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Preface

Only four states have policies that try to kick the pesticide habit
on state property

Do state governments, under their statutes, manage their prop-
erty (parks, rights-of-way, highways, buildings, and landscapes)
with any requirements to limit the use of poisons? This report,
Ending Pesticide Dependency: The State of IPM, finds that laws do
not exist in 40 states and the District of Columbia and that existing
laws in only 10 states are limited and mostly inadequate. How-
ever, there is some good news in those states.

Beyond Pesticides’ 2000 study and updates, The Schooling of State
Pesticide Laws, documents over 30 states that have adopted mea-
sures to require notice of or restrict, in some way, pesticide use in
school buildings and on grounds (pesticide use notification, buf-
fer zones around neighboring pesticide use sites, and/or IPM). We
know that IPM definitions in those laws vary as does the success
of the programs. This is changing and increasingly at the school
district and local government level, communities are saying no
to toxic pesticides and specifically delineating as unacceptable
chemicals that cause cancer, reproductive harm, neurological and
immune system disorders, and more. The Connecticut law passed
this year that bans the use of pesticides on playing fields is an un-
equivocal policy that responds implicitly to the known and untest-
ed adverse effects of pesticides, and the fact that organic practices
work. The Town of Townsend, Massachusetts in June passed an
ordinance requiring the use of only organic practices in managing
town property. The change that has occurred over the last decade
in school and community pest management policy is a tribute to
the parents and community-based advocates who have worked
with school personnel and extension agents, as well as policy mak-
ers and elected officials willing to stand up for the health of chil-
dren, school staff, and the community.

Why look at IPM

Moving beyond the school property line, we now look at state
policy overall. Our question is simple: What are states doing to
limit unnecessary toxic pesticide use in the management of their
state land and buildings? We knew that if we asked whether any
state policy requires the use of organic practices it would be a very
short report, starting and ending with the answer --none.

We began looking at state policies requiring IPM in managing state
property. Now, some may be raising your eyebrows because you
know that IPM is a term that has no agreed upon definition, and
has been widely misused by the chemical and pest control indus-
try. So, we set out to evaluate the status of IPM as a tool to stop
unnecessary use of poisons in management of state property. We
surveyed all the states, gathered the state laws, talked to state
officials and began a compilation of the data. Our first question,
once we determined that a state law requires or encourages IPM,
was: What is the state’s definition of IPM and does it establish
a goal for pesticide reduction or minimization. Then, if we found
that it did, we next wanted to know: When pesticides are used

(because, of course, reduction or minimization does not suggest
elimination) are they limited to “least-toxic” and are they used as
a last resort, in other words, if needed only after all the preven-
tion-oriented, non-chemical techniques.

Findings

We found that only 10 states require or recommend the use of
IPM practices in the management of state property. Of those,
four states adopt the goal of pesticide reduction, minimization, or
elimination of unnecessary use. We call this prioritized strategic
IPM. Of the four, only two (first tier) adopt the notion that pesti-
cides should be used as a last resort or after other methods have
been utilized. However, the two with the best goal statements
do not actually implement programs. . .yet. The other two (sec-
ond tier) have reduction goals, but do not require a last resort
determination before chemical methods are used and therefore
do not ensure that the essential components of IPM (we identify
eight) are fully implemented through an exhaustive process. The
state of Maine comes out on top. Maine adopts a goal statement
and seven of the eight essential IPM components, but does not
include last resort language. One more note. No state defines
“least-toxic.”

The other six states that have IPM policies for state property adopt
the definition most promoted by the chemical and pest control
industry —a simple combination of methods without priority be-
ing given to non-chemical practices and absent reduction goals
and least-toxic chemicals. But because this definition includes IPM
components, we call this approach non-prioritized tactical IPM. In
our experience, it can result in some pesticide reduction, but does
not achieve optimal results.

We hope that this report elevates an important national dialogue
in the community and states. We call for local, state and national
policy with a clear IPM definition (reduction goals), least-toxic pes-
ticides only (defined), eight essential program components, and
the creation of an office of IPM coordination.

Clearly, regardless of what we call it, we need local, state and na-
tional policy to embrace the precautionary principle of avoiding
hazardous substances, and put in place practices that define and
prevent problems. In fact, although organic practices can be ap-
plied within an IPM methodology, which is, in reality, a decision
making and evaluation process, IPM itself is inherently limited.
It allows us to manage state lands and buildings effectively while
minimizing hazards to people and the environment, but it oper-
ates in a warfare paradigm with humans fighting all other organ-
isms. We need to respect our relationship with the environment
and ultimately change our worldview. However, as an urgent first
step, we must push the current paradigm to its limits. Let’s elevate
the debate on phasing out toxic pesticides and get effective poli-
cies in place.

- Jay Feldman, executive director, Beyond Pesticides



Ending Toxic Dependency:
The State of IPM

by Jay Feldman and Laura Hepting
Beyond Pesticides

The Maine State Capitol Building in Augusta, as well as most other state-managed buildings are subject to state IPM law.

ith increasing public awareness of pesticide

hazards,* widespread agreementhasemergedthat

integrated pest management (IPM) and organic
practices are preferred land and structural management
tools in both (i) embracing concerns about protecting health
and the environment and (ii) utilizing practices that are
efficacious and cost effective.? However, in the field of IPM, an
approach to preventing and controlling unwanted organisms
that has a history of varied definitions and policies, there are
numerous perspectives, and critical disagreements, among
public health and environmental advocates, regulators, and
the pesticide and pest management industry. While organic
agricultural practices are clearly codified in federal statute®
with a definition, acceptable methods and materials, and a
certification and enforcement process, there is an absence
of federal IPM policy that requires clear, meaningful and
enforceable standards and practices for the management
of state-owned public land and buildings. This report fills
a critical gap in evaluating state IPM laws governing state
property in the 50 states and the District of Columbia
(hereafter referred to as states) with criteria for effective

management benchmarks. Since the laws themselves,
however, do not alone ensure the implementation of an IPM
program, the assessment in this report includes interviews
with state officials and environmental advocates.

State policy restricting pesticide use on state-owned and
managed property serves as an important measure of public
health and environmental protection, given the widespread
chemical exposure associated with the management of 195
million acres of land area across the U.S., affecting virtually
all residents. State policy can also influence the direction of
practices used by local jurisdictions (villages, towns, cities
and counties) and on private lands, setting a tone that either
encourages or discourages pesticide-dependent practices.
Local government policy requiring organic or IPM practices is
critical in the absence of state and federal law that adequately
restricts pesticide use. The evaluation in this report of state
laws governing specific species management practices on
state-owned and managed property supports the need
for defined and effective state IPM and organic programs,
codified in policy and effectively carried out.
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Methods

All state pesticide agencies were surveyed on IPM policy. Each state
wasrequestedtoidentifyand provide copiesof state IPMlegislation,
regulation, policy directives, and/or guidance materials, as well
as the current contact information for the person/department
in charge of the state’s IPM program, if applicable. States were
also requested to identify any local political subdivisions that have
IPM policies and, if possible, provide copies (or web links) of local
ordinances, policies, and/or guidance materials.

The survey response rate is 90% (45 of 50 states and the District
of Columbia). Data from the remaining states was obtained
through the review of state pesticide acts and other legislative/
administrative policies available on states’ websites, a research
method that was also used to supplement information provided
by participating states.

All state policies are analyzed for (i) an IPM policy governing
state-owned and managed lands and buildings, (ii) definition of
IPM, (iii) eight essential IPM components, (iv) IPM leadership
and coordination, and (v) other related issues. To pinpoint the
degree to which each state has institutionalized IPM, interviews
were conducted with representatives from all states with an IPM
policy to determine the degree to which these policies are being
implemented.

Local IPM and pesticide reduction policies were compiled through
internet research and review of Beyond Pesticides’ database and
files. Beyond Pesticides’ coalition members provided assistance
by facilitating various aspects of the process in their respective
states.

Summary Findings

Four states, or 8%, adopt the IPM policy goal of pesticide
reduction or curtailing unnecessary pesticide use on state-owned
or managed property,® while the vast majority (92%) of states
either has no policy or one that is seriously deficient. Only two
of the four states with specific pesticide reduction goals have a

Practices Essential to IPM

IPM is a pest management system that (a) eliminates or mitigates economic and health
damage caused by pests (b) minimizes the use of pesticides and the hazards to human
health and the environment associated with pesticide applications, and (c) uses integrated
methods, site or pest inspections, pest population monitoring, an evaluation of the need
for pest control, and one or more pest management methods, including sanitation,
structural repairs, mechanical and biological controls, other non-chemical methods, and,
if non-toxic options are unreasonable and have been exhausted, |least-toxic pesticides.’

The Eight IPM Program Essentials: (1) Education/Training - information for stakeholders,

mandatory program. All state IPM policies fail to incorporate the
eight essential components of IPM (see box), and the majority of
states (6 of 10) that adopt one or several of the IPM components
do not explicitly establish the goal of pesticide reduction. Instead,
this group of states treats IPM as a combination of approaches,
including the use of all available
pesticides, without any attempt to
prioritize the use of non-chemical
methods or least-toxic chemicals only
as a last resort. None of the state
policies requires organic practices for
management of state lands. Less than
18% of the states (9) have adopted at
least one of the eight IPM program
components critical to an effective
program. No state incorporates all of
the program components essential
to IPM. Only seven states adopt
multiple components, with one
state incorporating six and another

technicians; (2) Monitoring - regular site inspections and trapping to determine the
types and infestation levels of species at each site; (3) Pest Prevention — the primary
means of management calls for the adoption of cultural practices, structural changes, and
mechanical and biological techniques; (4) Action Levels — determination of population
size, which requires remedial action for human health, economic, or aesthetic reasons; (5)
Least-hazardous pesticides — pesticides, used as a last resort only, are least-toxic chemicals
not linked to cancer, reproductive problems, endocrine disruption, neurological and
immune system effects, respiratory impacts and acute effects; (6) Notification — provides
public and workers with information on any hazardous chemical use; (7) Recordkeeping
- establishes trends and patterns in problem organisms and plants, including species
identification, population size, distribution, recommendations for future prevention, and
complete information on the treatment action; (8) Evaluation - determines the success of
the species management strategies.

incorporating seven of the eight
essential components.

IPM Definition

In the 10 states that have codified
in state law IPM practices for state-
owned or managed property, two
types of IPM definitions emerge:®

®m Non-prioritized Tactical IPM. With
non-prioritized tactical IPM, the
state IPM practices are defined as a
combination of pest management
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State parks and other state-managed lands, such as Squantz Pond State Park in Connecticut (pictured above), are impacted by state IPM policies.

methods (2 states: MI, MN) with no priority for pesticide or hazard
reduction. Additional states specify IPM as a combined method
that minimizes health and/or environmental risks (1 state: OR),
as well as economic risks (4 states: AZ, OH, WA). However, this
definition can be and is generally interpreted from the perspective
of the health and economic risks of not using pesticides, as
opposed to analyzing the real hazards or uncertainties (because of
inadequate health and environmental effects testing of pesticides)
associated with pesticide use.

W Prioritized Strategic IPM. With first tier prioritized strategic IPM,
state IPM policy seeks to reduce or eliminate hazardous pesticide
use on state-owned property and requires the use of clearly defined
least-toxic pesticides only as a last resort (2 states: CA, NJ).

With second tier prioritized strategic IPM, state IPM policy seeks to
reduce or minimize pesticide use, or unnecessary use, and adopt
non-chemical practices, while using least-toxic pesticides without
specifically requiring a last resort determination (CT, ME). The state
of Maine’s policy limits pesticide use to “low impact pesticides.”

Both these approaches, either implicitly or explicitly, recognize
the hazardous nature of pesticides, deficiencies in the process
that regulates these toxic substances, the value of avoiding use
when possible (precautionary principle), and
the viability of prevention-oriented strategies
not reliant on hazardous pesticides.

Eight Essential IPM Components

prevention (6 states: AZ, CA, ME, MN, OR, WA); (4) action levels (4
states: AZ, CA, ME, OR), (5) least-hazardous/restricted pesticide
use (3 states: AZ, CA, ME); (6) notification of pesticide use (1
state: ME); (7) recordkeeping (2 states: AZ, Ml); and, (8) program
evaluation (4 states: ME, MI, OR, WA).

IPM Coordinator

Two states (OR, WA) require the designation of IPM coordinators,
one of which (WA) also requires coordinators to convene an
interagency coordinating committee. Six states with state-owned
property policies identify an employee with primary responsibility
for IPM issues; most identify a state IPM coordinator or other state
employee who is housed in the state pesticide agency (5 states:
CA, CT, MI, MN, OR), and one state (ME) has an IPM coordinator at
both the state’s extension service program and pesticide agency.

IPM Policy Development and Implementation

Five states (CT, ME, MN, OR, WA) explicitly require widespread
implementation of IPM on state-owned public property (land
and buildings). Implementation is characterized by varying levels
of activity. An additional five states (AZ, CA, MI, NJ, OH) require
program development, but have yet to establish and implement a
formal comprehensive program.

Local IPM and Pesticide Reduction Ordinances

Seventeen states (CA, CO, CT, FL, IA, KS, ME, MA, MN, NJ, NM, NY, NC, OH, OR,
PA, WA) have one or more city, county or other political subdivision(s) with public
property IPM or pesticide reduction ordinances (excluding school policies). Eight
of these states currently have some degree of statewide IPM language as well.
Only one of the seventeen states (Maine) does not have a state preemption law
that prohibits local governments from restricting pesticide use on private land.
Nationwide, over 100 political subdivisions have public property IPM or pesticide
reduction ordinances.

Nine states (of the ten with state property IPM
policies) identify at least one of the following
eight essential components of IPM in either
the definition of the term or explicitly as a
part of policy requirements pertaining to the
management of state-owned property. The eight
components include: (1) education/training (6
states: CT, ME, MI, MN, OR, WA); (2) monitoring
(7 states: AZ, CA, ME, MI, NJ, OR, WA); (3) pest
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ENDING TOXIC DEPENDENCY: THE STATE OF IPM

Discussion

The Problem of Definition

What exactly does IPM mean? The foundation of an IPM policy
is its definition of the term, the techniques required, and its
enforceability. However, IPM is a term that is used loosely with
many different definitions and practices. Sixty-seven unique
definitions have been cited in the scientific literature alone.®
Central to the difference is the degree to which the IPM definition
allows toxic chemical use, or conversely, gives priority to preventive
non-chemical and least-toxic management.

State Definitions

IPM definitions and prescribed components vary widely between
states, smaller political subdivisions, IPM professionals, academics,
industry, and organizations. The majority of states do not have a
formal definition of IPM. Where definitions exist, they are vague
and inconsistent.

Examples of the two types of definitions generally used in state
IPM law affecting state-owned property follow:

1. Non-prioritized Tactical IPM, codified in six states (AZ, MI, MN,
OH, OR, WA), is exemplified by language adopted in the state of
Minnesota.

Minnesota 17.114(2b): Integrated pest management means
use of a combination of approaches, incorporating the judicious
application of ecological principles, management techniques,
cultural and biological controls, and chemical methods to keep
pests below levels where they do economic damage.

Additional language, codified in five states, add
to non-prioritized tactical IPM an undefined
requirement to minimize health and/or
environmental risks (1 state: OR), and economic
risks (3 states: AZ, OH, WA), as exemplified by
the state of Arizona.

Arizona  32-2301(14):  Integrated  pest
management means a sustainable approach
to managing pests that combines biological,
cultural, physical and pesticide tools in a
way that minimizes economic, health and
environmental risks.

2. Prioritized Strategic IPM, first and second
tier, codified in four states (CA, CT, ME, NJ),
is exemplified by language in the states of
California and New Jersey.

California Assembly Bill No. 2472: Integrated
Pest Management (IPM) means a pest
management strategy that focuses on long-
term prevention or suppression of pest

problems through a combination of techniques such as monitoring
for pest presence and establishing treatment threshold levels,
using non-chemical practices to make the habitat less conducive
to pest development, improving sanitation, and employing
mechanical and physical controls. Pesticides that pose the least
possible hazard and are effective in a manner that minimizes risks
to people, property, and the environment, are used only after
careful monitoring indicates they are needed according to pre-
established guidelines and treatment thresholds.

New Jersey Executive Order 113: Integrated Pest Management
(IPM) consists of the use of a combination of pest monitoring,
good sanitation practices, appropriate solid waste management,
building maintenance, alternative physical, mechanical and
biological pest controls, and only as a last resort the use of the
least-hazardous chemical pesticide.

While four states imply the goal of pesticide reduction, overall,
most states do not provide guidance beyond the vague definitions
cited. Some states list components of IPM techniques or delegate
responsibility to a state entity to develop further guidelines.

Eight Essential IPM Components

As the term integrated implies, IPM is comprised of multiple
interdependent components that provide effective species
prevention and management when implemented correctly. At its
best, IPM is a precautionary method, effecting the adoption of
practices that prevent the need for toxic chemical use.

Roadside spraying is a major pesticide use, and roadside management plans are often under the
jurisdiction of states. Pictured above is a state managed road near Big Horn Canyon in Wyoming.
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Preventing Problems

Successful implementation of IPM is based on altering the elements that lead
to insect, rodent, fungal and plant problems. For structural pest management,
this includes modifying the target species’ entry, food source, and habitat. For
lawn and landscape management, this means maintaining the health of these
areas, from the soil up.

Basic prevention strategies include:

m Entry Restrictions - Restrict access of undesirable species that can get into
buildings by, for example, installing and repairing screens, installing weather
stripping and sealing holes and cracks.

m Eliminate Food Sources - Proper sanitation is essential in reducing the
availability of food that serves as an attractant. Examples: vacuuming/mopping
and emptying the trash regularly, and sealing/refrigerating food.

m Habitat Management - Modify the climate and living space thatis an attractant.
Common solutions include eliminating standing water and poor draining areas
outdoors, and repairing leaks and maintaining adequate ventilation indoors.

®m Lawn and Landscape Maintenance — Maintain loose, loamy soils with rich
humus teeming with beneficial microorganisms, insects, earthworms, and
other organisms. Key practices include soil aeration, maintaining proper soil

land management, lawn and landscape issues.
This includes regular site inspections and
insect and rodent trapping to determine the
types of species and population levels at each
site. Monitoring allows managers to properly
identify and manage a species problem before
a serious outbreak occurs. Monitoring can also
determine the possible causes of problems,
such as leaky pipes, food crumbs, cracks in walls
or around plumbing, or stressed plants. It may
not be necessary for an entire property to be
monitored, just those areas with the potential
for problems, while other areas are monitored
and managed on a complaint basis. A logbook of
problems enables data-based decision making.
Monitoring data is most efficiently used in
conjunction with action thresholds (see below).
Finding: Monitoring is mentioned briefly in
seven state policies (AZ, CA, ME, MI, NJ, OR,
WA), often as part of an IPM definition.

3. Action Thresholds. Action thresholds, or
action levels, are based on the population size of

pH, proper watering, and planting with local cultivars.

In total, nine states (18%) mention one or more components
within state public property policy (1 component — CT, NJ; 2
components — MN; 4 components — CA, MI; 5 components — AZ,
WA, 6 components — OR; 7 components - ME). However, none of
the states address all of the necessary IPM components explicitly
within their policy.

1. Education/Training. Education and training is typically carried
out through workshops, training sessions, and written materials.
Training generally involves the general public, other stakeholders,
and all state personnel and state contractors that are responsible
for pest management. Educational and training programs are
intended to convey information that enables better understanding
of the conditions that allow for insect, rodent, fungal, and plant
issues, thresholds for action, pesticide hazard concerns, and
methodologies for management.

IPM education is mentioned relatively often within state laws
regardless of the presence or absence of other IPM provisions, but
often exclusively relating to pesticide applicator training. Optional
IPM training provisions are not counted in this evaluation. Finding:
Eight states (CT, DE, KY, ME, MI, MN, OR, WA) include mandatory
IPM training in their applicator or employee certification
requirements. Two (DE, KY) are independent of an IPM policy.

2. Monitoring. Monitoring helps identify the nature, source,
and extent of an insect or rodent problem, or, in the case of
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an organism or plant that requires preventive or

remedial action for human health, economic or

aesthetic reasons. The determination of action
or acceptable levels can be based on a scientific or subjective
judgment and cultural norms. Action thresholds depend on
effective monitoring. Finding: Four states (AZ, CA, ME, OR) make
some mention of action levels in their policy, referring to the need
for species and situation-specific thresholds.

4. Prevention. Non-chemical pest prevention is increasingly
viewed as the primary strategy of IPM. Key to prevention is habitat
and structural modification and cultural practices that reduce or
eliminate sources of food, water, shelter, and entryways, as well
as practices that support healthy soil and landscapes. Physical,
mechanical and biological controls can head off many problems
before they begin. Exceeding unacceptable problem thresholds can
be prevented through cultural controls such as proper sanitation
and housekeeping, cleaning waste disposal systems, structural
maintenance, good soil health, and other long-term, non-chemical
strategies. Finding: Six states (AZ, CA, ME, MN, OR, WA) recognize
prevention as part of their public property IPM policy.

5. Least-Toxic Tactics Criteria. The least-hazardous approach
to managing unwanted species first and foremost includes
non-chemical methods, such as cultural practices and physical,
mechanical and biological controls. However, when pesticides are
determined to be necessary, the use of least-toxic pesticides is
often incorporated into policy and practice. If there is no way to
avoid pesticide use, least-toxic pesticides include those that are
least-hazardous to human health and ecological balance (natural
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controls and non-target organisms), and least damaging to the
built and natural environment. Finding: Three states (AZ, CA, ME)
include this parameter in relation to their IPM policy.

6. Notification. If a chemical control method is utilized, notification
of pesticide applications provides the public with the opportunity
to take precautions to avoid direct exposure to pesticides,
which is especially important for pregnant women, children, the
elderly, those with weakened immune systems, and those who
are chemically sensitive. Finding: One state (ME) incorporates
notification into its IPM policy. However, at least 21 states have
adopted laws requiring notification of lawn, turf and ornamental
pesticide applications by hired applicators and 31 states require
prior notice and/or posting at schools. Several local jurisdictions
also provide notification for mosquito spraying. Existing notification
mechanisms vary between states and jurisdictions - some areas
require universal notification (pre- or post-application), others
use a registry, and others require posting signs in the treated area
(pre- or post-application).®

7. Recordkeeping. A recordkeeping system enables the
identification of trends and patterns in pest outbreaks, and
the evaluation of pest management decisions. Information
recorded at every inspection and/or treatment facilitates pest
identification, population size, distribution, recommendations for
future prevention and complete information about the action(s)
taken. Finding: Two states (AZ, Ml) incorporate recordkeeping as
a component of IPM.

8. Evaluation. Evaluating records enables the adjustment of
practices and fine tuning of a site-specific IPM
program. Finding: Four states (ME, MlI, OR, WA)
include evaluation as an element of IPM.

Leadership, coordination and
oversight

IPM Coordinator. An IPM coordinator
establishes a management function and IPM
program accountability. An IPM coordinator
is typically someone who normally manages
unwanted species problems, such as a facilities
manager, sanitation engineer, or someone else
who regularly oversees building and/or grounds
operations or other ecological management
services. Coordination among state agency IPM
leaders enhances opportunities for increased
program and cost effectiveness. Finding: Two
states (OR, WA) call for the designation of an
IPM coordinator for each pre-determined state
agency that is explicitly required to implement
IPM, and one (WA) of the two states also
requires coordinators to convene as an
interagency coordinating committee.

State Policies and Implementation

The description of state policy in the following 11 states, 10 of
which utilize at least one essential IPM component in managing
state-owned public property, provides an overview of the different
approaches to IPM. Summary descriptions of all 50 states and the
District of Columbia are included in Table I.

Arizona (ARS Chapter 22; 32-2320)) delegates
the responsibility of developing a structural pest
control IPM program to the structural pest control
commission. The state of Arizona defines structural
pest control as controlling pests “that exist near or
around structures, in ornamental shrubs and trees,
on golf courses, along rights-of-way or in lawns or cemeteries and
all pesticide application that could be harmful to public health or
the environment.” The commission is instructed to include several
IPM components in the developed guidelines, such as monitoring,
recordkeeping, action levels, and natural control agents. Arizona
did not provide feedback on the status of the development of
these guidelines for implementing an IPM program on state-
owned property.

California (Food and Agriculture Code §11501) requires
the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) to consider
and encourage least-hazardous pest control methods. In
1977-78, DPR began an IPM initiative to encourage
and facilitate the adoption or improvement of IPM
policies. In 1995, a Pest Management Strategy was
developed to increase the adoption of less-toxic
pest management.

Paradise Beach State Park in California.
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In 2002, Assembly Bill 2472 became law (Title 2. Section 14717),
stating, “The Legislature finds and declares that the safe handling,
reduction, or elimination of pesticide use in state buildings and on
state lands is an important step in providing all state employees
and members of the public with a safe, healthy environment.” The
act goes on to establish the intent of the legislature to enact IPM
legislation, and adds a statutory provision allowing the state to
implement a demonstration project to study IPM practices and
develop a model. A DPR representative confirms that at present,
while there may be prospects, no model has been developed, and
no additional IPM legislation has been enacted.

In short, while California has been promoting the concept of IPM
for many years, the state is only technically beginning to establish
a program at present and currently relies on the voluntary use
of IPM techniques. The state is developing a strategy to reduce
the risk of pesticide management practices, with the intent to
protect environmental and public health through the reduction
and elimination of pesticides on public property.

West Quoddy Head Lighthouse in Maine’s Quoddy Head State Park.
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Connecticut (General Statutes §22a-66l) states,
“Each state department, agency or institution shall
use integrated pest management at facilities under
its control if the Commissioner of Environmental

Protection has provided model pest control management
plans pertinent to such facilities.” In accordance with this condition,
several specific model IPM plans, recordkeeping formats and
sample applicator bid specifications have been developed and
distributed. Additionally, this statute directs the Commissioner
to “notify municipalities, school boards, and other political
subdivisions of the state of the availability of the model plans
for their use.” The Department of Environmental Protection has
achieved this through mass mailings. Other noteworthy provisions
include an exception for public health emergencies, as determined
by the Commissioner of Public Health, and a requirement to
develop and implement a public education program to inform
the public and encourage the use of IPM techniques on private
property.

Maine (Title 7 Ch. 413) has established an IPM Council.

The law states, “The council shall facilitate, promote,

* expand and enhance integrated pest management

adoption in all sectors of pesticide use and pest

management within the State.” A fund to develop and

implement IPM programs was also created, but no funds

have been appropriated. The state reports that the Council has
remained intact, relying on volunteers.

It is also the policy of Maine (Title 22 Ch. 258-A§1471-X) to
minimize reliance on pesticides. The state’s agencies are directed
to promote the principles and implementation of IPM and other
science-based technology.

The Maine Board of Pesticides Control (Pesticide Regulations Ch.
26) requires IPM in all residential rental property, and occupied
commercial, institutional and public buildings. A pesticide as a last
resort determination is required for residential rental property.
Under this provision, prior notification of 1-7 days must be given in
the event of a pesticide application, and applicators must identify
pest conducive conditions and provide recommendations for
practical non-pesticide control measures. The species, the extent
of infestation, and any damage must be identified before pesticides
are applied, with exceptions. A section on risk minimization also
requires applicators to use low risk products.

Governor John Baldacci also issued Executive Orders 12 FY 06/07
and 16 FY 06/07 addressing the promotion of safer chemicals in
consumer products and services. Order 12 FY 06/07 requires state
owned and managed buildings and their grounds to be managed
with the least amount of pesticide use by applying IPM principles.
Vendors are required to comply through new pest management
contracts. IPM training is to be provided to state employees as
appropriate and as resources allow. The order also prohibits
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the cosmetic use of fertilizer-pesticide mixtures.
Finally, 16 FY 06/07 refines requirements for a
Task Force charged with identifying and promoting
safer alternatives to hazardous chemicals. A task
force member reports that these IPM measures
are only being carried out in the Capitol area at the
writing of this report, but the state is working on
expanding the program.

Massachusetts (333 CMR

12) has outlined a unique

# > set of circumstances that

require IPM, presenting it as

a tool to protect buffer zones and sensitive areas.

The state requires the adoption of an IPM program

for areas on the state’s groundwater protection

list or within a primary recharge area before any
pesticide products may be applied.

Michigan (regulation no. 285.637.14
- currently under revision so that
it is not in conflict with a similar
rule, Act 451, Part 83) requires all
schools, public buildings, day care
centers, and health care facilities
to have an IPM program in place. Additionally,
pesticide applicators must be trained in a verifiable
program that addresses numerous components of
IPM, “with consideration for reducing the possible
impact of pesticide use on human health and
the environment, including people with special
sensitivities to pesticides.”

Minnesota (Statute 17.1142b) requires,
under its sustainable agriculture
code, that the state develop “a

state approach to the promotion and

use of integrated pest management,
which shall include delineation of the
responsibilities of the state, public postsecondary

institutions, Minnesota Extension Service, local

Local IPM and Pesticide Reduction Ordinances

Local ordinances are increasingly important in institutionalizing IPM and similar
concepts in the management of public property. Local efforts share a common
goal of pesticide reduction through prevention and non-chemical strategies.

Local IPM policies often include pesticide reduction goals. Some towns are
adopting organic practices on parkland or all town properties (e.g. Plainville,
CT, Lawrence, KS, Townsend, MA). Pesticide reduction policies, such as bans
on the most toxic categories of pesticides and pesticide reduction goals (e.g.
New York City, San Francisco, Seattle, and other cities), protect public health by
contributing to pollution prevention.

Over 100 political subdivisions have IPM/pesticide reduction ordinances, which
vary from county-wide policies to pesticide-free parks, within 17 (CA, CO, CT, FL,
IA, KS, ME, MA, MN, NJ, NM, NY, NC, OH, OR, PA, WA) states (excluding school
IPM). Eight of these states have some form of state IPM policy, and all but one
have a state preemption law restricting localities from limiting pesticide use on
private property.

State preemption laws, which exist in 41 states, have rendered many community
efforts void of authority to adopt local pesticide restrictions on private
property. Preemption generally refers to the ability of one level of government
to override laws of a lower level. After the Supreme Court upheld the right of
local governments to restrict pesticide use on private property under federal
pesticide law (Ruckelshaus v. Monsanto Co., 467 U.S. 986, 1984), the chemical
industry successfully lobbied state legislatures to take away this authority
in 41 states. These laws, called state preemption laws, effectively deny local
residents and decision makers their democratic right to better protection when
the community decides that minimum standards set by state and federal law
are insufficient to protect local public and environmental health. Today, as
pesticide pollution and concerns over human and environmental health mount,
municipal authority is viewed as increasingly important.

When states were asked if they track local IPM ordinances, only two states
(CA, ME) answer in the affirmative, and three additional states (MN,NM, NC)
indicate an awareness of local IPM policies. Twelve states report they do not
track and are not aware of IPM policies enacted by local jurisdictions and
numerous states chose to disregard the question in the survey.

units of government, and the private sector; establishment of
information exchange and integration; procedures for identifying
research needs and reviewing and preparing informational
materials; procedures for factoring integrated pest management
into state laws, rules, and uses of pesticides; and identification of
barriers to adoption.”

Minnesota Statute 18B.063 requiresthe statetouse IPMtechniques
in its management of public lands, specifically rights-of-way, parks,
and forests. In addition, it is specified that the state shall focus
on using “planting regimes that minimize the need for pesticides
and added nutrients.” The IPM and Sustainable Agriculture Plan

for State-Owned Lands has been created in response to this
statute, which outlines strategies for developing an IPM program.
Minnesota’s IPM Program Coordinator cites several state agencies
that have implemented IPM methods and also notes they have
not experienced any known resource constraints in implementing
the program.

New Jersey (Governor James J. Florio issued Executive
Order #113 in 1993) directs the Department of
Environmental Protection and Energy to conduct a pilot
IPM program, form a task force to study the potential
for increasing IPM within state agencies, develop
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a strategy for
implementing IPM
at state facilities,
and evaluate
current  practices.
The state did not
provide records on
implementation
of this broad IPM
policy on state-
owned  property.
A local advocate
notes that the order
did help launch
the grassroots IPM
campaignwithinthe
state, and that pest
control seems to
vary with the state’s
administration.*

Ohio law (ORC§
921.18(D)) states,
“The director [of
agriculture]  shall
establish standards
governing the
development and
implementation of integrated pest management
practices that are designed to prevent
unreasonable adverse effects on human health
and the environment.” Further, “The director may
enter into cooperative agreements with other

state agencies for the implementation of voluntary
or mandatory integrated pest management practices.” No such
program has been developed. A state pesticide representative
notes that they are not aware of any action on the law and stated
IPM has been shelved in the past.

The Washington State Capitol in Olympia.

Oregon (Revised Statutes, ORS§634.650-665)
requires state agencies to implement IPM. The
language specifically outlines the departments
that have duties related to pest management:

Agriculture, Fish and Wildlife, Transportation,

Parks and Recreation, Forestry, Corrections,
Administrative Services, and State Lands, as well as each state
institution of higher education. Each of these state agencies and
institutions are further required to provide IPM training for pest
management employees and must designate an IPM coordinator
to manage the program.

After the implementation of these requirements, there was an
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active committee for approximately five years according to a
representative of the Department of Agriculture’s Plant Division.
Training information was developed and agency progress reports
were required. Participation waned as the program became
repetitive and resources were shifted away from IPM to support
another program. The representative of the Plant Division feels
the program has been a success, as it is believed that all agencies
did implement IPM methods and a basic understanding of IPM has
been achieved throughout the state’s agencies. However, a state
advocate says the policy did not result in significant change from
the state’s prior pest management practices.™

Washington (revised code 17.15) reads,
“[1t is the policy of the state of Washington
to require all state agencies that have pest
control responsibilities to follow the principles
of integrated pest management.” The code
continues by defining IPM as pest management methods that are
environmentally and economically sound, and includes several
IPM components within the definition. Other provisions outline
exactly which state agencies and institutions must implement this
policy, lists IPM training requirements, requires the designation of
IPM coordinators, and establishes an interagency IPM coordinating
committee.

The language of this policy is one of the most comprehensive in
the nation. However the definition remains vague — the result
of compromises made to find middle ground among the state’s
stakeholders. Additionally, as a state advocate points out, the
reality of implementation often reveals a different picture. It
has been observed that the policy has not effectively reduced
pesticide use except in cases where pressure has been applied to
specific programs.?

A state employee involved in Washington’s IPM efforts confirmed
that in the decade that has passed since the adoption of its policy,
the implementation of IPM has not been widespread, largely
because there has not been one person consistently in charge of
the program, due to employee turnover. Despite a 1997 statutory
requirement for yearly reports from the state’s agencies, the
documentation ceased in 2001. The state representative stated
that the “success rate is all over the map,” and the agencies in
charge of parks and recreation, transportation, ecology and
others have done a better job implementing IPM because on-site
individuals took initiative. Additionally, it is thought that limited
funding may have been an impediment as resources for training
and materials largely need to be self-generated.

State Overview

IPM law governing the management of state-owned and managed
property varies wildly nationwide. If the ten states that have
adopted some form of an IPM policy affecting public property



Table 2. State and Local IPM and Preemption Policies

School IPM** State Public Property IPM State Preemption®® Local Public Property IPM /Reduction®®

Alabama - -

Alaska u

Arizona m] u]

Arkansas

California o o

Colorado

Connecticut o u

Delaware

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois u

Indiana

lowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

O(m | m|®m = = N

Minnesota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana o

Nebraska

Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jersey L} u]

New Mexico

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio o

Oklahoma

Oregon |

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

[ BN NN BN BN BN BN BN BN BN BEsRN |

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas ]

Utah

Vermont o

Virginia

Washington |

West Virginia |

"m0 m

Wisconsin

Wyoming

TOTAL 20 10 41 35

M = Required, O = Recommended
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were to correct existing deficiencies and fully implement these
policies, then 31% of the nation’s population would be protected
from unnecessary pesticide use on state-owned public areas.*?

As each state’s experience shows, there are a variety of potential
roadblocks to establishing a successful state IPM program.

Conclusion

Passing an IPM policy takes initiative from local activists, the
general citizenry and elected officials. Weak legislative language,
resource constraints, lack of leadership, shifting priorities, and no
commitment to enforcement are some of the hurdles that state
governments experience with their IPM policy.

While IPM has been embraced rhetorically by the pest
management industry and officials responsible for state-owned
and managed property, this survey of state laws, policies and
practices tells a far different story of actual policy and operations.
The study finds that while some components of IPM are in place

Recommendations

and broader programs are in development, currently less than
18% of the states (or nine states) with state property policies
adopt at least one of the essential components of IPM. Even
more striking, only four states adopt the IPM goal of pesticide
reduction or curtailing unnecessary pesticide use on state
property and only two of the four have a mandatory
program in place. This raises critical questions about
the lack of serious effort by state governments to put
in place IPM programs on state property. At the same
time, there are a number of bright spots among the
states that have developed or are developing effective
IPM programs.

IPM as a method has proven that land and buildings can
be managed cost-effectively through a precautionary
approach that adopts preventive practices for insect,
rodent and landscape problems and eliminates toxic
chemical use. The growing number of scientific studies
linking widely used pesticides to adverse health effects
and the cost-effectiveness of prevention-oriented
management strategies suggests that this is good public
health and cost-saving policy. Sound management
policies and practices that adopt IPM and organic
methods for state-owned and managed property have
the potential of affecting 195 million acres of land area
and virtually all residents of the U.S.

1. State Action. States must adopt policies (through action of the state legislature or agency regulation) to manage state-owned
property with IPM and organic practices that are clearly defined with the goal of eliminating hazardous and unnecessary pesticide use,
address the eight essential IPM program components, and ensure adequate funding, full coordination, accountability and enforcement.
States should repeal preemption of local authority to restrict pesticides on private property.

2. Local Action. States should encourage local jurisdictions to adopt policies and private property owners to put in place programs
that ensure IPM and organic principles of eliminating toxic pesticide use.

3. Federal Action. The U.S. Congress should adopt legislation that requires the uniform adoption of IPM and organic practices
by state governments, tied to the transfer of federal funds for programs in the states (e.g. highway construction, school construction,
pesticide regulation, water quality programs, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) mosquito control programs, and others).
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eyond Pesticides, working with allies to protect public health and environment, is leading the transition to a world free of

toxic pesticides. The founders, who established Beyond Pesticides as a nonprofit membership organization in 1981 as the

National Coalition Against the Misuse of Pesticides, felt that without the existence of such an organized, national network,
local, state and national pesticide policy would become, under chemical industry pressure, increasingly unresponsive to public health

and environmental concerns.

Beyond Pesticides has historically taken a two-pronged approach to the pesticide problem by identifying the risks of conventional
pest management practices and promoting non-chemical and least-hazardous management alternatives. The organization’s primary
goal is to effect change through local action, assisting individuals and community-based organizations to stimulate discussion on the
hazards of toxic pesticides, while providing information on safer alternatives. Beyond Pesticides has sought to bring to a policy forum
in Washington, DC, state capitals, and local governing bodies the pesticide problem and solutions we have become aware of on a

day-to-day basis.

Beyond Pesticides provides useful information on pesticides and alternatives to their use, topics also covered in Beyond Pesticides’
quarterly news magazine, Pesticides and You, monthly news bulletin, Technical Report, Daily News Blog, Gateway on Pesticide Haz-
ards and Safe Pest Management, and, the bimonthly bulletin, School Pesticide Monitor. The organization also publishes a wide variety

of brochures, information packets, and reports.

Beyond Pesticides believes that people must have a voice in decisions that affect them directly. We believe decisions should not be

made for us by chemical companies or by decision makers who either do not have all of the facts or refuse to consider them.
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