's task force had an as­
t~llishlUg . ig " riiem1;>ers, in~stly maie, 
and 'Vas seriously polarized even be­
f()re meetings began; l:'heir recom­
mendations,.\\'hich had to be reached 
byyoting, re$ult~in little more than 

continuation of the status quo. 
It nas been suggested that task 

forces and the like are only public 
relations exercises. There may be some 
truth to this. Probably the most posi­
tive result, where the local press cov­
ers the issue in a reasonable manner, is 
that the public has been alerted to the 
seriousness of the problem. 

Our hopes were perhaps too high 
due to political naivete. But then, with­
out belabouring the point, most of us 
are women, as 80 percent of grassroots 
groups are. To find ourselves forced 
into adversari'al positions with mostly 
male establishment figures is exhaust­
ing and emotionally draining, finan­
ciallytoo.lndeed,oneofthemembers 
of the Cambridge task f~r_ce was 
quoted saying, "The concern over pes­
ticides was the result of a few hysteri­
cal voices"-and this while the taskf orce 
were still going onl 

This l1as turned into a cauti()llai'y 
tale, I find But rather than trying to 
prevent anyone from going the route 
we' did, which must,somewhere pro­
duce significant results, I hope that 
our experiences will forearm them. 
. My own opinion; finally, is this. 

The information on the health arid 
envirorimentaleffectsofpes'ticideshas 
been'out of:the realm of the arcane' 

. for years, and any ,municipalitYr M.-th 

5. Call the city (preferably the. 
. mayor) or write and register your con­
cern that there is no by-law in place to 
,control this violation of your right to 
clean air and theenjoymeht of your 
property.·.. . 1':" : 

Contacts , 
~, .; ~,. 

The Honourable, Bob' Rae,Preniier 
of Ontario, Legislative Building, 
Queen's Park, Room: 281, Toronto, 
Ontario M7 J\IA~, . 
;' The HODourable Frances Lankin, . 

Ontario Minister of Health, Hepburn 
Builcfuig, 10th Floor, 80 Grovesner St, .' 
Toronto, Ontario M7 A 2C4. . 

. The Honourable Ruth Griei',Min­
ister of the Environment, 135St. Clair 
Ave. W" 15th Floor, Toronto, Ontario' 
M4V1P5. 

The Honourable Jean Charest, 
Minister of the Environment, Envi­
ronmentCanada, House of Commons, 
Ottawa, OntarioKlA 01\6.1'" 

Canadian Centre for Occupa~'.' 
tional Health and Safety, 250 Mairi' 
St. E.,Hamilton, Ontario L8N IH5, 1~ 
800-263-8276(inquiry service and f ree 
chemicall!1llIlm aries). 

Canada P~sticide Action Group, 
P.O. Box 22021,Westmoimt 'Postal 
Outlet; Waterlpo, Ontano;N2L6J7. 

Ministry of Environment, District. 
Pesticides Control Officer, 119 King 
St. W., Hamilton, Ontario L8N 3Z9, 
416-521-7658(toregisterpesticidecom~ 
plaints). 

Canadian Mortgage and Housing 
Corp., 613-:748-2367 (information on 
housing for. the environmentally sen-
sitive). '. ., _.. ...,' I .-- , 

National Center for Environmen~ 
tallIealth Strategies~ 1100 Rural Ave.;' 
Voorhees, NJ, 08043,609-429-5358 (in-. 
formation and publications). ' 

. ~I,ladian Organic Growers, Box 
640§{'StationJ, Ottawa, Ontario K2A 
3Y6 ·(information ,o~,alternati.y~ gar­
ciehirig;;6rg.artic:falmS)J:t~:., 1: /:. -:.~.' ~':i 

Canadian Environmental·. Law 
Association, 517· CoHege' St. #401, 
Toronto, Ontario M6G 4A2. 

Greenpeace, 185 SpadinaA ve.;6th 
Floor, Toronto, Ontario M5T 2C6,416-
345-8408. 

Friendsof,the Earth, 701-251 
1.aurier Ave. W., Ottawa, OntarioKlP 
5J6, 416-287-6144. 

Pollution Probe, 12 Madison Ave;; 
Toronto, Ontario M5R 281, 416-926-
1907. ,~' 

Agriculture Canada; Pesticide 
Hotline, 1-800-267-6315 (to complain) .. 

Asthma Society of Canada, Tor­
oIito, 416-977-9684. 

the least awareness of environmental 
issues could avail itself of this knowl­
edge and legitimately, and with impu­
nity, ban pesticide use on public lands 
witheJut delay. Convincing elected of­
ficials of this is the hard part. 

For our O\\'ll part, we've done what _ 
we can at .the municipal and provin­
cial level (the Ontario Action Plan­
see the resources section elsewhere in . 
this issue) and must now concentrate 
on public education. 

'" 



B U L L E T I N _- - 0 F P O L L U T I O N P R E V E N T 1 O N

i

:. Sevin .and .the Powerof, ftbfic,Opinion in fWffalo..

by Karen Murphy- and hampered by city workers poorly faced. with the specter of police and clear that. the city was :planning to
The struggle for safe, effective pest trained for many of thejobs-they do. fire department layoffs, were unwill- spray Sevin on the elm trees .again.
management in Buffalo has been un- Integrated pest-management, which ing to raise the issue. At mid-summer Hundreds of calls poured into coun-
derway for two years now, resulting in requires political and and professional neither the council not the commis- cilmembers' andParks Department of-

j both success and frustration ' On the commitment, openness to change, ac- sioner perceived that there was sig- fices. Eight of-the nine councilmem-
one hand, broadcast spraying of the countability, and some initial finan- nificantopposition to spraying among bers asked that their districts be with-.

. city's trees with synthetic pesticides . cial investment, does not thrive very city residents.- drawn from the. treatment- program
it

has been nearly ended On the otheri well in such an atmosphere, if at all.
The return of Sevin

The- parks commissioner consented.. 

hand, the city still has• not developed
, i The Parks Departments initial stabs Several'councilmembers raised addi-

andintegratedpest management plan, at least toxic pest control were not With that mindset, the commissioner tional funds to place burlap and other.

and it has no plans to do so. Ours is the characterized by an enlightened, inte- decided to revert to spraying Sevin types of bands around-the trees -and
story of trying to change pesticide use ̀.. grated approach. The city decided to during. the 1992 season. The reason?

commissioner "non-
then applied" them with the' help 'of

'of
'

by an administration that is hostile to. use Bt and later, insecticidal soap to The said that the dozens volunteers
'

such change. - control elm leaf beetles in the •1990 toxic justdidn't work." We testified in Then, barely two weeks after the

It all started wit private meetings and 1991 spraying seasons. This was detail to the Common Council and the commissioner promised not to spray

by Buffalo citizens worried 'about the only a chemical substitution program. commissioner on the dangers of Sevin;
including associationswith

and after the councilmembers and voP
unteers had spent hundredi of hours- city's use of-Sevin;-a•particularlydan- There was no-monitoring carried out,; strong re-

gerous. carbamate . insecticide, to kill , no action thresholds established, and productive problems, birth- defects; banding trees; the spray crews came

the elm leaf beetle. Working with two no worker training in application of and both gastrointestinal and neuro- out after all, to spray "selected" trees

members of the Common Council, the insecticidal materials. The Bt manu- logical reactions. We also explained, for residents requesting it. The com-; .

city's legislative body, we developed facturer conducted a review of the the widely known drawbacks to foliar missioner had completely missed the

and the council passed an ordinance city's 1990 spray program and found (on the leaf) application programs. point—fear of general exposure.

establishing an integrated pest man- that the material was applied at the Nonetheless, the commissioner made The parks department's arrogance

agement policy for the city. wrong time and in insufficient an implicit decision thatSevin's known and deceit-ignited a further storm of

In the legislation we term thepolicy amounts. Our subsequentreviews con- health risks were less significant than protest, finally forcing councihnem

"least toxic pest management," to hers to realize that-spraying Sevin had' ,

make sure there is no confusion
that the aim of the policy is to re-
duce, not simply "manage," pesti-
cide use. We did not want IPM to be
interpreted the way the chemical
industry has been trying to rede-
fine it, as integrated chemical man-
agement.

The ordinance set up a nine-
member volunteer "Pest Manage-
ment Board" to advise city depart-
ments and residents on least toxic
pest control methods. The board
has a small publications budget and
is given about half a day's assistance
per week by council staff. Two
members are selected by the mayor,
five by the Common Council, and
one by the city's Environmental
Management Commission, a volun-
teer "conscience of the city" body
set up by the council., - -,

Our initial task ~ was to : ensure; b
thatthe appointees were; first, com-
mitted to the philosophy -of least
toxic pest management, and sec—
ond, drawn from diverse back-
grounds. We were,successful in
this. The board includes two envi-

to stop. They are now considering
legislation banning city use of certain
chemicals. The nextstep: is to make
the council imderstand-that IPM is a
budgetary issue.
Our experience has taught us the

following lessons:

For all its offical powerlessness; -
an advisory board can still be very .
useful. Committed members can
make it an excellent tool for de-
veloping model programs, evalu=
sting' health -and, environmental
impact's; draftiiig'iegislation, tes
if yirig at hearings, and speaking
with the press.

• However, like any tool, an advi-
sory board needs an agent—in this
case public concern—to put it to
good use. Anadvisoryboard must

-~ Yiaveaconstituentdaseif itis'ttsebe
effective. In the ,unlikeLy.:evenf°
that government is enthusiastic

- about implerrienting a,program;
this might not be so , important.
But when it is indifferent or even
hostile to changing its use of pes-

ronmentalists; an attorney; a cancer _. ticides, a constituent base is essen-
researcher, a biology professor; arep- firmed these findings.......: :; damage that might occurto the trees, _ ~. tial to, demonstrate to~politicians
resentative from an organization in- ~ _ : s

Our proposals
although the degree of potential dam- ~thatf,there is-a~ real desire for-

-change Wvolved in worker.heahMssues, a rep- age and its effects onthe trees has-not by the,public
resentative'from the cooperative ex- To address the deficiencies of the pre= been studied by the department .
tension, and two representatives from vious two years' elm leaf beetle con- An unfortunate underlying issue • Citizens must work to ensure that
the city bureaucracy., trol.programs, in 1992 we presented is the presence of almost MOO gallons appointed board members are

Initially-:we' broke the committee the Parks Department and-the Com- and450poundsof unused Sevin stock- committedto the legislation's ob-
up into three •subcommittees con- mon Council with a formal-I-PM pro- piled in city .warehouses. The chemi- jectives. We- know of jurisdictions
cerned with schooI`p nticide use, elm gram that included public education, cal will be a disposal liability if it is not that have copied oui legislation
leaf beetle control, and assessment of monitoring, establishment of treat- used Getting rid of it could cost as and appointed a board uncom=
current city pest management prat- ment thresholds, worker training, pro- much as $1,000 for a 55-gallon drum. mitted to IPM and reducing pesti-
tices. This year we decided to establish gram evaluation, and a dual 

treatmentThe public takes a stand. ̀
tide use. Needless to say, in those

a fourth subcommittee for long-range program using less toxic chemicals. places no substantive reforms in '
planning and public education and We estimated that the program would The administration and to a lesser pesticide use are taking place. '
outreach. cost the city between $15,000 and extent-the council were riot swayedto

At first we focused on developing: $24,000 (not including the labor re- an alternative course of action. They • ' Advisory boards must be careful
quired to apply materials to the trees). did not think there was a constituency not to fall into the trap of "c-66p-

1. An IPM elm leaf beetle program Despite its relatively low cost, our interested in least toxic pest manage- eration lethargy:' Bring issues
2. IPM -bid specifications 'for the program faced`two significant barri- men[ We decided it was time to begin before the public and' create a

schools ers: the city was facing its worst budget educating city residents about the pro- public debate about programs you
3. Public educationon IPM lawn care deficit since the 1970s; and the parks posed program and our recommenda- develop. Our parks commissioner

options department had ahuge stock of Sevin tions. Iii newspapers•andontelevision is very good at ,attending meet-
4. A survey of all pest management already on hand, making it harder-to we spread the word on Sevin and ex- ings, "cooperating." But when it

programs run by the city's various convince legislators to spend suddenly plained the workability of our alter- comes to the nuts and bolts—sup=
departments." scarce money-on a less toxic program. native. porting a, program with • money

"Cooperation"
The parks commissioner would not The independent efforts of the and labor—his real feelings on the
support our proposed program; but Richmond NeighborhoodAssociation issue become very clear.

Cooperation was the key word during did agree to conduct an IPM effort in meshed perfectly with this effort. The
our first year and a half of work. We a pilot area, if the council came up group •had.worked throughout the •' Advisory boards'can create a ch- r
had  regular,­open dialogue and ex- . with extra money. winter ' to organize its own elm tree mate for change by actively "edu-'
change of information with both city The council budgeted about $3,000 treatment program, which ,involved eating city leaders, the press, and
and school staf f.' Eventually, however, . to' conduct a pilot program on 300 placing burlap at the base of the elm the public We'have decided thaE
we realized'that all of our talking, all trees involving only monitoring and trees to capture beetle larvae. The a primary area of our work-in the .
our cooperating, was having no last- spraying with Bt and horticultural oils. group had requested .early on riot to coming year will be on outreach
ing impact on'the' pest management A local-neighborhood group had al- be included in thecity's spraying plans, and education. We have targeted
practices of any executive body. ready developed a program to'band and the burlap program and the com- - three groups:community leaders,

Buffalo government is probably the trees with burlap. ' ' "' munity spirit involved in carrying it neighborhood- associations;- and
like that of many other cities: operat- -The city carried out the program, out were well-covered by the media in the media. It has become clear to-
ing with insufficient resources, bur- and we are presently analyzing its suc- throughout the spring. In effect, the us that we can best-change admin-
dened by too many patronage jobs; cess. It may not matter. In delibera- group demonstrated'to city residents "istration'policies" by first chang-

tions on the upcoming, 1993 budget that they could take their own, non- ing private'sector programs and city ...
further-efforts were left completely toitic steps'to coiitrol elan leaf beetles.. residents' attitudes.

Karen Murphy 'u_ chair of the Buffalo unfunded. - The parks commissioner As a result of this groundwork and
Pest Management Board and a Great refused to ask for money for IPM in our efforts, conditions were ripefor a Effective'7PM programs require

t. "Lakes United field coordinator." his budget, and the Common Council, political firestorm when it became "" " ' continued' next page
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Sevin . and the Power of Public· Opini():il·in. Buffalo 
, by Karen Murphy, 

The struggle for safe, effective pest 
management in Buffalo has been un-

,,' derway for two years now, resulting in 
both success and ftustratio~' On the 
one hand, broadcast spraying of the 
city's trees with synthetic pesticides 
has been nearly ended On the other 
hand, the city still has' not developed 
and integrated pest management plan, 
and it has no plans to'doso. Ours is the 
story of trying to change pesticide use,:'" 

. , by an administration that is hostile to ' 
such change. 

,',';,,' 

It all started with'private meetings 
by Buffalo citizens worried: about the 
'city's use ofSeVin;-aparticularly dan­
gerous carbamate, insecticide, to kill , 
the elm leaf beetle. Working with two 
members of the Common Couhcil, the 
city'S l,egislative body,. \ve developed 
and the council passed an ordinance 
establishing an integrated pest man­
agement policy for the city. 

In the legislation we term the policy 
"least toxic pest management," to 
make sure there is no confusion 
that the aim of the policy is to re­
duce, not simply "manage," pesti­
cide use. We did not want IPM to be 
interpreted the way the chemical 
industry. has been' trying to rede­
fine it, as integrated chemical man­
agemenL 
, The ordinance set up a nine­

member volunteer "Pest Maitage­
ment Board" to advise city depart­
ments and residents on least toxic 
pest control methods. The board 
has a small publications budget and 
is gi ven about half a day's assistance 
per week by council staff.· Two 
members are selected by theinayor, 
five by the Common Council, and 
one by the city's Environmental 
Management Commission, a volun­
teer "conscience of the city" body 
set up by the council., " '. ,- . 

Our initial task;waS to'ensure;lb 
that·the apPointees w~re; fitst, co~.: . 
mitted to the philosophy of . least 
toxiC pest management, and sec-, . 
ond, drawn from diverse back­
grounds. We were. successful in 
this. The board includes two envi­
ronmentalists, an attorney, a cancer 
researcher, a biology professor,-a.rep­
resentative fro~, an organization in­
volved in worker::health:iSsues, a rep­
resentative:fromthe cooperative ex­
tension, and two representatives from 
the city bureaucracy.,,' " 

Initiallyw.e:broke the committee 
up into three .subcommittees con­
cerned with schoolpestieide use,elm 
leaf beetle control, and assessment of 
current city pest management prac­
tices. This year we decided to establish 
a fourth subcommittee for long-range 
planning and public education and 
outreach. 

At first, we focused on d.eveloping: 

1. An IPM elm leaf beetle program 
2. IPMbid specifiCations 'for the 

schools . 
3. Public education on IPMlawn care 

options 
4. A survey of all pest management 

programs run by the city's various 
departments. ' ; - . 

"Cooperation"" :-,,', '; .... 

Coope~tio~ ~a"S 'the key'w~rd during 
our first year and a half of work. We 
had regwar'-'opendiaIogue and ex~ 
change of information with both city 
,indschoolstaff.Eventu.i.lly,however, 
we realized that all of our talking, all 
our cooperating, wrut'naving no last~ 
ing impact on'the ~tmanagement 
'practices of any executive body. .' 

• Buffalo government is probably 
like that of mimy dth~r cities: operat­

. ing, with insufficierttresources, bur­
dened by toomanypatronllge jobs; 

Karen Murphy is chair of the Buffalo 
Pest Management Board 'arUla Gredt 
lA/US United field cOordinator. . 

and hampered by city workers poorly 
trained for many of the jobs they do. 
Integrated pest'management, which 
requires political and professional 
commitment, openness to change, ac, 
countability, and some initial finan­
cial investment, does not thrive very 
well in such an atmosphere, if at all. ' 

The Parks Department's initial stabs 
at least toxic pest control were not 
characterized by an enlightened, inte­
grated approach. The city decided to 
use Bt· and later, insecticidal soap to 
control elm leaf beetles in the ·1990 
and 1991 sprayirtgseasons. This was 
only a chemical substitution program. 
There was no·monitoring carried out, .. 
no action thresholds established, and 
no worker training.in application of 
insecticidal materials. The Bt manu­
facturer conducted a review of the 
city's 1990 spray program and found 
that the material was applied at the 
wrong time and in insufficient 
amounts. Our subsequent reviews con-

"T.ouse biological cOl'ltrols 
you l\~ trained people." 

'"\Ie just have untra\ned. 
city \Horkers." 

firmed these findings. .,. ., .. _ ... 
O~r p~opOsals " ., ., 

To address the deficiencies of the pre­
vious two years' elm leaf beetle con~ 
trol. programs, in 1992 we presented 
the Parks Department and:the ,Com­
nion Council with a formal'IPM pro­
gram that included public education, 
monitoring, establishment of treat­
mentthresholds, worker training, pro­
gram evaluation, and a dual treatment 
program using less toxic chemicals. 
We estimated that the program would 
cost the City between $15,000 and 
$24,000 (not including the labor re­
quired to apply materials to the trees). 

Despite its relatively low cost, our 
program faced two significant barri­
ers: the city was facing its worst budget 
deficit since the 1970s; and the parks 
. departJilent had a hiige stock of Sevin 
already on hand, making it hardeno 
convince legislators to spend suddenly 
scarce money·on a less toxic program. ' 
The parks commissioner would not 
support our proposed program; but 
did agree to conduct an IPM effort in 
,a pilot area, if the council came up 
with extra money. . 

. The council budgeted about $3,000 
to' conduct' a pilot program on 300 
trees involving only monitoring and 
spraying with Bt and horticultural oils. 
A locaIneighborhood g'roup had al­
ready developed a prograin'toband 
the trees With burlap. '. '" ,.. . . 

The city carried ouf the program, 
and we are preseritly analyzing its suc­
cess. It may not matter. In delibera­

" tions on' the upComing· 1993 budget 
, further· efforts wer.~deft completely 
unfunded ,The parks commissioner 
refused to ask for money for IPM in 
his budget, and the Common Council, 

faced,With the specter of police and 
fire department layoffs, were'unwiIl~ 
ing to raise the issue. At mid-summer 
neither the council not the commis­
sioner perceived that there was sig­
nificantopposition to spraying among 
city residents. 

The return of Sevin 

With that mindset, the commissioner 
decided to revert to spraying Sevin 
during the 1992 season. 'The reason? 
Thecommissioner said that the "non, 
toxic just didn't work." We ,testified in 
detail to the Common Council and the 
commissioner on the dangers of Sevin; 
including strong associations'withre­
productive problems, birth'defects, 
and both gastrointestinciI and neuro­
logical reactions. We also explained 
the widely know~ drawbacks to foliar 
(on the leaf) application programs. 
Nonetheless, the commissioner'made 
an implicit decision that Sevin's known 
health risks were less significant than 

"So this year .~e·re giVing the~ 
canisters or toxic. cheJYIlcals. " 

damage that might occurto the trees, 
although the degree of,potentialdam~ 
age and its effects on the trees has'not 
been studied by the departmenL . 

An unfortunate underlying issue 
is the presence of almo§t SO()" gallons 
and 450 pounds of unused Sevin stock­
piled in city warehouses. The chemi­
cal will be a disposal liability if it is not' 
used Getting rid of it could cost as 
much as $1,000 for a 55-gaIlon drum., 

The public takes a stand. 

The administration and to a lesser 
extent-the council were riot swayed to 
an alternative course of action. They 
did not think there was a constituency 
interested in least toxic pest inanage­
menL We decided it was time to begin 
educating city residents about the pro­
posed program and our recommenda­
tions.Innewspapers'andontelevision 
we spread the word on Sevin and ex­
plained the workability of out alter­
native. 

The independent' efforts of the 
Richmon<iNeighborhoodAssodation 
m~~hed}>en ectly with thisefforL The 
group:.h3:d·. worked throughout the 
winter'to organize its own elm tree 
treatment program, which involved 
placing burlap at the base of the elm 
trees to 'capture beetle ,larvae. The 
group had requested ,early on nono 
beincludedin the'city's spraying plans, 
and theburla:p program and the com~ 
munity spirit involved in carrying it 
out were well~overed by the media in 
throughout the spring. In effect, the 
group deinoristrauid'to City residents 
that they coUld take their own, non­
toxic steps 'to control elni leaf beetles: 
. 'As a result of This groundwOrk arid 

our efforts, conditioris were ripe for a 
political firestorm wheri"if. l>eCariie 

. clear that the city was, planning to 
spray sevin on the elm trees again. 
Hundreds of calls poured into coun­
cilmembers' andParks Departmentof­
fices~ Eight of ,the nine councilmem" 
bers asked that their districts be with­
drawn from the. treatment' program. 
The" parks' commissioner" consented. 
Several 'councilmembers raised addi­
tional funds to place burlap and other, 
types of bands around-the trees; 'and 
then applied them with the 'help '6f 
dozehS 'of volunteer~ '", "t- -,' 

Then; barely two weeks after the' 
cqmmissioner, proffiised not"tospray 
aiid,afterthe counciImembeis alid vol­
~teers had sPent huncfredS of h6~rs 
banding trees, the spray crews came 

. 
" ' 

out after all, to'spray '~seleCted" trees·. f_" '. 

for residents requesting iL Thecom-~'7<, 
missioner had completely missed the-:::" :- ••. 
point"-fear of general expOsure. ,; ;',-: ., .. ' ... 
· . The parks departmenfs arrOgan,ce, ,:: .' :.'. 
and deceit ignited a further storm of ';~r" 
protest, finally forCing councilmem;; .... :··'It' 
hers to realize thatspraying Sevin had 
to stop. They are now considering 
legislation banning City use of certain 
chemicals. The next step,~s to make 
the council imderstand ·that IPM is a 
budgetary issue. 

Our experience has taught us the 
following lessons: ' 

.. ' ; - ... ;,7~ 

.< For all its offical powerles~ii'~~~i' " 
an advisory board can still be very . 
useful. Committed members can 

. make it an excellent tool for de­
veloping model programs, evalu-

, ating' health' and' environmental 
iInpacfs:'dtafting'legislation;·tes­

~ tif yirfg at heatings, arid speaking 
with the press. 

• However, like any tool, an advi­
sory board needs an agent-in this 
case public concern-to put it to 
good use .. An ·advisory board must " 

"d'h3{ve'acon~tituent6ru;eifit'is;tri'be ' 
effective. In, ,the ~uhliker}' reveni 

• that government is enthusiastic 
. - abOuHmplementing a ,progr:;u.n,; 

this might not be so .important. 
But when it is indifferent or even 
hostile to changing its use of pes­
ticides, a constituent base is essen-

·~·tial ~oAem(;mstrate to'politipians 
· ~ .. that"there' 'is,ra'"re~~"desire"f or, 

"changebythe'public"'<"'-" ' .. ;~" 

• Citizens must work to enSure that 
appointed' board members are 
committed to the legislaiion's ob­
jectives. W eknow 6f jurisdictions 
that have copied oui legislation 
and appointed a board uncom~ 
mitted to IPM and reducing pesti­
cide use. Needless to say, in those 
plaCes no 'substantive reforms in 
pesticide use are taking place. '. 

.' Advisory boards must be carefui 
not to fall into'the trap of "coop­
eratiori lethargy." Bring issues 
before·the public and create a ' 
p~blicdebateaboutprograrnsyou 
develop. Our parks commissioner 
is very good at ·attending meet­
ings, "cooperating." But when it" 
comes to the'nuts and bolts-s,:,P'" 
porting a program With, mO,ney 
and labot-hisreal feelings on the 
issue become very clear. 

! 

.' Advisory ooardscan create a cli­
mate forchange'by activeIy'edu,: 
cating city leaders,thepress, and 

.the publiC. W ehave decided that 
a primary area of our waTkiri the 
coming year will be on 'outreach 
and educationW e have targeted 
three groups:.community leaders, 
neigh borhood . associations; . and 
the media. It has become clear to 

" usthatwecanbest;change~dmin­
. 'istration 'policies by first chang­

ing private'sectotprograms and city 
residents' attitudes. . 

• Effective"IPM progrlun~ require 
. ""connnued"next page 
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o1 ier~ is des and. ̀ ge T"ilL age" Duke 1t. 
0.
0t i hw~,

by'Reg`Gab~ert
t tculture,accounts form than

half of America's use of herbicides,
t 

and some Iowa corn and soybean
farmers are trying to do something
about it.

The self-help Practical Farmers
of Iowa (PFI) work with
Iowa State University to
designon-farmtestsof vari-
ous low- or no-herbicide
farming techniques and to
analyze their results. Ac-
cording to Rick Exner, an
Iowa State scientist work-
ing for the program, the
aim is to create and encour-
age farming methods that
are "both profitable and en-
vironmentally sound." ._

Farmers.use herbicides .
to control weeds because
they compete with crops for
nutrients, light, and mois-
ture, potentially causing
serious reductions in crop
yields. Practical Farmers tries to
reduce the need for herbicides by
developing sophisticated forms of
tillage (methods for ploughing the
soil and tending crop seedlings), seed-
ing rate (the number of seeds planted
per inch of row) and crop rotation
(planting different crops on the.land
each season).

The program also brings PFI
members into classes and before
young people's farming organiza-

tions like the Future . Farmers of for a yield of about 140 bushels sell- previous year's weed seeds from the
America. in order to expose young ing at $2.40 each—a, total of around row :zone, discourage.the:germina-
farmers to low.- and no-pesticide $340 income per. acre. Given the tion of I weed seeds, and eliminate
farming strategies. vicissitudes of farming, that yield sprouted weeds.

The Iowa program is driven by provides only a razor-thin margin of Such efforts do reduce costs. Iowa
the PFI member concernsthat pesti- profit, so money saved by reducing State studies of the 1987 to 1991 sea-
cide exposure may be bad for the or eliminating the use of herbicides sons indicate virtually no decrease in

crop yield Two dozen tri-
als during the 1989 to 1991
period showed savings of

p $7.45 and $7.81 per acre in
production costs for corn
and soybeans respectively.

However, the low- and
no-pesticide methods are
somewhat more labor and
management intensive
than applying herbicidesi
and the degree to which
this is the case for a par-

r ticular crop in particular
soil andnutrient conditions

3 determines the feasibility.
of the alternative methods.

Nonchemical weed con-
trol's biggest problem as ap,-

long-term health of the fields and has the potential for substantial eco- plied to row crops is that it may raise
the people who work in them.- -T-he nomic-benefit-to-the-farmer. per-acre-labor-requirements by 5 to
program's premise, however, is the The starting point for many farm- 25 percent. The extra labor's cost is
possibility of making changes in pes- ers using PFI-developed techniques usually more than offset by not hav-
ticide use that generate savings as is banding, the practice of applying ing to buy herbicides, but the diffi-
well as safety. herbicides only on the actual crop culty is the availability of that labor

Herbicide purchase and applica- row. This can reduce herbicide use and the machinery laborers operate: ,
tion (usually only one application by as much as two-thirds. many farming communities face
per season is required) can cost up to Many of the techniques under shortages of both at critical times in
$30 an acre. Crop-production costs development by the PFI program the farming cycle.
for Iowa corn, given typical land and involve refinement of "ridge tillage." The bottom line is that most f"-
labor costs, might run $300 per acre Under ridge tillage, the crop is ers today feel they -cannot, afford

planted with no prior disturbance of practices, even when they net them
• h '1 ' h ' - .. - 

  
- 

(~~ 
t e so i nto t e ridge e t rom t e more profit per acre, u, by theirSati.-I)i1eg-o"s 172 Rhwls previous crop.- Using the right ma- labor or machinery requirements,
chinery, appropriate crop strains, they limit the amount of land they
proper timing, and suitable planting can put into production.

Axe ® Peso (~ &F{ r densities, it is possible to remove the

by Becky Riley, coalition is working with the PTA EPM in Am
Northwest Coalition for Alternatives ver-and other groups to setup an over-

sight—comm. itteesight;committee; to~review imple-, .^ -continuedfrom page 9"­.
Sharon aylor, 7 mmentation of the new policy: - 'focus onthe practices of govern-
Enidi,5hrriental Health Coalition The major pest problems faced ment itself for a reason that has
San Diego's 172 public school sites by the San Diego schools include changed but is still applicable-today-
are safer forchildren thanks to three ants, roaches, fleas, mice, rats, weeds, threatened"preemption:' From 1986
years of collaboration between the and turf disease. These problems until just last year it was widely be-
Environmental Health Coalition and are being addressed through meth- lieved that the federal courts would
the San Diego Unified School Dis- ods that include the use of sticky eventually rule that local ordinances
trict traps, caulking', proper sanitation and governing commercialapplication of

The San Diego school board for= 'F ,... food'stoi•age procedures; and proper pesticides would be rendered invali
many adopted a n,' integrated pest ' landscape design. by federal, pesticide law. Such
management (IPM) policy for One pest exclusion plan pre- ruling, however, would not affect
grounds and building maintenance sented to the board is the "Kids Cof- internal government policies, which
in October 1991, but work with the fee Can Campaign," in which stu- are regulation of the public use o_ f
school district safety office and the dents bring in empty coffee cans pesticides.
district_s grounds and maintenance with tight-fitting,lids for storage of In 1991 the Supreme Court rule
personnel had already led io a sig- fish or mouse food and edible art that there was no federal preemp-
nificant seduction of pesticide use. supplies like macaroni. No one is tion, but legislation to bring it about

In fact, the receptivity of district allowed to bring their (potentially anyway has now been introduced in
pest management personnel to pes- flea-infested) pets to school. Several Congress and is also under consider-
ticide use reduction goals and prat- district schools have already assigned ation in some states (one such bill has
tices was a key factor in the. success specific eating areas outdoors to already been passed by the Michi-
of the coalition's effort to get a dis- avoid classroom pest problems. gan Senate). Given the power of the
trict policy. In addition, the teacher's Free consulting services by the chemical companies on the national
union unanimously supported the- San Diego County Environmental
new lic The National Ed—tion H lth D 1 bl

Axbor
And, some state levels, what was true
in 1986 is true today: modifying the
pesticide use policies of government
itself is the only pest management
reform guaranteed to stand the test
of time. Citizens . might consider
working p-m. government pesticide
use asthe first step in any pesticide-
related activism.

d Ann Arbor's new policies have ,
a had many beneficial effects, some

planned,othersnot. Administrators,
initially reluctant, have found that
the policies help them respond to
citizen inquiries and complaints.

d Standards set at thegovernment level
have caused subtle changes in the
general perception of pesticides in
Ann Arbor. Notification has had a
direct public education benefit. The
policies function without potential
state or federal interference. And
there has been a notable reduction
in pesticide use in Ann Arbor. -

po y. r n _ea epartment are avar a e to
Association and the national Parent the schools. The department has ®~ , Sevin and. the Buffalo Nbli .
Teachers Association backed reso- already adopted an IPM policy for
lutions endorsing the concept of IPM disease-carrying pests (mosquitoes, continued from prearious page
for schools. 'rats,squirrels, etc.), thanks to an ear- leadership and commitment from

Although many procedures are' lier effort by the Environmental management and, at a minimum,
already informally in place in the Health Coalition. interest from workers. We have
district, they will be reviewed and EHC's advice to other groups ad- neither in Buffalo and it is our
formally written.up for inclusion in vocating pesticide use reduction in greatest barrier to reforming pest
district procedures manuals. Train- their schools: "Don't try to do much management programs within the
ing in IPM techniques-for all San too fast:' city Parks Department We have
Diego County school pest manage- Groups and parents should first reached the conclusion that asindi-
ment personnel was conducted in get their districts to adopt a general viduals we have to look at funda-
May in an all-day session with con- policy statement endorsing IPM and mentally changing the city struc-
sultana Sheila Daar from the .Bio- pesticide use reduction concepts. tore if we want to see positive
Irh4ral Resource Center in Berke- Then take more time to work with change in city use of pesticides.
ley, California. district- maintenance personnel, #

Meanwhile, the district_is so con- teachers,:and others to allow broad
fident that its new program will be input and build support for the par- At this point the mosteffective law for
successf ul that it-recently let its pes- titular _procedures to be adopted us is one that bans the use of Sevin to
ticide applicator's licenses expire under the policy.
and will readvertise its cu 'ent srr - F ' fer . or more m ormatron, contact
vice contract using language consis- the Environmental Health Coalition,
tent with the IPM policy: Opera- 1717-Kettner Blvd. #101, San Diego,
tions staff are now Iresponsible for CA 92101,619-235-0281. EHC sells a
training other districtpest manage- "School Pesticide Use Reduction
merit personnel about the new-policy Guide? for $12, and both the guide
and pest control .procedures. The and'a slide show for $95.

control the elm leaf beetle. Such a
policy has drawbacks: it can create
animosity between our advisory body .
and the departments we are supposed
to advise; itcan fundamentally setback
movement towards governmentadop-
tion of an IPM approach because it
implies a lack of trust, and without
trust you cannot have accountability;
and it can create public resentment
against less toxic pest management
programs when city unwillingness to
learn how to use less toxic methods
results in unabated pest problems.

However, in Buffalo the issue is_.
now one of public protection.
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:: ·byJ~g'Giibert ' , .'. tions like the' Future. Farmers of 
America in order to expose young 
farmers to low- and no-pesticide 
farming strategies. 

for a yield of about 140 bushels sell­
ing at $2.40 each-a total· of around 
$340 income per, acre. Given the 
vicissitudes of farming, that yield 
provides only a razor-thin margin of 
profit, so money saved by reducing 
or eliminating the use of herbicides 

"Agiicult:~r:eaccounts for,morethan 
hili of Amenca'suse of herbicides, 
and' some Iowa corn arid soybean 
farmers are trying to do something 
about it. 

The self-help Practical Farmers 
f of Iowa (PFI) work with 

'Iowa State University to 
design on-farm tests of vari­
ous low- or no-herbicide' 
farming techniques and to 
analyze their results. 'Ac­
cording to Rick Exner, an 
Iowa State scientist work- , 
ing for the program, the 
. aim is to create andencour­
age farming' methods that' 
are "both profitable and en- ' 
vironmentally sound" 

. The Iowa program is driven by 
the PFI member concernnhat pesti­
cide exposure may be bad for the 

sprouted weeds. ' 
Such efforts do reduce oosts. Iowa 

State studies of the 1987 to 1991 sea­
sons indicate virtually nodectease in 

crop yield Two dozen tri­
als during the 1989 to 1991 
period showed savings Of 
$7.45 and $7.81 per acre in 
productioh costs for corn 
and soybeans respectively. 

However, the low- and 
no-pesticide methods' are 
somewhat more labor and 
management intensive 
than applying herbicides; 
and the degree to which 
this is the case for a par­
ticular crop in particular Farmers use herbicides. 

to control weeds because 
they compete withcrops for 
nutrients, 'light, and mois­
ture, potentially causing 
serious reductions in crop 

.~ soil and nutrient conditions 
'] determines the feasibility 
~ of the alternative methods. - _____________________________________ -' 1 Nonchemicalweedcon-

trot's biggest problemas ap,-
yields. ,Practical Farmers tries to 
reduce the need for herbicides by 
developing sophisticated forms of 
tillage (methods for ploughing the 
soil and tending crop seedlings), seed­
ing rate (the number of seeds planted 
per inch of row) and crop rotation 
(planting diff erent crops on the land 
each season). 

long-term health of the fields and has the potential for substantial eco- plied to row crops is that it may raise' 
the ;people who work in them~ 'Fhe--nomic-benefit-to-the-farmer'.,-----per-acre-laborrequirements by-5 to 
prOgram's premise, however, is the The starting point for mariy farm- 25 percent. The extra labor's cost is 
possibility of making changes in pes- ers using PFI-developed techniques usually more than offset by no~ hav-
ticide use that generate savings as is banding, the practice of applying ing to buy herbicides, but the diffi-
well as safety. herbicides only on the actual crop culty is the availability of·that labor 

Herbicide purchase and applica- row. This can reduce herbicide use and the machinery laborers operate: 
tion (usually' only one application by as much as two-thirds. many farming communities face 
per season is required) can cost up to Many of the techniques under shor.tages of both at critical times in 

The program also brings PFI 
members into classes and before 
young people's farming organiza-

$30 an acre. Crop-production costs development by the PFI program the farming cycle. " 
for Iowa corn, given typical land and involve refinement of "ridge tillage." The bottom line is that most f~-
labor costs, might run $300 per acre Under ridge tillage, the crop is ers today feel they·can~<?r:,arford 

planted with no prior disturbance of practices, even when they net them 

$aii~~DiegO's172 Schools 
Are Almost Pestidde-Free 
by Becky Riley, coalition is w,orking with the PTA 
Nort",west c;oalitWnfor A!ternatives and <?t}:ler groups to ~e! up an over-
tofEes.t.tc,.i:i:I$s;:and=:...:.:;:;:,,'f.:.:f.~;::::::::::::::;;;,:;.;;;':::' '::, ~igh.~-::'~ommJtte~;to:" r.eview· iIIlple-: . 
Sha:r.~-,~a'!~l!!!, .. :: ..... ,,~.- ;.;""~.,.!,, ~ _ \". ,,, :Ii1entation.of the ne,w policy. " 
EnvtronmentalHealth Coalitwn The major pest problems faced 
San Diego's 172 public school sites by the San Diego schools include 
are safer f or children thanks to three ants; roaches, fleas, mice. rats, weeds, 
years of collaboration between the and turf disease. These problems 
Enviromnental Hea1thCoaliuon and are being addressed through meth-
'the San Diego Unified Schoc;>lDis- ods that inch;tde the use of sticky 
t . t • -', lk···' . . .·d r~<:.:.,~" .. "" ',."" "' .... r,~.,~ .. -" •.• _... traps,cau lng, proper samtatlon an 
. ,),11~~S~.n._Q,i~Q.~h<?Q.l. haMaf 6t..:' food storage procedures; and proper 

mally .a<!op~e~ ',an:integrated-:p~esC landscape design. . 
management (IPM)"p6Iicy for Onep~st exclusion plan pre-
grounds and building maintenance sented to the board is the "Kids Cof-
in October 1991, but work with the - fee Can Campaign," in which stu-
school district safety office and the dents bri.ng in empty coffee cans 
district's grounds and riiainfenai?~e with tight-fitting .lids for storage of 
personilel'had already 100 to" a sig- , fish or, mouse food and edible art 
nificant reduCtion of pesticide use.' supplies like macaroni. No one is 
. ',In fact, the receptivity of district allowed to bring their (potentially 

pest management personnel to pes- flea-infested) pets to school. Several 
ticide use reduction goalsandprac- districtschoolshavealrearlyassigned 
tices was a key factor in the success specific eating areas outdoors to 
of the coalition's effort to get a <lis- avoid classroom pest prOblems. 
trict policy. In addition, the teacher's Free consulting services by the 
union unanimously suppOrted the, San Diego County Environmental 
new policy. The National Education l:lealthDepartment are available to 
Association and the national rarent the schools. The department has 
Teachers Association backed reso- already adopted an IPM policy for 
lutions endorsing the concept of IPM disease-carrying pests (mosquitoes, 
for schools. . , "', rats,squirrels,etc.),thank~toanear-

Al~po}lgh many procedures are . Her effort by the Environmental 
alre,a-~y-:3:ilformally in place in the Health Coalition. . 
district, t~ey .)\Im, b~ reviewed ~nd ERGs advice to other groups ad-
formally written up for inclusion in vOcating pesticide use reduction in 

the soil into the ridge left from the more profit per acre, if, by their 
previous crop.' Using the right ma- labor or machinery requirements, 
chinery, appropriate crop strains, they limit the amount of land they 
proper timing, and suitable planting can put into production. 
densities, it is possible to remove the 

. . . IPM in Ann Arbor 
continued fr'01npage 9 "'''.' .' .,' - ",and'some state levels, what was true 

. focus on the practiCes of govern- in 1986 is trUe today: modifying the 
ment itself for a reason that has pesticide use policies of government 
changed but is still applicable today: itself is the only pest management 
threatened "preemption." From 1986 reform guaranteed to stand the test 
until just last year it was widely be- of time. qtizens might consider 
lieved that the f ederat courts would workingQn: government pesticide 
eventually rule that local ordinances use as.the fir:~tstep in any pesticide-
governing commercialapplication of relatedadlVism. . , 
pesticideswouldberenderedinvarid Ann Arbor's new policies hate" 
by federal pesticide law. Such a had many beneficial effects, some 
ruling, however, would not affect planned,othersnot. A~inistrators. 
internal government policies, which initially reluctant, have found that 
are regulation of the public use of the policies help them respc:;md to 
pesticides. citizen inquiries and complaints, 

In 1991 the Supreme Court ruled Standards set atthe goverrtmentlevel 
that there was no federal preemp- have caused subtle changes in the 
tion, but legislation to bring it about general perception of pesticides in 
anyway has now been introduced in Ann Arbor. Notification has had a 
Congress and is also under consider- direct public education benefit. The 
ation in some states (one such bill has policies function without potential 
already been passed by the MiChi- state or federal interference. And 
gan Senate). Given the power of the there has been a notable reduction 
chemical companies on the national in pesticide use in Ann Arbor. 

... Sevin and the Buffalo Public .' 

district procedures manuals. Train- their schools: "Don't try to do much 
,..;; . ,+': ing in IPM techniques .for all San tOO fast." 

continued iT'om pT'evious page 
leadership and commitment from 
management and, at a minimum, 
interest from workers. We have 
neither in Buffalo and it is our 
greatest barrier to reforming pest 
management programs within the 
city Parks Department. We have 
reached the conclusion that as indi­
viduals we have to look at f unda­
mentally changing the city struc­
ture if we want to see positive 
change in city use of pesticides. 

control the elm leaf beetle. Such a 
policy has drawbacks: it can create 
animosity between our advisory Qody 
and the departments we are supposed 
to advise; it can fundarnentallysetback 
movement towardsgovernmentadop­
tion of an IPM approach because it 
implies a lack of trust, ":lId without 
trust you cannot have accountability; 
and it can create Pllb~ic resentment 
against less toxic pest management 
programs when city unwillingness to 
learn how to use less toxic methods 
results in unabated pest problems. 

~ Diego County school pest manage- Groups and parents should first 
f"" ment personnel was conducted in get their districts to adopt a general 
I May in an all-dar session with"cc;>n- policystatem'entendorsingIPMand 
i sultan': Sheila Daar from thel}io- . pesticide use reduction concepts. ! Integral Resource Center in Berke- . Then take more time to work with 
~ ley, California" :: .... ' " district" maintenance personnel, 
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Meanwhile,the districtis s~ con- teachers,.and others to allow broad 
fident that its new program will be input and build support for the par-
successful that it'recently let its pes- ticular _procedures to be adopted 
ticide applicator's lieenses expire under the policy. 
and will readvertise its current ser- For more information, contact 
vice contract using language cons is- . the E~vironmenta1 Health Coalition, 
tent with the IPM POlicy: Opera':.. 1717 Kettner Blvd #101, San Diego, 
£Ions staff are now resporisible for CA 92101; 619-235-0281 ERC sells a 
training other district pest manage- "School Pesticide Use Reduction 

_ IIlentpersonnelabout~henewpolicy Guide',' for $12, and both the guide 
, arid pest control.procedures. The and.:~ slide show for $95. 

* * * 
At this point the most effective law for 
us is one that bans the use of Sevin to 

However, in Buffalo the issue is 
now one of public protection .-
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