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Instant Referehce to Pesticide Types andA Effects

o Types of A N L Modes of Significant Human Health | Environmen- Points_ of ‘Economic U.S. Federal :
Uses's . Substances'? | Formulations' | Killing?® Characteristics | Effects?’ tal Effects Pollution Effects Hazard Levels*
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Anygiven pesti- " Emuisifiable Onihecelllevel, " | lated addédtain blindness, convul- Beneficial * als, involve many lev- “ponts, home- | mal LD 5, ratings are
cide active ingredi- w,’hlnqclass k concentrates -+ |- interferes withthe - | crease the effective- sions end death insects killed els of preliminary - owners, poss- | similaranalyses
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“in ?r"r re- h Prufe® K ‘fow them to be Desiccants | ingredients canbe that last a long time, in pollinating planits | “substances. Any as- meal, crops scientific.way of say-
_on'the “inertingre- -1 Roach Prufe®), “fow ! ) ] g ong fime, petiinaling pia 4 Py P yolsay
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Sources {footnotes indicate maijor, but not sole, sources of ‘a column’s information): 'Common-Sense Pest Control, William Olkowski, Sheila Daar, Helga Olkowski, Bio-lntegral Resource Center, 510-524-2567 {1991, Taunton Press, Newton, Connecticut); "2On the Trail of o Pesticide,”
" Mary O'Brien {1984, Northwes! Coalition for Altematives to Pesticides; Eugene, Oregon, 503-344-5044); 3Casarett and Doull's Toxtco}ogy, Curtis Klaossen, Mary.Amdur, John Doull, eds., 3rd ed. {1986, Mocmillan, New York); 440 Code of Federal Regu|ahons 156.10 fuly 1991, US.
Govermment Printing Office, Washmglon DC) % "Stotus of Pesticides in Reregistration and Specnul Review” May 1992, US. Environmenial Protection Agency. 401 M St. SW, Washington, D.C. 20460,
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... Pesticide Use

continued from pager :
mate. the number of birth de-
fects caused.by -pesticides, al-

- though many pesticides have
- béen shown:to cause birth de- =
- fects in-animal studies. '
' Accordingly, cost:benefit

- The most famous 6f these, a

- comprehensive 1991 study con-

ducted by ateam of elevenledby -

. Cornell agricultural researcher:
- David Pimentel, concludeéd that

- synthetic pesticide use saved. $16
- billion annually in crop produc-

tion while costing $4 billion to

- apply and $8 billion in “social -
“and environmental costs,” includ-

ing $787 million inhuman health

impacts, most of which was at-
tributable to an estimated 70,000 -

pesticide-related cancers priced

at $70,000 each and 27 deaths :

priced at $2 million each.

) facturers ground, water,and par-

ticularly air pollution emissions
(amounting totens of millions of
pounds for single plants), as well

-.as a'share of the cost of oil spills

.

‘and: other accidents involving
- pesticide ingredients.
- . Government oversight

.- Pesticide use oversnght in North

~vironmental protection efforts.
. There are only a few specific’
’standards for erivironmental con-
‘tamination, as are typical in water.
- ‘discharge permitting (a few pesti-

‘cides have been restricted based

- .- onpersistence ingroundwater and
- accumulation in animals). .
“.And the. only serious (if
. flawed) standard for human-:

health exposure is in the deter-,

mination of “tolerances” for pes-

ticide residueson food. Worker

exposure standards are hun-
dreds, even thousands of times

~more lenient than food stan-

and other benefits. Government

decides whether a pesticide can
" be 'used based on a subjective; -

infinitely flexible standard—the

pesticide’s “risk-benefit ratio.”
The historical and (increas-

ingly thin) intellectual justifica-:

. tion for this state of affairs liesin
. the fact that, like cigarette smok-
" ing, the use of synthetic pesti-

-thetic pest1c1de use.

pesticide applications can very

- feasibly be replaced by what is "

known as “integrated pest man-’

. agement,” a pest control method
that rarely requires synthetic

pesticides and uses them only as
a last' resort. IPM theory was
worked out decades ago and its
practice has since been refined
successfully in all areas of pest
control.

But most government entities .

.and the pesticide-oriented eco-

' many kinds of hazardous wastes

 The industrial»acti‘t;lty most

_analogous topesticide applica-
. tion is discharge of hazardous

‘waste. Whether to water, air, or
.. land, waste discharge usually un-

dergoes preliminary treatment

‘and almost always: Tequires per-
~mitting. The permits -are often
sub_]ect to renewal and increas-
mg restrictionsovertime. Dump-

.7 : gross threat to human health. - -
. Thatoptionis notas radicalas .
" it may seem. . Today’s massive

—

Pesticide spraying is little dif-

: ferent, however, despite its gov-
ernment sanction.- Rhetorically, -
- it is arguable that covert dump- ~

ing of hazardous waste is the :
lesser danger to human health.

»Dangerous as it is, hazardous
“waste is at least not spec1f1cally s

designed to kill living things. .
The sad. fact is:that dumping -

in a rural ditch at night would

- expose fewer people less seri- .
_ouslythan the averageaerial pes- _ -
ticide sprayln% of neighboring *

L e

SRS A, (‘J EEP S —

i
e

- -analyses of pesticide use, even - ‘Ameéricaisuniqiie. Pesticidelaw - cides is dangerous even when . ing of industrial wastes without { .
‘' those conducted by.sympathetic -and regulation has no overall -.carried outasdirected. To judge - thesesafeguards, meagerthough : } o
« researchers,end upfindinganet = environmental protection goals - pesticides by traditional stan- = they often are under close in- - E
economic benefit to substantlal like those found in regional air . dards of human safety would - ' spection, is seriously illegal and =~ - } b
y levels of. pesticide use. :-quality standards and other en-. certainly putan end to most syn- _. considered by all concerned a =~ ~F |

Other major contributors to .. dards,withnorationalesave busi-~ nomic forcestheyrepresenthave - corn fields the next morning. - £
the environmental costs of pesti- . ness practicality for the differ- foreclosed examiration 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 pest1c1de users,
tamination, $12bxlhon, bird losses, -Zl. owner, and other typlcal formis pesticide use as a given. Natu- such compansons are-only se- -
_ (conservatively estimdted at 67  of exposure are analyzed and. rally this necessitates a regula- 7 mantic. Tojudge pesticide appli-
" ‘million-killed every year due to . _regulated poorly, neghgxbly, or: tory scheme that, in general, fa- = cations by the same-standards as - -
pest1c1de poisoning), $2.1 billion, - not at all.. - : - cilitates rather than hinders.pes- . industrial dischargés (that is; to °
pest resistance (causing repeated “Risk-b f . ticide use. carry them out’only when abso= " . .
applications), $1.4 billion, and isk-benefit . lutely necessary) would be, well et
. crop losses, about $1 billion. " - Because pesticide use is consid- A modest comparison um, uh—impractical. - oy
+ Al that figuring still left a ered essential by one of For many casual observers, this - A
" $4 billion net benefit to socxety, America’s economic and legisla- general approach seems sensible, Health standards' rlsks S .
. butitwould not be hard tdimag- tive powerhouses—agricul- even if some of its practical ef--- Underlylng governmentregula— E :
ine thatmuch money andagood . ture—pesticides are not judged" fects do not. But the strangeness - tion of pesnc1des is thézidea.of * - )
deal more in currently undocu- _solely by their impactonhuman  of the pesticide regulatory accept_.able risk,” the contention
mented costs. The most signifi- health and the environment. By scheme becomes apparent with - -that exposure to certain small -
cantof these is probably thecon-  law such impacts must be consid- comparison to governmentregu- quantities of pesticides are of -
< siderable share attributable to ered only in the context of lationofallotherusesofdanger- “negligible” harm té human be- ;
pesticides of the chemical manu- loosely determined economic ous chemicals, continued page 5 i =
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An Introductlon to Integrated P@t Management W

. Helga Olkowski
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by Wzllzam Olkowski, Shezla Daar,

- Integrated pest management isan -
appreach to pest control that uti- -
lizes regular monitoring to deter-'

~ mine if and when treatmerits are

" needed, and employs physical, me- -

only when and where the monitor-
_ing has indicated that the pest will

medical, or aestheuc damage.

‘Treatments are chosen and timed

to be most effective and least dis-
ruptive to natural pest controls. ...

cause’ unacceptable economic,

yield amounts and marketplace re-
turns against which to measure re-
sults, is relatively straight forward. But

puttmg adollar amount on the revul-.

sion caused by an orgamsm ‘or the

desire for a “perfect Jawn” is much

more difficult.
-You must ask yourself whether

ties,the purchascand use of safety .
equipment, occupational expo-
,sure to toxic materials
..ginning to be factored mto the 1
calculations. "~ - N R

the environments in which they
occur and the personal values

are be--

The kinds ‘of pést problems
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preventing the damage is worth ex- -
posing your family and pets to the’
potential health-impairing chemicals

-and commumty standards . of -
those experiencing the problems

Integrated Pest Management Program _varyenormouslyandchangeover _

-
i e o o e e T e Al o e
T T

in “conventional” pesticides, or, alter-  time..
natively, whether you are willing to Ultxmately,thedeasmns about ~
oo .. . . put the requisite time and effort into ~ what is tolerable, eitherin terms |' - - % ‘
Manitoring | Determining Applying | Evaluation & less-toxic alternatives. Clearly these of pest numbers or exposure to RROTI b

d Injury
Levels

‘Strategies Progrom

C arenotstraightforward questions, be-
Redesign

cause both the costs and the benefits
are harder to quantify than in tradi-
tional agriculture. Even in agricul-

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 '~

aphids)

remove mosquito habitat)

I In diecf Subpression Direct S . ture the evaluation is becoming more
: - ppressi Irect suppression difficultas coststhat oncewherecon-  your car must buckle their seat
. . . ) sidered external to production-- belts
Desugn/R_edemgn " Physncol/Mec‘homcd controls K groundwatercontammauon,pesuclde _ From “Common- SensePestCon
(e.g., design fences with “mow {e.g., apply sticky band to tree residues on and in the food, regula-  trol,” 1991 o
- strips” to block weed growth) | - trunk to keep ants off tree) tory requirements, educational activi- - -
) Habitat modification Bl Biological controls ‘ : _ : -'a N
: (e.g., drain low spots in yard to {e.g., release lacewings to kill But Cllemlawn Sald S
\ o e @

.methods and a biological control
agentor two. IPMis not merelya " -

- collection. of ¢chemical and -

nonchemical tools; it is a system :

" approach to a pest and involves - .
.certain critical steps that have
.nothing to do with tools.

4. IPM does not preclude the
use of pesticides, although IPM .

by Mary H. O'Brien -
.. 1 Integrated pest management
" is not whatever people say it is. IPM
has an historical origin and classical
meaning. :
2. IPM is not what chemical com-
pany salespeople say it is, namely a
mixture of chemicals. IPM arose out
- of aneed to reduce pestncxde use, not
perpetuate it programs that obviate or eventu-
" 3. IPM is not what roads depart- - - ally eliminate  the use of -toxic
- ments and agencies like the Forest.' -chemicals are cause for sausfac-
Service and the federal Bureau of tion. e

Least toxic chemical controls
{e.g., use insecticidal soap or
insect growth regulator)

Human behavior chonges
(e.g., improve kitchen sanitation _
to reduce roach numbers)

Bosod‘ on ] dnr!m Can'n;jc;rr.éense Pest Control, 199 iam Olkowski, Sheila Doot,]‘blgo Olkowski

IPM, developed originally for
agriculture, provides a process for

- chanical, cultural, biological, and
-~ educational tactics to keep -pest
" - numbers low- enough to prevent. tdentlfymg and reducing the fac-
intolerable damage or annoyance. tors causing pest problems; it is
- Least-toxic chemical controls are ..also” designed to determine
~."used asalast resort. -- = - whether the cost of a particular .
‘In'IPM programs, treatments * pest management action is worth- - Land Management have sometimes .. From Preparmg' an Excellent _
* arerot madeaccordmg toaprede—' - the result. Determining economic . claimed, namely a mixture of chemi- - * Pesticide Enwronmental Impact
|- termined schedule; they are made - -damage to acrop, where youhave - cals and a little bit of nonchemical Statement,"1987 -
J .
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A Common Lawn Peshcldes. Known Dongers
AR | L . Humon Heolth Effects Enwronmentol Eﬂects
1 Nervous | : Potential Foxicto | #:
' _ | Reproductive |  system Kidney or | Sensitizer or ‘Detected in | leacherto | Toxicto - flsh/uquum B
g Cancer | Birthdefects |  effects effects | liverdamage | .irritant | | groundwater | groundwater | birds = :| - orgamisms | Taxic to bees|:
~ . Insecticides -~ . .
- -Acephate” Xl ‘ . X , N X X
Bendiocarh - S C X . X X X X
byl b x x| x| x X X X X X
=5 Chlorpyrifos o C N S X X . X X X x X
DDVP- ] I X X ' X X
Diazinon R L) X X X X Tl x X X
lsozophos o E X X x X X
Isofenphos . ; . : X X X X X
= Molothion |- X X X X X X X
Methoxychlor ' X X X N X
.| Trichlocfon -+ | 0 | . «x X X X X X X
Herbicides v "
Atrazine ] xl X - X X X X | X
| Benefin e b B I PR X
Bensulide ol X X X X
24D XD e e X X X X X X X X )
DSMA ] ‘ X ' X
. - e ! N e 1_(\, ,.Arhw':', B ;«: A ”"A_ :-. i S N = WE - o~
Docthel X3 - - N X X x/
Dicamba o x X - X X ' X X
Diphenamid - © | - o i X
Endothall, =+~ X , ) _ ‘ X
Glyphosate . |° . | X : X X
Isoxhben " xl - ' X v R ¢
MCPA 7 o x| x| x - X X ' .
MCPP- _ X X X X X ' X
MSMA ‘ ; ; - X X
Pendimethalin ~ |+ x4- " x4 - X X X X
Pronamide IR ! ' ToX X X
Siduron O T X : ' ' o
Trifluralin xl X X X X X
Fungicides
- Benomyl x| x X X X S X
" | Chlorothalonil X5 . : : X X X X X
Moneb x5 | -x X X X , X
PCNB . - X L X X
Sylfur_ 1. C I o X . X
Triodimefon - | . .| < x ) ,
Ziram x6 | - x X X X - : X
-§ x)-EPA's possible humon corcmogen rating; x2-Based National Cancer Institute ep|dem|o|og|cc| evidence; x3-Based on contomination by TCDD (dioxin)-and hexachlorobenzene [HCB); x4--Based on - !
contamination by chlorobenzene; x5-EPA's pfoboble 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 Cogltion 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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... Pesticide Use

continued from previous page
ings. Given a certain benefit

gained froniu$e of ‘a pesticide,

-.such as cheaper food or fewer

vermin in kitchens, the risks in-:
herent in such exposures can be

acceptable

In governments view, usu\g

pesticides is analogous to any
number of human activities in
which risks and benefits have to
be balanced in order to decide

‘on a course of action.” Traffic

engineers decide where to place
stop lights by balancing the risk
of an accident against installa-
tion costs and effects on traffic
flow. Not every intersection can
have a light, so standards of ac-
ceptable risk must be developed.
To putitanother way, seatbelts -
‘harm a few people every year by
trapping them in their cars after
an accident. But thelikelihood is
that wearing a seatbelt will save
one’s life or prevent injury. This
makes the risk of being trapped
by a seatbelt acceptable. -
Justas 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 toisless than

" or thesameas x, thenthe govern-
.~ mentineffect consxders the pes-
- ticide safe.

- The problems with such a

‘scheme are many. Study results

" . may or may not be accurate and

i

may or may not apply to human

"beings. People may be exposed -
1. .to much more of a pesticide than
“'the quantity in question, and the

" chemical may act, or the hurnan

-a pesticide’s

being may react, much differ-
ently given the presence of other
chemicals.

Perhaps more significantly,
however, the claimed benefitsof
use and its
countervailing risks are mot
nearly so comparable as in
seatbelt use. In fact, benefits are

. sometimes completely undocu-

mented.

. Health standa:dsﬁ benef its

The benefitside of government’s
“risk-benefit” approach to regu-
lating pesticides is even more
flawed than its rlsk-assessment
scheme.

The rlsk-beneflt concept is a

‘child of the U.S. Federal Insecti-

* . cide, Fungicide and Rodenticide
. Act. This act governs the US.

Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s pesticide regulation efforts.
According to the act, pesticides
are not to beregistered for use if

' they pose

unreasonable risk toman 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 regulatorylatitude, 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 forceregulatorylenience.
There is little specificity in the
_ law on the how benefits of a

-

pesticide should be measured,
and there is a presumption of
economic benefit based on-the
very fact‘that a company has
bothered to bring the pesticide
to market.

. While Substannal health data
must be.submitted if a pesticide

" is to be registered, there is no

such 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

analysisis fatally problematicbe-
cause pesticide health risks are

- difficult to assess and almostim-

possible to quantify. However,
any reasonable implementation
of the risk-benefit approach
would require at minimum a de-

kind of human often least vul-
nerable to pesticide effects:
The. most vulnerable of hu-

inans—children and pregnant’

women—arebythegovernment’s
implicit admission at unaccept-
able risk from pesticide use.

® Asiscommon knowledge, fe-
- tusesare 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
knowledgeof pesticide effects
on human fetuses, but fetal
pesticide effects are often re-
searched in animalstudies,and
many pesticides, including
many of the most commonly
used lawn pesticides(see table),
arein factshown tocausebirth
defects in those studies.

e Children’s playing and sanita-
tion habits, and their height
(that is, their breathing zones),
expose them to significantly

more pesticides than adults in -

" and therefore total air contami-

nants for their body welght than
adults.

Chxlclren s klclney, liver, and
protein-binding detoxification
systems are underdeveloped in-
creasing theamount of pesticides

that remain in their bodies. -

Children’s imimune systems are

also underdeveloped, heighten- -
ing the effects of these pesticides

=

on their health, sometimes dra- -

matically.
Finally, many. pesticides are
cancer—causmg Since cancer usu-

ally requires long gestation be-

fore harming its host, exposure
to cancer—causing agents earlyin
life is particularly dangerous. .
Everywhere children go. they
encounter pesticides—on neigh-
borhoodlawns, in schoolkitchen
and sportsfacilities, oncity streets
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 protectxng
them.

Explained one na-
tional anti-pesticide

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 .,
healthy men as the
measuring stick for
pesticide health stan-
dards is only one of
the
many pesticide-re-
lated health protec-
t:on— failures:

§

. )3
N fariuall E

. Tesung for health
risks is performed
only on pesticide ac-
"tive ingredients, not
on actual, marketed

Scott Woodwaorth

- tailed analysis of the pest prob-

lem at issue and the lack (or ex-
cessive costs) of current methods
of solving it.

Outlining these two basic jus-
tifications for using a pesticide
would forcean 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 firstdocumentsav-
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,
15 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

the same environment.

~ @ Children’s bodies absorb and

retain significantly more pes-

ticidesthanadults for thesame ;

exposure.

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

- Thespecificsof 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 thebody’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 zonesare
closer to pesticide-covered sur-
faces and studies have shown
these zones to contain higherlev-
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 -

pesticides. Marketed
pesticides: susually
. 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. supplemment.. Fur-
thermore, the combination of
active and inert ingredients
sometimescauses “synergistic”
effects, toxic effects much
more severe than those caused
by either active or lnert ingre-
dients acting aJone

e Justasactualpesticide formu-
lations need not be tested, so
common combinations of pes-
ticides and even their known

synergistic effects also need

not be investigated.

e Pesticide manufacturers are

allowed to keep most inert in-’

gredientssecret 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
haspermitted most testing that
isrequired to remain undone
or incomplete. '

¢ Inasubsidiary catch-22caused
by statutory lenience granted
continued next page

ey
.....

]

leader to Congress in |

The designation of

government’s

il

)

"

. TR



az

' L PR : . on a daily basis, and the conse- e » \ ; ’ ).

- - - Pesticide Use  oi0.ochaienee e - Erie County, New York’s
poorly understood theoretically
continued from previous page and almost always unknown in-

. olderpesticides;new pesticides dividually. P%tl‘ I e Pr(x:urel I lent PO ‘ y
i arefrequently exempted from But the pervasiveness of the
testing requirements forlong  pesticide problem itself isa force

r periods of time because com- for reduc:}rlxg pest.i::kilde usei( E?" ErzeCounty includes thecztyofBuﬂalo prior the reglstratlon expiration.
- peting older pesticides have cept for those with a stake in and borders theeasterntipof Lake Erie. . L .
- not completed their testing. pesticide manufacture, the con- 7. Purchase only a one-year (maxi

1. Pesticides may only be used at mum) supply of pesticides.

» Testing for pesticide residues

in food is poor—the US.Food
and Drug Administrationtests’
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 1dent1fy and

stituency for pesticide use is a
weak one. People fear encepha-
litis-bearing mosquitoesand want
their lawns weed-free. But first
they fear forthechildren’shealth.
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 theselevels 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

Erie County facilities where ap-
plication of those products is nec-
essary. Facilities at which applica-
tion is permitted are: [List of fa-
cilities]

. Purchase of pesticides at facilities

not listed above must be justified
by the Erie County Division of
Environmental Compliance.

. Alldepartmental purchaserequests

Jorpesticidesaretobesent tothe Erie

County Division of Environmental

Compliance for product evalua-
tion....[Emphasis is original.]

. 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

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.

10.Pesticides “banned” by the New -
York State Department of Envi-.

&)

ronmental Conservationandpres-
ently stored at Erie County facili-

ties must be disposed of in an

environnientally sound manner.
11. Each County facility shall send a

e - quantify. . or province can long resist orga- the appropriate app!ication cat~ complete inventory of pesticide
) The places and routes of ex- nized campaigns to restrict the egory. [List of categoriesattached.] products stored at that location to
| posure to pesticides are many  use of pesticides in areas fre- . AllCounty departments must send the Division of Environmental
; and difficult to predict or con- ~ quented by children. a list of names, work locations, Compliance annually. Completed
| trol. Any successful campaign to and Certified Pesticide Applica- forms are due [date] [Form at-
' The regulanon of pest1c1des is = reduce pesticide use is a beach- tor numbers and categories to the tached.]
| geared toward allowing theiruse  head for more extensive efforts. Erie County Division of Environ- .. i
| . rather than protecting human The biggest barrier to reform is mental Compliance. Information 12 ;th?? e}zléﬁatl?g ]l;n::f edssatry eve
! health or the environment ignorance of nontoxic and less is to be updated each year. Ty etlo ou adctouse .
| ~ . . . ¥y a nonhazardous or the least toxic
— Most pest control needs can - toxicalternatives. Any publicor . . L -
. L . . : . Prior to purchase of pesticides, pesticide available.
: be achieved by nontoxic means private entity that begins to re- ch d hould det
-and with only modest extra ef- duccitspesticide use can thenbe each « fe;;lartmsgt should de Zr(; 13. The Department of Environment
. forw. e el s much more easily coaxed into m.me;l tNe product is re%lster and Planning, Division of Envi-
Py Like energy waste and- t.hrOW- doing more. ' ’ with ¢ (z_ Eew. York Stat‘]a C::part- ronmental Compliance, will pro-
‘ away consumption, pesticide use _Time is on theside of those of ment o Si nwron:.n.i;ta nser- vide technical assistance to all de-
isanenvironmental problemthat  us urging sanity on a pesticide- vation. Since pesticides are regls partments covered by this policy.
. . tered for a two-year duration,
reaches deep into all our lives. happy world. We need merely - . - . .
. w all ex ed 10 pesticid Fess Our case. ensure that the entire amount For more information contact Mike
- _ ¢ are exvp ose ._p eshades  p being purchased will be usedup  Raab at 716-858-6370.
F - . L : - N )
. Greenpeoce announces -
|
CIIIOI‘IIIG'FI'EG Greui Lakes COII ereme
; 4 :-th‘,“u e
" Loe¢dl Action for a Global Solution
R ;,w LA conference for community activists, environmentalists, workers and scientists
- . PR R Y .
e December 4 to 6, 1992, Monroe, Michigan
j Barry- ~ 1JC Corchair
i C mion Gordon Durnil
i3 Frlday night Saturday
7 keynote oddress openmg GddfeSS -
[ jl" 5
\ T T
.= Saturday a.m. Plenary Saturday p.m. Plenary
Chlorine in the The Chlorine Industry
Global Environment Workshops
 Workshops Pulp and Paper
- Chlorine and Food Water Treatment-
*Chlorine and Reproduction Dry Cleaning
(fertility and infant health) Refrigeration - Incineration
* Chlorine and Disease Pesticides - PVC Plastics
Chlorine and the Workplace Chlorinated Solvents

Sunday Plenary

Transforming Industry, Govcrni'ncnt and the Economy: Implementing a Chlorine Phaseout

Workshops (tentative)

Human Health Network - Legislative Campaigns - Impacts on Labor - Communications Strategies - Local Chlorine Phaseout Zones

ot

Registration: US$10 to US$50, due Nov. 2. Food and lodging: US$7 5 (2 nights, 5 mealsl. Some scholarships available: apply by Oct. 27. Information: Bonnie Rice, 312-666-3305.

[=]

M

b

et



by Mark Swartout :
Thurston County government has
taken the lead in Washington state
. in regulating_its pesticide use. In
o 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/vegetationcontrol methods;
suchasbiologicaland mechanical
means, are given full consider-
ation in accordance with classical
i integrated pest management prin-
. ciples wherever practicaland eco-
_nomically feasible.
‘e To ensure that Thurston County
- *  provides full public accountabil-
ity for any use of pesticide.

*» To ensure that any use of pesti-
cide will be done with no adverse
impact on human health or the

¢ environment.

* To ensure the safety, opcratlon,

. andmaintenance of roadways and
other public lands within
Thurston County. -’

'ZIn order to achieve these goals, the
Pesticide Use Policy and Procedures

. .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 theprevious “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
(herbicides) required rapid addition
of mechanical equipment and train-
ing for operators. Thelearning 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-
jectives are:

IPM Is Everywhere in Thurston County, Wash.

vegetatlon 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 publicresources.

Objectives

1. 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

o i

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- :
gramevenprovided herbicideappli- -
cation equipment to property own-
ers. An IPM approachto controlling
noxious weeds was developed under .
the county’s iew IPM policy, and it i
received an award from the Wash-
ington State Department of Agricul-
ture for its pioneering nature.

Parks

TheParks Departmentmaintains the
landscapeandfacilities in two county .
parksand thelandscapeat the County 4
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

Goal

To provide safe condi-
tions for ‘motorists,
pedestrians, bicyclists,
and county employees.
Objectives:
1 Maintain proper
sight distance (en-
¢ sureroad visibility).
2. Maintain visibility
of signs and other
roadside - fixtures
(e.g.theguardrail).
3. Minimize standing
water on the road
surface.
4. Provide sunlight.
and air circulation
to reduce ice and

d of County Commissioners

havefseveral’importam COmpOn::uu FEGRES

& e Al]l coumy departments and thelr

icontractors who use pesticidesare

‘covered.

‘s Pesticides usedby the county must
‘pass areview by the Environmen-

i tal Health Department using the
-f ollowing criteria:
— Low toxicity
. — Environmentally degradable
— Not a developmental toxin
1 — Not cancer-causing v
| = Not mutation-causing

— Not a cause of reproductlve_

i - problems -
¢ Departments must use an mte—
grated pest/vegetation' manage-

ment approach to solvmg all pest

problems.
.* If a department wants to apply a
pesticide to an environmentally
! sensitive area (such as aquifer-

lakes), it needs permission from
the Board of Health. .
* 'AcitizenPestand Vegetatlon Man-
+ agementAdvisory 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 aresource for depart-
ments developing alternative meth-
--ods of pest and vegetation control.
Since the adoption of the last
policy the use of pesticides by the
county has dropped d.ramancally

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
theshoulders, ditches and backslopes
of county roads. In 1992, no herbi-

i -Mark Swartout is vegetation manage-
- ment coordinator for the Thurston

Environmental Programs.

xrlghts of: way and )

. sensitive areas, wetlands, and-

- CountyDepartmentof Communityand

oW dRration ==
5. Promote a safe
work environment.

rs e

Goal

To be a “good’ nciéh-
bor” to adjacent prop-

Courresy Thurston County B

wgrad

erty ownersof county

properties.
-Objectives
1 Respond to public concerns in a
. timely ‘and cooperative manner.
Manage county properties so the
needs of adjoining property own-
ers are considered.
3. Develop, promote, and encour-
age an“owner will maintain” pro-
gram for ¢éitizens who want to
maintain their own frontages.
Develop vegetation management
plans for rights of way next to
special-use lands such as agricul-
ture that 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.

2.

Objectives

1. Develop an environmentally
sound integrated vegetation man-
agementprogram. Any pesticides
will be used in accordance with

. the county’s pesticide use policy.

2. Encourage establishment 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 stormwater within the needs

-of the roads system.

5. Reduce the opportunity for nox-
ious weeds and other undesirable
vegetation by enhancing the en-

Cinnabar moth caterpillars control tansy ragwort, which is poisonous to cows.

«

lake managementdistricts. 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

“thedistricts to follow if they propose

vironment for the desired native .

to use aquatic herbicides or alumi-
numsulfate (alakerestorative thatis
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 the only time
the pesticide use policy applies out-
cations of this category require a
permit from'the Washington State
Department of Ecology. During the
permitting process localgovernment
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 both 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 the prob-
lem. This then allows them to solve
the problem themselves.

Noxious Weeds

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

include developing training for em- JF
ployees, changing attitudes, and de- 1
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. Developmg IPM pro-
grams should improve the ability to
identify:pests andinfestation causes,
the number of natural predators”
useful for pest control, the choice of
plant material, and alternatives -to
the use of pesticides.

TheParks Departmentis 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.

&

4
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The Pest and Vegetation Manage-
ment Advisory Committee is cur-
rently developing arevised 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 theseis *
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 E
Mark Swartout at 206-754-4111. G o
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GEN'ERAL Rrsouxcrs

Blo-lntegra.lResourceCenter(BIRC) the -

“»premier information clearinghouse on al-

.-teTnatives.to pesticides, P.O. Box 7414, Ber- -

*keley, CA 94707, 510-524-2567.-.

’. "Cammon-SensePestCantrol,acodtfcatlon

* of niany soufcds] particularly articles ap-
"/ pearing inthe magazine' of thesame name,
‘r~updated and supplemented with further
-:-research, rapidly’ becommg a bible of the
-~ 1ntegrated pest management movement,
11991, $40, BIRC (see above).

. Comman-Sense Pest Control Quarterly,

&> hands-on publication aimed at the lay per-

';-',{ son, $30 per year, BIRC (see above)

" Environmental Protection Agency, Pub-
*: licInformation Center, 401 M St. SW, Wash-
' 1ngton D.C. 20460, 202-475-7751.

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

IPM Practltmner, a techmcal _]ournaI
monitoring integrated pest management,
$25 for 10 issues a year, BIRC (see above).

]ournal of Pestmde Reform, superlative

.. quarterly, a different focus each issue plus
news and detailed analysis of a featured
. pesticide, a steal at $15 per year—donate
_ more, NCAP (see below) :

Natlonal Coahtlon Agalnst the Mlsuse
of Pestncndes (NCAMP) the continent’s
“most prominent advocate for pesticide re-
, strictions, a good source of pesticide over-

(‘

i view material and up-to-date information

-on federal, state and locallegislation, 701 E
St. SE #200; Washxngton DC 20003 202-
g F -543-5450.¢- .+ -+

N SR A AT E i

ar e oaee

Natlonal Pestlelde Telecommunlcatlons :

Network,anational cleannghouse forpes-
- ticide toxicity and crisis information—the
people to call for scientific data’and what
to do.(or not do) if you are-worried about
pesticide events ranging from spraying to
- accidents, Health Sciences Center, Rm.
1A111, Lubbock, TX 79430, 1- 890—858-737&

Yo vrs s S pting el

- NorthwéstCoahtxonfor Alténativesi to |
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, 1 am. to5 pan.

Noyes_ Data Corporation, scientific puB-
', lisher,compilespesticide and other federal
..+information informs cheaperthan: would-

- be available from the government free - -

< catalog, Park Rldge NJ,. 201-391-8484

" “On ‘the Trail of a Pesticide: Learmng
About the Chemistry, Testing, and Ef-
.fects of Pesticides,” an excellent primer,
1984, $18.50, NCAP (see above). -

: Pestncnde Action Group Canada, P.O.Box
- 22021, Westmiount PostaI OutIet, Waterloo
- "Ontario N2L 6_]7

‘Pes tlcnde Action Network (Internatnonal
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 makes refer-
rals to experts in a number of fields, and

" has sourcesand makesreferralsin particu-

lar on safe pest control methods and sus™

tainable farming. 965 Mission St. #514, San
Francisco 94103, 415-541-5140. '

" Pesticide Alert: A Guide to Pesticides in
' Fruits and Vegetables, Lawrie Mott and
‘Karen Snyder, 1987, $7, Sierra Club Books,

_ available from NCAP (see above)

© “Pesticide Exposure, Hea.lth 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, US. Environmental

T Protectlon Agency, 1988, 1990, $96, $78,

summariesof 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: Profiles for Action,
S. Rengam and K. Snyder, 1991, $18, a re-
source book for groups and individuals
.- working on pesticide reform, avaxlable
from PAN (see above). -

Rodale Press, a major publisher of sus-
tainableé farming and gardening booksand

. -

. 18049, .800-441-7761.

"Center for Science in the Public Interest,

. Pestlclde Action Grow ‘Canada (see

agazines,,33 E. Minor St, Emmaus, PA

‘Toronto Environmental Alliance, 401

-Richmond St. W #104, Toronto, Ontario

‘M5V3AS, 416-348-0660

AGRICULTURE

. '-‘Ameru:an ]oumal 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.

Americans for Safe Food, project of the

resources for food safety and promotion
of awareness that “buying organic food is

“the single best personal thing youcandoto

promote a good environment,” 1875 Con-
necticut Ave. NW #300, 20009.

_- Appropriate Technology Transfer for
. Rural Areas (ATRA), a national sustain-
.. able. agnculture information .center, ex-

teisive resources on alternatives to pesti-
cides in: agriculture, many technical spe-
cialistson 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. -

Organic Crop Impro_vement Assocna-
tion, a professional organic farming asso-
ciation that can provide namesof certified
organic farmersaround the United States,
3185 Twp.Rd.179, Bellefontaine, OH 43311,
513—592-4983 '

Rodale Institute, promotes ‘sustainable
agnculture,222Maant,Emmaus,PA18098
215-967-5171. .

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

CANADA "

‘Recoxmnendatlon for Federal Pest:cxde

: Regulatory System, Final Report,” free
coples can be called by callmg Canadian®
" government of’ ficials at '613-991-0216.

“Regulating the Urban Cosmetic Use of
Synthetic Pesticides — An Action Plan
for the Province of Ontario,” Urban Pes-

.ticide Caucus, avaijlable from the Toronto

Environmental Alliance (see “General Re-
sources”).

Toronto. Erivironmental Alliance (see
“General Resources”).
FORESTS

Northwest Coalition for Alternatlves to
Pesticides (NCAP), whose onglns lie in
forest pesticide issues, remains the

‘continent’s leading advocate for IPM in

forest management (see “General Re-
sources”).

LawnN Care

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

How to Get Your Lauwn and Garden Off

‘Drugs, Carole Rubin, Friends of the Earth

of Canada, 701-251 Laurier Ave. W, Ot-
tawa, Ontario, K1P 5]6, 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, NCAMP (see “General
Resources”).

Propucrts/OrcaNICc Foobps
“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
. organicfoods, catalog $2, refundable, Box

3024, Saskatoon, Saskatchewan S7K 3S9,
306-931-1982.

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

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

“Organic Food Mall-Order Suppliers,”

$1.50, Americans for Safe Food (see “Agri-

culture”).

Organic Foods Production Association,
atradegroup of farm and business organi-
zatioris, P.O.Box 1078, Greenf: ield, MA 01302

* Ringer’s, oriented toward lawns, trees,

shrubs, composting, 1-800-654-1047.
' U.S. ORDINANCES

“Pesticides: EPA /State Efforts on Safe
Use of Lawn Pesticides,” GAO/T/RCED-
'91-50, free, GAO (see“GeneralResources”).

“State and Local Pesticide Ordinances,”
$25 NCAMP (see “General Resources”).

RIGHTS OF WAY

“Avond 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 re’ports onschools,

Public Citizen 215 Pennsylvahia Ave. SE,
Washington, DC 20003, 262-546-4996. .

Environmental Health Coalition, per-
haps the foremost US. advocates for IPM
inschools, comprehensive information for
school operators, 1717 Kettner Blvd. #101,
San Dlego CA 92101 619 239—0281. '

Mothers and Others for Pestxclde le- :

_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”) :

*.: “Pollutién “Prevention in Schools: An

" Environmental Management Guide for

Michigan School Districts,” in press, Michi-
gan Department of Eduamon, call 517-

373—7802 or 313—652-4903 for inf. ormatlon .

“School Pestlclde Use" Reductlon,” $l2 -

book and slide show, $95, Environmental
Health Coalition (see above).

by James Chapman

There is a valid need for public
notification of pesticide applica-
tions. The position that current
pesticide uses are safe because
the products have beenregistered
by the federal government is not
Jjustified, and, in fact, pesncxde
distributorsare prohibited by law
from making such claims .

pesticides should be recognized
for several reasons:

* Toxicological evaluations of
the majority of pesticides are
inadequate and incomplete.

* Organophosphate ‘and car-

bamate poisoning is of ten dif-

ficult to diagnose correctly
when there is no record of
pesticide eéxposurer "

adverse health effects can re-
sult fromnonoccupational ex-
posure to pesticides.

e Risk analyses and monitoring
studies indicate high levels of
potential exposure following
indoor pesticide applications
(especially in carpeted areas)
even when used accordmg to
directions.

® Children are likely to have
higher levels of exposure to
pesticides applied to surfaces
within their reach than adults
-‘have.

dren are more susceptible to
the effects of pesticides than
adults are.

* Some effects are potentially
devastating but susceptibility
cannot be predicted.

* Pesticides do not stay solely in
the places where they are ap-
-plied.

.. Notification of lawn pesti-
cide useisimportant 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-
plications onrights-of-way, road-
sides, parks, schoolgrounds, golf
courses, and other noncrop 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-

with family farms) should not be
overburdened with excessive pa-
perwork or expenses. The pur-

-Why Notifi 1cat10n?

The right of citizens to choose :
to minimize their contact with.

e Epidemiological studies and '
'medical case reports indicate .

e There is some evidence chil-

vised. Farmers(particularly those

j

pose of nétificationistosaf eguard "
public health, not to ma.ke pesti-
cide use impossible. Anothér. pos-
sibility would be to require indi-
vidual notification only to adja-
cent residents who request it.
Notifications in busmesses are

also needed. A prime example *

concerns spraying of

laundromats ... Once the job is
completed ... there is no way for
customers to know that the pre-

% mises were recently sprayed with

" insecticides. Children would re-
ceive higher exposures to the va-
pors than the adults in the estab-
lishment would, and would receive
additional exposure to-the pesti-
cide, even if it had dried, through
the usual oral exposure that chil-
dren have to substances on sur-
- faces in their reach. .

**' Even if it csuld be shown that
the insecticide were' completely
harmless to children, the solvents
that are part of many spray mix-
tures are certainly not. .For ex- -
amplér malathxon is oneof theleast
toxic icides in use, but the for-
mulation contains a high percent-
age of xylene. It is inexcusable
that public areas may be sprayed
without any notification being
provided to the people who could
come in contact with the chemi- -
cals being applied.

The business commumty
strongly objects to notifi-
cation ... in particular, restaurant
and hotel businessesare concerned
such notifications might result in
a loss of trade. This indicates the
owners and managers recognize a
substantial portion of their cus-
tomers might object to being ex-
posed if they were properly in-
formed concerning when and
where pesticides were applied. It
seems hardly appropriatetochoose
not to notify in-order to prevent
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 alternativesif
the public does, in fact, choose as
the business community seems to
think they will.

From “Pesticide Exposure
Health Effects, and the Need for Pub-
lic Notification,” March 1992.

»
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“'Citizens | m Ann Arbor, Michigan, »

by szenneArmmtrout o

" began an effort to change pesticide
use by the city and school system in
1986. The resultmg changesin policy
-and reduction in pesticide use may

-of fer lessons to other citizens work-
ing to change the way local govern-
‘ments manage pests.

Regulations '

The obJecnves of the Ann Arbor
citizens’ group, the Pesticide Task
‘_Force, were to reduce or eliminate
_pesticide use, encourage the use of
alternatives to pesticides, and pro-
tect humans from pesticide expo-
sure. To these ends, PTF.advocated
‘public notice of all city and school
pesticide applications and the use of
integrated pest management (IPM)
astheguiding 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) before pesticides are ap-
plied near their homes
2. Posting large, conspicuous yel-
lowsignswherever pesticides areap-

' plied. The school district’s notifica-

tion policy requires principals tono-
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 plan for each
‘area of pest. problem Indoor pest
~ control requires monitoring for a
" threshold populanon of insects.

Passage : N 4 o

A number of hurdles had to be sur-
. 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

.1 chemical sensitivity) syndrome as a

“result of pesticide exposure. People
. with this' syndrome are severely
affected with rashes, breathing
difficulty,dizziness,and often much
. worse by even small exposure to
! pesticides. Withsucha membership,
- PTF’sinitialimpulse was toadvocate
the banning of these materials. Some
: hard discussion was requlred to per-

© | suademembersthat ¢ city staff needed

to be given management guidelines
instead.

The next step was to obtain legis-
. lative support. One city council-

' member had received calls from
" constituents about pesticideincidents

and was interested in supporting a

. | regulation. PTF members wrote
‘ opinion pieces in the local newspa-

'

‘per and lobbled other councilmem-

‘ _bers.

The regulation soon got more

. publicity thandesired:city parks staff
; memberstold a newspaper reporter

they would be tnable to do their job

" if the proposed regulations passed

as proposed. A'meeting was hastily
calied; Parks Department foresters
and turf managers sat down with a
PTF member knowledgeable about

. IPM. Thecity staff had a number of
- constructivesuggestionsandkey pro-

. visionsof thedraft regulations were

revised, especially those dealing with

Vivienne Armentrout, Ph.D, isaplant

pathologist, a consultant in least-toxic
. pest management, anda longtrme ci tz—
zen pesticide activist.

- no notification, and

notlflcatlon procedures. _
With staff support secured, the

' regulations were passed unani-

mously by the City Councilin 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

~dents liaveregistered for notifica-
tion by the city, probably because

the registry’s significance has been ..

reduced as the number of city péstic

cide applications have decreased. At

‘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 kitchensand locker
rooms were sprayed withinsecticides
once amonth tocontrol cockroaches.
The head of custodial maintenance
stopped these applications and
worked closely with a PTF member
to devise a monitoring system to test

policy was ignored at
first. Three months
after adopuon, the
schools Jhired a com-
mercial lawn-care
company tospray her-
bicides on all school
turf areas. There was

the herbicide chosen
contained 2,4-D, which
is possibly cancer-
causing and was defi- -
nitely offensive to
concerned parents
and the PTF. After a
flurry of newspaper
articlesand many calls
to school administra-
tors, the policy was
dusted of fand several
PTF members helped
refine it in meetings
with school staff and
administrators. The
policy was then reaf-
firmed by the Ann
ArborSchoclBoardin
December 1988.
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City outcomes

Implement.atlon isthe
truetest of any policy.
By summer 1992, Ann
Arbor wasbuying pes-

ticidesonanas-needed
basis rather than in
mass, eliminating a storage and dis-
posal problem. Treatment of trees
had beenreduced by two-thirds, with
noconcomitantincrease in pestdam-
age. Many of thecurrent treatments,

-such as the use of horticultural oils

and: Bacillus thuringiensis (BL.), 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 resultin lower weed den-
sities, thereis some visibledandelion
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-
bor wasspecifically planned for more
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-
ticideapplications. Every sign posted
results in telephone calls. These can
present frustrations for park per-

.sonnel, but 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 severely 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

© 1992 Vivienne Armen"om

were placedat heavilyinfested spots.

Weekly monitoring of test traps
showed a gradual decline in cock-
roach populations. Six weeks after
the cockroach problem became ap-
parent, virtually all the traps were
empty. The kitchen has been moni-
tored continuously since then, with
no increase in cockroach infesta-

. tion.

Similar methods wereusedin 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 pesucndes
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
beenwell satisfied with the pestman-
agement policy as applied to school
interiors. There has been no addi-
tional cost and, because prmcxpals
are involved in notification and de-
cisionmaking, school authorities
have been better able to Mmanage
pest problems by preventive action
rather than merelyreacting to them.
Oneadministrator hasincorporated
these approaches into a handbook

.~ -sider.these.points of, adgme

_published by the Michigan State

Board of Education(see theresources
listing elsewhere in this issue).

Management of pests on school -
grounds was more difficult. There . -

was some initial resistance by

grounds staff, which had difficulty

dealing with certain weed problems.
No formal management plans have
yet been written, and because of

budgetlimitations onlyathletic fields-

receive full 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.

Lessons - s . t

It must be kept in mind that while

political boards or councils may be -

responsive to citizen concerns about
pesticides, staff are responsible for
successful 1mplementatlon of result-
ant policies. IPM often pulls staff in
two directions, bécause there is 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 man-
agement planto 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*"
cide use is often not based on any"

conscious policy. IPM prov1des a
decisonmaking process, wherebefore
there was often none. Notification
forces good rationales for decisions
arrived at through that process.
Citizens working onlocalgovern-
ment pesticide policy might also con-

urm Vl

1. Discuss objectives with staff who
work at the hands-on level when

formulating new pesticide policies. "

They can make useful suggestions
based on how they already work,
and it is important to assure that
they understand the basis of pohcy
changes. -

2. Trytoachwve“buy—m atsuper-
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 technzcal.
knowledge. This may mean that citi- .

zen activists will have to help lay
somegroundwork by providing staff
withbothinformationand feedback.
Of course, in doing so, it is also im-
portant to respect prof. essional staff
competence.

4. Keep budgetary issues in mind.
Some solutions may be expensive, at
least initially. An effort shouid be
made tocost out various alternatives
to current practice. Staff can help
estimate budgetary impacts’ for
councils and boards. Don't forget to
put 51gmf icant effort into f errenng
outsavings thatcan of fset costs, from
the cost of buying the pesticides to
reductions in potential dlsablhty
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 beimplemented, or imple-
mented well, and problems encoun-
tered may necessitate policy changes.

6. Give credit where credit is due.
When staff do successfully imple-
mentreduced pesticide policies, they
should get recognition for the
achievement. This will encourage
continued i improvement of manage-
ment strategies.

The Pesticide Task Force electéd to
continued page 12
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The Guelph chapter of the Pesttctde

ActionGroupbecameactiveafter chil- .

dren complained of feeling ill after

~ -their, public school grounds. were -
* sprayed with pesticides (2,4-D and
. mecoprop) in late spring 1989, The .
-.group made presentations and peti- -
. ionstothe publicschool board tostop
'pestlcxde usé, the media covered the -
“actions” of' the group, and many -
- péople started contacting us with sup-

port-and requests for. alternatlves to

synthetic pesticides. .

We learned a lot in ‘the ¢ -ensuing

struggletolimit pesucxdeusemGuelph _
.and elsewhere..When all was sald and -
‘done, we got very. little satisfaction
- from the local school board but a bet-

ter response from minicipal bodies. -

. In both arenas we asked for a ban .

on pesticide.use. ' The school board

_took two years torespond to our pleas -
- but all.we got for-the substantial ef-

fort weputintoto edu_catgng them was
the promise of unspecified reductions
in'pesticide use. This is even less use-
ful than it séems because we are un-

able to.monitor what is actually
‘ocurring. When it comes to mass ex-
posure: of chlldren really, a ban on -

pesticide. use is_the only. responsnble
way to go. toon

Mumc1pal officials set up a pesti-
cide use review committee, which, af-
ter five months of intensive delibera-
tion, recommended that the city ban

the use of the phenoxy herbicides it

was relying on at the time for broad-
leaf, weed - controlMTo our: a.stomsh-

ment,~the Gity. 51mply reft used todgso. |
Like'the school board, it prormsed re- -,
 ductions, however, and it appears to -

be. making good-faith attempts at
1mplementmg a number of alterna-

-tives, such as naturalizing some park
- . areas, setting mowers higher, and per-

forming more, aeration and. other

. maintenariee chores:to: prevent .prob~

lemsbeforéithey:start:
~We spent a great deal: of time re-
searchmg the hazards of pesticidesand

S

. thealtemauves (thisisamust). Groups
that support the use of pesticides (e,
the Ontario Corn Producers, various

- professors from the University of

Guelph;chemical-company;represen-

. tatives; andrepresentatives fromlawn
_.mamtenance -compariys -like -Chem-

~lawn). tried to discredit what we were

“ _-‘do'l;ng -and reassure .the pubhc that

FERPY S

Clover Woods is a.member of thePestz-

czde Actwn Group, Guelph.

pesticides are ‘government regulated

. andscientifically tested and therefore

-safe. Of course; government registra-
tion is not a certification of safety,

“there: being no government testing

involved. These groups write letters
and/or appeals to any and all bodies
that we approach to stop pesticide use

sparked many letters to the editor.in
local papers, forand against us. Thisis

-.a great opportunity to-.get informa- .
- tion regardmg pesticide hazards and
-. alternatives in the public eye. There
- hasbeenasteady coveragein ourlocal
" papers over the past three years so

take advantage of local press. Public

- information meetings can alsobevery
- good to get information and interest

out. Neighborhood and churchgroups
"also appreciate speakers on “safe, al-
‘ternative lawn maintenance.”

.. -Lobby governmient on all levels
through letters and/or petitions.
Avoid “task force/review panel” type
ideas 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 have your reasonsand alterna-
tives well résearched. Offer -to work
with staff or others ona committee,

-andsoon only to find and 1mplement

alternatives.

The Pesticide Action Group has
chapters in Guelph, Cambridge, Wa-
terloo; Toronto;and Nérth York:“The

. programmes. There are alternauves

We can help them, our environment

and the health of us all. We canstop

using chemical pesticides and chemi-
calfertilizersin ourlawn maintenance

l. Those who have~contracted

~withcommercial companies forlawn

" (the school boards, and all levels of .
: government)

The media coverage:- about us - thanman-madechemicals,andtotreat .

- (the academic chemical definition) is -

maintenance can ask the companiesto

use organicor natural productsrather

problems only where and. when
needed. 'Be careful and-ask lots of

-quiestions if you take this route.‘, One

definition of an “organic” substance

any. substance that contains carbon.

- Many very dangerous peandes 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 height of 2-1/2to

3inches. Mower bladesshould bekept

sharp so as not to tear and damage the
grass. Leave grass clippings to help
nourish the other plants. Waterinfre-

: quently but deeply,during early morn-

5 mg, SO surface water can’ evaporate,

" ‘after dawn.

3. Consider replacmg some or .
. alllawn areas with low-maintenance,
A drought-resistant kinds of ground-
_ cover. There are many types of plants,
- suited for this.

Replanting. can. be
done gradually. : :

Remember: pesticidesare compounds
manufactured for the sole purpose of

: destroymg some form of hfe ‘All can

PAG"has ‘worked , with_thé_Toroiito
:_kmd(GoodmanandGllman ThePhar-
.“macological Basis of Therapeutics).

‘Environmental Alllance (T EA)to: pro-
duce the document, “Regulating the
Urban Cosmetic Use of Synthetic Pes-
ticides—An Action Plan for the Prov-
ince of Ontario” (see resources listing
elsewhere in this issue). The group

. that put this document together, the
y“ UiBan Pestitide ‘Caucus, presented it. .

to the Ontarié Minister'sf theé Envi-

. ronment for approval in September
-1991. We have been told they are re-

viewing it..

We are awaiting the Ontario Envi-
ronmental Bill of Rights, and hopé it
will reinforce our rights to clean air,
soil; water and quality of lifé; and pro-
tection:from-€xposure: to' pestlc1des
thatjeopardize the saf ety of the previ-
ously mentioned.

What we ca.n do

In- all of our communmes there are

“people whose very lives are in danger

because of - lawn care pestlc1de use.

and m Cambrldge

_ by Bonnie Walter

Pesticidesare registeredin Canada by

* the federal, governrnentl_through Ag-
" riculture Canada. The provinces may

further restrict, but not expand, on
any. use. The Provincial Ministry of
the Environment amended reg. 751 of
the Pesucndes Act in 1988 to,include

: requxrements for pre-and post=spray

signs on public’land and post-spray
signs on private property.. This cer-

. tainly alertedmany people tothescope

of the problem.The wmdspeedgmde-
line remains at 11 kph.-
Municipalities, when approached,

_ usually fall backonthe > argument that

they do not have the power under the
Municipal Act to ban pesticide use on
private property. As far as I kriow.the
provincial government is not abgtit to
grant them that power. -

. We had hoped, here in Cambndge

: (population 90,000) for'a ban on pes-

ticide.use by. the city on public prop-

erty,which weuld havesetan example
.. for. private citizens.

.But. when the
pesucxde task f orce was set’ up in Octo—

s Bonme WalterzsamemberofthePesu- -
S czdeActwn Group, Cambrxdge

ber 1990, its mandate was conf med to
parks only. . There were eight people
on the:task force, activists, citizens,
politicians, and parks staff. The meet-
ingswereattimes confrontationaland
unpleasant. The single public hear-
ing, where industry brought in its ex-
perts,was a gruelling four hours long.

1t was apparent quite early in the
process that an all-out ban was not to
be heped for, so a reluctant consensus
was reached and council adopted the
recommendatlons in February 1991
Mostly they were expressions of in-
tent tolook at using less pesticides and
adopting integrated. pest management.
.-.-A change to IPM is an improve-
ment, but IPM as a political reality has
itsdrawbacks. Itis open to interpreta-

- tion because it calls for considerable

_expertise, it may cloak almostthesame

havéatleast some toxicity in human-

Stopping lawn use

There are a number of steps you can
take as an individual to stop the use of

;lawn pesnc1des in your nelghborhood. :

i'fa;«

"nelghbourhood, writedown the name
* ‘of the company, the .date, time, ad-

amount.of chemical use and is nearly -

: lmposslble foran outsider tomonitor.

~In: nearby Waterloo (population
79,000) a similar process took place,
biit Waterloo's task force had an as-

an: Their recom-

- duce significant results, I hope that

. tonishing 19 members, mostly male,
. and was senously polarized even be-
.. fore meetings

dress of home being sprayedand truck
licence plate.

2. Phone the local weather of-
ficeand askfor thecurrentwmdspeed
and direction. ... ..

3. Call the lawn spray company
and register your disapproval. Ask
them to please phone you beforeap-
plying chemicals next time. .

~ 4. Put pesticide mformation
through your neighbour’s mailbox,
including your-name, address, and
phone number.

continuation of the status quo.

It has been suggested that task
forces and the like are only public
relations exercises. Theremay besome
truth to this. Probably the most posi-
tive result, where the local press cov-
erstheissueinareasonable manner,is
that the public has been alerted to the
seriousness of the problem.

Our hopes were perhaps too high
due topolitical naivete. Butthen, with-
out belabouring the point, most of us
are women, as 80 percent of grassroots
groups are. To find ourselves forced

into adversarial positions with mostly -

male establishment figuresis exhaust-

ing and emotionally draining, finan-

cially too. Indeed, one of themembers
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 v

This has turned into a cautlonary
tale, I find. But rather than trying to
prevent anyone from going the route
we did, which must somewhere pro-

our experlences will forearm them.
My own opinion, finally, is this.
The information on the health and

- environimental effectsof pesticideshas

mendations, wh1ch had to be reached'

5 by voung, resulted in httle more than ~

been out of the realm of the arcane
'for years, and any mumqpahty w1th

1 When you seela truck in your :

Ontarlo- Flghtmg Pesticide Use in Guelph

. by Clover Woods .

5. Call the city (preferably the )

_mayor)or write and register your con- .
cern that thereis no by-law in-placeto
. control this violation of your.right to .
_ clean air and the enJoyment of your

property ST BT

_ The Honourable Bob Rae, Prenuer
‘of Ontario, vLeglslatlve Bu1ld1ng, )

Queen’s Park, Room: 281, Toronto,
Ontarlo M7A 1AL .
TheHonourableFraneesLankm

1ster of the Environment, 135 St. Clair

" Ave. Wy 15th Floor, Toronto, Ontano
.- M4V 1P5. .

- The Honourable Jean C.harest,
Minister of the Environment, Envi-
ronmentCanada, House of Commons,
Ottawa, Ontario K1A 0A6.

Canadian Centre for Occupa- S

tional Health and Safety, 250 Mairi*
St. E, Hamilton, Ontario L8N 1H5, 1-
800-263-8276 (inquiry serviceand free
chemical summaries). . . .

Canada Pesticide Action Group,
P.O. Box 22021, Westmount Postal
Outlet; Waterloo, Ontario:N2L 6]7.

Ministry.of Environment, District.
Pesticides Control Officer, 119 King
St. W, Hamilton, Ontario L8N 3Z9,
416-521-7658 (to register pestlcxde com-
plaints).

Canadian Mortgage and Hous ing -
Corp., 613-748-2367 (information on:
housing for the enwronmentally sen-
sitive). ~ : =

National Center f or Env lronmen- .

talHealth Strategles, 1100 Rural Ave.,
Voorhees, NJ,08043,609-429-5358 (in-,
formation and publications). '

‘Canadian Organic Growers, Box
6408; Statlonj Ottawa, Ontario K2A
3Y6- nformation on alternauve gar-
dening; organic farms)... & oo

‘Canadian Envnronmental Law
Association, 517  College " St. #401,
Toronto, Ontario M6G 4A2.. - - i

Greenpeace, 185 Spadina Ave.;6th
Floor, Toronto, Ontario M5T 2C6, 416-
345-8408.

Friends of - the Earth, 701-251
Laurier Ave, W., Ottawa, Ontarlo KlP
5]6 416-287-6144. '

Pollution Probe, 12 Madlson Ave.,

: Toronto, Ontarlo M5R- 2Sl 416-926-

1907. : 3
Agrleulture Canada Pestlcide
Hotline, 1-800-267-6315 (to complain). -
Asthma Society of Canada, Tor-
onto, 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 publiclands -

without delay. Convincing elected of -
ficials of this is the hard part. -
For our own 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 conceritrate
on public education. .

Ontano Minister of Health, Hepburn - - .
. Bulldmg, 10th Floor, 80 Grovesner St, -
. Toronto, Ontaric M7A 2C4. - e
© ' TheHonourable Ruth Gner,Mm
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Sevm and the Power of Public Opinion in  Buffalo |

. by Karen Murphy.

The struggle for safe, effectxve pest
management in Buffalo has been un-

-= derway for two years now, resulting in
both success and frustration. 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

andintegrated pest managéementplan,

-andit has noplans to doso. Ours isthe
story of trying to change pesticide use "
.'by an'administration that i is hostxle to’

- such.change. . . -~

- Itall started with: prlvate meeungs
by Buffalo citizens worried-about the

~city’s use of Sevin;a particularly dan-
. gerous. carbamate insecticide, to kill |

the elm leaf beetle. Working withtwo

. members of the Common Council, the
city’s legislative body, we developed

and the council passed an ordinance

establishing an integrated pest man- -

agement policy for the city.

Inthe legnslatxonwetermthepohcy
“least toxic pest management,” t
make sure there is no confusion
that the aim of the policy is to re~
duce, not simply “manage,” pesti-
cide use. WedidnotwantIPMtobe
interpreted the way the chemical
mdustry has. been trying to rede-
fine it, as mtegrated 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
hasasmall publicationsbudget and
isgiven about half aday’s assistance
per week by coundl staff.. Two
members areselected by themayor,

five by the Common Council, and

one by the city’s Environmental
ManagementCommission avolun-
teer “conscience of the cxty" body
set up by the council.© = -«

Our initial task:was to ensure:

+ thatthe appomtees were; first, com- -

mitted to thie 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: Tep- . '

resentative from an- orgamzauon in-
volved in worker ‘health-issues, a rep-
resentative:from the cooperative ex-
tension,and two representauves from
the city bureaucracy.. © .+
Initially we: broke the committee
up into three subcommitteés con-
cerned with school pesticide use, elm

leaf beetle control, and assessment of -

current city pest managemeht prac-
tices. This year we decided to establish
afourth subcommittee for long-range
planning and pubhc educatlon and
outreach. -

At fi irst we f ocused on developxng

schools:
Public educatlon on IPM lawn care
options
. A survey of all pest management

Rt

programsrunby thecnty s various

““departmeénts.’ ¢
Cooperatnon”

Cooperatxon was the key word durmg
our first year and a half of work. We

had regulir, ‘open-dialogi€ and ex- .

change of information with both city

~ -andschool staff. Eventually,however .

we realized that all of our talking, all
our cooperating, was havmg no last-
ing impact on’the pest management
‘practices of any executive body. -

. : .Buffalo government is probably -
hke that of many other cities: operat-
" ing with insufficient resources, bur-

dened by too many patronage _]obs,

Karen Murphy s chair of the Buffalo

* Pest Management Board and -a Great

‘Lakes United field coordindtor.”

.-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. -

_ - TheParks Departmentsinitial 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 spraying seasons. This was

only a chemical substitution program.

There wasnomonitoring 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 reviewscon-

faced with the specter of police and
fire department layoffs, were unwill-
ing to raise the issue. At mid-summer
neither the council not the commis-
sioner perceived that there was sig-
nificantoppositionto sprayxng a.mong
city residents..

The return of Sevin

With that mindset, the commissioner
decided to revert to spraying Sevin
during: the 1992 season.. The reason?
The'commissioner said that the “non-
toxic just didn’t work.” We testified in
detail to the Common Council andthe
commissioner on the dangers of Sevin,
“including strong associations withre-
productive problems, birth' defects,
and both gastrointestinal and neuro-

logical reactions. We also explained

the widely known drawbacks to foliar
(on the leaf) application programs.
Nonetheless, the commissioner made
animplicitdecision thatSevin’sknown
health risks were less significant than

To use biclogical cortrols
[ you ieeﬁlfrg;med peo‘})ale »

“We-don't have them”

“ \Ae ust have untramed j
cxt.y workers

“So this year we're giving thej |
canisters of toxic chemicals,”

Tom Toles inthe Boffalo News, fue 4, 1692

AnIPM elm leaf beetle | program .
IPM bid speclfxcatxons for the :

flrmedthese fxndmés. - c R
Our proposals’’ "7

Toaddress the deficiencies of the pre*
vious two years elm leaf beetle con-
trol programs, in 1992 we presented
the Parks Department and:the Com-
mon Council with a formal-TPM pro-
-gram that included public education,
monitoring, establishment of treat-
mentthresholds, worker training, pro-
gram evaluation,andadual 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 wasfacing its worst budget
deficit since the 1970s; and the parks
-departiment had a huge stock of Sevin
already on hand, making it harder'to
convincelegislatorsto 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 budgetedabout $3,000
to conduct ‘a pilot program -on 300
trees involving only monitoring and
spraying with Btandhorticultural oils.
A local neighborhood group had al-
ready developéd a program ‘to band
the trees with burlap. ™"~

“The city carried out the program
and we are presently analyzing its suc-
cess. ‘It may not matter. ‘In delibera-

. tioris on- the -upcoming 1993 budget
" further-efforts were‘left completely
unfunded. - The parks commissioner
refused to ask for money for IPM in
hisbudget, and the Common Council,

damage that might occur-to the trees,
although the degree of potentialdam:
age and its effects on'the trees hasnot
been studied by the department.

An unfortunate underlying issue
is the presence of almost 500 gallons
and 450 poundsof unused Sevinstock-
piled in city warehouses. - The chemi-

cal will be a disposal liability if itisnot-

used. Getting rid of it could cost as
much as $1 000 for a 55-gallon drum

The public takes a stand.

The administration and to a lesser
extent-the council were not swayed to
an alternative course of action. They
did not think there was a constituency
interested in least toxic pest manage-
ment. We decided it was time to begin
educating city residentsabout the pro-
posed program and our recommenda-
tions. Innewspapersandontelevision
we spread the word on Sevin'and ex-
plained the workablllty of our alter-
native.

The independent’ efforts of the
Richmond Néighborhood Association
meshed perfectly with thiseffort. The
group" ‘hiad-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 not to
beincludedinthecity’ssprayirnig plans,

munity spirit involved in’ carrying it
out were well-covered by the media in
throughout the spring. In effect, the
group demonstrated 'to ¢ity residents

- and the'burlap program and the com= -

that they could take their own, non-
- toxic steps to conitrol €lm leaf beetles. .

* Asaresultof this groundwork and

our efforts, conditions were rlpe fora -

“political flrestorm when it. became

- point-fear of general exposure. -
" ~The parks department’s arrogance .

- clear that the city was. plannxng to

spray Sevin ‘on the elm trees again.
Hundreds of calls poured into coun-

cilmembers’ andParksDepartmentof- :

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 ‘of.

e

dozens of volunteers. -

Then, barely two weeks after the -
- commissioner promised not to spray
and after the councilmembersandvol- -
unteers had spent hundreds of hours’
banding trees, the spray Crews came
" trees..

out after all, to spray “select
for residents requesting it. The com
missioner had completely missed the

- i

and deceit ignited a further storm of

protest, finally forcing councilmeéms -
bers torealize thatspraying Sevinhad™

to stop. They are now considering
legislation banning city use of certain
chemicals. The next step:is.to make
the council imderstand that IPM is a
budgetary issue.

Our experience has taught us the
f ollowxng lessons

. For all its off ical powerlessl‘

‘useful. Committed members can
make it an excellent tool for de-
veloping model programs, evalu-
"+ ating” health-and’ environmerntal

" impacts, drafting legislation, tes~

tifying 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

" gooduse. Anadvisory board must
-haveaconstituentbaseifivistobe

»

effective. Inthe uhhkel‘y &vent
that government is enthusiastic
.~ about implementing a program,
this might not be so.important.
But when itis indifferent or even
hostile to changing its use of pes-

- ticides, a constituentbase is essen-
-~-tial to-demonstrate to:politicians
~that-there:isa sreal~desire: f or

&

change by the pubhc. AL

. szens must work to ensure that
appomted board members are

committed to the legislation’s ob--

“jectives. Weknow of juriédictions
.that have copied our legislation

and appointed a board uncom-

mitted to IPM and reducing pesti-
- cide use. Needless to say, in those
places no substantive reforms in
pest1c1de use are takxng place '_

¢ Advisory boards must be careful

not to fall into'the trap of “coop-
eration lethargy.” Bring issues

before :the public and create a"

- publicdebateabout programs you
: develop. Our parks commissioner
is- very good at attendlng meét-
ings, “cooperating.” But when it
‘comes to the nuts and bolts—sup~
porting a program with- money
-andlabor--hisreal feelingsonthe
issue become very clear

* "Advisory boards can create a cli-
" “mate for change by actively edu-

- cating city leaders, the press, and
- the public. We have decided that

aprimary areaof our workin the

- coming year will be on outreach
and education. We have targeted
three groups:community leaders,

: neighborhood ' ‘associations;- and
- the media. It has become clear to
- usthat we can best’change admin-
“istration ‘policies by first chang-

" ing pnvatesectorprograms andaty e

T re51dents attitudes.

. Effectlve IPM programs require
contmued next page_

P
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an advisory board can still be very .
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by Reg Gilbert. - -
- Agnculture accounts formore tha.n

half of America’s use of herbicides,
and some Iowa corn and soybean
farmers are trymg todo sometl'nng
about it.

The self-help Practical Farmers

of Iowa (PFI) work with

O F P O L L

tions like the Future .famers of _

America in order to expose young
farmers to low- and no-pesticide
farming strategies.

The Iowa program is dnven by
the PFI member concernsthat pesti-
cide exposure may be bad for the

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 yleld
provides only arazor-thin margin of
profit, so money saved by reducing
or eliminating the use of herbicides

prewous year s weed seeds from the A
row zone, discourage.the:germina-
" tion 'of - weed . seeds, and ehmmate"

sprouted weeds.

Sucheffortsdo reduce costs. Iowa
State studies of the 1987 to 1991 sea-
sons indicate virtually nodecreasein

- cropyield. Two dozen tri-

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

age farming methods that"
are“both profitableanden-
vironmentally sound.”
Farmers use herbicides .
to control weeds because
they compete withcrops for
nutrients, light, and mois-

als during the 1989 to 1991
period showed savings of
$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

and the degree to which
“this is the case for a par-

soiland nutrient conditions
determines the feasibility.
of the alternative methods.

Scott Woodwaorth

ture, potentially causing L
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 cropseedlings),seed-
ing rate(thenumber of seeds planted
per inch of row) and crop rotation
(planting different cropson theland
each season).

The program also brmgs PFI1

members into classes and before

young people’s fa.rming organiza-

long-term health of the fields and

hasthe potential for substantial eco-

the people who work in them: The——nomic-benefit-to-the-farmer:

_program’s premise, however, is the
possibility of making changesin pes-
ticide use that generate savings as
well as safety.

Herbicide purchase and applica-

. tion (usually only one application

per seasonis required)can costup to
$30 an acre. Crop-production costs
for Iowacorn, given typicallandand
labor costs, might run $300 per acre

San’ D1egcs 172 Schools
Are Almost Pesticide-Free

by Becky Rilevy,
Northwest Coalition for A lternattves

Skaxon T aylar s
Environmental Health Coalttwn

San Diego’s 172 public school sites
aresafer for children thanksto three
years of collaboration between the
Environmental Health Coalition and

‘the San Diego Unified School DlS-

[I'lCt

) The San Dlego school bo d f ot *

g

mally adopted an, mtegrated pest

management (IPM) policy for
grounds and building maintenance

in October 1991, but work with the

school district saf ety office and the
district’ s grounds and mamtenance

personnel had already led: to'a sng— :
nificant reduction of pesticide use. -

- In fact, the receptivity of district
pest management personnel to pes-
ticide use reduction goals and prac-
tices was a key factor in the success
of the coalition’s effort to get adis-
trict policy. Inaddition, the teacher’s

union unanimously supported the-

new policy. The National Education
Associationand the national Parent
Teachers Association backed reso-
lutions endorsing the concept of IPM
for schools. e

Although many procedures are '

already informally in place in the
district, they will be reviewed and
formally written up forinclusion in

_district procedures manuals. Train- .
"ing in IPM techniques.for all San
Diego County'school pest manage-

ment personnel was conducted in
May in an all-day session with" con-

sultant Sheila Daar from the Bio-
Intégral Resource Center i in Berke-

ley, California.
Meanwhile, the district is so con-
fident that its new program will be

successfulthatitrecently let its pes-

ticide applicator’s licenses expire

and will readvertise its current ser--

vice contract using language consis--
tent with' the IPM policy. ‘Opera-
tions staff are now ‘responsible for
training other district pest manage-

- -ment personnelabout the new.policy
"and pest control .procedurés. The

W e s 5 s

coalition is workmg with the PTA

~ and other groups to set up an over-

snghtfcommlttee Brek ﬂrev1ew 1mple—_"--,, . continuéd from page-g < e

" ‘focus on the practices of govern-

'mentation of the new policy. -

The major pest problems faced
by the San Diego schools include
ants,roaches, fleas, mice, rats, weeds,
and turf disease. These problems
are being addressed through meth-
ods that include the use of sticky
traps, caulking', proper sanitation and
foodstorage procedures;and proper
landscape design. X

One pest exclusion plan pre-
sented to the board is the “Kids Cof-
fee Can Campaign,” in which stu-
dents bring in empty coffee cans
with tight-fi itting lids for storage of
fish or mouse food and edible art
supplies like macaroni. No one is
allowed to bring their (potentially
flea-infested) pets to school. Several
district schools have already assigned
specific eating areas outdoors to
avoid classroom pest problems.

Free consulting services by the
San Diego County Environmental
Health Department are available to
the schools. The department has
already adopted an IPM policy for
disease-carrying pests (mosquitoes,
rats,squirrels, etc.), thanks to an ear-
lier effort by the Environmental
Health Coalition.

EHC’s advice to other groups ad-
vocating pesticide use reduction in
their schools: “Don’t try to do much
too fast.”

Groups and parents should first
get their districts to adopt a general
policy statement endorsing IPM and
pesticide use reduction concepts.
Then take more time to work with
district' maintenance personnel,
teachers, and others to allow broad
input and build support for the par-
ticular procedures to be adopted
under the policy.

-For more information, contact
the Environmental Health Coalition,
1717 Kettner Blvd. #101, San Diego,
CA 92101, 619-235-0281. EHC sells a
“School Pesticide Use Reduction
Guide” for $12, and both the guide
and-a slide show for $95.

Thestarting point for many farm-
ers using PFI-developed techniques
is banding, the practice of applying
herbicides only on the actual crop
row. This can reduce herbicide use
by as much as two-thirds.

Many of the techniques under
development by the PFI program
involverefinement of “ridge tillage.”
Under ridge tillage, the crop is
planted with no prior disturbance of
the soil into the ridge left from the
previous crop.- Using the right ma-
chinery, appropriate crop strains,
proper timing, and suitable planting
densities, it is possible to remove the

Nonchemical weed con-
trol'sbiggest problemas ap-

plied to row crops s that it may raise '

per-acrelabor requirements by-5 to

25 percent. The extra labor’s cost is

usua.lly more than of fset by not hav-
ing to buy herbicides, but the diffi-
culty is the availability of that labor

‘and the machinery laborers operate:

many farming communities face
shortages of both at critical times in
the farming cycle.

Thebottom lineis that most £z arm
" ers today feel they-cannot. a.ff ord

practices, even when they net them
more profit per acre, if, by their
labor or machinery requirements,
they limit the amount of land they
can put into production.

IPM in Ann Arbor

ment itself for a reason that has
changed but is still applicable today:
threatened “preemption.” From1986
until just last year it was widely be-
lieved that the federal courts would
eventually rule thatlocal ordinances
governing commercialapplication of
pesticides would berendered invalid
by federal pesticide law. Such a
ruling, however, would not affect
internal government policies, which
are regulation of the public use of
pesticides. )
In 1991 the Supreme Court ruled
that there was no federal preemp-
tion, but legislation to bring it about
anyway has now been introduced in
Congress and is also under consider-
ation insome states (one such bill has
already been passed by the Michi-
gan Senate). Given the power of the
chemical companies on the national

+ .+andrsome 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 ‘on. government pesticide
use as.the first step in any pesticide-
related activism.

Ann Arbor’s new policies have:

had many beneficial effects; some

: planned,others not. Administrators,

initially reluctant, have found that

- the polncres help them respond to

citizen inquiries and complaints.
Standards setat thegovernmentlevel
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, °

.Sevin and the Buffalo Public

continued from previous 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 theconclusion that as indi-
viduals we have to look at funda-
mentally changing the city struc-
ture if we want to see positive
change in city use of pesticides.

*® % %

At this pointthemost effectivelaw for
us is one that bans the use of Sevin to

control the elm leaf beetle. Such a
policy has drawbacks: it can create

animosity between our advisory body .

and the departments we are supposed
toadvise;itcan fundamentallysetback
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.

{i2]

than applying herbicides;

ticular crop in particular’
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