_ STATE OF WASHINGTON
PESTICIDE INCIDENT REPORTING AND TRACKING REVIEW PANEL
' P.O. Box 47846
Olympia, Washington 98504-7846

.March 30, 2009

The Honorable Tom Campbell, Chair

Washington State House Select Commitiee on Env1ronmental Health
- John L O*Brien Building

Room 205-A

P.O. Box 40600 :

Olympia, Washington 98504-0600

Dear Representative Campbell:

The Pesticide Incident Reportmg and Tracking Panel (PIRT) is responding to your request for
assistance regardmg pesticide use reporting (PUR) systems.

' Specufically this letter reviews HB 1946 (2007), including bill and fiscal analyses, while
describing the experience of other states that have adopted PUR systems. In particular
-California, Oregon, and New York currently have the most comprehensive programs. Key
characteristics of these PUR systems, such as start-up costs, groups required to report, and
reporting frequency, may be useful to you and are summarized in the attached table.

This letter also describes benefits and burdens associated with PUR systems implemented in
these other states. Numerous sources, including documents, presentations’, websites", and
interviews™ were used to compose this response. A list of references is attached.

First, when asked to comment about the potential benefits to human health, safety, and protecting
the environment from lmplemenung a PUR, PIRT members and PUR staff from other states
described the following:

Benéfz;ts to Human Health

& Enhances understanding of the relative risks of pesticides. Currently heavily used pesticides
appear to be of high risk, but this may be a failacy. With denominator data and the ability to .

* divide the number of reported cases by applications, the pesticides that are of true high risk
would be more easily identified. :

o Increases the ability to conduct epidemiologic vesearch on the relationship between pesticide
use patterns and illness, particularly with good geographic location information. Research on
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 pesticide effects to sensitive sub-populations, such as children, would also be enhqnced.

® [or agricultural use pesticides, a standardzzed and comprehensive collection of spray records
would enable more accurate use estimates than voluntary agricultural census surveys that have
been available.

» Better quahty spray records would be obtamed

o For urban and suburban pestzczde applications, PUR could prowde estimates of non-
agricultural pestzczde use if the PUR covered all applications under a pesticide handler’ s license.

o More timely access to pesticide application (exposure) information which would aid in
pesz‘zczde incident investigations if reporting frequency is at least monthly and with good

~ geographic location information.

& Enhances understanding of usages or methods that increase or decrease risk to public health
and safety. This would result in subsequent improvements 10 worker health and safety

* Improvements to water quality may be achieved through enhanced mom‘toring.

o Use of more realistic rates in visk assumptzons by EPA and other regulatory bodies because
analysis can focus on the actual chemzcals being used. :

o The collection and analysis of pesticide use data would enable PIRT to -better meet the primary-
intent of its founding legislation, addressing human health issues related to pesticide use. ‘

Beneﬁts to Fish, Wildlife & the Environment

" e There are a general lack of dota and attention to environmental impacts of pesticide use. PUR
data would help fill this gap. :

o Pesticide use data can be of saennf ¢ benefit when assessing potential acute, ehromc, and sub-
- lethal impacts to fish and wildlife species.

e Pesticide use data could be compared to endangered species habilat/known range 1o assess
effects on wildlife.

‘© More efficient ground, surface, and drinking water sampling and modeling for pesticides in
these water bodies.

o The collection and analysis of pesticide use data would enable PIRT to meet the secondary
intent of its founding legislation, addressing environmental issues related to pesticide use.
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Staff from the California PUR system report the following additional benefits:

Benefits to Agriculture

o Growers and applicators are pleased that PUR is showing a trend of declining pesticide use,
" by pounds used, active ingredient applied, applications, and acreage treated.

~® _Ability fo assess pesticide use palterns and changes in pest problems due fo new pests or
" predators. : ‘

) Abilitj lo identify changes in pest biology, particularly pesticide resistance.
e Better tracking of pest management options.

e Identification of hari to crops, honeybees. and domestic animals, in addition to adverse
impacts to human health, wildlife, and the environment.

" The above merely summarizes the benefits from pesticide use reporting. The main burdens from
implementing a PUR system would include cost and additional workload for the identified
responsible parties required to provide PUR information. A key to program success wiil beto
develop a system that can be adopted in a unlform manner, preferably supporting the system on a

~ county-by-county basis. :

Comparison of Califomig Oregon, and New York PUR Svstems

Many states have some form of pesticide use reportmg However, the three states with the most
-comprehensive PUR systems include California, Oregon, and New York. w

Cahforma has the oldest system, with its roots in a limited program started in 1950 by the
California Department of Food and Agriculture. California’s program expanded in 1970 creating a
“bifurcated system” where commercial pest control operators report all pesticides used weekly or

- monthly (restricted pesticides reported within 7 days) and farmers reporting the use of restricted
materials monthly. Full implementation occurred in 1990. California currently exempts home and
garden use from reporting. California’s data is reported at section, township, and range, and all
data are available to the public. '

The program is financed primarily through a mlll tax which is about 2.1 cents per dollar of
pesticide sales at the point of ﬁrst sale into the state. They do not rely on general state funds.

Maintaining the PUR system costs about $1 million annually to the counties and about 4-6 FTEs at
the state level.
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California contains the largest agriculture industry, with approximately 8.5 million harvested
cropland acres, compared to 3.8 million in New York and 3.1 million harvested cropland acres in
Oregon.” Washington has 4.9 million harvested cropland acres.

|  New York began developing their PUR system in 1996. Commetcial applicators report annually
and pesticide sales data are aiso collected.” Home and garden uses are exempted from reporting.

Pesticide applications are reported by street address and zip code, although commercial applicators
have asked to submit latitude and longitude (which NY currently cannot accept). Data at street
address level are not readily accessible. Potential data users must petition to an established
research board to gain access. -

. Funding for N'Y’s program is primarily from a special state environmental protection fund.

- Although fines are assessed for violations, these monies go directly to the general state fund, not
the PUR program. Maintaining the PUR sysiem costs approximately $2 million annually. with

about 3 FTEs. :

Oregon began planning their PUR system in 1999, but it did not become fully operational until
2007. All pesticide users except for households are required to report annually. Pesticide
applications are reported by water basin; there are 15 basins in Oregon. Given the aggregation of
data by such a large geographic location, the data are of little use and many of the benefits
described above are currently not being realized by Oregen. Also, the information is kept -
confidential which limits public use. ' :

' Funding for Oregon’s program is half from general state funds and half from pesticide product.
registration fees. The cost to implement Oregon’s-electronic reporting system was $1 million and
to maintain it annually is approximately $600,000, with about 3 FTEs.

Analysis

California and New York started their PUR programs by accepting both paper and electronic
 submissions. However, they are fast moving towards predominantly electronic systems. Based on

this experience, Oregon opted for an electronic system only. California has a predominantly

electronic and scannable system, with paper submissions requiring a lot of support. All states

agree that accepting paper submissions significantly increases the cost of the PUR programs due to
_ the need for data entry personnel or contract services.

Those reporting sub-groups that tend to prefer submitting paper records are small and/or -
subsistence farmers. It may be more cost-effective to provide these small groups with technical

assistance to enable them to report electronically rather than develop a state-wide reporting system'
that accepts paper submissions. ' '
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Oregon and New York require sellers to report pesticides sold. This is useful in tracking urban
pesticide uses, however obtaining geographic information other than zip code for pesticide sales
may be difficult. ' : o '

Recommendation: Based on the experience of other states; the legislature may want to consider
exempting or phasing-in the reporiing requirements for small or subsistence Sfarmers, or for
‘sellers. Such a measure would enable the state to develop an electronic or scannable system only,
. which would reduce the costs of implementing a PUR system. If small or subsistence farmers are
eventually included into the PUR system, the state should consider providing them with technical
support so they could meet the reporting requirements. -

California and New York have data indicating more precise geographic locations of pesticide
applications which are more useful to health and environmental researchers. New York
applicators are requesting the ability to report by latitude and longitude. Additionally, California
requires reporting weekly for restricted use pesticides applied by commercial applicators and
monthly for everyone else. This more frequent reporting ensures that data are more readily
available in the event of a public health emergency.

Recommendation: Based on the experience of other states, the legislature may want to-consider
requiring more precise geographic location, such as section, township and range, or even the
possibility for applicators to submit latitude and longitude. HB 1946(2007) only required zip
code, which may not be as useful for health or environmental research. ‘

Recommendation: More frequent reporting such as weekly and/or monthly, rather than annuaily,
would provide data that could be used in pesticide illness incident investigations.

_ ‘Oregon and NY implemented PUR systems with substantial limitations on data usage which
curtail the potential benefits to heaith, the environment, and to agriculture. The data California

. gathers have been completely accessible to the public for over 40 years without substantial
complaint from any interest group. Therefore, the California PUR has produced more useful

* information. : ' ‘

Recommendation: Make all data publicly available. If all data cannot be publicly available, it
- could be made available at the county level with an established health research board to review

requests for the data by more specific location.

- Most states exempt reporting of disinfectants as pesticides and also exempt households from
reporting. '

. Recommendation: Exclude disinfectants Sfrom any legz‘.s"larive proposal of a PUR system. Also
exchide households from reporting. '

Tolf Free 1.877.483.7316 TDD Rela)y Service 1.800.833.6388 }rrr_g.'/fnm;n_'.a’oir.w(.'. govw'ehp ts PIRT e foult him



The Honorable Tom Campbell
March 30, 2009
Page 6

Conclusion

:Given the infancy of the Oregon PUR system, and the limited benefits the state has realized to
date, the PIRT subcommittee on PUR suggests using the New York and California systems as
models. These systems are older, better tested, and have experlencc reducing the burdens of such
PUR systems while enhancing beneﬁts

~ In the fiscal analysis of HB 1946 (2007), WSDA estimated costs to coniract the design and
development of a PUR system as §$1.2 million. However, this assumes a system that would accept
both electronic and hard copy reports from pesticide users. The subcommittee suggests developing
a system that would accept only electronic submissions. This action would mgmﬁcanﬂy reduce
the start-up costs of a PUR 'system in WA. :

California has experienced fewer problems in implementing their PUR system and they have a
strong county infrastructure, llkely due to the fact that their PUR system was developed over a
longer period of time. Based on this experience, to reduce the cost burden, and to provide fora
time period to evaluate a new PUR system, the subcommittee suggests developing a PUR system
that would phase-in over time. For example, a WA PUR system could begin by requixing report
from commercial and licensed applicators and large farms.

To be of use for health and environmental research, the subcommittee suggests frequent reporting
of pesticide application similar to California, weekly reporting of restricted use pesticides and
‘monthly reporting for general use pesticides. Also, such reporting needs to be by a useful
geographic location, preferably by section, township, and range, and including the option of
-prowdmg latitude and longitude for those applicators who have access to GIS and prefer to report
in this manner.

~ The majority of the PIRT panel members present at the March meeting voted to approve this letter.
The Washington State Department of Agriculture and the Department of Labor & Industries
representatives voted to absiain. No PIRT member was opposed.

Please let us know if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincefely,

&a‘éfﬂ%/
Cynthia Lopez, Chair

Pesticide Incident Reporting and Tracking Panel

cé: - PIRT Panel Members
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