ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS (ASPCRO)
HISTORICAL RECORD
1981
|
PRESIDENT: Barry Patterson, NM
VICE-PRESIDENT: Neil Ogg, SC
SECRETARY: F.R. Du Chanois, FL
TREASURER: None
LOCATION OF ANNUAL MEETING: Tampa, FL
DATE: 10/5/81 to 10/7/81

HIGHLIGHTS OF MEETING:

**Structural and Industrial Fumigation Update-Vern Walter

**Structural Fumigation Demonstration,Pre-Fumigation, Fumigant Release,
Monitoring, Post Fumigation Procedures, Takedown

**Regulatory Forum, Cracker Barrel Session-John Mulrennan Jr., Warren
Frazier, Moderators--Special guest, Barbara Ann Dell McPherson, Esq.

**Wood Destroying Organism Update-Ray Beal

**Wood Infestation Inspections and Reports, Panel Discussion

*%*US EPA Update, Enforcement-Roy Clark

**Field Trip to Busch Gardens
**State Reports

RESOLUTIONS:
v**ASPCRO expressed appreciation to Hosts and Sponsors I

**That ASPCRO urge EPA to exclude termiticides from FIFRA 2(ee).

MISC: Historical records contain the minutes of the meeting. l
States attending the meeting were: Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Ontario (Canada)
South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. Records contain a roster
of registrants for this meeting.
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MEMORANDUM

23 February 1982

TO: All Members, Association of Structural Pest .Control
Regulatory Officials (ASPCRO)

FROM: F. R. Du Chanois, Past Secretary (Florida)

SUBJ: Minutes and Notes of 21st Annual Meeting in Tampa, Florida,
i 5-7 October 1981

With apologies for the delay this issue of Minutes and Notes
is dated exactly four months later than it was for the 1980 meeting.
The 21lst Annual Meeting of ASPCRO was held in the ADMIRAL BENBOW
INN, 1200 North Westshore Boulevard, Tampa, Florida, the "Cigar
Capital of the World", during 5-7 October 1981.

Representatives of the Florida Department of Health and
Rehabilitative Services (DHRS), Office of Entomology, organized,
produced and directed the meeting for the host state, Florida.
Judging from all reports and comments the meeting was well received.

The meeting was attended by 20 states and Canada (Ontario
Ministry of Environment) represented by 37 regulatory officials and
associates, and 29 speakers, industry sponsors and guests. States
represented were: Arizona, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Illinois,
Indiana, Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina. Oklahoma, Ontario
(Canada), South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia. The state
of Delaware was unable to attend but submitted a report which,
together with all state revorts submitted, is inclosed.

The educational and technical sessions were moderated by Dr.
John A, Mulrennan, Jr., Dlrector, Office of Entomology, DHRS
(Plorida). Business sessions were presided over by ASPCRO President
Barry Patterson (New Mexico). The officers and members of ASPCRO
express their sincere appreciation to the speakers, program partici-~
pants, industry sponsors and to all others who contributed in any
way to the success of the meeting. Special recognition is due the
Program and Local Arrangements Coordinators.

Copies of the meeting program, reports submitted by the
individual states, resolutions adopted, list of attendees, mailing
list of states, and available program presentations are appended. /
/
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MINUTES and NOTES of the 2lst ANNUAL MEETING *
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL RECULATORY OFFICIALS
Tampa, Florida

5-7 October 1981

Sunday, 4 October

REGISTRATION, 2:00-6:00 P.M.
————-HOSPITALITY HOUR_ - RECEPTION, 7:00 P.M.
Courtesy and compliments of TERMINIX INTERNATIONAL, Memphis, Tennessee

Monday morning, 5 October

REGISTRATION, 7:30 - 8:20 A.M.
CALL TO ORDER - PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG, 8:20 A.M.

William C. Bargren, Entomologist-Inspector, Office of Entomology,
DHRS, Tampa

WELCOME & INTRODUCTION OF MEMBERS & GUESTS, 8:30 A.M.

Dr. John A. Mulrennan, Jr., Ph,D., Director, Office of Entomology,
Florida Dept. of Health & Rehabilitative Services (DHRS), Jacksonville

PRELTIMINARY BUSINESS SESSION- ANNOUNCEMENTS, 8:40 A.M.

Barry Patterson, President, Association of Structural Pest Control
Regulatory Officials, New Mexico

President Patterson appointed the following Committees:

Nominating Committee:
Chairman Robert McCarty, Mississippi, & Charlie Chapman, Texas
Resolutions Committee:

Chairman Neil Ogg, South Carolina; Betty Sisk, Arizona;and
John Hagan, Missouri, Members.

*Minutes and Notes are intended for the information and use of ASPCRO members, only;

and to reflect proceedings of the meeting as accurately as possible from longhand
transcription, and from submitted reports and papers. Information presented or opinioms
expressed by individual members and speakers are their own and not necessarily those of
the Association, nor do they necessarily express or imply the official views or policies
of the agencies, firms or organizations represented. WNeither ASPCRO mor its Secretary
assumes any responsibility for errors of omission or commission, if any, as they are
unintentional. Corrections will gladly be made in the next issue upon request to the
Secretary.
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STRUCTURAL & INDUSTRIAL FUMIGATICN UPDATE,9:00 A.M.

Mr. Vernon (Vern) E. Walter, Regional Manager, The Industrial Fumigant Company,
McAllen,Texas (hame office Olathe, Kansas)

Mr. Walter presented up~to-date information and developments on the various
fields of fumigation and modern fumigants. He stressed the types of knowledge,
training and techniques needed to perform safe, effective fumigation work. The
current status of individual fumigants was reviewed. The speaker surveyed the
many diverse and specialized areas of fumigation practice with respect to site of
application: tent (structural), ship and barge, mill, farm camodity, wvehicle
(railcars, trucks, vans, piggy-back loads) and spot fumigations.

The speaker noted that he was undertaking a safety study of the history of
fumigation. Pesticide incident monitoring indicates one-fourth of all fumigation
claims involve tent fumigation. The single most common and serious tent fumigation
injuries are from lifting, e.g. carrying tarps up ladders, lifting cylinders etc.
There is a real need to teach, train and examine on knowledge of (proven) fumigation
techniques. It was Mr. Walter's observation that state exams should be up-dated and
kept so to measure knowledge and campetence of the fumigator.

The excellent technical review publication, "Fumigating Safely and Effectively"
by Donald A. Wilbur, Jr., President, THE INDUSTRIAL FUMIGANT COMPANY, Olathe,
Kansas, camplements Mr. Walters presentation and is appended with permission and
courtesy of the author.

CQOFFEE BREAK, 10:00 A.M.

Refreshments during all coffee breaks were provided through the courtesy of
the FLORIDA PEST CONTROL ASSOCIATICON, INC., and the MOBAY CHEMICAL CORPORATION.

STRUCTURAL (TENT) FUMIGATICON DEMONSTRATTION:

Pre-fumigation Procedures, Fumigant Release, Monitoring...Field trip,
10:15 - 12:00 A.M.

Mr. A. D. (Art) Ieasure, Account Manager,Agricultural Products,

Dow Chemical Campany, Tampa, Florida

This actual "live" field demonstration was moderated by Mr. Art ILeasure with
the cooperation of CROSS PEST CONTROL of Tampa, Mr. Keelan Dendy, Certified Fumigator
in charge. Handout packets describing and explaining the complete operation and
related literature were made available to all members and guests attending the
demonstration.

ADJOURN FOR LUNCH, 12:00 Noon

Monday afternoon, 5 October

REPORTS FROM THE STATES, 1:00 P.M.

President Patterson called the meeting to order and called upon representatives
from states attending to present the State's Report. Copies of all State Reports
submitted to the Secretary, and also including states in absentia (Delaware), are
included with these Minutes and Notes.

The States reported in the following order at this time:



NEW MEXTCO - Barry Patterson
NORTH CAROLINA - Rudolph E. Howell
MISSCOURT - John R. Hagan

NEVADA - Lawrence E. Blalock
ARTZONA - Betty Sisk

TEXAS - Charlie Chapman

GEORGIA - James P. Harron
VIRGINIA - Charles G. Rock

COFFEE BREAK, 2:30 P.M.

REPORTS FROM THE STATES, cont'd., 2:45 P.M.

PROVINCE OF ONTARTIO - Doug W. Wilson
LOUISIANA - James A. Arceneaux
MISSISSIPPI - Jim Haskins

ILIINOIS - Harvey J. Dominick
MARYIAND -~ David Shriver

TENNESSEE - Knox Wright

ARKANSAS - Donald Alexander
OKIAHOMA - Orin Ray Elliott

NEW YORK - Raymond J. Malkiewicz

ADJOURN, 5:15 P.M.

Monday evening, 5 October

HOSPITALITY HOUR - RECEPTION, 6:00 P.M.

Courtesy and campliments of the ORKIN EXTERMINATING COMPANY, INC. , Atlanta, Georgi:

REGULATORY FORUM - CRACKER BARREL SESSICN, 8:30 P.M.

Dr. John A. Mulrennan, Director, and Mr. Warren T. Frazier, Entamologist, Office
of Entamology, DHRS, Jacksonville, moderators, and special guest, Barbara Ann Dell
McPherson, Esq., Staff Attorney, DHRS, Clearwater, Florida

HOSPITALITY SUITE OPEN, 10:00 P.M.




TUESDAY MORNING, 6 October

STRUCTURAL (TENT) FUMIGATION DEMONSTRATION, cont'd.:

Post-fumigation Procedures, Monitoring, Takedown, Clearance (for reentry
and reoccupancy) ...Field trip,8:00 - 9:45 A.M.

Mr. Art Leasure, the Dow Chemical Company

The members and guests were afforded an opportunity to observe an actual
residential, tent fumigation operation for control of drywood termites. The
procedures, techniques and equipment involved in monitoring the fumigation in
progress to insure effectiveness of the job, and in clearing the structure of
funigant to insure safe reoccupancy were demonstrated.

CCFFEE BREAK, 9:45 A.M.

WOOD~-DESTROYING ORGANISM CONTROL UPDATE, 10:00 A.M.

Mr.Raymond (Ray) H. Beal, Principal Entomologist, Southern Forest Experiment
Station, Forest Service, U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Gulfport, Mississippi

Mr. Beal reported on recent research and development work of the Gulfport
Laboratory. In a letter to the Past-Secretary dated 15 October 1981, copy of
which is appended, Mr. Beal wrote, "Our research mission within the U.S.
Forest Service is to develop chemical, biological, or physical methods of
controlling or preventing damage by termites, wood-destroying beetles, and
fungi to wood in storage and in use." The speaker developed his informative
presentation along the lines outlined in this letter.

"1, Devise specific control methods for wood-destroying beetles through
requlation of moisture content and development of insecticidal or other
direct treatments."

Powder-post beetle control research is being carried on by Mr. lonnie
Williams. There were approximately 53,000 beetle control treatments in 11
southern states in 1970. The most frequently encountered problem is caused by
Lyctus brunneus, the "brown powder-post beetle", (Coleoptera: Lyctidae).

"2. What types of bahavioral responses are elicited in subterranean termites
by wood-destroying fungi, and what factors influence the production of metabolites
that cause these responses?"

The speaker discussed research on termite-fungus relationships with
special reference to the application of this knowledge to termite control and pre-
vention. One of the organisms being studied is the brown-rot fungus, Gloeophyllum
trabeum.

"3. Can certain antibiotics, wood extractives, or growth requlators be used
to control subterranean termites?"

Investigations along these lines are being conducted by Ms. Fairie Lyn
Carter. Both softwoods and hardwoods are studied for degree of attack by termites.
Active repellent principles are recovered by means of various extractives
(solvents). Work on insect growth regulators has shown that methoprene ("Altosid")
increases the production of soldiers in the termite colony. The effects of certain
antibiotics such as chlorotetracycline (aureomycin) on symbiotic protozoa found in
the termite's alimentary tract are also being studied.
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"4, Develop new and improved chemical methods for termite control.”

Mr. Beal conducts research on chemical control. Subterranean termites
will go to wood decayed up to 15 per cent by certain fungi. Partially decayed bait
blocks or strips to which insecticide is added are being tested. Since Mirex,
used in the earlier tests, was lost they are trying other materials to replace
Mirex which was effective for 3 vears.

Work is continuing on chemical barriers, slow-acting insecticides, ground
board and concrete slab testing techniques. Test results to date show that
chlordane at 1.0 per cent concentration is still effective after 32 years, and
aldrin, deildrin, heptachlor and a chlordane~heptachlor mixture all at 0.5 per cent
concentration remain effective after 29 years.

Materials other than organcchlorine campounds which lock pramising are
chlorpyrifos ("Dursban", DOW) propoxur ("Baygon", ICI) and bromadan (?) (MOBAY).

DISCUSSIN: Mr. Robert Mc Carty (Mississippi) vointed out the critical need of
state regulatory agencies for valid (relevant and meaningful) termiticide soil
residue levels, soil (residue) sampling procedures and standardized analytical
procedures. Mr. Beal agreed that there is a need for research to establish
acceptable (adequate) termiticide levels in treated soil. He noted that the
Gulfport Laboratory has a study plan on hand but it had to be put aside due to
other priorities. He submitted that 100 ppm is adequate for good control, and
(as understood) this level should be in the treated soil for at least 16 years
(if label recamnendations are followed). Mr. Beal suggested that any request or
proposal for research should go to the Director of Southern Forest Experiment
Station, New Orleans. (Ed. note: See Resolution No. IV adopted at the Tampa
meeting and appended) .

WCOD-DESTROYING ORGANISM INSPECTIONS & REPORTS, PANEL - DISCUSSICN, 11:00 A.M.

Panel members: Mr. Scott E. Askins, Entamologist-Inspector, Office of
Entomology, DHRS, St. Petersburg; Mr. John A. Barfield, Realtor, TamBay Realty,
Inc., Tampa; Mr. James H. Bond, Entomologist, Office of Entamology, DHRS, Jacksonville,
Moderator; Barbara Ann Dell McPherson, Esq., Staff Attorney, DHRS, District V,
Clearwater; and Mr. Lloyd M. Tuchon, Jr., Owner-Operator, Brandon Pest Control, Inc.
Valrico, Florida

Termite and other wood-destroying organism inspections and inspection reports
were examined from the realtor's, pest control operator's,regulatory inspector's,
and legal viewpoints.

ADJOURN FOR LUNCH, 12:00 noon

The members and quests assembled at the Admiral Benbow Inn for an enjoyable
luncheon and informal remarks by quest speaker, Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Operations Susanne Casey, DHRS, Tallahassee. Ms. Casey conveyed the personal
greetings and welcome from Florida's Govermor Bob Graham, and expressed the agency's
appreciation and encouragement of ASPCRO's accomplishments and goals.

Tuesday afternoon, 6 October

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL, PROTECTION AGENCY UPDATE, 1:00 P.M.

Mr. Roy P. Clark, Chief, Pesticides & Toxic SubstancesBranch, Region IV, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Atlanta, Georgia
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Mr. Clark presented excerpts from remarks by the Honorable Anne M.
Gorsuch, newly-appointed EPA Administrator, to a Congressional Committee at
the time of appointment confirmation. (Ed. note: On 4 May 1981 the Senate
Environment and Publics Works Committee unanimously confirmed Ms. Gorsuch, a
Colorado attorney and former state representative, to head the Environmental
Protection Agency. The Camittee also unanimously confirmed the appointment
of Dr. John W. Hernandez, Jr., formerly a professor of civil engineering at
New Mexico State University, to serve as EPA's Deputy Administrator). The
camplete text of Mr. Clark's presentation is appended courtesy of the speaker.

GUIDED TOUR OF THE DARK CONTINENT - BUSCH GARDENS PEST CONTROL PROGRAM, 2:00 - 6:00 P.M.

Courtesy of the Anhauser-Busch Companies, Inc., Mr. Dennis Sullivan,
Pest Control Supervisor, Busch Gardens, Tampa, Florida, in charge

The mambers, their wives and quests enjoyed a memorable tour of The
Dark Continent - Busch Gardens park. Those attending were escorted in small groups
through the grounds where they were able to view at close range the many beautiful
exotic birds, and also the many mammals living and managed in their natural,
ecological habitats. Mr. Sullivan gave a pre—tour overview of their Pest Control
Program, and throughout the tour he and his professional staff explained or
demonstrated first~hand the specialized, and in many respects unique, operations
and techniques involved. There was a splendid equipment exhibit, and the professional
staff was present to answer questions. Refreshments were served at the conclusion
of the tour.

BUFFET DINNER AT THE OLD SWISS HOUSE, BUSCH GARDENS, 6:00 P.M.

Courtesy of NEELOO INDUSTRIAL EQUIPMENT, INC., Cocoa, Florida; SOUTHERN
MILL. CREEK PRODUCTS, INC., Tampa, Florida; STEPHENSON CHEMICAL COMPANY, INC.,
Ceallege Park, Georgia; and WOODBURY CHEMICAL COMPANY, INC., Princeton, Florida

HOSPITALITY SUITE OPEN, 9:00 P.M.

Courtesy of the industry sponsors noted above.

Wednesday morning, 7 October

GROUP BREAKFAST, Admiral Benbow Inn, 7:15 A.M.

Courtesy "BUGS" BURGER BUG KILLERS, INC., Miami, Florida

REPORTS FRCM THE STATES, concluded, 8:15 A.M.

The following states reported at this time:
INDIANA - Dave Scott

MICHIGAN - Robert Mesecher

SOUTH CAROLINA - Neil Ogg

FLORIDA - F. R. Du Chanois

FINAL BUSINESS SESSION, 8:30 A.M.

Call to order by President Barry Patterson (New Mexico).
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The President called for a report of the standing Uniform Policies
Committee Report. The Camittee is composed of Messrs Larry Blalock (Nevada),
Chairman, Charlie Chapman (Texas), John Hagan (Missouri), and Ms. Betty Sisk
(Arizona) . Chairman Blalock presented the Committee's Report, "Suggestions
for Implementation by ASPCRO", copy of which is appended. (Ed. note: The Committee
is to be comended for a job well done).

The President called for a report of the Resolutions Committee composed
of Mr. Neil Ogg (South Carolina), Chairman, Mr. John Hagan (Missouri) and Ms.
Betty Sisk (Arizona).

The report consisted of four resolutions all of which are appended in
final form as adopted. Chairman Ogg presented the report.

Mr. Ogg read Resolution I of the Report and moved itsadoption. Seconded
by Barry Patterson (New Mexico). Duscussion. Motion carried unanimously.

. Ogg read Resolution II of the Report and moved its adoption. Seconded
by Ray Elliott (Cklahcma). Discussion. Motion carried unanimously.

Mr. Ogg read Resolution III of the Report and moved its adoption.
Seconded by F. R. Du Chanois (Florida). Discussion. Motion was carried unanimously.

Mr. Ogg read Resolution IV of the Report and moved its adoption. Seconded
by David Shriver (Maryland). Discussion. Motion carried unanimously.

The President then called for a Report of the Nominating Committee conposed
of Messrs. Robert McCarty (Mississippi), Chairman, and Charlie Chapman (Texas).

Chairman McCarty presented the report and placed the following slate of
officers in nomination:

For President - Neil Ogg (South Carolina)
For Vice-President - James (Jimmy) A. Arceneaux (Louisiana)
For Secretary-Treasurer - Don Alexander (Arkansas)

There being no nominations from the floor, it was moved by (not recorded)
seconded by (not recorded) that naminations cease and the Secretary be
instructed to cast a unanimous ballot for the nominees. The motion carried.

(Ed. note: F. R. Du Chanois (Florida), most regretfully, declined renamination for
the office of Secretary (and Treasurer) of the Association,in which office he has
served for 21 years,due to anticipated retirement).

OLD BUSINESS: None

NEW BUSINESS:

Mr. Robert Mesecher (Michigan) and Mr. Doug Wilson (Ontario, Canada) extended
an invitation to meet in Detroit, Michigan, for the 22nd Annual Meeting, the meeting
to be jointly sponsored and hosted by the State of Michigan and the Province of
Ontario of our good neighbor to the north, Canada. It was agreed unanimously to
accept this very cordial invitation.
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Mr. Patterson (New Mexico) graciously offered to host the 1983 ASPCRO meeting
in the State of New Mexico.

President Ogg appointed Mr. Robert McCarty (Mississippi) and requested Mr. Robert
(Bob) Russell, Orkin Exterminating Company, Atlanta, Georgia, to work together and
form a State-Industry Relations Committee.

There being no further business, the final business meeting was adjourned at
9:45 A.M.

COFFEE BREAK, 9:45 A.M.

NATIONAL PEST CONTROL ASSOCIATION - INDUSTRY UPDATE, 10:00 A.M.

Mr. A. Jack Grimes, Director, Government Affairs, National Pest Control
Association, Inc., Vienna, Virginia

Mr. Grimes reported on the major problems and concerns of the NPCA and
individual PCO's. He pointed out specific objectives and needs the Association
and the industry need to focus upon. He related what the NPCA is doing to meet
the needs and challenges of the future.

1. Improved technology and resources. Dr. Richard Carr, NPCA Research
Director, is studying ways the industry can move forward to improve technology.
He noted the formation of the Philip J. Spear Research Fund. The NPCA Research
Council and Scientific Advisory Council, made up of members from within and
outside the Association, both work directly with the Research Director.

2. Improved educational/training methods and materials are needed. The
Association now publishes Pest Management Magazine, the official voice of the NPCA.
Each state pest control requlatory official (or state?) will receive a complimentary
subscription. The speaker invited comments and input from state regulatory
officials. Plans are being made by NPCA to initiate a department of professional
education, the Institute of Pest Management Training.

As understood, the Institute will develop continuing education (certification)
training, and will develop certification quidelines and standards. It is not intended
to provide certification training per se. It will provide advanced levels of
accomplishment and recognition over and above certification. They expect to develop
good teaching methods for training the trainer, and thus help the certified applicator/
operator do a better job of training. Here again Mr. Grimes welcomes input from
the states.

3. NPCA plans to develop a solid information data base on pesticide risks and
benefits, e.g. they would focus upon the risk/benefit sides of what is happening in
the area of subslab treatments. So far the benefit side looks good., The RPAR on
termiticides is being watched. They invite ASPCRO members to join them in gathering
information.,

In addition,NPCA will conduct a survey of all PCO's. A questionnaire will go
out in early 1982. NPCA, thie National Arborist Association, American Association
of Pesticide Control Officials (AAPOD) and the U.S. EPA are jointly sponsoring a
national survey of urban pesticide applicators. The survey will be conducted under
the direction of a committee composed of one designated representative from each
sponsoring organization. The purpose is stated to be the collection of information
needed By and to be provided to both industry and government. The survey will
encampass businesses providing lawn and turf; tree and ornamental; and structural
institutional and industrial pest control services. The committee will request a
list of operators fram each state.
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4, Positive legislative/requlatory provisions: Among the areas needing
special attention, Mr. Grimes mentioned adequate continuing education and training
(EPA certification and training grants); minimum allowable concentrations (MAC)
set by AAPCO; and less severe, more flexible penalties than revocation or suspen-—
sion (by the States). The speaker noted that NPCA supports civil penalties.

Some type of experience requirements 1s being recommended, e.g. a
minimum of one year's experience for certification eligibility. 2As to service
technicians, the certified applicator/operator would certify that he/she had
provided the service technician with "core" training. NPCA would like to see the

: 7 1 >fessional advisory committees within the states to
assist regulatory agencies.

NPCA is in favor of lessening of government (pest control) competition
with the private sector. Pest control services should be provided by the most
econamical means. The Association is working on amendments to FIFRA, e.g. to
provide an opportunity for minimizing (?) cost of pesticide use to the public
and to avoid duplication. The speaker reported there is an indication by Federal
officials concerned with reducing Federal regulations to obtain greater industry
input in the regulatory process; setting priorities and evaluating programs arc
facing close review.

PEST CCONTROL AND SANITATION IN FOOD SERVICE FACILITIES 11:00 A.M.

Mr. Alvin (Al) L. Burger, Owner-Operator, "BUGS" Burger Bug Killers, Miami,
Florida

Mr. Burger gave a hard-hitting, straight-talk "lecture" exhorting the need,
benefits and merits of greater professicnalism, competence, training and pride
within the industry. He stressed results to ~ : expected and obtained by
individual initiative, excellence and skill in job performance. (Ed. Note: The
speaker left little doubt that his talk was different).

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business or proceedings, the 2lst Annual Meeting
was adjourned at 12:15 P.M.

23 February 1982. Respectfully submitted. FRDC, Past-Secretary.

Personal note: It has been a distinct pleasure and privilege to serve as your
Secretary these many years. I would like to express my humble and most sincere
appreciation to all the members - my friends - for your encouragement and cooper:
My very best wishes go to each of you, to the Officers and to ASPCRO. With your
help ASPCRO has a bright future. I know each of you join me in extending the ve:
best wishes for my successor, Don Alexander. I know that you will support him we
as you have me, last but not least I would like to thank Mrs. Shirley Hofacker,
my Secretary, for typing these and past Minutes and Notes and to acknowledge wit
deep appreciation her invaluable aid and assistance with ASPCRO affairs. ~FRDC




RESOLUTION ADOPTED
AT
THE 1981 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

S - 7 OCTOBER 1981
RESOLUTION I

WHEREAS, the 21st Annual Meeting of the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials was outstandingly
successful, and the success is attributable to the generosit& of
our hosts, the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative |
Services, Office of Entomology, and its very capable staff,
particularly Mr. W. C. Bargren, Mr. F. R. Du Chanois, and
Dr. J. A. Mulrennan, Jr., Director, in providing excellent facil-
itites, program content and entertainment; and

WHEREAS, the Admiral Benbow Inn, 1200 North Westshore
Boulevard, Tampa, Florida, provided excellent facilifies and
hospitality contributing to the success of the meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Dow Chemical Company provided the excellent
fumigation demonstration, including bus transportation and the
actual expenses of the fumigation, and in so doing significantly
contributed to the overall success of the meeting; and

WHEREAS, Cross Pest Control allowed the Association meeting
attendees to witness an excellent example of structural fumigation;
and

WHEREAS, the management of Busch Gardens provided a most

informative and delightful tour of The Dark Continent, Busch



Gardens, and of their outstandingly excellent Pest Control
“Programj and

WHEREAS, Neelco Industrial Equipment Company, Souf%ern Mill
Creek Products Company, Stephenson Chemical Company and Woodbury
Chemical Company provided a most pleasant dinner at The 01ld
Swiss House, Busch Gardens, and after hours hospitality refresh-
ment; and

WHEREAS, the Florida Pest Control Association and Mobay
Chemical Corporation kindly provided the refreshments during
program breaks; and

WHEREAS, Terminix International, Inc., and Orkin Exterm&nating
Company, Inc., provided the excellent reception hospitality hours
on October 4 and 5 respectively; and

WHEREAS, "Bugs" Burger Bug Killers, Inc., provided the most
enjoyable breakfast on October 7, 1981; all of which has contri-
buted to the success of this meeting;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE 1T RESOLVED: That the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials, through written
appreciation of these individual and joint contributions to this
meeting and through each of its officers and members, express its
sincere thanks and gratitude to all those parties and individuals
for an excellent meeting and a very pleasant stay in the State of

Florida.

Done this 7th Day of October 1981, A.D.



RESOLUTION ADOPTED
AT
THE 1981 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

5 - 7 OCTOBER 1981
RESOLUTION II

WHEREAS, the September 30, 1978, amendments to the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, Section 2(ee), state
that the term "to use any registered pesticide in a manner incon-
sistent with its labeling" shall not include applying a pesticide
at any dosage, concentration, or frequency less than that specified
on the labeling; and

WHEREAS, the Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory
Officials state that application of any registered termiticide at
any dosage, concentration or frequency less than that specified on
the labeling would result in less than effective control of the
target pests;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials solicit the Environ-
mental Protection Agency's full cooperation and urge that immediate,
appropriate action be taken to insure that termiticides be excluded
from the 1978 2(ee) amendment.

Done this 7th Day of October, 1981, A.D.



RESOLUTION ADOPTED
AT
THE 1981 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

5 - 7 OCTOBER 1981
RESOLUTION IIX

WHEREAS, the Association of Structural Pest Control Regula-
tory Officials is with each passing year achieving greater impact
on both state and federal agencies, industry,and national and
state associations; and

WHEREAS, the Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory
Officials is the only regulatory agency which specifically addresses
regulatory and other issues of pressing importance to the structural
pest control industry;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That special emphasis be
provided in 1981-1982 to broaden the membership base of the
Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials by
actively recruiting attendance and affiliation of those states
that do not now attend and participate, thus strengthening the
Association for the challenges that lie ahead. Each member
attending this most informative meeting be directed to communicate
with its neighboring states not attending to do so hereafter, and
other appropriate written notification to states not attending be
provided to encourage future attendance.

Done this 7th Day of October, 1981, A.D.
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5 - 7 OCTOBER 1981
RESOLUTION IV

WHEREAS, the current Association of Structural Pest Control
Regulatory Officials members are actively involved in the im-
portant task of termiticide residue sampling, analysis and
establishing relevant termiticide residue levels; and

WHEREAS, the Southern Forest Experiment Station, United
States Forest Service, Gulfport, Mississippi, provides a critical,
much appreciated research service to pest control operators,
consumers, and state and federal regulatory officials in their
research efforts;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials, as an allied and
supportive friend of the Southern Forest Experiment Station,
request consideration and implementation of a research project
which would establish meaningful termiticide residue levels,
standard analytical procedures, and sampling techniques for
termiticide residues. It is understood that the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials members would
cooperate in every way possible to assist in this project.

Done this 7th Day of October, 1981, A.D.
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED
AT
THE 1981 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

5 - 7 OCTOBER 1981
RESOLUTION I

WHEREAS, the 21st Annual Meeting of the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials was outstandingly
shccessful, and the success is attributable to the generosity of
our hosts, the Florida Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services, Office of Entomology, and its very capable staff,
particularly Mr. W. C. Bargren, Mr. F. R. Du Chanois, and
Dr. J. A. Mulrennan, Jr., Director, in providing excellent facil-
itites, program content and entertainment; and

WHEBEAS, the Admiral Benbow Inn, 1200 North Westshore
Boulevard, Tampa, Florida, provided excellent facilities and
hospitality contributing to the success of the meeting; and

WHEREAS, the Dow Chemical Company provided the excellent
fumigation demonstration, including bus transportation and the
actual expenses of the fumigation, and in so doing significantly
contributed to the overall success of the meeting; and

WHEREAS, Cross Pest Control allowed the Association meeting
attendees to witness an excellent example of structural fumigation;
and

WHEREAS, the management of Busch Gardens provided a most

informative and delightful tour of The Dark Continent, Busch



Gardens, and of their outstandingly excellent Pest Control
Program; and

WHEREAS, Neelco Industrial Equipment Company, Southern Mill
Creek Products Company, Stephenson Chemical Company and Woodbury
Chemical Company provided a most pleasant dinner at The 0ld
Swiss House, Busch Gardens, and after hours hospitality refresh-
ment; and

WHEREAS, the Florida Pest Control Association and Mobay
Chemical Corporation kindly provided the refreshments during
program breaks; and

WHEREAS, Terminix International, Inc., and Orkin Exterminating
Company, Inc., provided the excellent reception hospitality hours
on October 4 and 5 respectively; and

WHEREAS, '"Bugs'" Burger Bﬁg Killers, Inc., provided the most
enjoyable breakfast on October 7, 1981; all of which has contri-
buted to the success of this meeting;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials, through written
appreciation of these individual and joint contributions to this
meeting and through each of its officers and members, express its
sincere thanks and gratitude to all those parties and individuals
for an excellent meeting and a very pleasant stay in the State of
Florida.

Done this 7th Day of October 1981, A.D.



RESOLUTION ADOPTED
AT
THE 1981 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

5 - 7 OCTOBER 1981
RESOLUTION II

WHEREAS, the September 30, 1978, amendments to the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, Section 2(ee), state
that the term "to use any registered pesticide in a manner incon-
sistent with its labeling" shall not include applying a pesticide
at any dosage, concentration, or frequency less than that specified
on the labeling; and

WHEREAS, the Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory
Officials state that application of any registered termiticide at
any dosage, concentration or frequency less than that specified on
the labeling would result in less than effective control of the
target pests;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials solicit the Environ-
mental Protection Agency's full cooperation and urge that immediate,
appropriate action be taken to insure that termiticides be excluded
from the 1978 2(ee) amendment.

Done this 7th Day of October, 1981, A.D.



RESOLUTION ADOPTED
AT
THE 1981 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

5 - 7 OCTOBER 1981
RESOLUTION III

WHEREAS, the Association of Structural Pest Control Regula-
. tory Officials is with éach passing year achieving greater impact
on both state and federal agencies, industry,and national and
state associations; and

WHEREAS, the Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory
Officials is the only regulatory agency which specifically addresses
regulatory and other issues of pressing importance to the structural
pest control industry;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That special emphasis be
provided in 1981-1982 to broaden the membership base of the
Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials by
actively recruiting attendance and affiliation of those states
that do not now attend and participate, thus strengthening the
Association for the challenges that lie ahead. Each member
at%ending this most informative meeting be directed to communicate
with its neighboring states not attending to do so hereafter, and
other appropriate written notification to states not attending be
provided to encourage future attendance.

Done this 7th Day of October, 1981, A.D.



RESOLUTION ADOPTED
AT
THE 1981 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

5 - 7 OCTOBER. 1981
RESOLUTION IV

WHEREAS, the current Association of Structural Pest Control
Regulatory Officials members are actively involved in the im-
portant task of termiticide residue sampling, analysis and
establishing relevant termiticide residue levels; and

WHEREAS, the Southern Forest Experiment Station, United
States Forest Service, Gulfport, Mississippi, provides a critical,
much appreciated research service to pest control operators,
consumers, and state and federal regulatory officials in their
research efforts;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED: That the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials, as an allied and
supportive friend of the Southern Forest Experiment Station,
request consideration and implementation of a research project
which would establish meaningful termiticide residue levels,
standard analytical procedures, and sampling techniques for
termiticide residues. It is understood that the Association of
Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials members would
cooperate in every way possible to assist in this project.

Done this 7th Day of October, 1981, A.D.



SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION BY ASPCRO *

1. Establish a liaison with AAPCO, or possibly meeting with AAPCO.

2. Attempt to increase membership, possibly by the forming of regional groups.

3. Have the yearly program prepared by either a program committee or the
officers of ASPCRO.

4. Establish

some guidelines/definitions for the VA/HUD Wood Destroying

Insect Report and/or State reports.

5. Establish

uniform standards in regards to control practices of specific

pests by certified/licensed applicators.

6. Establish
licensing

7. Establish
8. Establish
9. Establish

10. Establish

uniform qualification requirements for certification and
of structural pest control applicators.

uniform educational standards for certified/licensed applicators.

uniform regulations for certified/licensed applicators.

uniform reciprocity agreements among States.

the following committees:

a. Executive - for handling resolutions and other matters affecting
ASPCRO.

b. Legislative - to inform members of structural pest control statutes/
- regulations in other States.

c. Grievance - to hear grievances and inform members of problems that arise.

d. Limitations - to establish guidelines to avoid lawsuits.

e. Publicity - to make the public aware of the efforts and duties of
ASPCRO.

* Presented at 21st Annual Meeting, Association of Struotural Pest Control Regulatory
officials, lampa, Florida, 7 October 1981, by Mr, Lawrence E. Blalock, Nevada.



Environmental Protection Agency Update *

You have requested an update on the goals, objectives and
policy of the Environmental Protection Agency. As you are
aware, Ms. Anne Gorsuch has recently been selected as the new
Administrator of EPA. The following excerpts have been
selected from her remarks and grouped to provide an intro-
duction to the Administrator's thinking on key subjects and

hopefully fulfill your request of an update.

"Changes within EPA

"Our way of doing business at EPA will change. First, our
staff at all levels - consonant with the direction of the new

Administration - will conduct business with State and local
officials with the presumption of good faith and regularity on
their part, and a pledge to openness og our part.

"EPA staff will return to the field with a set of
management principles in keeping with the goals of the Reagan
Administration. The first of these goals is consistency,
blended with a deep respect for the internal decision-making
process of the Agency. It is certainly inconsistent for EPA
staff to send conflicting signals by premature disclosure of
unsubstantiated scientific studies, improper lobbying of

Congressmen or State Legislators at budget time, or flashy

press releases that upstage our State and local partners.

more

# Presented by Mr. Roy P. Clark, Chief, Pesticides & Toxic Substances Branch, Region 1V,
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Atlanta, Georgia, at the 2lst Annual Meeting of
the Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials, Tampa, Florida, on
6 October 1981,
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"Secondly, in the Administration our aim is to ensure the
principle of accountability. No one is to represent our Agency
unless they know what they are talking about, can speak with
authority, and are willing to keep their commitments. All
decisions of the Agency must be based on sound scientific
research and the best technical information available. This
has become a priority management goal in m§ administration.

"By streamlining our regulations and procedures without
sacrificing our environmental goals, our Agency can become a

model of efficient and good government for the entire Nation.

"Better Organization for Greater Productivity

“"Further, I intend to develop a management program that
utilizes the highly capable civil service professionals at EPA
to moreAefficiently and successfully protect the public health,
welfare and environment. My objective, of course, is not to
turn the programs of EPA ‘'upside down', but I will certainly
make whatever management changes are necessary to efficiently,
expeditiously, and intelligently protect the public health and
environment in a manner which is, to the extent permitted by

law, in accordance with other national objectives.

more
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"Other management issues at EPA include:

"Making rules and regulations more understandable to the
general public.

"Developing early and substantial State and local input
into the regulatory procéss, and returning programs to willing
and able States as Congress intended.

"Simplifying and streamlining the regulatory process.

"Coordinating the effective attainment of our Nation's
environmental objectives as prescribed by law.

"My total efforts and talents will be committed to
restoring, preserving and protecting the environmental heritage
that is a critical, integral part of the legacy our children
and grandchildren must inherit if they are to know the same
freedoms, and enjoy the same choices, that we have known.

"Each of us should strive for improved initiative and
personal productivity, creating a more efficient agency even
with scaled-down budget . . . we must avoid the adversary role
when dealing with the public and other Federal, State and local
agencies . . . we as EPA employees must remind ourselves each
day that we are public servants, paid each two weeks by the
American public to serve them in their very important mutual

efforts of attaining environmental goals.

more
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"The Environmental Protection Agency of the 1980s will
hopefully evolve into a changed but more efficient and thrifty
organization than its predecessor of the last decade. But in
the protection of the health and surroundings of our citizens
we will remain dﬁtifully unchanged in our pursuit of those
goals.

"What I ask is that we work together to make this a
'result-oriented’ operation; and thus cqnfirm the confidence
that the President places in each of us.

"I am convinced that within our organization lies the
creative potential to . . . make EPA even more responsive to

its mandate and to the people whom we serve.

“Decentralization
"Because I place such a high prioriéy on building State/
Federal partnerships to administer the environmental statutes,
I can assure the Committee that this is a matter I will tackle
immediately upon assuming the Office of Administrator. My goal
is to make the Regional system work to the benefit of EPA and

the States.

more
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"EPA/State Relationships
"I stated that I want to establish a new era of
cooperation with the States. Returning program responsibility
to the willing and able State will be a priority of my

management of EPA.

"To the extent allowed by statute and in consideration of
the capabilities of the States, I want to see these
responsibilities returned to the States.

"Because this Administration also supports increased
responsibility on the part of the States in setting priorities
and developing control programs. . . I will emphasize working
w{th the States to facilitate their assumption of these
responsibilities to the maximum extent contemplated by the
statutes.

"We can and must restore the State/Federal partnership
envisaged by Congress. We can establish a new era of
cooperation and consistency. We can solicit early and
substantial State and local input into the regulatory process;:
return programs to willing and able States, and allow them the
flexibility to achieve results in the most effective manner. I
am confident we will find that our Federal (and State) dollars
can provide far greater protection of public health and the
environment when they do not have to be applied unnecessarily

to resolve contentious State/Federal confrontations.

more
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"My thoughts as to management priorities are as follows:
I intend to assure that Regional Administrators will provide
genuine assistance and cooperation to the States they serve.

I am confident that a cooperative and consistent working
relationship with the States will encourage the development of
the State/Federai partnership that Congress originally
envisioned.

"We shall restore the States to their rightful place as
partners with the Federal government in policymaking as well as
policy implementation. Rather than asking States to
effectively enforce programs in which they have had little
meaningful input, we will open clear lines of communication to
the Governors, Legislators and State environmental agencies, so
that their concerns can be considered early in the regulatory
process.

"I believe that EPA can contribute greatly by seizing the
initiative in two specific areas of regulatory reform and the
new federalism. In the future, EPA will contribute to the new
federalism by constantly watching for ways to shift the
decision-making process from the banks of this local, now much
cleaner Potomac, to the local courthouse and state capitals.
We will desert an adversary role, and EPA will seek to bring
State governments in as full and active partners in the

achievement of our environmental efforts.

more
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"Enforcement
"EPA is committed to a strong enforcement doctrine. But
success in enforcement will no longer be judged simply by
counting beans - that is, by the number of suits or orders
filed. Instead we will look for results - for real clean-up

and the 'best environmental bang for our buck.'’

"New Regulations

"We can and must improve the scientific and technical
basis for the standards and regulations developed. A policy
change to require peer feview earlier and more frequently in
the process could make a tremendous difference.

"We can and must simplify and streamline the regulatory
process. Rules too complex to be understood serve only to
alienate the public from the mission of EPA, and that mission

is too important to be left solely to the regulated and the

regulators.

"Regulatory Reform
"Through regulatory reform, efficiencies can be promoted
that produce savings in the products and services purchasd by

American consumers. We should work together to keep a lid on

more
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those unnecessary regulations which have created hardships on
our national industries, driving up the cost of consumer
goods. America's farms, and in the steel mills, on the auto
assembly lines and as Americans search for domestic energy
resources, EPA should move in accordance with the President's
stated goals for our country without sacrificing the important
environmental considerations of cleaner air, cleaner water and

more productive land.

"Public Awareness
"I will work to assure that the Agency's programs and
scientific research are available to and understood by the
public.
"The public is fully committed to environmental
protection, while simultaneously aware of the need to improve
our economy and develop affordable domestic energy resources.

A delicate balance must emerge.

"Cost-Benefit Analysis
"I support the use of cost-benefit analysis in setting
pollution standards wherever that is permitted by statute. My
position is the same as the President's Executive Order 12229.
If cost-analyses are prohibited by statute, I will, of course,

abide by Congress' judgment.

more
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"The Budget

"The budget increases of the 70s have turned into the
necessary cutbacks of the 80s, and EPA is asked to share in the
battle to fight inflation and enhance economic recovery. But
just as President Reagan has asked us to run a tighter ship, it
is the job of every crew member aboard EPA not to lose sight of
what it means to be a public servant.

"Certainly we must take our share of the budget cuts and
serve within the framework of efficient austerity. But the
President has asked EPA to take much less of an operational
reduction than many agencies. This fact alone merely
underscores his commitment to the mission of this agency, which

continues to be the enhancement of our environment.

“EPA's Responsibilities
"I—}ecognize three responsibilities of paramount
importance: the protection of public health and welfare through
restoration, preservation, and enhancement of the quality of
our environment; faithful implementation of the intent of
Congress as expressed in our environmental protection statutes;
and the development of policies that accommodate the national

objectives articulated by the President."
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I have not had the privilege of meeting Ms. Gorsuch yet,
but from talking to others, she is expected to be a strong
Administrator. She is expected to reach her goals and
implement her programs. You may wish to consider how you, as
State officials, can best work with Ms. Gorsuch in achieving
our mutual goals and participate in the State/Federal

partnership envisaged by Congress.

Thank you for allowing me to convey this message.

Roy P. Clark
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE j\
FOREST SERVICE .
SOUTHERN FOREST EXPERIMENT STATION

P. O, BOX 2008, GMF
GULFPORT, MISSISSIPPI 39503

1600
- October 15, 1981

-

Mr. F. R. Du Chanois
Department of Health
and Rehabilitative Services
P.0. Box 210
| Jacksonville, FL 32231

Dear Bob:

I would like to thank you for inviting me to Tampa to meet with the
Regulatory Officials. It was a very enjoyable experience for me and I
was gald to meet so many of my friends again.

Our research mission within the U.S. Forest Service is to develop
chemical, biological, or physical methods of controlling or preventing
damage by termites, wood-destroying beetles, and fungi to wood in
storage and in use.

Within this framework our approach to the problem 1s as follows:

1. Devise specific control methods for wood-destroying beetles
through regulation of moisture content and development of Insecticidal
or other direct treatments.

2. What types of behavioral responses are elicited in subterranean
termites by wood-destroying fungi, and what factors influence the

production of metabolites that cause these responses?

3. Can certain antibiotics, wood extractives, or growth regulators be
used to control subterranean termites?

4. Develop new and improved chemical methods for termite control.

Hopefully, this information will be useful to you and if you need any
additional information, please feel free to give me a call.

Sincerely,

\

RAYMOND H..JBEAL
Principal Entomologist

ECEIVE])

= (CT 19 1981

A = o)

OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY.



Fumigating safely and effectively

By DONALD A. WILBUR JR.*

The purpose of this article is to bring
to mind some of the important dif-
ferences between fumigants and other
pesticides, as well as trying to develop
some of the absolute minimum safety
procedures necessary for safe use of
fumigants. In addition, the author wants
to bring to mind some of the factors in-
volved in selecting the proper fumigant
for a specific job.

Fumigation differs rather dramatically
from other types of pesticide applica-
tion. First of all, fumigation is the pro-
cess of using a pesticide which becomes a
gas during the actual fumigation. The
fumigant is designed to penetrate and
kill all stages of an insect population
without leaving a harmful pesticide
residue after the fumigation is com-
pleted. Thus, only the pests exposed to
the fumigant will be affected and there
will be no long-lasting killing effects
after the fumigant is evacuated from the
structure.

Because fumigants become a gas, the
containment of this gas to the desired
area is essential. These fumigant gases
differ dramatically from other types of
pesticides; consequently, a whole new
set of rules must be followed in order to
apply fumigants safely and effectively.

Safe Usage

Fumigants are basically highly toxic;
however, when used properly they can
be used safely. The old saying that *all
things are toxic and nothing is toxic’’
truly has a bearing. We know, for exam-
ple, that chlorine is a deadly gas, yet it is
used to make our drinking water safe.
We also know that water is essential for
human life, yet we can drown in it. Con-
sequently, pesticides in general and
fumigants specifically can be applied

esetanod By panmic

safely when label recommendations are
followed, but violations of the safety
rules can cause accidents. ‘“There are no
old careless fumigators.”’

The key formula to any successful
fumigation is to maintain a predetermin-
ed minimum concentration “‘C’’ of
fumigant gas for a specified time ‘T’
period. This is called the CT factor and
will vary with each fumigant. If, for
some reason, concentration isn’t high
enough due to sorbtion, low dosage,
leaky structure, high winds, or it is not
maintained for the prescribed time
period, the fumigation will not produce
the desired efficacy.

In all fumigations, the fumigant is the
only constant. All other factors will
vary. Consequently, a thorough know-
ledge of the structure, the commodities
to be fumigated, the properties of the
various fumigants, weather conditions,
commodity temperatures, outside
temperature, and moisture content of
the commodity and ambient air, among
others, are essential.

An absolute knowledge of the fumi-
gant is a prime prerequisite, for these
fumigants are formulated and designed
to cope with specific situations.

For example, some fumigants are ex-
tremely quick killing, some extremely
slow. Some have an extremely-high
degree of penetration, while others have
virtually none. Some are readily sorbed
by fine materials such as foreign
materials or grain dust; others aren’t.
Some are affected by high moisture con-
tent. Some kill germination, thus are ex-
cellent soil sterilants but are ruinous to
seeds. Some fumigants may combine
chemically with the commodities fumi-
gated to create an off-odor or off-taste
or leave an undesirable residue. Last,
and certainly not least, fumigants are
labeled for specific types of situations or
fumigations.

<& ubthor,

Basically, we can categorize fumiga-
tions into the following categories:

Space fumigations

Tarpaulin fumigations

Grain fumigations: Upright; flat
storage; transit fumigations—railcar,
truck (static only); (there are no
fumigants labeled for transit truck
fumigations); ship.

Processed food fumigations: Bulk,
transit.

Spot fumigations: The fumigation of
equipment (such as a conveyor, boot, or
leg) within a process area; vacuum
chamber fumigations; soil fumigations.

Use Is Restricted

Because of the immediate toxicity of
fumigants, along with the distinct
characteristics of each fumigant, EPA
has classified most fumigants as
restricted use pesticides. This means that
they must be applied by persons who
have been certified or working under the
direct supervision of a certified ap-
plicator. This simply means that, for
fumigants to be applied safely, they
must be applied by people who have
been trained for that specific applica-
tion.

The prime law of any fumigation is
the label. The label dictates where a
fumigant can be used, on what, when,
by whom, dosage, exposure period,
what insects are affected, safety, first
aid, as examples. Therefore, applicators
should re-read the labe! before each
fumigation. In addition to the laws of
the label, fumigators must be certain
that they are in compliance with all other
federal, state, and local regulations
which might apply.

The most-important factor in any suc-
cessful fumigation is pre-fumigation
planning. The planning groundwork af-



fects safety, application equipment, ap-
plication methods, proper sealing of a
structure, arranging for guards,
monitoring of the fumigation, posting
the structure, notification of police and
fire departments, presentation of
fumigant safety and first aid informa-
tion to the closest hospital emergency
room, preparation of the aeration pro-
cedures, and finally cleanup and proper
disposal of the fumigant containers. The
following is a pre-fumigation checklist
which should be followed to the last
detail for all types of fumigations.

Planning Check List

Pre-fumigation:

1) Determine problem pests (insect,
rodent, bacteria).

2) Determine size or volume of struc-
ture to be fumigated.

3) Determine fumigant to be used.

4) Preparation of structure (what seal-
ing must be done and what materials are
required to accomplish the sealing).

5) Assemble all materials (to include
sealing material, safety equipment,
monitoring devices).

6) Notification of authorities (stating
what is to be fumigated and with what
fumigant): Plant personnel, police, fire,
doctor, guard service, other authorities
required by state and local regulations.

7) Placement of unopened fumigant
containers in the release area.

8) Restrict entry to the structure to be
fumigated to only those involved in fum-
igation.

9) Prepare guard of structure (this in-
cludes indoctrination and special in-
structions).

10) Prepare route of fumigators to be
used during fumigant release.

11) Check safety equipment.

12) Review fumigation process with
team of fumigators (fumigators always
work in teams of at least two).

13) Review aeration technique before
fumigant is released.

Actual fumigation:

1) Make certain fumigation area is
vacated and all persons are accounted
for before the release of fumigant is per-
formed.

2) Put on or have “‘at the ready’’ safe-
ty equipment.

3) Secure structure so that there is
only one entrance. (A separate locking

system should be used, with the only
keys available to the guards and
fumigator).

4) Placard structure with fumigation
warning signs at all entry points.

5) Post guards.

6) Release fumigant.

7) Monitor fumigation to make cer-
tain sufficient concentration is maintain-
ed.

8) Check surrounding area for leaks.

Post-fumigation procedures.

1) Aerate building

2) Monitor area to make certain all
toxic quantity of gas is evacuated.

3) Check on efficacy.

4) Dispose of fumigant containers
and/or residues.

5) Notify authorities that fumigation
is over and that structure is safe for re-
entry (police, fire department, plant per-
sonnel).

6) Take down warning signs.

In retrospect, fumigation is a
technical process which can be safely
and effectively consummated if the
fumigator knows and understands the
fumigants; the structure to be fumi-
gated; the commodities to be fumigated;
the federal, state, and local laws and
regulations regarding fumigation; the
safety factors of the fumigant of choice,
and safety equipment necessary for that
fumigant; procedures for monitoring gas
concentration during and after fumiga-
tion.

The fumigation process is an expen-
sive procedure, but can be an economi-
cal choice when problems develop that
cannot be corrected by good sanitation
practices or other pesticide application.

The accompanying table can serve as a
quick guide for fumigant usage.

*Donald A. Wilbur Jr. is chairman &
president of Industrial Fumigant Co.,
PO Box 1200, Olathe, Kan. 66061. Tele-
phone 913-782-7600.

Reprinted from GRAIN AGE October,
1980.




— FUMIGANTS FOR THE FOOD INDUSTRY —
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STATE OF ARTIZONA

ANNUAL REPORT
1980-1981
STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL BOARD

For the 16th consecutive year, the Structural Pest Control Board
carried out its duties and responsibilities to the public, in
particular consumers of structural pest control, by

authority of the Structural Pest Control Act, Chapter 32 ARS 32-2301,
et. seq. (adopted 1965).

The Board is appointed by the Governor with 5 members; 3 from the
industry and 2 from the public. By law the Board is required to

meet twice a year, however, with the volume of work involved, the
Board has met once or even twice a month in each of the 16 years.
The functions of the Board are as follows::*

1. Licensing and inspection of the structural pest control
operator.’

2. Adopt reasonable rules and regulations to carry out the
provisions of the law.

3. 1Investigate violations.

4. Answer consumer complaints.

5. Certification of all users of restricted use pesticides in
categories of Ornamental & Turf, Industrial, Structural and
Health Related Pest Control and Aquatic in Non-Agricultural
Waters.

Staff

We have 3 office staff and 2_.inspectors.
Licensing

All applicants for a Structural Pest Control Board license must
demonstrate a knowledge, within the classification, of the laws,
rules and safety practices as well as a knowledge of structural
and household pests and of the use, storage and application of
chemicals and other devices used in the eradication of structural
and household pests by passing a written examination administered
by the office of the Board.

License Examinations Administered - 1980 - 1981

Total Individuals Examined - - - - - - - - - - - - - 79

Total Individuals Licensed - - - - - - - - - - - « - 4]
General Pest Exams Administered - - - - - - - - - 64
Termite Exams Administered =~ = = = = = = = = = = = 50
Fumigation Exams Administered- - - - - - = = = - - 5
Weed Exams Administered - - - - - - - - - - - - - 11

!
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Horticulture Exams Administered



Licensed Comapanies

New Companies Licensed in 1980 - 1981 - - - - 41
Total.Companies Licensed - - - - - - - - - - - 322
General Pest Licenses -~ - - - - - - - - - - 299
Termite Licenses - - - - = =~ - = - - - - - - 171
Fumigation Licenses” - - - - - - - - - - - - 21
Weed Licenses - - - = - = = - = = - - - - - 81
Horticulture Licenses - - - - - - - - - - - 13
Fees
The fee for examination still remains at $100.00 per examination
and $100.00 ‘for the license. The fee includes any or all of the
following categories; general pest control, termite, weed, fumi-
gation or turf and ornamental horticulture pest control. It is
computed on a calendar year basis.
Qualifications

Each applicant must have two years experience or in lieu of the
experience, one year and not less than twelve semester hours or
the equivalent in the field of entomology, the eradication or

control of weeds, general horticulture or plant pathology or any
combination of such subjects.

Licenses Not Suppofted by Proof of Financial Responsibility

Guidelines were issued on August 9, 1979, by the Office of the
Attorney General stating the Structural Pest Control Board does
not have the authority to issue inactive licenses. The Board
repealed R4-29-21, deleting the inactive license status from
the Board's rules and amended R4-29-04 providing for active
licenses only, on December 6, 1979 and forwarded these to the
office of the Attorney General for certification on December
19, 1979. To this date, these changes are pending. 1In the
past we collected $25.00 for each inactive license issued. If
the applicant was successful in the examination and did not
wish to perform services but wanted to retain the license in
the inactive status, no credential was issued and an inactive

license number was awarded to that person. Now there are no
more inactive licenses.

Since there are no more inactive licenses, the fee for all licenses
is $100.00. Statute ARS 32-2321 indicates that before issuing

a license, proof of finmancial responsibility must be provided.
However, if an individual has an active license but is not oper-
ating a business, ARS 32-2321.C will properly cover that individ-
ual, The $100.00 fee is paid and a statement indicating that one
is not operating a business at this time must accompany the fee.
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Financial Responsibility

Each applicamt must submit proof of bond, insuvance, cash or
certified check in the dmount of $25,000 public liability and
$25,000 property damage, cach separate.

Cards & Employee Registration

The licensee must report the names of all employees to the Board
and the Board issues identification cards to each one individually.

Legal Counsel

We are represented by the Office of the Attorney General and have
had very good support.

Penalties

Misdemeanor penalties, by a fine of not more than $300.00 or
imprisonment in County Jail not to exteed sixty days, or both

may be filed against any person in violation of any provision of
our law. These may be filed only through the county courts. The
Board may revoke or suspend any license if the licensee has
committed any of the 10 acts provided in the chapter. If any
person is operating without a licensc, the Board may apply to the
Superior Court for an injunction.

e e e cerw——— 1 o A e —

Cases Forwarded to the Environmental Protection Agency

Two cases involving Canyvon State Pest Control and Truly Nolen Extermin-
ating of Phoenix were forwarded to the Environmental Protection Agency
for an opinion regarding label directions. Both cases are pending.

Notices of Warning issued by the Structural Pest Control Board

Five Notices of Warning were issued after Structural Pest Control Board

inspections.

9/5/80 - Snowbird Exterminating Company
4/14/81 - Ferm Pest Control

8/14/81 - Good Sheppard Exterminating Company
8/5/81 - Smith Pest Control

8/15/81 - Sentry Pest Control

© e Ei —— =
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Letters of Warning Issued Bv The Structural Pest Control Board

1. Date: 3/5/81L - Acme Pest Control Co., Inc.
Violation: Wood Infestation Report
Disposition: A copy of all Wood Infestation Reports were to
be forwarded to Structural Pegt Control Board for
the month of March, 1981.
2. Date: 6/12/81 - Phoenix Pest Control

Violation: Wood Infestation Report - altering report.

Disposition: Letter warning company they must seek better control
of their inspectors.

Summary of Penalties Issued in 1980 - 1981

Formal Hearings Conducted - - - = - = =~ = = = = - - - - - - 19
Consent Agreements Entered Into - - - - - = - - = - - - - - 54
Consents Involving Misuse of Pesticide - - - - - - - - - - 10
Licenses Suspended - - - - - - = = = = - = =~ = - - - - -« - - 1
Licenses Revoked e |
Licenses Surrendered Voluntarily - -~ - = - = = = = = - - - - 1]
Licenses Put on Probation - - - = = = = = = = = = = = = - - 2
Notices of Warning Sent =~ - - = = = = = = = = = = ="= ="« = 5
Letters of Warning Sent - - - = = = = = = = = = = = = = = = 2
Required To Submit Wood Inféétation Reports To Board - .- 4
Required To Attend Training Course By Board - - - - - - - - 10
Referrals to City Prosecutors Office - = - = = = = = = - - - 4

Complaints

The Board processed approximately 30l telephone inquiries and
48 formal complaints during the past year. :

Inspections

275 termite jobs have been inspected and 68 general pest control
inspections in the last year, while ‘947 inspections have been
made on chemicals, records and equipment.

-



The Structural Pest Control Board has two inspectors that
routinely, three times a year, inspect the offices, truck
equipment, chemical storage and containers and safety supplies

of the 322 licensed companies in the state. Particular attention
is given to the following factors by the inspectors:

Office
Proper license displayed. ) .
Performing work within the scope of license.
Wood Infestation Reports and complete records of work performed
on file.
Poison Control number and Fire Department number available.

+ W N

Truck Equipment

Truck properly marked.

Locked chemical box on vehicle.

Equipment in good repair and proper order.
Containers properly labeled.

S

Chemical Storage

Storage area locked.

Chemical containers properlv labceled.

Warehouse condition, proper ventilation and Fire Department
sign posted.

L N

Vehicle Safety Equipment

Proper protective gear.

First aid and firec protection equipment.
Application equipment functiening properly.
Complete set of chemical labels.

Absorbent materials.

Measuring device for chemical.

Structural Pest Control Board Liaison Committee

oL

A Liaison Committee was formed in June 1981 which includes industry
and public members. They are developing recommendations for the
proposed Structural Pest Control Board legislation

Proposed Changes In Law for 1981-82 Legislature

The Structural Pest Control Board is proposing legislation

to impose civil penalties; increase financial responsibility
requirements; to clarify the present statutes when the licensee
withdraws his license from the business; the requirements for
temporary license if licensee dies; tp add additional powers

for revocation or suspension, such as conviction for a crime
involving moral turpitude or conviction of a felony, license
suspended or revoked and not reinstated in another jurisdiction,
or refusing to allow the board to inspect the premises, equip-
ment or records of the licensee; qualify or register the termite
inspector; and change the licensing fce based on the size of the
company .
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Certification

In May, 1974, the Arizona Legislature gave authority to the
Structural Pest Control- Board to examine and license any
person using a restricted use pesticide or supervising the
use of a restricted use pesticide.

Qualifications: Must pass a written examination to determine
competency as set forth in guidelines of FIFRA (Fiscal year
basis.) :

Certification examinations are administered by the board
office once each month. In addition, a two day seminar is
made available to certification applicants quarterly, in both
Phoenix and Tucson, and the certification examination is
given directly follwing the training, _
Fees: The Board amended R4-29-40 on October 23, 1980 increas-
ing the fee for examination and initial certification to
$30.00, the renewal fee each year .to '$15.00 and the identifi-
cation card to $5.00. This rule amendment was submitted to
the Attorney General's Office on October 29, 1980 and was
certified May 5, 1981.

Categories Examined Under the Structural Pest Control Board:
Category III - Ornamental & Turf
Category V - Aquatic
Category VII - Industrial, Institutional and Health
Related Pest Control

Number of Certified Applicators: (Examined and Qualified)

Total Number of Certified Applicators - - - - 1,083
Number of Applicators in Category IIL - - - - 239
Number of Applicators in Category V - - - - 64
Number of Applicators in Category VII - - - - 1,019

Identification Card: This is the credential issued with photo,
name, address, date of bith, social security number and the
date of expiration. This also states all categories in which
the person is certified.

Grant: The Board has entered into an Enforcement Grant with
Region 9 of the Environmental Protection Agency for the last
four years,

Recertification

-

The rule adopted by the Board requires that certification must
be renewed on a three year.schedule by attendance at a course
given by the Cooperative Extension Service, University of
Arizona and successful completion of an examination adminis-
tered - by the Board.



The first recertification began in January, 1980. There were
special courses followed by an examination held statewide,
monthly, until all applicants had been given the opportunity
to take the two hour course and half hour examination. There
were a total of 1,094 people trained, tested and recertified
during this six month- period.

The industry is in favor of updating, amendments, etc. of
FIFRA.



ARKANSAS STATE REPORT
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS

Don Alexander

The Pest Control section is charged with carrying out the Arkansas Pest Control
Law. Any person engaging in pest control work in Arkansas must be licensed by
this section. A person licensed to perform pest control work in Arkansas must
have first been fully qualified through reference checks and passing of category
and EPA Core examinations. Those persons licensed are then inspected routinely
to make sure they are performing properly:. The heaviest load of inspection is
performed in Structural Pest Control and Ormamental Tree and Turf Pest Control.
Other duties are investigation, with the assistance of local law officials, of
unlicensed individuals performing pest control, for prosecution. This section
has one pest control inspector supervisor, five full time Iinspectors and omne
secretary assigned to it for the purpose of enforcing the Pest Control Law.

Structural Pest Control work takes up most of our time. The Pest Control section
has set a high goal of routinely inspecting 1/3 of all work performed by the
structural pest control industry. A shift in work area such as EPA enforcement
of pesticide application and uses, property owmers request for inspection, follow
up inspection on substandard work and investigations of unlicensed operators has
greatly inhibited accomplishment of this goal. All of the functions performed
are equally as important as the 1/3 inspection. We are applying more time and
frequency of inspection on companies not performing properly. We have had a
substantial decrease in properties treated for structural pest this fiscal year.
We still have a small number of companies continuing to do the bulk of the
substandard work; consequently, they are inspected closer than other companies.
Over all the majority of the companies have shown improvemeant in their work.

The same factors contribute to substandard work, which is unskilled labor, lack
of inhouse company quality control and supervision by licensed operators.

One hundred and seventy—-seven licensed structural pest control companies reported
22,269 termite and other structural pest control jobs performed for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1981, A total of 4,304 properties were inspected by the
staff and are broken down as follows:

2,459 jobs inspected routinely
441 jobs inspected at homeowners request
1,366 reinspections of substandard work
38 requests for prior approval of substandard work

Four hundred seventy-eight reports of substandard work were issued on properties
inspected routinely. Twenty-four additional properties were found infested with
termites and reports of substandard work were issued. The number of infested



properties increased by four over last year. One hundred forty-seven of the
441 properties Iinspected on request -were found to be substandard. The staff
feels that solving the problems associated with property ownmers requests is
one of our most important functions. All infested or substandard work has
been corrected at no further expense to the property owner.

Pest Control Hearings: Hearings before the Pest Control Committee of the Plant
Board are afforded pest control operators to show cause why their licenses
should not be revoked or suspended, or to state their cases in matters of dis-
pute with the staff. Five companies were called in for license revocation
hearings during the year. As a result each company was placed on probation
and increased surveillance was ordered by the Pest Control Committee of the
staff. The Pest Control Committee invites qperators in for a non adversary
review of the record to determine if further action is warranted. Three pest
control companies were invited to such a hearing. As a result one company

was issued a notice of license revocation proceedings. The other two companies
have been placed on increased inspections.

Illegal Pest Control Investigations: Five warrants have been obtained for
individuals performing pest control work without a license. These warrants

are in the process of being served and should come to trial in the next fiscal
year. Other investigations of individuals performing pest control work without
a license have been made but not enough evidence was found to prosecute.

Tree, Lawn, Shrub Spraying and Tree Surgery: Inspection of this work-is
handled by area field specialists since it is seasonal work and in most
instances more technical than structural pest work, particularly plant disease
problems. A majority of our field inspectors have had more training in this
area than pest control inspectors, and have more time available during this
particular season to inspect the work.

Operators reported treatment of 6,190, a record number, properties over the
state. Inspectors checked 459 jobs performed.

EPA Enforcement: Under the EPA enforcement thils section is now able to take
dilution samples, make record checks of pesticides used by a pest control
operator, investigate use-misuse of pesticides and make observations of pesti-
cide applications. The department head, the section head and two pest control
inspectors have been trained to carry out the EPA enforcement grant. The pest
control section has taken 56 use dilution samples and made 33 pesticide record

checks. The EPA enforcement grant aids this section in enforcement of the pest
control law.

Examinations: One hundred ninetv-one examinations were given to prospective
pest control operators in one or more of the 12 classifications. Those meeting

Plant Board requirements were issued licenses to perform work in the respective
classifications:




Kind of Work Passed Failed

Exam Exam
Termite and Other Structural Pest 13 20
Household Pest 10 ‘25
Rodent Control 20 17
General Fumigation 0 1
Tree Surgery 3 0
Ornamental, Tree and Turf Pest 9 11
Weed Control 18 2
Golf Course Pest 3 4
Pecan Pest Control 0 2
Fruit Tree Pest Control 0 0
Vinevard Pest Control 0 0
Food Mfg. Processing and Storage 11 9
Food Related Fumigation 9 4

At the present time 818 individuals have been certified and/or licensed in
the 12 Plant Board categories or classifications. An individual may be
certified/licensed in more than one category. Each licensed operator may
register agents or solicitors to work under his direct supervision. The
licensed operators have registered 992 agents and 89 solicitors.

Although our work increased this year, we are well aware that more planning

is needed for the upcoming year. Several areas of our state need more inspec-
tions because of shifts in new home construction as well as a considerable
increase in work on existing homes in most of the state. We feel the public
has again benefited greatly from our efforts as well as the industry serving
the public.



STATE OF DELAWARE

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
DIVISION OF PRODUCTION AND PROMOTION

OFFICE OF THE DOVER, DELAWARE 19901 TELEPHONE: (302) 736-4815
DIRECTOR
August 12, 1981

RE@EWE@

AUG 14 1981

F. R. DuChanois, Program Coordinator
State of Florida
Health § Rehabilitative Services
P.0. Box 210 OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY.
Jacksonville, Florida 32231
Dear Bob:

Thank you for the invitation to the ASPCRO annual meeting. Sorry
I will be unable to attend, as my wife and I are expecting our first child
around that time. However, I am sending the most recent amendment to the

Delaware Rules and Regulations to be entered for the record. I am sure

the meeting will be a big success and I hope to see everyone next year.

Sincerely,
/ ; ‘ Jp—
- /,,’ Ak - - 7 T
'L/- - RS Nemm Dt
A ;

H, Grier Stayton
Pesticide Compliance Supervisor

HGS/1

enclosures



STATE OF DELAWARE REPORT FOR 1981

AMENDED RULES AND REGULATIC:S
DELAWARE PESTICIDE LAW

In accordance with the authority vested in the State of Delaware

Department of Agriculture to establish operating rules and procedures for

the enforcement of the Delaware Pesticide Law, the following amendments

to the RULES AND REGULATION,* DELAWARE PESTICIDE Lii7, are promulgated. The

effective date of these amendments shall be January 1, 1982.

Al

Amend Section 8.04 Special Standards by the addition of a new
section to read as follows:

(1) Commercial applicators certified uncer the Industrial,
Institutional, Structural and Health Relzted Pest dontrol,
Agricultural Plant Pest Control and Ornacsntal and Turf Pest
Control categories shall be required to b2 recertified every
three (3) years.

Such recertification shall be based in part upon the
applicator's satisfactory attendance at training courses approﬁed
by the Department.

A minimum totai of eight (8) hours zttendance at these
courses combined with a satisfactory history of performance during
the three year period shall qualify an-applicator for certification
renewal.

If the above training for recertification is not met, the
applicator must be recertified in accordznce with this section.

Add the following new section to be designated as Section 19 and to
read as follows:

Section 19, APPLICATION AND EQUIPMENT,

19.01 No person shall apply, dispense or use any pesticide in or
through any equipment or application apparatus unless such equipment
or application apparatus is in sound mechanical condition and capable -

of satisfactory operation. All pesticide application equipment shall



State of Delaware
Kent County
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be properly equipped to dispensc the propcr.émount of material; all
pesticide mixing, storage, OT holding tanks, whether on application
equipment or not, shall not leak pesticide; all‘spray distribution
systems shail not leak pesticide and any pumps which such systems
may have shall be capable of operating at sufficientEpressure to
assure a uniform and adequate rate of discharge; and all festicide
application equipment shall be equipped with whatever cut-off valves
and discharge orifﬁces may be necessary to enable the opefator to
pass. over non-target areas without contaninating them.

~19.02. All hoses, pumps or other equipment used to fill pesticide.
handling, storage or application equipment shall be fitted with an
effective valve or device to prevent backflow of pesticides or
pesticide use-dilutions into water supply systems; streams, lakes,
othér sources of water or other materials. Provided, however, such
backflow devices or valves are not required for separate water
storage tanks used to fill agricﬁltural pesticide application equip-
ment by gravity systems when the fill spout, tube or pipe is not
allowed to contact or fall below the water level of the application
equipment being filled and no other possible means of establishing a .

back-siphon or backflow exists.

April 30, 1981_’ // (/? ‘»7/ )

Donald: {f/ “gé

Secretary of Agriculture

Sworn and aﬁbeeﬂ{n{d.oe¢ore ;%éé;ZLﬁft,¢¢/é;f;<22251>”}///

Robert C. Berry

i If(’ ‘Director

------
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STATE OF FLORIDA
ANNUAL REPORT 1980-81

J. A. Mulrennan, Jr., Ph.D. F. R. Du Chanois, R.P.E.
Director, Office of Entomology Entomologist-Supervisor

Shirley M. Hofacker
Supervising Secretary

Commercial Pest Control

Traditionally, the Office of Entomology has prepared and submitted
Annual Reports on a calendar year basis. Beginning with this issue, the
reporting period will cover the fiscal years (FY). This report supplements
the Commercial Pest Control Section's Annual Report for calendar year 1980
and reports on activities for the period from 7-1-80 to 6-30-81 (FY 1980-81).

Since this FY report overlaps the Annual Report for 1980 for the last 6

months of that year, it in effect reflects activities occurring from 1-1-81
to 6-30-8l, as well as statistical data for the entire FY 1980-81.

Personnel: One additional clerk-typist was added on a temporary basis
beginning 5-21-81 and was on board at the close of the reporting period.
There was no change in the permanent office or field personnel allowance
during the FY. Office secretarial and clerical employees attended DHRS -~
sponsored training courses.

Seven field Entoﬁologist—lnspectors were on duty throughout the FY and
continued to effectively meet requests and demands for service to the publie
and industry in relation to complaint response, technical assistance and
regulatory-enforcement action. At headquarters, 3 Entomologists‘gave full-
time attention to all aspects of the commercial pest control program.
Authority for the program derives from the Pest Control Act, Chapter 482 F.S.,

and allied DHRS Regulations, Chapter 10D-55 of the Florida Administrative Code.



Régulatogz: There were no statutory or administrative rules changes
during the FY. The "Regulatory Sunset Act" (of 1976 as amended 1981)
repeals the.Pest Control Act, Chapter 482 F.S., effective 10-1-82. Under
the "Sunset Act"™ the respective legislative’commiétees began "sunsét" or
regulatory reform review 15 months prior to the repeal date, and will make
recommendations for continﬁation, modification, or repeal to the full
Legislature on or before 2-1-82, prior to the repeal date.

The House and Senate legislative committee staffs have been in continual
contact with the Office of Entomology since 7-1-8l. The director and staff
have responded fully to several requests from committee chairmen and staffs
for information pertinent to the review, and will cooperate with the committees
in any way possible. Advance indications are the statute will undergo
critical review and scrutiny, and the review process promises to be a worth-
while and interesting experience.

Meetings: During the last half of the FY the office attended or held
meetings, training courses or workshops with the Florida Pest Control Association;
Environmental Protection Agency; the Institute of Food and Agricultural Sciences,
University of Florida; Florida A & M University; Florida Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services; all of our staff and field Entomologist-
Inspectors; and DHRS Health and Technical Support Management and legal staff.
Management support specialists reviewed the program in relation to computer
programming and records éisposal and retention. Electronic data processing
had not been implemented at FY's end.

Examination - Certification: During FY 1980-81, the Office of Entomology

reviewed 2,021 examination applications by category; and in 4 examinations

given at 2 locations examined 1,725 category applicants for pest control

operator's certificate and special (fumigation) identification card, compared

to 1,412 in 3 exams during 1979-80 FY. As a result, DHRS issued 417 new
certification credentials in FY 1980-81, of which number 238 were new certificates,

118 were category additions to existing certificates, and 61 were new special
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF COMMERCIAL PEST CONTROL
REGISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT
FLORIDA, 1976-81

REGISTRATION 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1980-
1981
Pest Control Business Licenses 1ssued..ceeeceacenscoccvoseaacs 952 1,240 1,244 1,097 1,408 1,377
Change-of-address Business Licenses 1ssued....ccsscccocossscs 93 119 124 146 138 118
Employee Pest Control Ldentification (ID) Cards issued....... 9,837 10,429 12,211 11,346 14,483 13,954
Business Licenses issued to New CompanieS..cceccecscsacannons - - 67 93* 169 173
CERTIFICATION AND EXAMINATION
Pest Control Operator's (PCO) Certificates issued (new):..... 196 210 175 187 177 238
PCO Certificates & Special Identification Cards renewed...... 1,271 1,278 1,846% 1,703 2,624 1,490
Emergency Certificates issued (initial and renewal)....eoeee. 102 125 204 235 212 153
Pest Control Examination applicants approved....eeeeeesseesces 949 1,164 1,298 1,374 1,451% 1,716
Pest Control Category Examinations administered........seo..e. 1,152 1,356 1,486 1,530 1,504 1,725
DISCIPLINARY MEASURES AND ENFORCEMENT
Pest Control Business Licenses revoked, suspended ‘or denied.. 0 3 6 2 8 10
Business Licenses placed on probation.....c.ceecceocccccsacnocs 0 1 2 1 1 1
Certificates revoked, suspended or denled....o.ocecooevoessos 1% 6 7 6 5 4
Certificates placed on probation....cocoeosocoasscsseancsccess 0 0 1 1 1 1
Employee ID Cards revoked, suspended, deried or stopped...... 9 20 25 22 13 25
Employee ID Cards placed on probation........ coececeancesacas 0 1 1 2 2 3
Property Holder Complaints Investigated.....cevececeseseessss 199 281 290 283 346 326
Unlicensed illegal pest control operators investigated....... 57 58 61 40 50 47
Warrants and injunctions filed against unlicensed operators*#* 2 3 6 1 7 9
Cease and deslst orders issued to unlicensed operatorS..c.+s. 38 38 46 34 37 38
Accidental poisonings reported by licenseeS...ccocees0000e0ss 18 18 19 24% 23 22
Inspections made of licensees......... veacae sococevosenscasaan 542 1,274 906 755 921 859
Enforcement miles traveled (Jacksonville office only)........11,017 12,037 27,394 18,847 23,624 23,176
Telephone assistance by all Entomologist-InspectOrS....e..s.. 4,335 6,039 7,401 7,419+ 9,756+ i

License, identification card and certificate issuance/renewal data are based on Fiscal Years. All other entries through
1980 are based on Calendar Years. All data for 1980-81 and beyond are based on Fiscal Years to comply with a change in

reporting period. *Revised from previous Annual Reports. **Includes referrals to and direct informations made by State
Attornevs. A ixMagrinlinarv measiures dn nor incinde cacee nendino final dicnncitdinn nar In nrnarace avecant TN Coavdr Arhaa~d



Alﬁhough several visitations were made by agency representatives in
connection with computer programming of records and document issuance, no
concrete action was taken on the long-standing ($ince 1970) request for such
support. It is generally acknowledged that electronic storage, retrieval and
ﬁrocessing of.current wofk volume data is indicated to simplify and modernizé
the hénd work methods. On; indication of the volume of paperwork filtering
through the office is the facé that at least 17,100 Xerox copies alone were
made in 1980.

During calendar year 1980, the Office of Entomology reviewed 1,842
examination applications by category; and in 3 examinations given at 2
locations examined 1,504 category applicants for pest control operator's
certificate and special.(fumigation) identification card, compared to 1,530
in 4 exams given in 1979. As a result, DHRS ;ssued 429 new certification
credentials of which number 177 were new certificates, 212 were category
additions to existing certificates, and 40 were new special identification
cards. Contlnuing survey of the records reveals }hat, during 1980, 18
certified operators allowed their certificates to expire permanently for
non-renewal of anhual renewal fees exceeding 5 years allowed by law.

In fiscal year (FY) 1979-80, based on applications received (for all
renewal years), DHRS renewed 2,624 certificates (759 renewals carried over
from prior FY backlog) and 325 special identification cards (106 carry-
overs from prior FY backlog) in force and good standing; acted upon 212
applications for emergency certificates (including one formal denial)
vis-a-vis 235 (béé denial) in FY.1§78-7Q, to enable firms losing their
certified operators to tempdf;rilyécdntinue in business; made 260 fumigatiom
inspections, and issued 279 inspection notices of violation and 72 violation

citation letters (incidents) by Entomologist-Inspectors in the field; held



2 formal disciplinary Administrative Hearings and 5 informal disciplinary
request conferences; responded to 24 Writs of Subpoena to testify in courts
of lav:ér by depositions involving complainants' civil suits or illegal
operators; and collected, cleared and accounted for all fee receipts and
documents issued. See accompanying Table for additional related.registration,
regulatory and enforcement data.
Business licenses and identification cards issued in FY 1979-80, including
138 change-of-address issues, tallied 1,546 and 14,480 respectively (an increase
of 24.4 an&~27.6 per cent in that order). Much of the increase is due to
the issuance ofllicenses and identification cards in FY 1979-80 first quarter
carried over from the backlog of applications accumulated in the fourth quarter
of FY 1978-79. On a direct fee basis, these documents yielded $64,850, up (for
the same reason)} from $50,847 the previou; year. Fee receipts froh this
source -actually deposited in'the Pest Control Trust Fund were $ 61,844.00
contrasted to $57,437 in FY 1978-79, a 7.67 per cent increase. In additiom,
the sum of $92,760.00 was collected and credited to the Trust Fund account
in FY 1979-80 from fees for certificate, special identification card, and
* emergency certificate issuance and renewal, examinations, and service fees for
-returned checks. This compares withf$92,l94 collected in FY 1978-79, a (.61
per cent gain. Revenue from all sources in FY 1979-80 increased 3.55 per cent
from $149,631 collected in FY 1978-79, to a new record high of $154,945.
Receipts.clearance proceﬂures and accounting requirements, as di;ected
by DHRS Central F;nancial Services, continued to be carried out. The Auditor
General's'OEfice audite& the financial records for FY 1978-79 in February

and for FY 1979-80 in August.
23 January 1981



' TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF COMMERCIAL PEST CONTROL
REGISTRATION AND ENFORCEMENT
FLORIDA, 1975-80

REGISTRATION 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980
Pest Control Business Licenses 18Sued.....eecevscosocsscocsss 929 952 1,240 1,244 . 1,097 1,408
Change-of~address Business Licenses 18SuUed..sesecccccssococoos 73 93 119 124 146 138
Employee Pest Control Identification (ID) Cards issued....... 9,129 9,837 10,429 12,211 11,346 14,483
Business Licenses issued to New CompanieS..cecesecccoscccocceae - - e 67 93% 169

CERTIFICATION AND EXAMINATION

Pest Control Operator's Certificates issued (NeW).eecovcsoess 88 196 1 %%g 175* 187 . %%Z
Pest Control Operator's Certificates renewed.csccossossoscses 1,221 1,271 ’ 1,846 1,703 '212
Emergency Certificates i1ssued (initial and renewal)...ocesecee 154 102 125 204 235 1.408
Pest Control Examination applicants approved:ccccescscancecsna 812 949 1?164 1,298 1,374 1'504
Pest Control Category Examinations administered....coeececeecs. 965 1,152 1,356 1,486 1,530 )

DISCIPLINARY MEASURES AND ENFORCEMENT

Pest Control Business Licenses revoked, suspended or denied.. 0 0 3 -6 2 8
Business Licenses placed on probation....ccseecsseosccssscacos 1 0 1 2 1 1
Certificates revoked, suspended or denied....ccovcoacescopoce - 1% 6 7 6 5
Certificates placed on probation..c..oeceseosicsssasssscessos 0 0 0 1 1 1
Employee ID Cards revoked, suspended, denied or stopped...... 23 9 20 25 22 13
Employee ID Cards placed on probationN..cceoeceescescecoscecccses 0 . 0 1 1 2 2
Property holder complaints investigated..ccceeccsscccscccescas 234 199 281 290 283 346
Unlicensed illegal pest control operators investigated....... 87 57 58 61 - 40 50
Warrants and injunctions filed against unlicensed operators#** 2 2 . 3 6 1 7
Cease and desist orders issued to unlicensed oOperators....... 69 38 . 38 46 34 37
Accidental poisonings reported by licenseeS..cscececscasscocs 15 18 18 19 24% 23
Inspections made of 11CenSeE@S...coeocsessscsccossnsassacsansss 1,462 542 1,274 906 755 921
Enforcement miles traveled (Jacksonville office only).coceases 10,609 11,017 12,037 27,394 18,847 23,624
Telephone assistance hy all Entomologist-InspectorSB...cesssos 2,886 4,335 6,039 7,401 7,419+ 9,756+

*Revised from previous annual reports. #**Includes referrals to State Attorneys and direct informations. Licenses,
identification cards and certificates issued/renewed are based on licensing (fiscal) years. All other entries are based

on calendar year. Disciplinary measures do not include cases pending Final Order or in progress except ID cards stopped.

1



STATE OF FLORIDA
ANNUAL REPORT 1980

J. A. Mulrennan, Jr., Ph.D. F. R. Du Chanois
Director, Office of Entomology ' Entomologist-Supervisor

Shirley M. Hofacker
Supervising Secretary

Commercial Pest Control

For the 33rd consecutive year the Office of Entomology fulfilled its
duties and responsibilities to the general public, especially consumers of
pest control services, as well as to the industry providing these services,
under statutory and regulatory authority granted by the Pest Control Act,
Chapter 482 of the Florida Statutes, and Rules of DHRS, Chapter 10D-55 of the
Florida Administrative Code. The primary purpose of this program is to
protect and enhance the public and industry health, safety and well-being in
the area of commercial pest control. Virtually everyone residing in or
ﬁisiting the State is a benefactor; directly or indirectly.

. The certification-licensure and regulatory-enforcement activities and
administrative policies continued to set and maintain high standards with
the goal of advancing and upgrading, fairly and impartially, the quality,
safety and legitimacy of pest control services offered to the citizens of
Florida. |

There was no change in the personnel complement during the year. Office
secretarial-clerical support remained at the same level -~ 2 secretaries, 3
clerk-typists and one acco;nt clerk. The secretaries attended job-related,
agency-sponsored, training courses during the year to enhance proficiency.

The Director designated an experienced staff entomologist as full-time enforcememt
coordinator to moni;or, advise, expedite aﬁd follow through on complaints,
investigations, case preparation and enforcement progress; in the interest

of concerted, smooth and timely action flow.



There were 7 field Entomologist-Inspectors on duty throughout the year.
The agency's complaint response, inspection and investigation Qork,
enforcement, and public and industry assistance/ service program capabilities
were effectively and competently supported by thesé professional Entomologists.
They are stationed, one each, in Jacksonville, Marianna, Miami, St. Petersburg,
Tampa, ﬁest Palm Beach ang Winter Park (Orlando). Their duties and work load
were largely commercial pest control related. At headquarters level in
Jacksonville, 3 Entomologigts devoted full-time to all phases of the commercial.
pest control program mission and functionms.

The field and in-house staff related to problems and provided essential
services to the public, the industry, and other governmental agencies with a
high degree of responsiveness and clientele satisfaction. This'was accomplished
despite increased requests/demands owing to heightened public awareness; a
prevailing milieu of consumerism and environmental concerns, to say nothing of
the continuing growth of both population (from 6,791,418 in 1970 to 9,579,495
by 1980 census count) and pest control industry (1,284 licensed firms as of
12-31-80).

There were no statutory or regulatory revisions during the year. The Pest
Contxrol Act and allied DHRS Pest Control Regulations were last amended effective
10-1-78 and 6-27-79 respectively.

In 1980 the office was representéd at or had meetings with the Florida-
Pest Control Association and its Legislative Committee; general and Southeastern
Branch meetings of the Entomological Society of America; the Institute of
Food and Agricultural Sciences, University of Florida; the National Pest
Control Association; State legislative representatives; all field inspectors;
DHRS legal counsel and other operations management supporg officials; and
Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials. Management

support officials reviewed fee clearance and bookkeeping procedures.



identification cards. Continuing survey of the records reveals that 48
certificates expired permanently for non-renewal and payment of fees
exceeding 5 years allowed by law.

In FY 1980-81, based on applications received (for all renewal years),
DHRS renewed 1,490 certificates (a backlog of 563 renewals had not been
processed at FY's end and were carried over into FY 1981-82), and 131
special identification cards (8l carryovers to FY 1981-82) in force and

good standing.

Regulatory-Enforcement Actions: The office acted upon 153 applications

for emergency certificates (including 2 formal denials) vis—a-vis 212 (one
denial) in FY 1979-80, to enable firms losing their certified operators to
continue in business temporarily; made 225 fumigation inspections and 24
pesticide misuse or alleged misuse investigations, and issued 293 inspection
notices of violation and 88 violation citation letters (incidents) by
Entomologist-Inspectors in the field; held 3 formal Administrative Hearings
and 2 informal request conferences; responded to 28 Writs of Subpoena for
trial or depositions involving complainants' civil litigation or criminal
prosecution of illegal operators; and collected, cleared and accounted for
all fee receipts and documents issued. See accompanying Table for additional
related registration, certification, examination, and regulatory enforcement

data.

Licensure and fee receipts: Business licenses (including 118 change-

of-address issues) and identification cards issued tallied 1,495 and 13,954
respectively (decreases of 3.4 and 3.8 per cent in that order). On a direct
fee basis, these documents yielded $62,923, down from $64,850 the previous
FY. Fee receipts from this source actually deposited in the Pest Control
Trust Fund were $63,949 contrasted to $61,844 in FY 1979-80, a 3.4 per cent
increase. In addition, the sum of $108,130 was collected and credited to the
Trust Fund Account in FY 1980-81 from fees for certificate, special identifi-

cation card, and emergency certificate issuance and renewal, examinations,

e



and service fees for returne; checks. This compares with $92,760 collected
in FY 1979-80, a 16.57 per cent gain. Revenue from all sources in FY 1980-81
increased 11.06 per cent, from $154,945 collected in FY 1979-80, to a new
record high of $172,079.

Receipts clearance procedures and accounting.requirements, as directed
by DHRS Central Financial Services, were continued strictly. The Auditor
General's Office audited the financial records for FY 1979-80 in August 1980
and at fiscal year end closing on 30 June 1981. CImphasis will continue on
reducing overhead and operating costs and improving productivity and respon-

siveness throughout the section.

10-29-81 —4-



STATE OF FLORIDA

DEPARTMENT OF Bob Graham, Governor

Health & Rehabilitative Services

P.O. BOX 210 JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32231

Your ) requesting information on the requirements for
entering the commercial pest control business in the State of Florida is kindly
acknowledged.

The practice of commercial pest control in Florida is strictly regulated under
the provisions of the Pest Control Act, Chapter 482, Florida Statutes, copy of
which is enclosed for your information and guidance. This law is administered
and enforced by the State Department of Health and Rehabilitative Services.

Pest Control within the meaning of this law includes one or more of the following
categories: General Household Pest and Rodent Control, Termite Control, Lawn and
Ornamental Pest Control, or Fumigation.

Briefly, the law provides that each pest control business location must be
licensed by this agency and that the pest control operations of the business
location must be in the charge of a certified operator. The certified operator
must be certified in the category or categories (noted above) in which the business
wishes to operate, and must be a Florida resident whose primary occupation is in
the pest control business, and who is employed on a full-time basis by the
licensed firm.

Pest Control Operator's certificates are issued to persons who pass the written
examinations given by this agency, are not minors, are domiciled in and resident
citizens of this state, and who are of good moral character and of good reputation
for fair dealings. Qualifications for examination include high school education
and three years of verified experience as a service employee of a licensee who
performs pest control in the category or categories in which certification is
desired, at least one year of which experience must have been under a licensee in
this state immediately preceding application for examination. The experience
requirements are waived in all categories for those holding a college degree

with advanced training or a major in entomology, and are waived in the category of
lawn and ornamental pest control, only, for those having such education in
horticulture.

Summarizing, a person entering the pest control business must be licensed by this
agency. In order to be issued a license he must, first, either obtain a certificate
through certain qualifications and examination, or obtain the services of a person
already certified, and qualified to be in the charge of the pest control operations
of his business.
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If you meet these qualifications and wish to apply for a license or wish to
be examined for certification, please advise. We will mail you the necessary
license application or notice of the next examination as the case may be.
Should you have further questions, please let us know.

Very truly yours,

F. R. Du Chanois
ENTOMOLOGIST
FRD/
Encl. ( )
APPROVED:

M%,W,ca,

JOHN A. MULRENNAN, JR., Ph.D.
Director, Office of Entomology



WRITTEN COMPLAINT RECEIVED
by OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY

INVESTIGATION BEGAN by
ENTOMOLOG IST~INSPECTOR

INVESTIGATION COMPLETED by
ENTOMOLOG IST=INSPECTOR

INVEST IGATIVE REPORT REVIEWED
by DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY

APPLICATION OF THE ADMINISTRATIY

TO THE

ENFORCEMENT OF THE PEST CONT

ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLAINT AND
PROPOSED PENALTY PREPARED AND
MAILED BY OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY

COMPLAINT SATISFIED
NO FORMAL DISCIPLINARY
ACTION WARRENTED

17 - 54 days
(24 to 8 weeks)

RESPONDENT REQUESTS HEARING

HRS REQUESTS DEPARTMENT OF
ADMINISTRATION TO ASSIGN
HEARING OFFICER

HEARING 1S CONDUCTED BY
DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION
HEARING OFFICER

HEARING OFFICER ISSUES FiNDINGS
OF FACT AND RECOMMENDED ORDER

RESPONDENT FAILS TO
REQUEST A HEARING

FINAL ORDER ISSUED
BY SECRETARY OF
HRS

68 - 105 days
(2 to 3} months)

The «ppiication of Chapter 120, Florids Statutes {THE ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE ACT),
e ,) enforcement of Chapters 482, F.S, and 10D-55, F.A.C,

Respondents to edministrative complaints mey continue operating In business untl]

o1) appeals are exheusted.

OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY RECEIVES
FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDEI
ORDER

OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY ACCEPTS
OR REDUCES PENALTY OF
RECOMMENDED QRDER

SECRETARY OF HRS

ISSUES FINAL ORDER

213 - 312 days
(7 to 104 months)



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

OFFICE OF ENTOMOLOGY
Post Office Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32231

Date:

Dear

Your ( ) letter, ( ) phone call, () wvisit of is hereby acknow-
ledged. Please fill out this complaint form and return one copy, together with copies of
pertinent contracts and documents. Original documents will be returned to you. The pest
control firm may be notified of your complaint prior to any possible action by this agency.
Upon receipt of the completed form, we will assist you in any way possible within the
scope of our authority. Thank you.

Sincerely,

ENTOMOLOGIST-INSPECTOR

NAME OF COMPLAINANT
ADDRESS OF PROPERTY INVOLVED

TY PHONE NUMBER, IF ANY
~RSUS: PEST CONTROL COMPANY

’ CITY
HAVE YOU COMPLAINED TO THE COMPANY? WHEN?

IF SO, WHAT DID THEY DO?

WRITTEN CONTRACT PAID UP AND IN FORCE? ATTACH CONTRACT & WORK ORDER OR COPIES.
MAY A COPY OF YOUR COMPLAINT BE SENT TO THE COMPANY PRIOR TO OUR INVESTIGATION? YES NO .
SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT: (PLEASE STATE YOUR COMPLAINT CLEARLY) :




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

Office of Entomology
Post Office Box 210
Jacksonville, Florida 32231
Date:

Dear

A complaint has been received by this agency concerning your firm fromg

We are hereby réquesting the following information from your firm as authorized by
The Pest Control Act (Chap. 482.161(7) FS). Please fill out and return one copy within
ten (10) days from the above date. Thank you.

Very truly yours,

ENTOMOLOGIST=-INSPECTOR

CERTIFIED OPERATOR FOR ORIGINAL WORK: DATE

ORIGINAL INSPECTOR/SALESMAN

ORIGINAL TREATER (IN CHARGE)

PESTS TREATED FOR CHEMICAL(S) USED

CONTRACT PAID UP AND IN FORCE? DATE OF LAST REINSPECTION

HAS THE PROPERTY OWNER OR HIS AGENT COMPLAINED TO YOU? WHEN?




WOCD-DESTROYING ORGANISM INSPECTION REPORT

Licensee Name Inspection Date

Licensee Address License No.

Inspector's Name 1.D. Card No.

Property Address

Specific Structure(s) Inspected

SCOPE OF INSPECTION

A trained and qualified representative of this company has conducted a careful
inspection of the visible and accessible areas of the structure(s) listed above.
This report is made on the basis of what was visible and accessible at the time -of
the inspection and is not an opinion covering areas such as, but not necessériiy
limited to, those that are enclosed .or inaccessible, areas concealed by wall cover-
ings, floor coverings, furniture, equipment, stored articles, or any portion of the
structure in which inspection would necessitate removing or defacing?fipished wood.

THIS 1S NOT A STRUCTURAL DAMAGE REPORT. A wood-destroying organism inspector is not
ordinarily a construction or building trade expert and therefore is not expected to
possess any special qualifications which would enable him to detect the extent of
structural damage. If damage or other evidence of wood-destroying organisms is noted
in this report, further investigation by qualified experts of the building trade
should be made to determine structural soundness of the property. This is not to be
construed to constitute a guarantee of the absence of wood-destroying organisms.

REPORT OF FINDINGS

(1) Active infestation was observed: Yes No

(Common name of organisms observed)
Location(s):

(Continue on reverse side if necessary)

(2) other evidence of infestation was observed: Yes No

Describe other evidence observed:

(Continue on reverse side if necessary)

Location(s):

(Continue on reverse side if necessary)

(3) Visible damage was observed: Yes No

Organism(s) causing damage:




WOQD-DESTROYING ORGANISM INSPECTION REPORT

Licensee Name InspectionvDate

Licensee Address License No.

Inspector's Name I.D. Card No.

Property Address

Specific Structure(s) Inspected

SCOPE OF INSPECTION

A trained and qualified representative of this company has conducted a careful
inspection of the visible and accessible areas of the structure(s) listed above.
This report is made on the basis of what was visible and accessible at the time-of
the inspection and is not an opinion covering areas such as, but not necessarily
limited to, those that are enclosed .or inaccessible, areas concealed by wall cover-
ings, floor coverings, furniture, equipment, stored articles, or any portion of the
structure in which inspection would necessitate removing or defacing”finished wood.

THIS IS NOT A STRUCTURAL DAMAGE REPORT. A wood-destroying organism inspector is not
ordinarily a construction or building trade expert and therefore is not expected to
possess any special qualifications which would enable him to detect the extent of
structural damage. If damage or other evidence of wood-destroying organisms is noted
in this report, further investigation by qualified experts of the building trade
should be made to determine structural soundness of the property. This is not to be
construed to constitute a guarantee of the absence of wood-destroying organisms.

REPORT OF FINDINGS

(1) Active infestation was observed: Yes No

(Common name of organisms observed)
Location(s):

(Continue on reverse side if necessary)
(2) Other evidence of infestation was observed: Yes No

Describe other evidence observed:

(Continue on reverse side if necessary)

Location(s):

(Continue on reverse side if necessary)

(3) Visible damage was observed: Yes No

Organism(s) causing damage:




STATE OF GEORGIA
1981 REPORT

Structural pest control operators in the State of Georgia are governed by
the Georgia Structural Pest Control Act of 1955. This law established the
Structural Pest Control Commission, created requirements for certification
and Ticensing, and set standards for treating.

A11 testing and licensing is conducted by the Office of the Secretary of
State operating under the Structural Pest Control Commission. The regulatory
section of the Structural Pest Control Act is handled by the Department of
Agriculture, Division of Entomology. '

As of June 30, 1981, the State of Georgia had 496 Ticensed pest control
companies, an increase of 18 over the past year. There were 799 certified
operators, which is an increase of 60, and 4,870 I. D. cards for employees
were issued. ‘

During this period, 52,838 wood destroying organism jobs were reported along

with 67 fumigations. This number represents a decrease of 8,500 jobs in

a one-year period. The Department inspected 2,177 of these reported jobs and
found 402 had one or more violations of the minimum standards. Of these

402 substandard jobs, we reinspected 250 and found 136 still had violations.

During this time, 453 soil samples were taken and 215 fell below the required
100 PPM and required retreatment.

The seven inspectors in the State made 884 company visits to check records,
discuss problems and to check for proper supervision by the Designated
Certified Operator. We also investigated 809 homeowner complaints.

There were 14 illegal operators who were contacted during the period, with
no warrants taken out.

The Department held 53 informal hearings where the certified operator is
required to appear before members of the Entomology Division and answer
certain questions or circumstances that have arisen. Five hearings were held
under the Commissioner of Agriculture's Authority. These hearings are held in
1ieu of revocation or suspension of a license. Fines ranging up to $1,000

may be imposed. Of the five hearings, five licenses and certifications were
placed on probation and fines totaling $1,350 were collected. No licenses

were revoked during this period. One pest control company had their Ornamental
& Turf License suspended for 30 days for misuse.

Qur first five-year period for recertification will expire in October 1982.

Of the 799 certified operators, 507 have the necessary.ten hours of recertification
training credit; 172 have at least part of the hours; and 120 have no hours

at this point.

If the operators fail to accumulate the necessary ten hours, they will be
required to retake the Structural Pest Control exam.



The Department recently accepted their first E.P.A. enforcement grant in
several years. The majority of the work for the grant will be conducted

by the Pesticide Division, but the Entomology Division will also be involved
to a certain extent.

Georgia's one Reciprocal Agreement with South Carolina was amended slightly
to prevent companies from obtaining Reciprocal Licenses and coming across
the State 1ine to establish new offices,



STATE OF ILLINOIS REPORT TO THE ASSOCIATION
OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA
OCTOBER 5-7, 1981
BY HARVEY J. DOMINICK, ENTOMOLOGIST
ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS
The past year has been frustrating due to the number of
man hours and effort necessary to provide information for the
Select Joint Committee on Regulatory Agency Reform to prevent

the elimination of the Illinois Structural Pest Control Act

under the provisions of the Sunset Act.

The Select Joint Committee on Regulatory Agency Reform
was established to advise the Governor and General Assembly
on the need to continue or modify all regulatory programs whose

authorizations were scheduled for repeal by the Sunset Act.

As a guiding principle for use in all reviews conducted by
the Select Joint Committee, the General Assembly declared that
the states regulatory powers should be used '"...only to the
extent necessary to protect the public health, safety or welfare

from significant and discernible harm or damage."

A number of licensing acts were reviewed and fortunately
the structural pest control industry will continue to be

covered, although the original Act was repealed as of October 1, 1981.



State of Illinois Report to the Association
of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials

Page Two

The Select Joint Committee recommended that State regulation

of structural pest control activities should bhe modijied prior
to repeal of the "Structural Pest Control Act,a October 1, 1981.
The Select Joint Committee recommended that a new regulatory
program be established through reauthorization of the subject
Act with the following modifications:

(a) transfer administrative responsibility from the Department
of Public Health to the Department of Agriculture;

(b) eliminate the structural Pest Control Advisory Council; and,

(c¢) require the administering agenéy to suspend or revoke the

license, certificate, or registration of any individual who

violates the Act three (3) times in any eighteen (18) month period.
The Minority Report prepared by four members of the Select

Joint Committee agreed with the findings of fact, conclusions,

and recommendations in the Majority ‘Report with the exception

of the following point: Responsibility for administering the

Act should not be transferred to the Department of Agriculture

but should remain with the Department of Public Health.

Responsibility for regulating pesticide applicators in
Il1linois is divided between the Department of Agriculture and
the Department of Public Health. Since the Department of
Agriculture currently administers the major portion of Illinois
pesticide use control activities, the majority on the Select
Joint Committee believed that it would be advisable to consolidate

all regulatory programs under one agency. The minority members



State of fllinois Report to the Association
of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials

Page Three

expressed the opinion that since the Structural Pest Control
program focuses on the pest control problems of industry,
institutions, and households it was more reasonable for the
Department of Public Health to continue regulatory authority
over this program. The Illinois Departments of Agriculture and
Public Health have consistently worked together for many years,
and the Illinois Department of Public Health had the support

of the Illinois Department of Agriculture in "Sunset' hearings

concerning repeal of the Structural Pest Control Act.

House Bill 979 amends the Structural Pest Control Act:- to
provide the Department of Public Health with greater enforcement
mechanisms and eliminates the Structural Pest Control Advisory
Council. These changes are consistent with the review under
the Sunset Act this year by the Select Joint Committee on

Regulatory Agency Reform and the Bureau of the Budget.

Section 13 which covered violations under the previous
Structural Pest Control Act was completely revised as was Section 14,
which involved the suspension, revocation, or refusal to renew
license, registration, or certification. One provision of
Section 14(b) provides the Department with the authority to refuse
to issue notice in writing as required by Subsection (a) of this
Section but may proceed immediately with action to suspend, revoke,
or refuse to issue a license, registration, or certificate when
there are reasonable grounds to indicate that a violation of the
Act may be the third such violation by that person in an eighteen

(18) month period.



State of Illinois Report to the Association
of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials

Page Four

The elimination of the Structural Pest Control Advisory
Council, which consisted of seven members, including three
members representing.commercial pest control and two members
representing non-commercial pest control has removed any legal
requirement for consultation between the Department and commercial

and non-commercial pest control.

The Select Joint Committee established by the Sunset Act
recommended the elimination of the Structural Pest Control
Council based on the following opinion:

"The composition requirements for the Structural

Pest Control Advisory Council contain no reference to member-

ship thereon by a person from the general public, but do

provide for five of the seven members to represent the
regulated industry. Since the subject regulatory program
exists to assure minimum knowledge on the part of those

it regulates, such an arrangement can do little to enhance

the advisory function of the Council with respect to

pesticide hazards or new knowledge and techniques for
safer pesticide handling."

Although representatives of commercial and non-commercial
pest control, expecially commerci;l pest control, have expressed
opinions against any type of regulation, it should be emphasized
that the majority 6f the members who have served on the Council

have been instrumental in upgrading pest control in Illinois.



State of Illinois Report to the Association
of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials

Page Five
Activities Carried Out Under the

Pesticide Grant During the Federal
Fiscal Year. (October 1, 1980-September 30, 1981)

The Illinois Department of Public Health has been involved
with the Cooperative Pesticides Enforcement Grant Program with
the Illinois Department of Agriculture since January 22, 1980.
The original Cooperative Agreement became effective on Qctober 9,
1979 when the Director of the Illinois Department of Agriculture
concurred with the signing of the Agreement with the Regional
Administrator of Region V of EPA. The Agreement between IDA and
IDPH did not become an actuality until it was signed by both

Directors on January 22, 1980.

There were initial problems due to lack of personnel, but
this has been resolved since the last position was filled on

October 1, 1980.

Inspections Carried Out During FY 81

Non-Agricultural Use Inspections..... e e e e 141
Mis-Use Investigations........... b e e e e p e e e 101
Producer Establishment Inspections..........ccoee.un. 428
Market Place InspecCctions .. ...coioeecocestrnononnanens 51
Certified Applicator Record Inspections.............. _450

Total Inspections....... 1,171
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Pesticide Samples Collected
Residue IDPH (Lab)... .. ri e eenennan e e ee ey e e e 230
Dilution IDPH (Lab) ....... f et e e .. 121
Concentrate IDA (Lab) Label Guarantee Analysis ....... 80
Total Samples ............., 431
Warning Letters ...,.....covvvivvenn 121
Civil or Criminal Actions.........c.o... 9
Other Reportable Actions ..... et ee e ., 28

Summary Comments

IDPH has received an extensive number of complaints concerning
the misuse of pesticides in the control of wood-destroying pests,
including subterranean termites and powder post beetles. Adequate
investigation of such complaints, which may involve misuse of a
pesticide, alleged health effects to the homeowner of terant from
the pesticide, label violation and other examples, are time—conéuming
but necessary because misapplication or unnecessary application of
pesticides may create potential health problems when the pesticide
contaminates private water supplies or heating systems. Additional
emphasis will be placed on use inspections in this area of structural

pest control during 1982.

Additional emphasis will be placed on carrying out planned use
inspections in 1982 since IDPH personnel are encountering numerous
situations where more caution must be exercised in selection and
application of pesticides in private homes, hospitals, nursing homes,
food processing and manufacturing plants and other structural environ-

ments.
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ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

FEDERAL REPORTING PERIOD
October 1, 1980 through September 30, 1981
Structural Pest Control Program

Commercial Structural Pest Control Businesses (051)

Total No. 051 businesses licemsed through end of reporting
Total No. 051 Businesses licensed during period
Total No. 051 businesses renewed during period
Legal Action initiated on licensed businesses
Legal Action proceedings vacated - compliance obtained
Legal Action revoking licenses
2 - Reinstatements
2 - Referred to State's Attorneys for criminal prosecution
Legal Action Pending

Cases referred to Attorney General for investigation

051 businesses relinquished during period

Structural Pest Control Technicians (052)

Total No. certified technicians through end of reporting
period* - 1008 - commercial certified
382 - non-commercial certified (food industry)
103 - non-commercial certified (health dept.)
170 - non-commercial certified (housing auth.)

Technician applications submitted during reporting period
214 - new
92 - reexam

Technicians examined during reporting period (11 examinations
given)

Technicians certified during reporting period**
107 - commercial certified
26 - non-commercial certified (food industry)
8 - non-commercial certified (health dept.)
20 - non-commercial certified (housing auth.)

Technicians failed to become certified during reporting period

Certified technicians updating certificates during reporting
period



Federal Reporting Period - Page 2

8 Certified technicians failing to update certificates during
reporting period

3. Individuals writing Illinois Structural Pest Control examina-
tions for Indiana certification

4 Technician certificates suspended during reporting periodx*

[94)
=

Technician certificates suspended to datex

Y
[y

Technician certificates revoked to date*

*Failure to meet recertification requirements

Non-Commercial Registrants (053)

202 Total active Non-Commercial Registrants through reporting
period

3 Total Non-Commercial Registrants added during reporting
period ’

179 Total Non-Commercial Registrants no license required (NLR)
through. reporting period

2 Total Non-Commercial Registrants added during reporting
period




*¥ Of the 1663 individuals

technicians to date:
1500
.860
841
359
475
162
102

Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified

Certified

for
for
for
for
for
for

for

certified as structural pest control

Insects, Rodents and Other Pests

Termites and Other Wood Destroying Organisms
Bird Control

Fumigation

Food Processing and Manufacturing

Institutional & Multi-Unit Housing

Public Health Pest Control

**¥ '0f the 161 individuals who became certified between October 1, 1980

and September 30,

145

60

' 93

10
53
20

Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified

Certified

1981:

for
for
for
for
for
for

for

Insects, Rodents and Other Pests

Termites and Other Wood Destroying Organisms
Bird Control

Fumigation

Food Processing and Manufacturing

Institutional & Multi-Unit Housing

Public Health Pest Control



STATE OF ILLINOIS REPORT TO THE ASSOCIATION
OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA
OCTOBER 5-7, 1981
BY HARVEY J. DOMINICK, ENTOMOLOGIST
ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS
The past year has been frustrating due to the number of
man hours and effort necessary to provide information for the
Select Joint Committee on Regulatory Agency Reform to prevent

the elimination of the Illinois Structural Pest Control Act

under the provisions of the Sunset Act.

The Select Joint Committee on Regulatory Agency Reform
was established to advise the Governor and General Assembly
on the need to continue or modify all regulatory programs whose

authorizations were scheduled for repeal by the Sunset Act.

As a guiding principle for use in all reviews conducted by
the Select Joint Committee, the General Assembly declared that
the states regulatory powers should be used '"...only to the
extent necessary to protect the public health, safety or welfare

from significant and discernible harm or damage."

A number of licensing acts were reviewed and fortunately
the structural pest control industry will continue to be

covered, although the original Act was repealed as of October 1, 1981,
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The Select Joint Committee recommended that State regulation

of structural pest control activities should be modified prior
to repeal of the '"Structural Pest Control Act," October 1, 1981.
The Select Joint Committee recommended that a new regulatory
program be established through reauthorization of the subject
Act with the following modifications:

(a) transfer administrative responsibility from the Department
of Public Health to the Department of Agriculture;

(b) eliminate the structural Pest Control Advisory Council; and,

(c¢) require the administering agency to suspend or revoke the

license, certificate, or registration of any individual who

violates the Act three (3) times in any eighteen (18) month period.
The Minority Report prepared by four members of the Select

Joint Committee agreed with the findings of fact, conclusions,

and recommendations in the Majority Report with the exception

of the following point: Responsibility for administering the

Act should not be transferred to the Department of Agriculture

but should remain with the Department of Public Health.

Responsibility for regulating pesticide applicators in
Illinois is divided between the Department of Agriculture and
the Department of Public Health. Since the Department of
Agriculture currently administers the major portion of Illinois
pesticide use control activities, the majority on the Select
Joint Committee believed that it would be advisable to consolidate

all regulatory programs under one agency. The minority members
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expressed the opinion that since the Structural Pest Control
program focuses on the pest control problems of industry,
institutions, and households it was more reasonable for the
Department of Public Health to continue regulatory authority
over this program. The Illinois Departments of Agriculture and
Public Health have consistenfly worked together for many years,
and the Illinois Department of Public Health had the support

of the Illinois Department of Agriculture in "Sunset' hearings

concerning repeal of the Structural Pest Control Act.

House Bill 979 amends the Structural Pest Control Act to
provide the Department of Public Health with greater enforcement
mechanisms and eliminates the Structural Pest Control Advisory
Council. These changes are consistent with the review under
the Sunset Act this year by the Select Joint Committee on

Regulatory Agency Reform and the Bureau of the Budget.

Section 13 which covered violations under the previous
Structural Pest Control Act was completely revised as was Section 14,
which involved the suspension, revocation, or refusal to renew
license, registration, or certification. One provision of
Section 14(b) provides the Department with the authority to refuse
to issue notice in writing as required by Subsection (a) of this
Section but may proceed immediately with action to suspend, revoke,
or refuse to issue a license, registration, or certificate when
there are reasonable grounds to indicate that a violation of the
Act may be the third such violation by that person in an eighteen

(18) month period.
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The elimination of the Structural Pest Control Advisory
Council, which consisted of seven members, including three
members representing commercial pest control and two members
representing non-commercial pest control has removed any legal
requirement for consultation between the Department and commercial

and non-commercial pest control.

The Select Joint Committee established by the Sunset Act
recommended the eliminatibn of the Structural Pest Control
Council based on the following opinion:

"The composition requirements for the Structural

Pest Control Advisory Council contain no reference to member-

ship thereon by a person from the general public, but do

provide for five of the seven members to represent the
regulated industry. Since the subject regulatory program
exists to assure minimum knowledge on the part of those

it regulates, such an arrangement can do little to enhance

the advisory function of the Council with respect to

pesticide hazards or new knowledge and techniques for
safer pesticide handling."

Although representatives of commercial and non-commercial
pest control, expecially commercial pest control, have expressed
opinions against any type of regulation, it should be emphasized
that the majority of the members who have served on fhe Council

have been instrumental in upgrading pest control in Illinois.
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Activities Carried Out Under the

Pesticide Grant During the Federal
Fiscal Year. (October 1, 1980-September 30, 1981)

The Illinois Department of Public Health has been involved
with the Cooperative Pesticides Enforcement Grant Program with
the Illinois Department of Agriculture since January 22, 1980.
The origiﬂal Cooperative Agreement became effective on October 9,
1979 when the Director of the Illinois Department of Agriculture
concurred with the signing .of the Agreement with the Regional
Administrator of Region V of EPA. The Agreement between IDA and
IDPH did not become an actuality until it was signed by both

Directors on January 22, 1980.

There were initial problems due to lack of personnel, but
this has been resolved since the last position was filled on

October 1, 1980.

Inspections Carried Out During FY 81

Non-Agricultural Use Inspections.......vooceveeunnnnan 141
Mis-Use Investigations........... e e e be e e 101
Producer Establishment Inspections......... e ... 428
Market Place InNsSpeCtionsS .. ...t ivoveevnvononnnonnnans 51
Certified Applicator Record Inspections.............. 450

Total Inspections....... 1,171
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Pesticide Samples Collected
Residue IDPH (Lab)..+v:cvvverrnnens 22510
Dilution IDPH (Lab) ..... . 2% &
Concentrate IDA (Lab) Label Guarantee Analysis ....... 80
Total Samples ......,...-.., 431
Warning Letters ........... e e 121
Civil or Criminal Actions........euev v 9
Other Reportable Actions ........ Ve e e 28

Summary Comments

IDPH has received an extensive number of complaints concerning
the misuse of pesticides in the control of wood-destroying pests,
including subterranean termites and powder post beetles. Adequate
investigation of such complaints, which may involve misuse of a
pesticide, alleged health effects to the homeowner of tenant from
the pesticide, label violation and other examples, are time-consuming
but necessary because misapplication or unnecessary application of
pesticides may create potential health problems when the pesticide
contaminates private water supplies or heating systems. Additional
emphasis will be placed on use inspections in this area of structural

pest control during 1982.

Additional emphasis will be placed on carrying out planned use
inspections in 1982 since IDPH personnel are encountering numerous
situations where more caution must be exercised in selection and
application of pesticides in private homes, hospitals, nursing homes,
food processing and manufacturing plants and other structural environ-

ments.
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ILLINOIS DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

FEDERAL REPORTING PERIOD
October 1, 1980 through September 30, 1981
Structural Pest Control Program

Commercial Structural Pest Control Businesses (051)

Total No. 0351 businesses licensed through end of reporting
Total No. 051 Businesses licensed during period
Total No. 051 businesses renewed during period
Legal Action initiated on licensed businesses
Legal Action proceedings vacated - compliance obtained
Legal Action revoking licenses
2 - Reinstatements
2 - Referred to State's Attorneys for criminal prosecution
Legal Action Pending

Cases referred to Attorney General for investigation

051 businesses relinquished during period

Structural Pest Control Technicians (0352)

Total No. certified technicians through end of reporting
period* - 1008 - commercial certified
382 - non-commercial certified (food industry)
103 - non-commercial certified (health dept.)
170 - non-commercial certified (housing auth.)

Technician applications submitted during reporting period
214 -~ new
92 - reexam

Technicians examined during reporting period (11 examinations
given)

Technicians certified during reporting period**
107 - commercial certified
26 - non-commercial certified (food industry)
8 - non-commercial certified (health dept.)
20 - non-commercial certified (housing auth.)

Technicians failed to become certified during reporting period

Certified technicians updating certificates during reporting
period
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8 Certified technicians failing to update certificates during
reporting period

3. Individuals writing Illinois Structural Pest Control examina-
tions for Indiana certification

4 Technician certificates suspended during reporting period*

w
[y

Technician certificates suspended to date*

[
[

Technician certificates revoked ‘to date*

*Failure to meet recertification requirements

Non-Commercial Registrants (053)

202 Total active Non-Commercial Registrants through reporting
period

3 Total Non-Commercial Registrants added during reporting
period

179 Total Non-Commercial Registrants no license required (NLR)
through. reporting period

2 Total Non-Commercial Registrants added during reporting
period




* Of the 1663 individuals

technicians to date:
1500
.860
841
359
475
162
102

Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified

Certified

for
for
for
for
for
for

for

certified as structural pest control

Insects, Rodents and Other Pests

Termites and Other Wood Destroying Organisms
Bird Control

Fumigation

Food Processing and Manufacturing

Institutional & Multi-Unit Housing

Public Health Pest Control

** '0f the 161 individuals who became certified between October 1, 1980

and September 30,

145

60

53
10
53
20

Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified
Certified

Certified

1981:

for
for
for
for
for
for

for

Insects, Rodents and Other Pests

Termites and Other Wood Destroying Organisms
Bird Control

Fumigation

Food Processing and Manufacturing

Institutional & Multi-Unit Housing

Public Health Pest Control



Indiana Report
to the
Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officals
Tampa, Florida
October 5-7, 1981

Structural Pest Control operators, as all pesticide applicators, are
licensed and regulated by the Indiana State Chemists Office as provided for
in the Indiana Pesticide Use and Application Law (State Enrolled Act No.
430-1975). This law took effect on July 1, 1975, but for enforcement purposes
it became effective October 21, 1976.

In Indiana the pesticide certification and licensing categories that
relate to the Structural Pest Control Industry include category 7A - Industrial,
Institutional, and Health Related Pest Control, category 7A - Wood Destroying
Pest Control, category 7C - Food Manufacturing, Processing and Storage Pest
Control, category 7C2 - Fumigation Specialty, and category 7Al - Vertebrate
Pest Control. The following table reflects how the numbers of Structural Pest
Control licensees compare to last years numbers (in parentheses) and the total
number of licensees in all certification categories.

This past year Indiana began recertification of the first major group
of Private Pesticide Applicators. The decision was made to extend the
certification period of both the Private and Commercial Applicators from
three to five years. The hope is that the economic burden of recertification
will be somewhat relieved to the applicator, the training office, and the
Indiana State Chemists Office. The three year period required a great deal
of our time to be devoted to recertification.

In an effort to make the State Chemists Office position more clear
regarding certain problem enforcement issues related to structural pest
control, an enforcement policy letter was sent out on May 27, 1980 from
L. 0. Nelson, Pesticide Administrator, to The Structural Pest Control Industry
of Indiana. This letter addressed minimum acceptable termite treatment procedures,
annual termite reinspection and routine retreatment, and established 100
parts per million of chlordane in the soil as the minimum level to be used
by the State Chemist Office as an action guideline. Clarification of these
points has proved to be very helpful in the successful investigation and
standardization in enforcement of related cases that have been steadily
becoming a major area of involvement in Indiana's pesticide regulation.

O0f the total number of structural pest control complaints that have
been investigated by the State Chemist Office since January 1, 1981, sixteen
(16) of the cases have involved complaints of ineffective or substandard termite
treatments, nine (9) have involved wood infestation reporting, primarily
for real estate transactions, and seven (7) of the complaints stem around
general misuse of pesticides. Thus far these investigations have resulted
in thirteen (13) warning letters being issued and one license probationary
period being established. Disposition of several of these cases is still

pending at this point in time.

In the near future, as was the case last year at this time, Indiana
hopes to alter its direct supervision of uncertified applicator provision.
The intent of the new proposal is to get a certified and licensed individual
to provide the untrained and often unqualified applicator with "site specific
written instructions so as to reduce the potential for pesticide misuse
caused by inexperience and neglect.



Certified |Licensened | Applicators | Applicators Public
Category Operators Operators for Hire Not for Hire |Applicators
7A 324 (338) 0 (0) 119 (131) 32 (27) 31 (12)
7B 338 (360) 1 (2) 126 (145) 26 (25) 18 (5)
7¢C 102 (111) 0 (0) 57 (51) 128 (103) 5 (1)
7C2 50 (59) 1 (0) 30 (24) 22 (22) 1 (0)
7A1 2 (2) 0 (0) 3 (3) 2 (1) 4 (0)
A1l Categories | 1435 (1430)] 144 (137) 1077 (1049) | 527 (429) .|475 (137)




State Chemist and Sced Commissioner Office of

LD SCHabL INDIANA STATE CHEMIST AND SEED COMMISSIONER
\dministrative Staf} Department of Biochemistry

t; LIKLNBERRY . R
i '(l NELSON Purdue University

¢ |,e 72“ Agricultural Experiment Station
R West Lafayette, Indiana 47907

AVMON SROPL, IR
Phone: 317-749-2391

May 27, 1980

TO: The Structural Pest Control Industry of Indiana

FROM: L. 0. Nelson, Pesticide Administrator m«

The purpose of this open Tetter is to explain the position of the State
Chemist Office regarding several enforcement issues related to structural pest
control - specifically, pesticide treatments for termite control. Your industry
and this office have made an important start toward a cooperative approach to
these problems. As a result, your industry is made aware of our uniform enforcement
policies and the public interest is protected from unnecessary and ineffective pest

control service.

The positions outlined here are based upon three documents: (1) The statement
of Good Practices in Subterranean Termite Control which was unanimously approved
in January, 1980, by the Indiana Pest Control Association (IPCA), (2) the National
Pest Control Association's (NPCA) Approved Reference Procedures for the Control of
Subterranean Termites, 1973, and (3) the Indiana Pesticide Use and Application Law.
A copy of the document in item (1) is enclosed for your reference.

Enforcement Policy - Termite Control

1. In future cases investigated by this office, the procedures outlined in the
IPCA Good Practices statement will be considered minimum acceptable treatment pro-
cedures. Any omissions or varfations that would cause the pesticide application to
fall below these minimum procedures must be noted and justified in the contractual
agreement between the pest control company and the property owner.

2. The type of treatment applied to structures not covered by the IPCA pro-
cedures will be determined by consulting the NPCA Approved Reference Procedures.

3. Product labels will continue to govern all uses of pesticide chemicals.
Any deviation from the label - or uses allowed under the 1978 federal definition of

use 1nconsistent with the label will be considered a violation.

4. The U.S. Forest Products Research Center in Gulfport, Mississippi has de-
termined that 100 parts per million (ppm) of the termiticide chlordane is the mini-
mum concentration in soil which will control or prevent termite infestation. Sev-
eral states have officially adopted this as their enforcement action level. The
State Chemist Office will use 100 ppm as an action guideline. An application of
chlordane mixed and applied according to label directions and prescribed procedures
will yield concentrations of approximately 500 ppm.

5. The practice of routinely retreating all or any portion of a treated prop-
erty as a part of an annual reinspection without clear evidence that it is needed
will be considered a violation. Such treatments are the subject of a recent NPCA
Service Letter (copy enclosed).

The Office of the State Chemist welcomes your questions and comment on these
and related matters.

LON/gs



Indiana Pest Control Association, Inc.
Entomology Hall
Purdve University
Waest Lafoystts, Indlana 47907

Good Practices in Controlling Subterranean Termites

These minimum guidelines for subterranean termite control should be
considered as only a guide to proper subterranean termite control in
Indiana. Variations to these minimum guidelines may be necessary
because of the wide variety and methods of construction used.
Deviations from these guidelines should be at the discretion of

the PCO so long as adequate control is achieved and insecticide
label instructions are strictly followed.

The following minimum guidelines shall apply to the treatment of all
structures for the control or prevention of subterranean termite
infestations: :

b.

Ce

d.

Remove cellulose debris from beneath structures.
This may be done by owner or the PCO; owner must be
made aware of this condition.

Remove all accessible termite tubes from foundation
walls, piers and supports.

In structures with a crawl space, the applicator shall
trench, rod or flood to apply approved termiticides to
the soil adjacent to the inside and outside of foundatiom
walls, piers and chimmeys and other supports. The soil
adjacent to the outside of structures with basements and
supported slabs shall be treated with an approved
termiticide by trénching and/or rodding.

Drill and flood (eight (8) to sixteen (16) {nch intervals)
the cavities in hollow pillars, tile brick, concrete block,
other building materials that have cavities, chimmeys or
any other structures likely to be penetrated by subterranean
termites by injecting an approved termiticide in accordance
with that pesticide's registered labeling. Drilling and
flooding should be done above the top of the outside grade
level wvhere possible. If foundation walls are uncapped,
flooding from the top is acceptable. Solid stone foundations
usually cannot be drilled, this may become very difficult to
control, depending on the stone (rock) and the thickness of
the walls. PFollow up retreat may be necessary in order to
i{soclate the infestation and to reach proper control.

Drill (at maximum of thirty (30) inch intervals) or rod and
and treat structures such as, but not limited to stoops,
concrete slabs, patios or driveways that obstruct trenching
or rodding of the soil adjacent to the foundations.
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h.

1.

In treating structures, on a concrete slab on the ground, the
soil beneath plumbing, pipes passing through the slabs, bath
trap, expansion ‘joints, interior partition walls and other
1ike termite entry points shall be saturated with an approved
terniticide by drilling, if necessary, and treating from above
or by rodding beneath the slab.

All the above standards apply to the treatment of structures
with finished basements that have poured concrete floors. -
Poured concrete floors may be treated according to the
standards established for concrete slabs. Poured concrete
floors in finished and unfinighed basements may or may not
be drilled as conditions require and at the discretion of
the applicator.

The selection and use of termiticides or any other chemicals
used for control of subterranean termites shall be in accordance
with label instructions approved by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency and registered with the

Indiana State Chemist's Office.

Treatment for the prevention of subterranean termites in an

" existing structure shall be based on conditions conducive to
.dnfestation, relation to neighboring infestations or by the

request of the customer. Treatment should be performed in
the manner outlined above for the control of subterranean
termites and in accordance with label dirsctions.

']
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YOU AND YOUR ANNUAL TERMITE INSPECTIONS

This Service Letter focuses on the wisdom of the
practices of certain members of the industry during times in
which pesticides are under attack and users of pesticides are
accused of indiscriminate use of them.

We are concerned with practices about which we can ask:
1. Are they good business,
2. Are they technically justified,

3. Do they conform to NPCA's Statement of "Good
Practice in the Use of IT7ecticides in
"

Subterranean Termite Control, ESPC 051027~
030. .

Retreating for termites 1is good business, technically
correct and leqal when it can be justified by a thorough
inspection and an evaluation of existing conditions,

The practices 1n question are those of PCO's who make
some termiticide applications in conjunction with annual
termite inspections,. when an inspector cannot demonstrate a
need for additional treatment., Such applications are made to
areas in or around structures where additional termiticide use
clearly 1is not 1indicated. Practices just described have no
justification under most circumstances.,

¥ This Service Letter supersedes Service Letter 1277, 4/30/75

and the first version, 4/4/75.

.1/ This Statement, developed by the NPCA Wood Destroying
Organisms Committee, was adopted by the Board of Directors,
Nov. 1979 after ratification by the Executive Board and
general membership.

1277A

4/25/80
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BUSINESS PRACTICES

It 1is poor business practice, not only 1in using
chemicals wastefully that may very well be in short supply,
but also 1in permitting the customer to think some value is
derived from the application techniques in question. In an
age in which you can be legally liable for your uses (and
those of your employees) of pesticides, NPCA cannot refrain
from commenting on a trade practice of doubtful value. The
customer should be paying for your knowledge and expertise
and not solely for your application of pesticides.

TECHNICAL PRACTICES

Since the present technology of the preservation of
" exlisting and soon-to-be constructed structures indicates
that persistent chemicals must be used, it is important that
these materials shall not contribute unnecessarily to
contamination of animal and plant life and the environment.
Insecticides must be placed where they will effectively and
efficiently control subterranean termites and be so placed
as to remain there. Addition of termiticides even in small
amounts to undisturbed areas previously treated with such
chemicals having a proven record of soil stability is
technically unsound. ‘

The initial pre-treatment of a structure, paying close
attention to the sites and rates of application, should be
effective for a minimum of five years, and most probably
much longer. The initial treatment of an existing structure
must’ be thorough, with special attention to critical areas
such as dirt-filled porches, slab construction, etc.. Your
annual 1inspections are made to ensure that the chemical
barrier has not been disturbed and is still effective. As a
matter of course, the annual inspection should detect
conditions that have changed since the initial treatment.

Here are some of the conditions that would justify
reapplication:
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l. An active infestation,
a. from a new colony or,

b. a reinfestation, from an area simply missed
during initial treatment;

2. A break in the barrier such as created by
excavation, addition of soil, construction,
erosion, etc.. ‘

First time preventive treatments 1in accordance with
labeled directions are proper, although an active
infestation is not present. In such instances, it should be
made absolutely clear to the customer that there is no
active 1infestation but you recommend the treatment for his
protection and an inspection each year following for
continued protection.

LABEL AND LEGALITY

New Amendments to the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) allow for use of concentrations
at less than label rates., Label directions as to
application site must be followed.

NPCA’'S POSITION

The position expressed in this Service Letter is not a
new one for NPCA. Perhaps it was said best by an NPCA staff
member in a letter dealing with the general subject of
annual reapplications as a continuing practice. The letter
said in part:

". . « 1if the chemicals are applied in the proper
places during the initial treatment, there is really no
justification for reapplications on an annual basis.
If the initial treatment was not entirely effective and
reinfestation occurs, pumping more chemical into the
same places will usually not correct the problem., As
you know from experience, it is usually necessary to
drill new holes and inject chemical into areas that
were previously untreated or perhaps treated improperly.
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In addition, the National Association has gone on
record with its "Good Practice Statement in the Use of
Insecticides in Subterranean Termite Control," that
before any treating 1is done, the situation must be
carefully inspected and evaluated 1in order to
determine the best application of chemicals ., . . ."

We maintain that the., practice of retreatments for
termites 1is one that must be examined closely. There are
basic economic, technical and future legal considerations.
Unnecessary retreatments  should be avoided.




LOUISIANA REPORT

Prepared by:
James A. Arceneaux

The Structural Pest Control Commission in the State of Louisiana is
composed of five members. Ex-Officio members are the permanent Chéirman,
Bob Odom, Commissioner of Agriculture and the permanent Secretary,

Dr. John Impson, State Entomologist. The two industry members have
been appointed, but the University member has not yet been appointed.
This Commission meets quarterly.

This Commission is undergoing scrutiny by a "Sunset" Committee of the
Legislature at the present time.

In the past year, the Commission has administered 204 exams; issued
153 Tlicenses in the five various phases; 46 persons were certified;

611 registered employee cards were issued; 3004 termite inspections were
made and 362 termite jobs were found substandard. The Commission
investigated 42 complaints. Four hearings were held and 42 violations

were handled.



Harry Hughes, Governor
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1. NEW HEADQUARTERS

The Maryland Department of Agriculture personnel and facilities
will be moving into its new headquarters early in 1983.

2. WORD PROCESSOR

The Pesticide Regulation Section of the Maryland Department of
Agriculture now has two word processors that allow us to maintain all
examinations in the system. It is also programmed to produce new
versions of any or all of our 18 categorical exams on command. All
training manuals, directories, mailing lists, etc. are kept in this
system.

3. CERTIFICATION

We currently have 1700 certified commercial applicators and 8000
private applicators. We usually receive 50 applications for certifi-
cation a month. To accommodate these individuals, we offer exam
sessions every other month for 80-100 participants. There is a 50%
average passing rate among those taking the exams for the first time.
We have rigidized our application screening process. The applicant
must provide three references, preferably among the pest control
industry, who can verify that the individual has the minimum one year
full time experience in pest control.

We currently have written reciprocal agreements with Delaware,
the District of Columbia, Virginia, and West Virginia. All other
applications for reciprocity between other states are reviewed on a
case by case basis.

THINK AGRICULTURE THREE TIMES A DAY



4.  RECERTIFICATION AND TRAINING

For the past three years we have been strictly enforcing the
recertification requirement of participating in one training
session a year for commercial applicators. The applicators do
not have to submit proof that they attended a session but they
must list the session on their renewal application. We keep a
file of attendance lists from each session if verification is
needed. This year only six applicators had to retake the exams
for recertification because they did not participate in a train-
ing session.

Private applicators renew their certificates every five
years; the first group will be recertified in 1982. They must
participate in agricultural pesticides conferences in three of
five years before renewal. Training sessions are being conducted
now by county extension agents.

5. ENFORCEMENT

Approximately 60 written consumer complaints were received
during the last year. Twenty-seven of these involved termite
inspection reports. We had four incidents where pets died as a
result of pesticide applications in residences. The remaining
complaints involved drift problems from agricultural applications,
and a few turf pest control applications. Five cases were taken
to the State's Attorneys Offices on charges of operating a pest
control business without a license. Three of these have been
settled and the individuals were given a year's probation.

One revocation hearing was conducted in which an applicator
admitted to applying Cyanogas inside a residence for rodent control.
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Michigan has a grant agreement on enforcement with EPA which has
been on going since January 1977. Additional funding under the agreement
has been requested for fY'BZ. We have had no problems with the
performance and cooperation provided by EPA, Region V and feel the
enforcement agreement has been successful and beneficial in providing
enforcement of State and Federal pesticide laws.

Initial funding obtained through the grant enabled us to purchase
additional laboratory equipment and provide support for a chemist.
Subsequent funding has been utilized to continue support for a chemist,
inspection time and travel, sample cost and computer programming for
restricted use pesticide sales.

Computer programming for restricted use pesticide sales was
completed during FY'8l. We are now in the process of loading files
and correcting the "bugs" in the system. The program has on-line
maintainence capabilities for entering data and making inquiry. The
program is designed to cross reference with our computerized certification
file and identify invalid certification numbers. A monthly print-out
will be provided for follow-up use in the field. The first print-outs
are anticipated to be available for field personnel by November 1981 and
will be utilized to monitor sales. The print-out will identify the
restricted pesticides sold, quantity, the certified applicator and the
dealer who sold it. This program will be the basis for monitoring sales

of restricted pesticides during FY'82.



Other activities under the grant during the past year included

inspections at producer establishments and the marketplace plus use

investigations for cause.

A.

Producer Establishments
Michigan has approximately 180 producing establish-

ments. We attempt to perform inspections at each
establishment on a three year cycle. In FY'8l we agre;d
to inspéct 60 establishments and obtain 60 samples. Our
efforts resulted in 66 inspectioﬁs and 71 samples.
Marketplace

Michigan agreed to conduct 66 inspections at whole-
sale and retail markets and obtain 66 samples. A total of
40 marketplace inspections were completed with the necessary
EPA paperwork and 98 samples collected. We failed to meet’
our goal for official inspections however, our inspectors
activity reports- show nearly 5,000 marketplace surveillance
inspections were made to check registration and pesticide
labels. The 40 official inspections reflect a good variety
of sites and the samples a good range of products from
agricultural to domestic.
Use Investigations

Michigan conducted 110 use investigations for cause
and obtained 76 samples. The investigations resulted in two
prosecutions, one prosecution pending, two informal hearings
and six warning letters. Several cases are still under review
for possible referral for prosecution, warning letters or

informal hearing.



Use Investigations C;nt.

All investigations are initiated by comblaints, inquiries
or referral from EPA. Michigan has not established a planned
use investigation program because of insufficient time and
resources. However, we may initiate a program of visiting
licensed applicators and monitor application records during
the off season. This activity was suggested by a member of
oﬁr pesticide advisory committee who represents licensed
applicators.

We are experiencing an increased number of complaints for
non-ag. related spray applications such as lawns, right-of-way,
and structural pest control. The structural pest control
complaints center around termite inspections, improper termite
treatment, and prescribed treatments for carpenter ants in
which there is no infestation.

Aerial application to agricultural lands continues to be
a problem in urban areas. There 1s growing concern for involuntary
exposure. Aerial fly-ins have been helpful to minimize drift but
they are not the answer to people problems. We had one case this
year in which workers alleged skin rash from pesticide exposure
from residue and direct overspray. Investiéators determined the
skin rash was '"parsley poisoning'" which is common among workers
handling umbelliferous crops; also the claims of overspray could
not be supported by reliable witnesses. Unfortunately, there have
been incidents of overspray to residences which are in close
proximity to target fields. We are hopeful that the aerial
application industry and growers an work closer together to
eliminate these type of situations rather than impose regulations

which could be detrimental to agriculture.



ﬁichigan has completed its first full cycle for certification'renewal.
The number of persons renewing certification is appro%imately 1/3 of the
total certified initially. We contribute this to the.fact that pesticides
commonly used by a majority of growers have not been classified for
restricted use. Our system for renewal utilizes updated self-study
materials followed by examination. The examinations are limited to 25
questions for core material and 20 questioms for speclfic categories.
The‘renewai exam does not appear to be a deterrent toward renewal.

The seminar approach has been used successfully for the past two
years for persons certified in structural pest control and re{ated
categories. The seminars have been a cooperative effart between the
Michigan Pest Control Operators Association, Ferris State College which
has expertise in this area, Cooperative Extension Service and Michigan
Department of Agriculture. We plan to continue the seminar program for
structural pest control and may give consideration for developing a
seminar program for the ornamental and turf category. Seminars for other

categories will probably not be considered since Cooperative Extension

does not have enough resources for such a committment.



State of Mississippi Report for 1981

TABLE 2A

ACTIVITIES UNDER THE REGULATIONS
: OF
PROFESSTONAL SERVICES ACT

LICENSE CATEGURIES

Control of termites and other structural pests

Control of pests in homes, businesses and industries

Control of sts of ornamental plants, shade trees, and lawns
Tree Surgery

Control of pests of orchards

Control of pests of domestic animals

Landscape gardening

Control of pests of pecan orchards

Control of pests by fumigation

© " °

W 00O &N~
-

A. Agricultural weed control

B. Aquatic wceed control

C.  Forest and right-of-way weed control
D. Ornamental and turf weed control

E. Industrial weed control

LICENSING ACTIVITIES

License Applications Passed Failed Mcw Licenses Licenses Current
Category Received Exams Exams Issued June 30, 1981

1. 41 16 14 24 ' 257

2 20 8 31 270

3. 22 9 4 7 75

4. 19 10 3 9 79

5. 6 0 0 0 15

6 0 0 (4 0 4

7 39 14 7 25 395

8. 7 2 2 3 14

9. 4 2 0 4 10

A. 6 0 3 2 10

B. 3 2 0 2 15

C. 5 2 1 5 17

D, 10 6 0 6 33

E. 5 1 2 2 38

TOTALS 208 88 44- 120 1,232

Number of new identification cards issucd to employees of
licensed companies———=—=—m=———— e e 572



TABLE 2A
(continued)

PERMITS

A permit shall mean a document issued by the Division indicating that

a person has thorough understanding of the pest or pests that a licensee
is licensed to control and is competent to use or supervise the use of

a restricted use pesticide under the categories llisted on said document
A permit is not a license.

at any branch offlice.

1. Control
2. Control
3. Control
5. Control
6. Control
8. Control

of
of
ol
ol
of
of

PERMIT CATEGORIES

termites
pests in
pests ol

pests of
pests of
pests of

and other structural pests

homes, businesses, and industries
ornamental plants, shade Crees, and lawns
orchards

domest{c¢ animals

pecan orchards

A. Agricultural weed control

B. Aquatic weed control

C. TForest and right-of-way weed control
D. Ornamental and turf weed control

E. Industrial weed control

Cutuegory
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category

Category
Category
Category
Categoryv
Category

!.
2.

HoOOw >

PERMITS ISSUED -~

Noew

Permits Permi{its Current
Issued June 30, 1981

7 ———mmmemre e 45

9 e 50

0 - 2

0 - 2

0 e 0

0 ————mrree——ea 0

0 o 0

0 =~ 0

0 == - 0

0 o 0

I e ——— 0

——



TABLE 2A
(continued)

STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL TREATMUNTS REPORTED BY LTCENSLU COMPANIES

KIND OF TREATMENT

Other-———————=rm—ee e

15,160
488
181

KIND OF STRUCTURE

Crawl Space-—-—————--- 5,258
Slabh——=——m e e 9,616
Combination Crawl &
Slab--—=————oo 659
New Construction————-- 8,652

Inspections made of properties treated' for structural!pests——- 506

Treatments lound to saliSIaCLUIY=—="—-- - - e e 345
Treatments toand to be ansat Isfactory - R et DL TN K¢ )
Houses inspected that had not been treated=- ————-m e o 60

Chemical and/or soil samples collected from pest control operators
while properties were being treated for termiteg-—-m————ee-o 2

Samples found to be satisfactory
satisfactory

Samples found to be un

——————



TABLE

COMMERCIAL PESTICINE APPLICATORS CERTIFILD

July 1, 1980 - .June 30, 1981

Cumulative
Total Total
Number of training and testing sessions held———----—eeeecu o 11 110
Number of people passing cxam for General Standards
(Corc Manual)=———=—emm—cmmem e 212 3,271
T S T Cumulative
Category Total Total
. Aprteultaral Plant ) 12 T, T T T
Apricultural Anjmul--—-----rmemmmo oo oo - 13 204
2. FOFCSlommmomm e e mm—— - Sio . S ool Oy 658
oo thincwental-——--- - 72 %91
4. Sced Treatment-———-—-——- co=—immm—mme s - e o ST 16 119
5., Aquatic-==m——mmmm e — e e S s 15 141
6. Right-of-Way-=-—-—~cc-ommmm e e 23 208
7. Industrial, Institutional, Structural aund
Health Related=————vmommmm o m e e 53 377
8. Public Health-m—ssomcmmmm e e i 20 297
9. Demonstration and Research--———-—=—-==- -mmcmmeer i onm e 148 771
10. _Aerial Application--------—- mm— s mmmm—eevme m—---e-ee—-— 98 800
Total number passing category ec:ams for certifications--———- 160 ,392
COMMERCIAL PLESTICIDE APPLICATORS RLCLRTIFLED
Cumulative
Category Total Total
1. Agricultural Plant---—--——m——m—m—cmmommmm—me e —mmm e ——~ 56 234
Agricultural Animal—----=--mmmmmmm e 54 240
2. Forest-——=—— e e e -—-—= 125 430
3. Ornamental-———-——- - —mm e e e 143 295
4, Seed Treatment——-——m————mre e e e 32 99
5. Aquatic—==m———e— e e 32 100
6. Right-of-Way-—=-——=c—rmre e e e e 38 129
7. Industrial, Institutional, Structural and
Health Related~——-==---smmovmo e 123 489
8. Public Health--—-=——-——— e 49 113
9. Demonstration and Rescarch——————==-ommomm e oo oo 273 636
10, Acrial Application——mm=mo—m—mmm— oo 99 227
Total number recertified-——-—--mmeomommmmr e 1,024 2,992



TABLE 4
(continued)

Private Applicators Certified During FY SU--=--——ccomceeuno 521

Private applicators are producers of agricultural commodities, or
farmers, and may mcet certification requirements by atrending an
approved training course or bv taking an cxamination.



RULE 1. (Adopted March 29, 1977, amended September 18, 1979 and June 25, 1980)

MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND COMMERCE
DIVISION OF PLANT INDUSTRY
P. 0. BOX 5207
MISSISSIPPI STATE, MISSISSIPPI 39762

REGULATIONS GOVERNING PEST CONTROL OPERATORS

The Division of Plant Industry, Mississippi Department of Agriculture and Commerce,
under the provisions of Section 69-19-1 and Section 69-23-109, Mississippi Code 1972
does hereby promulgate and declare the following Rules and Regulations.

SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS - For the purpose of these regulations, the following words,
names and terms shall be construed within the meaning and purpose of Sections 69-19-1
through 69-19-11 and Sections 69-23-101 through 69-23-133, Mississippi Code 1972.

(A)

(8)

(C)

"Act" shall mean Sections 69-19-1 through 69-19-11 and Sections 69-23-101
through 69-23-133, Mississippi Code 1972.

"Advisory Board" shall mean the board established Qnder the provisions of
Section 69-25-3, Mississippi Code ‘1972, as amended.

"Bonafide Employee" shall be a person who receives all or part of his salary,
pay or commission from a Ticense holder and whose salary, pay or commission
is reqularly reported by the licensee under the Federal Social Security
and/or income tax laws. A bonafide employee must be under the direct
supervision of a Ticensee or a permit holder.

“Branch Office" shall mean any establishment or place of business other than
the place of business managed by the license holder who has at least one
employee capable of answering questions, scheduling normal inspections or
work, or performing work covered by these regulations. A telephone answering
service is not a "Branch Office."

"Certification" shall mean the recognition by the Division that a person is
competent and thus authorized to use or supervise the use of restricted use
pesticides in the category or categories Tisted on said certificate.

"Certified Applicator" shall mean a licensee or his employee who has met the
requirements for certification.

"Commissioner" shall mean the commissioner of the Mississippi Department of
Agriculture and Commerce.

"Competent" shall mean a person who is capable of performing the various
functions associated with pesticide application and pest control: the degree
of capability required being directly related to the nature of the activity
and the associated responsibility.
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"Division" shall mean the Division of Plant Industry of the Mississippi
Department of Agriculture and Commerce created under the provision of
Section 69-25-3, Mississippi Code 1972.

"Entomologist" shall mean a person skilled in the biology of, and remedial
measures employed for the control of and eradication of insect pests or rodents.

"Executive Secretary and/or State Entomologist" shall mean the executive
secretary and director and/or state entomologist of the Division of Plant
Industry, ‘Mississippi Department of Agriculture and Commerce as set forth in
Section 69-25-5, Mississippi Code 1972.

“Insect Pest" shall mean any of the numerous small invertebrate animals
generally having the body more or less obviously segmented, for the most
part belonging to the class insecta, comprising six-legged, usually winged
forms, as for example, beetles, bugs, flies, and to other allied classes of
arthropods whose members are wingless and usually have more than six legs,
as for example: spiders, mites, ticks, centipedes and millipedes.

"License" shall mean a document issued by the Division which indicates that
a person has met the requirements set forth in the Act and these rules and
regulaticons to receive fees for services in the categories indicated on said
document. .

“"Pathologist" shall mean a person knowledgeable in the biology of and skilled
in the necessary remedial measures to apply for the control and eradication of
plant diseases.

"Permit" shall mean a document issued by the Division indicating that a person
has thorough understanding of the pest or pests that a licensee is licensed to
control and is competent to use or supervise the use of a restricted use
pesticide under the categories listed on said document at any branch office.

A permit is not a license.

"Permit Holder" shall mean a bonafide employee of a license holder who has
passed a permit examination for each category in which work is performed and
is responsible for supervising the activities indicated on said permit at a
branch office.

"Person" shall mean any individual, partnership, corporation, association,
company or organized grcup of persons whether incorporated or not.

“Plant Disease" shall mean the pathological condition in or on plants and
plant products caused by fungi, bacteria, nematodes, viruses, mycoplasma
and viroids.

"Professional Services" shall mean any of the professional services performed
as designated by the various categories listed under Section 6.



(T) "Restricted Use Pesticides" shall mean a pesticide that is classified for
restricted use by the Environmental Protection Agency or the Division.

(U) "“Under the Direct Supervision" shall mean the act or process whereby
application of a pesticide is made by a competent person acting under the
instructions and control of a license or permit holder who is responsible
for the actions of that person and who is available if and when needed,
even though such Ticense or permit holder is not physically present at
the time and place the pesticide is applied.

SECTION 2. PERSONS REQUIRED TO SECURE A LICENSE - Entomologists and Pathologists
must secure a license from the Division of Plant Industry, Mississippi Department of
Agriculture and Commerce in accordance with Section 69-19-9, Mississippi Code 1972.

No person shall advertise in any manner to render professional services or solicit
business within the meaning of the Act without first obtaining a license.

SECTION 3. PERSONS REQUIRED TO SECURE A PERMIT - Each branch office shall have at
least one license or permit holder for each category that the licensee is soliciting
and/or performing work under. Any bonafide employee may hold a permit in one or all
of the categories that said business is licensed under. The requirements of this section
shall be met prior to October 21, 1977, by at least one bonafide employee in each branch
office.

SECTION 4. LICENSE APPLICATION - QUALIFICATIONS - Application for a license shali
be submitted on a regular form furnished by the Division, in time to be approved ten
(10) days prior to regular scheduled examinations. The applicant shall furnish names of
several references as to his character and a satisfactory credit report. No application
for a license shall be accepted unless the applicant shall furnish written proof that
he meets one of the following requirements:

(1) Must be graduated from a recognized college or university with at least 15
semester hours or' the equivalent in the category for which he is requesting a
license.

(2) Must have no less than two years college or university training with special
training in the category for which he is requesting a license.

(3) Must be at least a high school graduate or equivalent and have had, in
addition, at least four years experience with a licensed operator within the
past six years; PROVIDED, that in special cases where an applicant can submit
proof of education, experience and training equal to or exceeding these
requirements he shall be allowed to take the required examinations.

SECTION 5. PERMIT - APPLICATION - QUALIFICATIONS - Application for a permit shall
be submitted on a regular form furnished by the Division in time to be approved ten {19)
days prior to regular scheduled examinations. No permit application shall be accepted
unless the applicant furnishes written proof that he is a bonafide employee of a person
holding a license in one or more of the categories listed under Section 6 of these
regulations.

SECTION 6. LICENSE - EXAMINATION - CATEGORIES - Each person required to secure a
1icense in accordance with the Act shall be examined as follows: When the firm is under




the control of one person who is solely responsible for the work, this person alone
shall be required to pass the examination. When more than one person is responsible,
then each shall be required to pass the examination. A person may designate an

employee who is regularly and actively in charge to take the examination and the license
will be issued naming the employee as supervisor. Both the employee and the person to
whom the license is issued will be held responsible for the professional services rendered.

The license applicant shall take and pass a written examination. This examination
will cover the professional services designated in the application and include the
standards for certification of applicators as set forth in the Environmental Protection
Agency Code of Federal Regu]at1ons, Title 40, Section 171.4. The examination may be
waived if the applicant is already licensed to perform the same professional services
in a state with standards equal to those of Mississippi, and prov1ded further that
said state recognizes such examinations given by Mississippi.

Examination dates: Examinations shall be given once each quarter at Mississippi
State, Mississippi. The dates for written examinations shall be the second Tuesday in
each quarter of the calendar year. Persons who take the examination and fail
will be allowed to retake said examination the second Tuesday of the next quarter.

Categories in which examinations are to be given and for which licenses or permits
will be issued:

(a) Control of termites and other structural pests - This category includes persons
engaged in control of termites, beetles, or other wood destroying insects in
buildings and other structures, including homes, warehouses, stores, docks
or any other structure.

(b) Control of pests of orchards - This category includes persons engaged in the
control of insect pests, plant diseases or pest animals of various fruit and
nut trees, brambles, vineyards and all plants normally classed as nut trees
or fruit orchards. An examination may be given and a license issued to include
only control of pests of pecan orchards.

(c) Control of pests in homes, businesses and industries - This category shall
include persons engaged in control of insect pests or pest animals which may
invade homes, restaurants, stores and other buildings, attacking their
contents or furnishings or being a general nuisance, but do not normally attack
the building itself, as for example: roaches, silverfish, ants, flies,
mosquitoes, carpet beetles, clothes moths, fleas, stored food insects, rats,
mice, centipedes, etc.

(d) Control of pests of ornamental plants, shade trees and lawns - This category
includes persons engaged in control of insect pests, plant diseases or pest
animals of ornamental plants, shade trees (which may include nut or fruit
trees if used as ornamental plants or shade trees) and lawns.

(e) Control of pests of domestic animals - This category includes persons
engaged in control of insect pests of domestic animals.



(f) Control of pests by fumigation - This category inciudes all persons whose
sole practice is the control of insect pests by fumigation only.

SECTION 7. PERMIT EXAMINATION - CATEGORIES - The permit applicant shall take a
written examination. This examination will cover the professional services designated
in the application and inciude the standards for certification of applicators as set
forth in the Environmental Protection Agency Code of Federal Regulations, Titie 40,
Section 171.4., The examination may be waived if the applicant already holds a permit
to perform the same professional services in a state with standards equal to those of
Mississippi, and provided further that said state recognizes such examinations given
by Mississippi.

Examination dates: Examinations for a permit shall be given once each quarter at
Mississippi State, Mississippi. The dates for written examinations shall be the second
Tuesday in each quarter of the calendar year. Persons who take the permit examination
and fail will be allowed to retake said examination the second Tuesday of the next
quarter.

Categories in which examinations are to be given and for which permits will be
issued are the same as the license categories set forth in Section 6.

SECTION 8. ISSUANCE OF A LICENSE - If the qualifications and other requirements

- of the license applicant are satisfactory, the Division shall then require that said
applicant submit a detailed statement of the methods he will employ and such typed or
printed forms or contracts which will be used in the conduct of the professional services
for which the application for license is made. If these are approved, said applicant
shall then furnish a bond in the proper amount as set forth in Section 12 of these
regulations in conformity to Section 69-19-9, Mississippi Code 1972. After all
requirements have been met by the applicant for licensing, the Division shall then issue
said applicant a Ticense, PROVIDED, that no 1icense shall be issued any person who

fails to disclose to the Division the ingredients used in his practice, or who uses -any
material sr method which has not been approved by the Division. A license is not
transferable. When there is a change in the status of a license holder due to uncent:aii-
able circumstances, a reasonable period of time shall be ailowed for a qualified perszon
to meet the requirements of Section 2 of these regulations.

Persons requesting a license must have passed the required examination within the
past year or have been actively engaged in the work since passing the examinaticn, or be
reexamined before his license can be issued.

SECTION 9. ISSUANCE OF A PERMIT - After all requirements have been me% by the
applicant for a permit the Division shall then issue said applicant a permit. A permit
is not transferable. When there is a change in the status of the person holding a permit
who is supervising a business location, the license holder shall be allowed a reasonanic
period of time in order to have another bonafide employee meet the requirements of
Section 3 of these regulations.

Persons requesting a permit must have passed the reguirec examination within the
past year or have been actively engaged in the werk since passing the examination or be
reexamined before his permit can be issued.

SECTION 10. EXPIRATION OF A LICENSE OR A PERMIT AND CONDITIONS FOR RENEWAL - 500




Ticenses and permits shall expire thirty-six months from the date of issuance. To
renew said Ticense or permit, the holder of same shall submit a request for renewal on
a form prescribed by the Division and show that he is knowledgeable of current control
recommendations, techniques and abreast of changing technology and pesticide usage. To
meet these requirements, the licensee or permit holder shall have attended a training
course approved by the Division within the past thirty-six months or successfully
complete an examination administered by the Division.

SECTION 11. DENIAL, SUSPENSION OR CANCELLATION OF A LICENSE OR A PERMIT; REFUSAL
TO ISSUE OR RENEW SAME - The commissioner, with the approval of the
advisory board may suspend for not more than thirty days and then after opportunity for
a hearing may deny, suspend, cancel or modify the provisions of a license or a permit
if he finds that a person holding a Ticense or a permit has coomitted any of the following
applicable to him each of which is declared to be a violation of the Act and these
regulations:

(a) Made falseor fraudulent claims through any media misrepresenting the effect
of materials or methods to be used;

(b) Operated in a faulty, careless or negligent manner or knowingly operated faulty
or unsafe equipment in a manner as to cause damage to property or person;

(c) Refused, or after notice neglected to comply with the provisions of the Act,
the regulations adopted hereunder, or any lawful order of the commissioner;

(d) Refused, or neglected to keep and maintain records required by the Act or to
make reports when required;

(e) Made false or fraudulent records, invoices or reports;
(f) Used fraud or misrepresentation in making application for a license or permit;

(g) Aided or abetted any person in evading the provisions of the Act, allowed one's
license to be used by an unlicensed person;

(h) Impersonated any state or federal official;

(i) Convicted in a court of law of a violation under the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act;

(i) Convicted in a court of law for using any pesticide in a manner which is
determined to be inconsistent with its labeling;

(k) Misrepresented for the purpose of deceiving or defrauding;

(1) Made a false statement with knowledge of -its falsity for the purpose of
inducing others to act thereon to their detriment;

(m) Performed work in a category for which the licensee does not hold a license;

(n) If repeated inspections by Inspectors of the Division of Plant Industry reveal
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that the licensee is not performing sarvices in a manner consistent with
the Act and these regulations;

(0) Féi]ed to register agents or solicitors or failure to make reports within
the time specified in these regulations;

(p) Convicted in any of the courts of this state of a violation of the Act or
these rules and regulations;

(q) Refused to yield a pesticide sample to an employee of the Division;

(r) Failed to correct work not performed in accordance with the Act and these
rules and regulations after sufficient notice; or

(s) Failure to renew the bond required in Section 12 of these regulations means
automatic cancellation.

During the time a license holder has his license under suspension, he shall not
solicit any new business or perform any new work. He shall be allowed to inspect and/or
retreat all properties on which he has current contracts.

Any person who is denied a license or a permit or whose license or permit is
suspended, cancelled or modified by the commissioner shall be afforded an opportunity
for a fair hearing before the advisory board in connection therewith upon written
application to the commissioner within thirty days after receipt of notice from the
commissioner of such denial, suspension, cancellation or modification. The commissicrer
shall set a time and place for such hearing and shall convene the board within ten
days following receipt of the written application for a hearing. The board shall reaceive
evidence and affirm, modify or reverse the determination of the commissioner within five
aays.

Any person aggrieved by the determination of the board may petition ths chancery
court of the county of residence of such person, or the Chancery Court of Hinds County,
for review with supersedeas. The chancellor shall grant a hearing cn said petition and
may giant such review with supersedeas; the appellant may be required to post bond
with sufficient sureties in an amount to be determined by the chancellor. !pon the
review of any such decision, additional evidence may be received and considered but any
record made or evidence heard before the bcard or commissioner may be submitted. Any
such petition by either party from the determination of the chancellor shall proceed as
otherwise provided by law.

Any person who is refused a license or a permit or whose license or permit is not
rerewed, or when the Division contemplates invalidation of said license or permit, shall
have the right of a hearing by filing a written request for a hearing with the Division
by registered or certified mail. The person requesting the hearing may appear in pevsor
or be represented by an attorney on the date and at the place set by the Division.

When a Ticense has been cancelled, the licensee shall be notified in writing.
Tnhe bonding company shall be notified of the action taken, but revoking a license shall
in no way invalidate the bond for the duration of the contract entered into by the
licensee. When a permit has been cancelled, the person holding said permit shall be
notified in writing.
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A license shall automatically become invalid when the person whose name appears on
the license ceases to personally supervise and be in direct charge of operations and
shall remain invalid until some other person, having met the requirements and been
examined in accordance with these rules and regulations becomes licensed in his stead;
except as provided for in Section 8 of these regulations.
Nothing in these rules and regulations shall be construed as requiring the commissioner
to report for prosecution or for the institution of Tibel proceedings of minor violations
of the Act or these rules and regulations whenever he believes that the public interest
will best be served by a suitable notice of warning in writing.

SECTION 12. BOND

(a) The bond furnished the Division by any licensee, as provided in Section 69-19-9,
Mississippi Code 1972, shall be conditioned so as to insure to the purchaser.
of services from said licensee the fulfillment of any contract or guarantee
made by the licensee. No surety bond shall be accepted except from companies
approved by the Insurance.Department of Mississippi.

(b) A1l persons holding licenses to engage in the control of any kind of pests
(including rodents and plant diseases) shall be required to file with the
Division a bond of not less than $2,500.00 to insure the faithful performance
of contracts. Said bond shall be so conditioned as to be valid and effective
for the minimum time for which the licensee shall issue guarantees or contracts
to render future service.

SECTION 13, TINSPECTIONS - RECORDS - REPORTING - CONTRACTS

(a) Licensed operators shall keep complete and accurate records of all work
performed including copies of contracts issued for a period of at least two
years. Such records shall be available for examination by employees of the
Division during reasonable business hours. Such records shall include location,
kind of services performed, date performed, chemical used if there were any,
the strength, amount, the pest controlled and such other information as may
be necessary for a complete record.

(b) The commissioner or his representative may enter upon public or private
premises at reasonable times for the purpose of enforcing the Act and these
regulations and may investigate complaints of injury or accidents resulting
from use of pesticides.

(c) Persons holding a license in the category "Control of Termites and Other
Structural Pests" as covered by paragraph (a), Section 6 shall enter into a
written contract with the person employing him. Said contract for control
of termites and/or other structural pests shall guarantee the performance of
the work for at least one year and that said property meets the minimum
standards set forth in these regulations for such work, unless an exception
of the minimum standards is clearly set forth in a separate statement on the
face of the contract. A copy of a work order covering a complete plot or
diagram showing the location of visible damage and an outline of the work
to be carried out shall be given to the property owner and one copy shall be



maintained by the operator with a copy of the contract for as long as the
contract is in force.. Before the expiration date of said contract, the
operator shall reexamine the property treated for termites and/or deetles
and a written report of the reexamination showing the condition of the
property with respect to the presence or absence of termites and/or

beetles shall be filed with the owner of the property and a copy maintained
in the operator's file. A1l subsequent inspections, as provided by the
terms of the contract, shall be regularly made by the operator who shail
report the results to the homeowner and make them available tc the Division
if such information shall be requested. When a termite control pretreat
contract is issued, an inspection before the contract expires is not
required.

(d) Persons operating under a license in the category “"Control of Termites
and Other Structural Pests" as covered by paragraph (a) Section 6 of these
regulations shall by the 20th day of each month remit to the Division a
report for each property on which a contract has been issued during the
previous calendar month on forms furnished or approved by the Division.
(1) Persons licensed for "Control of Pests in Homes, Businesses and Industries”
who contract for their services on a monthly or yearly basis shall by the
20th day of each month remit to the Division a repgrt for each property
treated the previous month for the first year after the license is issued.
After a year's satisfactory work in this state, he shall not be required to
file reports; PROVIDED, that the Division may request a record of all work
at any time. (2) A report shall be filed each month even though no work
is performed. (3) 1If on inspection by the Division, it is found that a
contract has not been fulfilled, the Ticensee shall be notified by the
State Entomolog1st and shall be allowed fifteen calendar days in which to
app]y such remedial measures as are necessary and shall notify the Division
in writing that the work has been performed.

SECTICH 14. IDENTIFICATION - 0PERATORS - EMPLOYEES - EQUIPMENT

(¢} Operators - A11 Ticense holders or owners of a pest control business
soliciting work or dealing with the public must be provided with an
identification card to be obtained from the Division except as provided
for in paragraph (c) of this section.

(b) Employees - A1l employees of licensed operators who solicit business or
otherwise represent the operator in dealings with the public, must be
provided with an identification card, to be obtained from the Divisicn
except as provided for in paragraph (c) of this section. An employes of
an operator considered as a laborer shall have an I.D. card or be accampanied
by an employee who holds a valid I.D. card. A recent picture of the employes
shall be permanently attached to the I.D. card.

The operator shall request in writing I.D. cards for his employees
and himself, enclosing two pictures of each person and a remittance of
$1.00 for each laminated card to be issued. When an operator or an empiovee
resigns or is discharged, his I.D. card shall be returned to the Division
for cancellation.
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The I.D. card shall be in the possession of the operator or
owner, or his employee at all times, when performing work or soliciting
business and will be presented on request to the person or persons for
whom business is performed or solicited.

An 1.D. card will not be issued to any person who has been employed
by another operator until his previous card has been returned to the
Division for cancellation.

Temporary Identification - Temporary identification may be issued to a
new employee by the license holder for a period not to exceed sixty (60)
days after the date of employment. At the time this identification is
issued, the Division shall be notified in writing. Information on the
temporary identification shall include:

(1) Name and license number of licensee and address
(2) Name, signature and address of employee
(3) Date issued and date of expiration

(4) Signature of Ticensee or permit holder in charge

Equipment - A1l vehicles and mobile equipment except private passenger

automobiles used by persons engaged in professional services covered by
the Act and these regulations shall be marked for easy identification.

SECTION 15. APPROVED PESTICIDES - MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS

ACCEPTABLE PESTICIDES FOR CONTROL AND/OR PREVENTION OF TERMITES AND OTHER STRUCTURAL

PESTS.

(a)

(b)

A11 pesticides recommended by the Southern Forest Experiment Station, Forest
Insect Laboratory at Gulfport, Mississippi, and registered by the'Division
of Flant Industry will be acceptable for use in structural pest control

work performed under these regulations.

Persons Ticensed in accordance with these regulations shall use all pesticides
in a manner consistent with the label and consistent with the Environmental
Protection Agency rules, notices and guidelines.

TREATMENT REQUIREMENTS - Subterranean Termites - Pier-Type (Crawl Space) Construction

(a)

Remove all cellulose-bearing debris such as scrapwood, wood chips, paper,
stumps, dead roots, etc., from underneath buildings. Large stumps or roots
that are too sound to be removed may be trenched, drilled or rodded and
treated provided they are six inches or more from foundation timbers.

Remove all wooden contacts between building and soiil, both inside and outside.
Wooden supports under buildings must rest on a concrete footing, 2 brick
capped with concrete, or other non-cellulose materials. The top cf the

brick or footing should not be less than six inches above the ground. This
includes but is not Timited to wood steps, skirting and lattice work, form
boards, piers and stiff legs. (Pressure treated piling foundations are
exempt from this requirement.)
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(c) Termite tunnels - Scrape off all termite tunnels from foundation walls and
pillars.

(d) Trenches - Cut trenches a minimum of 4 inches wide and deep, but not below
top of footing, in contact with masonry around all exterior and interior
foundation walls and pillars and apply pesticide according to label directions.
Soil injection techniques will be accepted by the Division when they are usad
in accordance with label directions.

(e) Pipes - Pipes underneath the structure should be treated by rodding or
trenching according to label directions. A1l non-metal packing around pipes
should be saturated with an approved pesticide.

(f) Treatment of Masonry and Voids - Approved pesticides shall be applied to
porous areas, cracks and voids in foundation wails, piers, chimneys, step
buttresses and other structures 1ikely to be penetrated by termites. (1) Flcod
all cracks in concrete. (2) Drill mortar joints on all 2 course brick
formations such as piers, foundation walls, chimneys, step buttresses, etc.,
in a horizontal line at sufficient intervals to provide thorough saturation
of wall voids but in no case shali the distance between holes exceed 24 inches.
Holes shall be deep enough to reach the center mortar joint and shail he
flooded under sufficient pressure to flood all cracks and voids therein.
Drilling shall not be required when solid concrete footing extends ahove
grade level or when wall is capped with solid concrete. (3) Drill mortar
joints on all brick formations with 3 or more courses of brick on each side
of formation at the end of every other brick but with the locations ot the
holes on each side of the formation alternating as much as is practicable
and flood under pressure all cracks and voids therein. Where the outsice
finish of a 3 course brick wall makes drilling from each side of wall
impractical, this wall can be drilled from one side by extending nolas *two
bricks, deep. (4) Drill into the center of each vertical core in a complete
row of hollow concrete (or other 1ight weight aggregate) blocks in coastruction
using this type of building material and apply an approved pesticide intc the
openings. In hollow concrete block construction, drilling will not be
required where accassibility to the opening is already available through
construction.

(g) Dirt Fills - A1l dirt filled structures such as concrete slab porcnes, sTeps.
chimneys, porch columns, etc., shall be treated by excavating, trenching, and
applying pesticides in the same manner as around pillars and foundations.
EXCEPTION: 1If due to construction, it is impractical to break intec and
excavate dirt filled areas, a method acceptable to the Division such as
drilling, flooding or rodding may be emnloyed.

(h) Beetles - Approved controls must be applied in accordance with Secticn 13
of these regulztions for beetles in timbers, walls and flooring, if bectles
are present, unless contract states that protection against beetle i:jury
is not included.

EXISTING SLAB - TYPE CONSTRUCTION

(a) Red or trench and treat the entire perimeter of the slab foundation.
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(b) Treat all traps, foundation walls, and other openings in the slab.

(c) Treat all expansion joints, visible cracks and other voids in slab by
rodding under or drilling through slab and thoroughly saturating the
area beneath the slab where the above stated conditions exist. When the
foundation wall or slab is drilled or rodded, the holes must not be more
than 3 feet apart along the above stated areas.

4. PRETREATMENT FOR TERMITE CONTROL - A1l pretreats shall be made in accordance with
label directions as specified on the Tabel of
the pesticide being used.

5. SPOT TREATMENT

(a) "Spot" treatment shall not be done on pier-type construction except with
permission of the Division.

(b) "Spot" treatment of existing slab-type construction is permissible when it
is impractical to treat the entire slab and where the property owner requests
this type of treatment. The contract shall specify "Spot" treatment and
clearly define area treated. '

6. SPECTIAL CASES

In special cases, where it is apparent that these specifications are either
insufficient or more than sufficient to insure adequate protection, the operator
shall consult the Division for advice before treatment is started.

SECTION 16. WOOD DESTROYING BEETLES - REQUIREMENTS

1.  WHEN TREATMENT WILL BE PERMITTED - After it is determined that an active
infestation exists, treatment will be permitted for the control or prevention
of reinfestation of the families of beetles which are known to reinfest
seasoned wood, 1. e. Anobiidae, Lyctidae, Bostrichidae, Cerambycidae (old
house borer and flat oak borer only) and Curculionidae. Preventative
treatment in the absence of an infestation is not recommended and is prohibited
without approval of the Division. Treatment is expressly prohibited for the
control or prevention of other beetles that may cause damage to seasoned wood
in structures such as Ambrosia beetles, Bark beetles, Flat headed borers, long-
horned borers, Metallic wood borers, Pin worms, Roundheaded borers other than
old house and flat oak borers, Timber beetles, and the Siricidae (woodwasps)
or Marine borers except with prior approval of the Division and specification
of the organism involved on the treatment or service proposal.

2.  DETERMINING ACTIVE INFESTATIONS

(a) Determining the activity of Anobiidae (anobiid powder-post) beetles
in sub-structures, attached garages or other outbuildings, and stored
Tumber.

1. The presence of frass the color of fresh cut wood will be
acceptable as evidence of an active infestation of the Anobiidae.
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2. The presence of holes alone or holes and duli-colored frass
will not be acceptab1e evidence of an active 1nfesLat1on 0% the
Rnobiidae except in such cases where 1ive larvae and pupae are found in
wood members. _

NOTE: Where numerous holes alone and/or dull-colored frass are found in wcod
members, this should encourage the licensee or his representative(s) to
check the upper living areas for infestation and to recheck the property
during the optimum time for frass production by Anobiidae (March 15 to
July 15). It should be pointed out that Anobiidae bLeetles usually infest
products older than 10 years and most infesiations are: confined to sotiwoods
such as pine, whereas the Lyctidae only actively infest re enb1y processed
hardwoods such as domestic oak and pecan or fcre1gn woods such as 1qn k,
meranti and obeche. . .

3. Numerous other beetles may cause damage in the products that the
Anobiidae and Lyctidae infest. Identification aids for tiese beetles
are: (timber beetles and pin worms - no frass in tunnels, tunnel
walls stained darker than surrounding wood, no activity in producte
older than 5 years, and {2) bark heetles or bostrichids in softyonds -
holes few in number in or near bark, iarvai tunnels beneath bark
scoring bark and wood, some of the frass is zame color as inner
bark. ,

(b) Determining the activity of powderpost besties (Lyctidas) infestations
is not required if infested p;oducts are iess than 10 years o.g
Otherwise, fresh frass and/or live larva or pupae in wood wiil be
acceptable evidence of activity. « s

(c) Cetermining the act1v1ty ¢f 01d house borer (Hyiotrupes bajuius L.}
1nfestat1ons

1. The presence of adult beetles arnd oval exit holes with fresn
sawdust-Tike frass: in  southern pine, Douglas: fir, o spruce wood
will be evidence of an active infestation of the 214 hcuse borar.

2. The presence of live larvae or pupae in the above scftwoods will
be evidence of an-active old house: borer 1nfestat ian, 1f the
frass 1s sawdustlike.

NOTE: It should be pointed out that other long-horned borers, flat-hza'ea borars,
Siricid woodwasps, and marine borers sometimes damage scfiwocd used in
building construction. These other Inng-4s-ied hor”rs produce loosely
packed fibrous tobaccolike frass, the f1at headed harers make i.nnals
three times wider than high, whereas old house borer tunnels are Tess trhan
three times wider than high, Siricids maks perfectly circular exit hn?es,
andfmarine borer excavations usually contain whitish calcium depos::s bt
no frass.

3. Treatment Procedures

a. When wood-destroying beetles are prezent at or bels cw the
subfloor level, then control measures shauld be appTied from
underneath the structure using an approved pesticide in
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accordance with label directions.

b. If there is evidence to indicate or reasonable cause to suspect
that a substantial active infestation of wood-destroying beetles
exists above the subfloor level, then fumigation with an approved
fumigant is permitted, provided the property owner has been
informed of other alternative treatments such as removal and
replacement of infested wood members or treatment of the sub-
structure only if it is actively infested. At least 48 hours
prior to the scheduled release of the fumigant, the licensee must
notify the Division of the location and time of treatment and
the type of infestation present.

SECTION 17. BONAFIDE EMPLOYEE

Services or work performed under any section of these regulations must be performed
only by the licensee or his bonafide employee.

SECTION 18. EXAMINATION REQUIREMENTS FOR GENERAL STANDARDS

Persons licensed before July 13, 1976, shall successfully complete an examination
covering general standards for certified commercial applicators as set forth in
Environmental Protection Agency Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Section 171.4 (b).

SECTION 19. PEST CONTROL ADVISQRY COUNCIL

(a) Purpose - To advise the Division on matters concerning rules and regulations
regarding persons licensed in categories (a) and (c) as set forth in Section 6
of these regulations.

(b) Members - This advisory council shall consist of five persons, elected as
provided for in paragraph (c) below, licensed in categories (a) and (c)
under Section 6 of these regulations. Also, one alternate to serve in
absence of another member. Members of the council shall serve on seats
numbered one through five. Seat one shall be elected to serve three years.
A1l other council seats shall serve two year terms except during the initial
election which shall designate seats two and four for one year termms. In
the event of the loss of one member beyond the alternate, the seat will be
filled for the remainder of the year by the Board of Directors of the
Mississippi Pest Control Association. The member holding seat one will serve
as council chairman.

(c) Election of Members - Members shall be elected to represent the following
areas, one from each of the three Supreme Court Districts in the State
and two from the State at large. Elections will be conducted by the
Mississippi Pest Control Associdtion at an appropriate assembly open to
all license holders. Persons holding a valid license in categories (a)
and (c) under Section 6 of these regulations shall have one vote.
Nominations shall be made by the nominating committee named by the
Board of Directors of the Mississippi Pest Control Association. Nomination
notices shall be sent to all license holders requesting any additional
nominations who are qualified and willing to serve. Election results
shall be based on popular votes. -

(d) Meetings - Will be held quarterly and special meetings as needed.
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(e) Conduct - Membersmay not disclose any names of individuals, companies or
situations that might expose those involved in discussions in meetings or
information supplied by the Division. A1l members are required to meet at
least three of the four meetings each year. Any absence beyond one shall
automatically remove the member from the council. No member may succeed
himself in consecutive terms but may be re-elected after a one year absence.

SECTION 20. EFFECTIVE DATE

These regulations adopted March 29, 1977, .shall become effective October 21, 1977.
Also, on October 21, 1977, these regulations shall replace regulations pertaining to
pest control operators contained in Rule 1 "Regulations Governing Pest Control
Operators, Tree Surgeons and Landscape Designers" last amended January 18, 1974.
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BUREAU OF PESTICIDE CONTROL

Missouri will complete its fifth year of regulating the sale and use of

pesticides on October 21, 1981.

The Bureau of Pesticide Control is responsible for the maintenance of
the Missouri Pesticide Use Act and the Missouri Economic Poisons Act. There
are approximately 3,000 commercial and 52,000 private applicators certified
and licensed to use pesticides in the state. Currently, we have about 1,200

dealers licensed to sell restricted use pesticides.

The regulations authorized by the Pesticide Use Act provide for appli-
cators to be licensed and certified in fifteen categories and subcategories.
The number of applicators by category is approximately the same as reported

in 1980.

The main concentration of effort by the bureau during 1982 will be the
recertification of 36,000 private applicators. The University of Missouri
Extension is cooperating in.this effort and we will begin the program in

January and, hopefully, it will be completed in October.

Enforcement actions involving applicators was increased during the past
fiscal year. There have been eight court actions for misuse or applying
pesticides without proper license. In several cases where fraud was indicated,

the courts were responsible for the injured party recovering monies involved.



Several cases were handled with no formal court action and involved an
agreement between the prosecuting attorney and the applicator, and arrange-

ments were made whereby the consumer received reimbursement.

It is anticipated that during 1981-82 the Director will hold hearings
to allow for presentation of findings inQolving violations to support
suspension or modification of a license. A suggestion has also been presented
"to allow for informal conferences between the bureau supervisor and applicators.
It is believed that these two forms of enforcement actions will provide better

response to the law.

During 1980-81, there were approximately 2,000 inspections involving use,
license and record checks. There were 127 incidents reported during the year.
Where minor violations occurred, warning letters were issued to the applicator
involved. Cases where major infractions appeared to have occurred, we referred

them to the prosecuting attorney for their action.

There has not been an increase in the number of reciprocal agreemen#s
since 1980. The number of persons applying for licenses. in this form is

relatively low; no more than 25 annually.

As with most governmental agencies, our bureau has been faced with
several cutbacks during the past year. Two inspectors resigned aﬁd the vacancies
were not filled. Since the first of the year, another inspector was lost due to
budgetary reasons. This reduction in manpower has hampered the overall progress
of the bureau; however, the field and office personnel have taken up most of the

work created by the loss of positions.
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CERTIFICATION: December 31, 1981 marks the end of the initial program which
started in 1975. Those applicators who were trained from 1975 through 1978,

and were initially certified in 1978, will have their certification expire at
the end of 1981. 1In order to be recertified for 1982 through 1985 those
applicators must again pass written examinations. We currently have 700
Commercial Applicators and 375 Private Applicators eligible for recertification.

To assist the applicators in being recertified, the Nevada Department of
Agriculture and the Cooperative Extension Service, College of Agriculture,
University of Nevada-Reno, have scheduled five training sessions throughout

the State. The sessions will last two days with examinations being administered
the last two hours of the second day. A program of the sessions is attached.

Sites for each session were based on the number of applicators to be recertified
in a geographical area. We anticipate that attendance will range from 150
people to 250 people at each session. We are requiring applicators to attend

a designated session rather than allow them a choice. We did this in an

attempt to maintain a workable level of applicators. In addition we are
restricting the sessions to those applicators needing recertification or initial
certification. Those applicators certified in 1979, 1980, or 1981 will not

be notified of the sessions and are being requested not to attend.

We are not requiring the applicators to retake a general examination but they
must retake the category examinations. However, information presented in the
general lectures will be found in the questions on the category examinations.
We anticipate that this will require attendance at the general lectures.
Passing score for each examination will againt be 60%.

Applicators will not be required to attend the training session; to assist those
who choose not to attend or cannot attend we have study manuals available. We
utilized three manuals in preparing our examinations: The EPA core manual,

the EPA category manual, and the MS65. (The MS65 is a synopsis of the lectures
presented in the training session). We have tried to insure that the answer to
every question is found in at least one of the manuals. Examinations may be
taken at any one of the four Departmental offices in the State.

PEST CONTROL OPERATORS: The 1981 Nevada Legislature passed legislation revising
the State Board of Agriculture to permit a member representative of the pest
control industry to serve on said board. In August 1981 the Governor appointed
a Southern Nevada pest control operator to the board. This is the first time

in the history of the pest control industry that they have representation in

the agency governing the industry.

The pest control industry also sought and received two conditions from the
Department of Agriculture. The first condition was a revision of the monthly
report form. 1In the past each firm had to report the number of jobs performed
in each category on a monthly basis. The industry claimed that this type of
reporting permitted knowledge of their earnings and, as these reports are
public records, anyone could determine their earnings. As a result, this
report requirement has been dropped and a new report from is being drafted.
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The pest control industry's second condition cited the lack of training manuals
available for the Department examinations. The Department therefore decided

to develop manuals and revise the examinations. To date two manuals have been
printed and distributed, two more are in the process of being printed and ome
has yet to be drafted.

Since the release of the combined VA-HUD Wood Destroying Insect Information
report, the Department has been attempting to obtain approval for use of our
State report. Our inital request was rejected by the VA Regional Office for
reasons we consider weak. We again requested approval of our State report,
with proposed revisions to our report included, but to date have not received
a reply. We are not certain that we need the Regional VA approval as reports
out of Southern Nevada indicate the State form is being accepted by both VA
and HUD.

Currently licensed pest control firms have indicated a desire to open a branch
office in other areas of the State. This is the first time we have had this
interest and are attempting to draft guidelines and regulations for a branch
office. Our major requirement is to have an experienced person supervising
the daily operations of the branch office. We are requiring this due to large
distances between towns in our State. So far the industry has accepted this
requirement. The other requirements are minor and again the industry has .
accepted them.

GRANT: We will be starting our sixth year of enforcement grants as of October
1, 1981. This grant allows us to conduct inspections and take enforcement
actions in areas where we do not have State authority, such as producer
establishments.

EPA has granted Nevada primacy for use investigations but we lack State
authority in certain situations. We cannot take state enforcement action
against applicators applying general-use pesticides, unless they are applying
them for hire. We have asked EPA for an opinion on this matter but to date
have not received a response.

LEB:sam
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Statistical Information:

No. of pest control operators licensed: 191
No. of servicemen licensed: 271

No. of examinations given FY-81: 372

Fees: $ 50 for a commercial applicator license.

$ 25 for a serviceman license.

$§ 5 each for examination session.

Insurance: Bodily injury--$10,000 each occurrence--$25,000 aggregate.

Property damage--$%$25,000 each occurrence.
Single limit bodily injury and property damage--$50,000

Maximum amount of deductible--$1,000.

Reciprocity: New Mexico does not reciprocate for certification purposes in

categories 3 or 7.

Staff: In addition to a Division Chief, Assistant Division Chief and three

secretaries, the New Mexico Department of Agriculture has four field
inspectors and one Enforcement Specialist who are primarily
responsible for enforcing the pesticide control law in New Mexico.
These persons also inspect agricultural applicators and pesticide
dealers as well as pest control operators. The department performs
most of its misuse investigations under an EPA Enforcement Grant.

Restricted Use Permits:

Last year I reported that New Mexico had restricted most of the more
common pest control chemicals. The restricted chemicals are:

Avitrol

Baytex

Baygon

Chlordane
Diazinon
Lorsban, Dursban
Di-Syston

DDVP, Vapona
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Ficam
2,4~D
2,4-DB
2,4,5-T
~ Silvex

These chemicals are only restricted if their labels carry wording to the
effect that they are "For Use by Pest Control Operators Only" or similar
wording. Our intent was to decrease the poisoning incidents caused by
untrained apartment house managers and janitors who frequently used these
concentrated chemicals. While we have kept these formulations out of the
hands of many homeowners, we have not seen a large rise in the number of
apartment house managers and other large independent users to become
certified as noncommercial applicators. These persons have apparently
switched to products labeled for home use rather than become certified to
use restricted use pesticides. Although we have not seen the increase in
noncommercial applicators which we anticipated, we have had fewer
complaints from tenants of apartment buildings and believe the restricted
use list has been beneficial in controlling the use of these chemicals.

Hazardous Waste:

In 1981, the New Mexico Legislature gave the New Mexico Department of
Agriculture authority to regulate hazardous waste according to an EPA
approved State Plan. This authority covers only hazardous waste generated
by persons licensed by the department under the New Mexico Pesticide
Control Act. The department is seeking funding to staff a fulltime
position to oversee and implement a pesticide hazardous waste program in
the state.

Enforcement:

The department has added one new approach to its enforcement program this
past year and is looking at a second idea for 1982. First, we have levied
against a limited number of firms something we call a Creative Penalty
Assessment (CPA) for want of a better bureaucratic term. A CPA requires a
pest control firm to have all of its licensed people attend individual
remedial training conducted by a pesticide inspector. Most of the
violations for which we have used CPA's have been for improper mixing and
application. During the training, we first make each serviceman perform
the mixing and application the way he normally does. The inspector then
critiques his methods, demonstrates the procedures and points out why the
practice is both bad and illegal. While this takes considerable time on
our part, to date we have had no repeat violations by the persons who have
had to go to these classes.

The second enforcement tool we are currently looking at is a new
inspection form which lists the areas for inspection and assigns a point
value for each item of inspection. When violations exceed a certain
number of points, a warning letter or other enforcement action 1is

(2)
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automatically triggered. Certain violations, indicated by being shaded on
the form, in and of themselves automatically trigger an enforcement
action. We hope this will sefve to let industry know exactly what we
inspect for, its importance to us and insure more equitable treatment for

all_pest control operators :

7703
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1981 MEETING OF ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
TAMPA, FLORIDA

Statistical Information:

No. of pest control operators licemsed: 191
No. of servicemen licensed: 271
No. of examinations given FY-81: 372
ﬁggg: $ 50 for a commercial applicator license.
$ 25 for a serviceman license.
$ 5 each for examination session.
Insurance: Bodily injury--$10,000 each occurrence-—$25,000 aggregate.
Property damage--$25,000 each occurrence.
Single 1limit bodily injury and property damage--$50,000
Maximum amount of deductible--$1,000.

Reciprocity: New Mexico does not reciprocate for certification purposes in
categories 3 or 7.

Staff: In addition to a Division Chief, Assistant Division Chief and three
secretaries, the New Mexico Department of Agriculture has four field
inspectors and one Enforcement Specialist who are primarily
responsible for enforcing the pesticide control law in New Mexico.
These persons also inspect agricultural applicators and pesticide
dealers as well as pest control operators. The department performs
most of its misuse investigations under an EPA Enforcement Grant.

Restricted Use Permits:

Last year I reported that New Mexico had restricted most of the more
common pest control chemicals., The restricted chemicals are:

Avitrol

Baytex

Baygon

Chlordane
Diazinon
Lorsban, Dursban
Di-Syston

DDVP, Vapona



Ficam
2,4-D
2,4~DB
2,4,5-T
Silvex

These chemicals are only restricted if their labels carry wording to the
effect that they are "For Use by Pest Control Operators Only" or similar
wording. Our intent was to decrease the poisoning incidents caused by
untrained apartment house managers and janitors who frequently used these
concentrated chemicals. Whilc we have kept these formulations out of the
hands of many homeowners, we have not seen a large rise in the number of
apartment house managers and other large independent users to become
certified as noncommercial applicators. These persons have apparently
switched to products labeled for home use rather than become certified to
use restricted use pesticides. Although we have not seen the increase in
noncommercial applicators which we anticipated, we have had fewer
complaints from tenants of apartment buildings and believe the restricted
use list has been beneficial in controlling the use of these chemicals.

Hazardous Waste:

In 1981, the New Mexico Legislature gave the New Mexico Department of
Agriculture authority to regulate hazardous waste according to an EPA
approved State Plan. This authority covers only hazardous waste generated
by persons licensed by the department under the New Mexico Pesticide
Control Act. The department is seeking funding to staff a fulltime
position to oversee and implement a pestiecide hazardous waste progruam in
the state.

Enforcement:

The department has added one new approach to its enforcement program this
past year and is looking at a second idea for 1982, First, we have levied
against a limited number of firms something we call a Creative Penalty
Assessment (CPA) for want of a better bureaucratic term. A CPA requires a
pest control firm to have all of its licensed people attend individual
remedial training conducted by a pesticide inspector. Most of the
violations for which we have used CPA's have been for improper mixing and
application. During the training, we first make each serviceman perform
the mixing and application the way he normally does. The inspector then
critiques his methods, demonstrates the procedures and points out why the
practice is both bad and illegal. While this takes considerable time on
.our part, to date we have had no repeat violations by the persons who have
had to go to these classes.

The second enforcement tool we are currently looking at is a new
inspection form which lists the areas for inspection and assigns a point
value for each item of inspection. When violations exceed a certain
number of points, a warning letter or other enforcement action is
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automatically triggered. Certain violations, indicated by being shaded on
the form, in and of themselves automatically trigger an enforcement
action. We hope this will serve to let industry know exactly what we
inspect for, its importance to us and insure more equitable treatment for
all pest control operators
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STATE OF NEW YORK
REPORT 1981

Bureau of Pesticides Program
Raymond J. Malkiewicz
October 30, 1981

In New York, we are continuing with four major programs as a bureau in the
Department of Environmental Conservation, Albany, New York. These are:

a.

Staffing:

Product registration - registration of products offered for sale in the
state

Classification of products for registration - restricted or
nonrestricted

Applicator certification - training and examination process

Issuance of permits for the use of chemicals in water to control
aquatic weeds, insects, and fish restocking

Pregently staffing numbers 44, a decrease from 56 because of federal grant
reductions. These are brok-~ down as follows: 28 inspectors in the field,
12 central office personnel, and 4 supporting programmers.

Program Details:

a.

Registration of Products

8,500 product registrations are issued per year, along with fifty
24c's, twenty Section 18's, and 20 EUP's, which are reviewed for
classification and to comply with the State Environmental Quality
Review Act (SEQRA) to reveal possible deficiencies in this action. An
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the registration process has
been developed outlining the registration and classification of
pesticide products and will be available soon.

Classification of products

If a product is not already EPA restricted, its active ingredient is
reviewed for toxicity and hazards to the user and the environment. If
it falls within certain criteria, it is restricted. There are 65
technical ingredients on the restricted list and 10 on the prohibited
use list. The present procedure will undergo change through the State
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA).



Classification regulations require sellers of restricted pesticides to
be registered and issued a permit; 2,000 such permits are issued
annually. The criteria laid out in the EIS on registration regulations
for the classification process will also be changed. 1In additiom, it
is proposed to add products with '"for professional use" to the
restricted list, Products such as diazinom, 4HE, because of landlord
superintendent abuse, and any label with an aquatic use will also be
restricted.

Certification of pesticide applicators.
There are 11 categories with 27 subcategories. Statistically:
1. 3,000-6,000 applicators/year take the examinations

2. There are 32,000 applicators in the system, 50/50 between private
and commercial classification.

3. 1,000-10,000 cocling tower operators are expected to enter into the
system in 1981-82.

4, There has been a certification eligibility change; it is now
required to have three years of experience to sit for the
examination. The businesses must register also.

5. We presently register 2,000 businesses per year

6. Recertification requirements are met by course attendance,
workbook, or a combination of both, Credits are assigned to
individual categories and are accumulative over the recertification
period., The applicator has five years to earn credits. There are
presently 600 courses on file. Recertification by examination will
be available to all,

Chemicals in Water

350 permits are issued annually. In 1982, these will be issued by the
nine regional offices instead of by the central office. Present policy
is to not issue permits for use of chemicals in water or on department
land for control of biting flies. Permits are required to apply
chemicals to water for control of aquatic vegetation, elimination of
undesirable fish, and control of biting insects.



Enforcement:

All inspectors are required to do all types of inspections; there are no
specializations. Of the 4,000 inspections done per year, 600 are found to
be in violation. Few use observations have been scheduled because of the
large number of misuse complaints. An attempt is made to screen out some
of these misuse calls by requiring the complaintee to sign a voluntary
statement or affidavit prior to anm inspector's visit,

Violations are handled by civil action. Although we have the authority to
prosecute criminally, we prefer EPA to handle this type.

Statutes limit fines to $50-3400 per violation per item per day, double for
second offence. Regulation penalities are about the same. Regulations
limit fines to $50-$200 per section per item per day.

The steps to resolve the violation by civil action use are listed as
follows.

1. Compliance orders - voluntary payment of fine can be mailed in
2. Informal hearing - usually chaired by a regional attorney
3. Formal hearing - in hands of state attorney general

Department can suspend and revocate any license or permit if there is
justification.

Problems:

The main issue is modifying registration rules and regulations for state
compliance with SEQR. Without this registration, the program will be
halted. The second problem is funding, other sources of income must be
found due to federal grant reductions. Thess reductions will affect special
separate studies being carried out: (a) possible DDT use in Finger Lake
area, (b) impact of diazinon turf use on waterfowl, (c) impact of
pesticides on bees, and (d) chlordane contamination in aquifer on Long
Island. It will be necessary to restructure priorities or eliminate some
programs in order to continue at the present level of enforcement and
certification.

All programs have been computorized for the last five years. However, the
system is still not yet completed and it is difficult to retrieve data.
Turning to micro-computors to have direct control over software design and
time allocation on computer is being contemplated.

Applicator certification eligibility requirements have been changed to
comply with registration. This may affect numbers coming in.



Unavailability of recertification training in certain areas of the state is
another issue that has to be tackled. A survey will be taken.

Handling of hazardous waste - maintain four disposal storage sites for

small quantities of unwanted pesticides. Expensive, have to comply with
RCRA and TSCA.

Issues to be looked at for future:

There are a large number of complaints every year on involuntary exposure
to drift. Some involve ROW application. There are demands of eliminating
or restricting pesticide applications, Prior notification and barriers are
mentioned prior to pesticide use and application. Because of SEQR
problems, transfer of bureau back to Department of Agriculture and Markets
loomed as a possibility in the last legislative session. Seems to have
been resolved and centered around the registration process.

Proposed Regulation and Statute Changes to Meet Problems:

To meet problems, some regulation changes are being contemplated. Among
these are:

1. Changing renewal period for recertification for commercial
applicators and registered businesses to insure timely renewing of
credentials.

2. Adding dealers (handlers and sellers of restricted pesticides),
termite inspectors, and consultants to certification process.

3. Charging fees for certification and recertification exams to
support program.

4. Registering operators (nozzlemen) ia Category 7 (Structural,
Industrial, and Institutional) subcategories to insure training of
such operators.

5. Changing direct supervision definition. Category 7 and other
categories will have to be either certified or registered; other
categories and name and address of certified applicator must be in
possession of uncertified applicators in writing.

6. Accepting certification from other states - eliminates the exam but
fees and recertification requirements must be met.

7. Registering public agencies applying pesticides on own or leased
property.



Abbreviating labeling of service containers to help identify
chemicals being used during investigations.

Stopping use of certification to permit registration as a business.
Many applicators become certified to register as a pesticide
business for hire, using this certification to qualify their
experience and expertise which in reality is minimal. This is not
the intent of certification.

Also, some statute changes are contemplated; the basis of which will be:

1,

Require registration of anyone manufacturing, relabeling, or mail
ordering into state.

Seek authority to issue stop work orders.
Seek classification of authority to issue 24c's, 18's, EUP's.

Clarify 2EE useage in state, defining recognized authority and
process.

Change product registration period; increase fees

Institute fee for commercial permit holders (sellers of restricted
pesticides)
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NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
FOR
PRESENTATION AT THE ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS, OCTOBER 5-7, 1981,
TAMPA, FLORIDA

I. The General Assembly made three minor changes in the North Carolina Structural
Pest Control Act QUring the 1981 session. These changes are:
a. An amendment to clarify the jurisdiction of the superior and district
courts for violations of the act which is as follows:
"The Commissioner may apply to either the superior or district court for
an injunction to prevent and restrain violations of this article and
rules and regulations adopted under this article, provided however, that
the district court shall have original jurisdiction to hear and determine
alleged misdemeanor violationg of the article and the rules and regula-
tions of the committee.”
b. Amendments establishing statutory authority for the department to impose
fees.
(1) Fee for the reissuance of a certified applicator's identification
card wvhich is as follows:
"Any certified applicator whose employment is terminated with a
licensee or agent prior to the end of said license year may at
anytime prior to the end of said license year be reissued a certi-
fied applicator's identification card for the remainder of the
license year as an employee of another licensee or agency or as an
individual for a fee of five dollars ($5.00).
(2) Reinspection fees which is as follows:
"Fees for reinspection following a finding of a discrepancy, as

defined by the committee." -



II.
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Recertification

License and applicator certification must be renewved every 5 years. The
first 5-year period ended June 30, 1981. Prior to July 1, 1981 an indivi-
dual could be recertified for another 5-year period by earning 5 Continuing
Certification Units (CCUs) of formal training, approved by the Committee,
anytime during the 5-year period immediately preceding the expiration date
of the individual's certification or by taking and passing a re-examination
vithout formal training.
Effective July 1, 1981, an individual may be recertified for another 5-year
period by taking and passing a re-examination without formal training or
earning CCUs in phases of structural pest control as follows:

5 CCUs ~ one phase

7 CCUs - two phases

9 CCUs -~ three phases
Aes of July 1, 1981, approximately 40 or 9% of licenseea and 30 or 5% of
certified applicators had not earned the CCUs required for recertification
or taken and passed the examination for recertification.
The Committee has approved the following training programs for recertifica-
tion:

a. N. C. State University - Annual Pest Control Technicians' Schools,
Raleigh, NC HPC Workshops.and WO0 Workshops

b. Clemson University - Annual PCO Schools
Clemson, SC

¢. Industrial Fumigant Co. - Annual Seminars
Food Industry Sanitation Auditors
0lathe, KS

d. Stephenson Services - WDO Schools, Basic PCT Schools and Advanced PCT
College Park, GA Schools

e. Pest Control Services - WDO Workshops, Intermediate PCT Workshops and
Lansdowne, PA Advanced PCT Workshops
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f. American Institute of Baking - Recertification Courses |
Sanitation Department
Manhattan, KS

In house training programs of pest control companies are not acceptable for

recertification unless participation in programs is open to public.

Enforcement:

The Structural Pest Control Division is the enforcement agency for the law
and rules and regulations of the committee. This division administers all
tests; issues licenses and certified applicator's identification cards;
registers employees of licensees and applicators; and initiates legal action
against unlicensed PCOs. The division has a staff of 17 people consisting
of :

The Director 10 Inspectors
3 Clerical Members 1 EPA Liaison Officer

2 Field Supervisors

Activities During 80-81 FY:

a. Licensed Operators: 453 Operators representing 302 Companies

b. Certified Applicators: 710 applicators (317 with pest control industry
' 393 not with pest coptrol industry)

c. Operator Identification Card Holders: 1,369
d. Inspections:
(1) WDO Jobs Inspected: 2,336 (25% Substandard)

(a) WDO Jobs from which soil samples were tested: 2,209
(9% deficient in toxic chemical)

(2) HPC Inspections: 442
(3) F Inspections: 42
(4) Pesticide, Equipment and Reéord Inspections: 1,035 (8% Substandard)
e. Reinspection Fees:
No. of PCOs charged Fees: 169

No. of Fees charged: 494



=

f. Hearings before Committee:
Informal: 6

Formal: 12 (1 license revoked and 3 operator's ID cards
suspended)

g. Court Cases:

No. people convicted of violating law: 11
(2 active sentences) .

/ [ . ’-A
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Submitted By: 8';&0‘ 9”«-— L.ng_q oo

Rudolph £. Howell
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I. The General Assembly made three minor changes in the North Carolina Structural

Pest Control Act during the 1981 session. These changes are:

a.

An amendment to clarify the jurisdiction of the superior and district
courts for violations of the act which is as follows:
"The Commissioner may apply to either the superior or district court for
an injunction to prevent and restrain violations of this article and
rules and regulations adopted under this article, provided however, that
the district court shall have original jurisdiction to hear and determine
alleged misdemeanor violations of the article and the rules and regula-
tions of the committee."
Amendments establishing statutory authority for the department to impose
fees.
(1) Fee for the reissuance of a certified applicator's identification
card which is as follows:
"Any certified applicator whose employment is terminated with a
licensee or agent prior to the end of said license year may at
anytime prior to the end of said license year be reissued a certi-
fied applicator's identification card for the remainder of the
license year as an employee of another licensee or agency or as an
individual for a fee of five dollars ($5.00).
(2) Reinspection fees which is as follows:
"Fees for reinspection following a finding of a discrepancy, as

defined by the committee."



II.

Recertification

License and applicator certification must be renewed every 5 years. The
first 5-year period ended June 30, 1981. Prior to July 1, 1981 an indivi-
dual could be recertified for another 5-year period by earning 5 Continuing
Certification Units (CCUs) of formal training, approved by the Committee,
anytime during the 5-year period immediately preceding the expiration date
of the individual's certification or by taking and passing a re-examination
without formal training.
Effective July 1, 1981, an individual may be recertified for another 5-year
period by taking and passing a re-examination without formal training or
earning CCUs in phases of structural pest control as follous:

5 CCUs - one phase

7 CCUs - two phases .

9 CCUs -~ three phases
As of July 1, 1981, approximately 40 or 9% of licensees and 30 or 5% of
certified applicators had not earned the CCUs required for recertification
or taken and passed the examination for recertification.
The Committee has approved the following training programs for recertifica-
tion:

a. N. C. State University - Annual Pest Control Technicians' Schools,
Raleigh, NC HPC Workshops and WDO Workshops

b. Clemson University - Annual PCO Schools
Clemson, SC

¢. Industrial Fumigant Co. - Annual Seminars
Food Industry Sanitation Auditors
0lathe, KS

d. Stephenson Services - WDO Schools, Basic PCT Schools and Advanced PCT
College Park, GA Schools

e. Pest Control Services - WDO Workshops, Intermediate PCT Workshops and
Lansdowne, PA Advanced PCT Workshops
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f. American Institute of Baking - Recertification Courses
Sanitation Department
Manhattan, KS

In house training programs of pest control companies are not acceptable for

recertification unless participation in programs is open to public.

Enforcement:

The Structural Pest Control Division is the enforcement agency for the law
and rules and regulations of the committee. This division administers all
tests; issues licenses and certified applicator's identification cards;
registers employees of licensees and applicators; and initiates legal action
against unlicensed PCOs. The division has a staff of 17 people consisting
of':

The Director 10 Inspectors
3 Clerical Members 1 EPA Liaison Ufficer

2 Field Supervisors

Activities During 80-81 FY:

a. Licensed Operators: 453 Operators representing 302 Companies

b. Certified Applicators: 710 applicators (317 with pest control industry
and 393 not with pest control industry)

c. Operator Identification Card Holders: 1,369
d. Inspections:
(1) WDO Jobs Inspected: 2,336 (25% Substandard)

(a) WDO Jobs from which soil samples were tested: 2,209
(9% deficient in toxic chemical)

(2) HPC Inspections: 442

(3) F Inspections: 42

(4) Pesticide, Equipment and Record Ingpections: 1,035 (8% Substandard)
e. Reinspection fFees:

No. of PCOs charged fFees: 169

No. of Fees charged: 494
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f. Hearings before Committee:

Informal: 6
Formal: 12 (1 license revoked and 3 operator's ID cards
suspended)

g. Court Cases:

Na. people convicted of violating law: 11
(2 active sentences)
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THE STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL PROGRAM

Ministry of Environment

Province of Ontario



The Structural Pest Control Program under the Pesticides
Control Section of Environment Ontario Administers licensing
and termite programs to control the use of pesticides in the

province.

The licensing program involves the issuance of operator and
exterminator licenses. In 1980, 125 operator (business)
licences were issued to perform structural pest control in
Ontario. A total of 950 structural exterminator's licences
were issued. Several of the exterminator licences were
endorsed licences including the following categories:

indoor plant maintenance, greenhouses, spider control outdoors,
vertebrate pest control (mice, rats, bats, birds), and
fumigations (space and spot under tarp and in Qaults, rail

cars and grain bins).

Before a licence is issued, the licensee must undergo an
oral or written examination. Approximately 650 structural
examinations were given during 1980. Responsibilities under
the licensing program also include conducting training
seminars and symposiums. The structural pest control
specialist and entomologist conducted about 40 training
sessions during 1980. This includes a 2-day structural pest

control symposium organized annually involving 325 registrants.

The structural specialists are responsible for the identification
and recommended control procedures for a large number of
structural pests in residential, commercial and industrial

environments.

Through the structural pest control program, several permits
are issued yearly. An inspection of the premises must be
carried out before the permit can be issued. The following

permits were issued during 1980:

Methyl Bromide 18, Aluminum Phosphide 6, DDT-116, Chloropicrin 3,
Carboxide 1, Avitrol 1 (total 142).



The Termite Control Program has been in operation since

1975. It began on a budget of $125,000.00 to cover 60% of

the cost of chemical treatment. At a later date the cost of
removing wood/soil contact was also covered at 60% of a

lowest bid submitted. Sixteen municipalities are now under

an agreement with the Crown to finance termite control.

Eight individual agreements have also been signed (eg. Salvation
Army, Elizabeth Fry Society). At present, eight further
agreements'are under negotition.

The budget for the termite program was as follows:

1980-81 $250,000.00
1981-82 $325,000.00

A termite survey is carried out annually throughout the
province. A budget of $30,000.00 was allotted to the hiring

of summer students and related expenses.

This year's termite survey covered all areas infested in the
municipalities under agreement plus a determination of the
extent of infestation in new areas. An extensive program
was begun last year in Leamington to attempt block treatment
of the infested area. All wood/soil contact was removed in
these areas and all houses treated to provide preventative
treatment. The result of this program will not be evident

until the next few years.
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Page Two
Assoclation of Structurnal Pest Control Regulatory Ofgicials
Chanles G. Rock

Sevenal Law amendments cccuwtred over the past year, mosit of which were "House~
keeping”" in nature. Perhaps of greatest interest was an amendment that enables the
Commissionen to suspend, nevoke, on modify an indivdidual's License for misuse 0f any
pesticide hegardless of its classdgication. Prion to this, a License could only be
suspended orn revoked for misuse of a Restricted-Use Pesticide.

SR e
Service Container hegulations .and anti-sdiphoning device requirements wenre also
initiated in 1981.

CGR/sme
10/1/81



ASSOCTIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS
Tampa, Florida
Oct. 5-7, 1981
Chartes G. Rock
Vinginia Dept. of Agriculture & Consumest Servdices

The Virginia Pesticide Enforcement Program encompasses many varied activities
including product registration; producer, market place, and use surveillance; import and
experimental pesticide monitornings; and applicaton Licensing and centifdication. The main
thust of the program is to minimize the potential adverse efgects to humans, animals,
and the environment from the distribution and use of pesticides through an overatt progham
aimed at voluntary compliance.

Forn the calendar yean of 1981, some 7,000 pesticide products were negistered gon
sale and use in Virginia, while some 23,000 Private Applicatorns and 5,000 Commercial
Applicatons wenre certigied and Licensed under the VDACS State Plan for Certigication of
Pesticide Applicatons.

The strwetural pest controf certification category in Vinginia includes gour
subcategornies; General Pest Control, Wood Destroying Onganism Pesi Control, Food Processding
Pest Controf, and Fumigation. Wnitten examinations are required of the indéviduals desiring
canz454cat¢on and Licensing in one or all four of the noted subcategonies. A fee of $25.00
for the initial Licensing and certification is assessed, however the fee drops to $15.00
at annual License renewal. In addition fo the demonétnatLon of competence, applicators
must also furnish evidence of financial responsibility consdisting of a bond on insurance
policy conditioned on damage hresulting {in the use 0f an EPA classified Restricted-Use
Pesticide. The Limits of Liability are $50,000 Bodily Injury pen person, $100,000 per
ocewmnence and $100,000 per ceccurrence Pnopenty Damage .

Vinginia 45 4in hern fourth State/EPA Cooperative Pesticide Enforcement Agreement
and 45 scheduled to hecelve approximately $80,000 for the fiscal yean 1982, \Virginia has
also accepted State Primacy under FIFRA, Section 26.

Various prionities have been established in the overall pesticide progham manage-
ment plan. The prionities were established, based upon statistical evaluation of 109
incidents involving hanm on potential hanm to man, other animals, orn the environment.
As a nesult of the evaluation, 45% o4 the work hours available to the Pesiicide Section
are spent in use/misuse nelated areas. The Largesit portion of this is directed at three
Lypes of usen groups; Aerial Application for Agricultural and Non-Agricultuwral purLposes ,
Ground Applications forn Agrnicwliural purposes, and Applications by Pest Control Opernatons.

04 the 109 conginmed cases of misuse, Chlordane/Hepiachlor containing products
accounted fon almosit 30% of the total incidents. Theregore, in response Lo this, the Line
has been drawn reganding the continued abuse of this Type of pesticide. Pest Control
Openratons are, of coutse, the major usern of these products. Since the oniginal Chlonrdane/
Heptachlor suspension decision by EPA, the VDACS has generally <issued Warning Notices gor
violations Linvolving these products. However, because of the Limit available orn virtual
non-existance of "old Label Chlordane", cases involving significant ChlLordane/Heptachfon
products are being prosecuted to the fullest extent of the Law. Two such cases are pending
Litigation at this very moment, with anothen three slated for "show cause” hearings, which
may Lead to additional prosecutions.
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Texas - October, 1981

The following chart is a 1list of items of interest and, of course,

accomplishments for the past three years.

Items of Interest 1981 1980 1979
Exams Given 2,024 1,996 1,805
Individuals Examined 1,195 1,098 968
Business Licenses Issued ' 2,414 2,360 2,181
Certified Applicators Licenses Issued 3,713 3,675 3,332
Employee ID Cards Issued 5,162 4,973 4,875
Cases Filed In Court 87 39 30
Board Meetings Held 9 8 6
Licenses Revoked 22 23 16
Licenses Suspended 10 | 5 2

We still have seven investigators in the field and still receive a

$30,000 grant from EPA but I had just as soon we drop this and hope that

we can in the next year or so., We have a rider in our budget that authorizes

appropriation money to us in the amount of the grant in case we do not get

the grant,

Charlie Chapman

Executive Director

Structural Pest Control Board

3555 North Lamar, Bldg H, Suite 123
Austin, Texas 78751

Phone: 512-454-=3617
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Another important change is that the pest control operator is required
to put the name, address and phone number of the board and a statement that
the board regulates the operator on any contract or warranty. This has
not generated as many complaints from the public as we had feared it would.

The expiration date of the license has been changed from March 1 of
each year to December 31 of each year.

The exam fees have been raised from $10.00 for each category to
$25.00.

The criminal penalty of our law has been changed slightly in that it
goes from a Class C misdemeanor to a Class B misdemeanor on a second
offense,

The regulations were rewritten as a result of the change of the law
but no important changes were made except one that I feel helped us a lot.
We have always required a business license and certified applicators
license for each company and each branch office of a company but one
individual could serve as certified applicator for those companies provided
they were in the éame city. We now require a separate indivudal to be
certified for each company and for each branch office. This 1is going to
help a lot.

We have worked on a wood infestétion report and had one just about
ready to be adopted by the board when the National Pest Control's wood
infestation report was accepted by OMB. The board decided to go along
with this for a year or two to see if it is improved any. Our form was
similar but we did require a graph along with our report. It is a

possibility that we may still go with this change in a year or so.

Warning tickets are now issued on minor violations, e.g. no numbers on vehicles, records
not up to date and in good shape, etc.




- REPORT -

TEXAS - OCTOBER, 1981

I did not get to attend the meeting of this group last year and I
believe that I told you that we were being reviewed or had been reviewed
by the Sunset Commission in 1979, 1In case I did not tell you or have
all the details, I will give you a review. We came out in good shape
and will reamin as a separate state entity and will be reviewed again
in 1991. There were a few changes in our law but they were changes that
we could live with without any problems.

We received a few amendments and one was that there were two public
members added to our seven member board. Terms of the board members are
now staggered. The board members cannot serve as officers of the pest
control association at the same time as they are serving on the board.

We are now required to grade all exams and get the results out within
thirty days after the exam. This 18 not a problem because we have always
graded the papers and sent out the results within a week after the exam.

We do have reciprocity between states as far as licenses go but the
board has chose not to go this route and we still require anyone doing
business in Texas to take the Texas examination.

If we receive a complaint, we must keep the complainant informed of
the progress of the case with a letter at least every three months or
until it goes to court or is dismissed. When we receive a complaint form
from a consumer, we are required to make a decision as to whether the
pest control operator will be brought before the board or a case dismissed
within thirty days after we receive the complaint, This does present a
problem and our Attorney General's office thinks that this is not jurisdic-

tional and that we do not have to abide by this.



The State of Tennessee requires a written contract for any wood
destroying orgenisms treatment, We also require a monthly report on jobs
done, plus a $3.00 fee for each contract written. During 1980-81 period
we had 50,668 wood destroying organisms contracts written amounting to

$152,004.00

There was one Act passed in our Legislature this year concerning
pest control, It states that technical service work shall be performed
by employees who meet such qualifications as the State Pest Control Board
may establish by regulation., There was two Acts amended., The first is,
we now charge $25,00 to take the initial examination for & licenses, where
as before there was no charge. The second amendment is no one shall apply
pesticides within a building used for temporary or permanent lodging without
a pest control licenses. This Act now includes all State buildings of this
type. The Pest Control Board has appointed a pilot committee to review all
our pest control laws and to recommend changes they think would improve the

enforcement of them,
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DIVISION OF PLANT INDUSTRIES
PEST CONTROL SECTION

The Pest Control Industry in Tennessee i3 constantly improving and
advancing, the same as in your state. How fast they advance 1is govermed
somewhat by our regulations and restrictions. As the industry improves
we must also improve our regulating and inspection techniques. We must
not only prote#t the consumer but protect and be of service to the pest
control operators. To help us be of more service Tennessee now has an
exceilently equipped Diagnostic Laboratory for our use, as well as, the
Pest Control Industry. We now have open to the public an Education and

Training Center on all matters pertaining to pest control work.

During this past year our Pest Control Industry had 25 businssses
dropping theilr charters, with 15 new business charters being issued., This
making a total of 447 chartered pest control companies in the State. There
has been 671 pest control licenses issued. 70 aircraft were chartered
with 73 pilots receiving licenses. The revenue amounting from these being

$58,855.00. -

The Pest Control Section has 3 investigators, 5 inspectors and 1 super-
visor. During this past year we made 3,660 routine inspections, with 492
being sub-standard and having to be re-treated. We investigated 888 complaints,
issued 15 warrants with 11 convictions and 4 pending. There was 7 Administra-

tive hearings for chartered companies.



CONDITIONS GOVERNING THIS REPORT

This report is based on observations and opinions of
our inspector. It must be noted that all buildings have
some structural wood members which are not visible or
accessible for inspection. It is not always possible to
determine the presence of infestations without extensive
probing and in some cases actual dismantling of parts of
the structure being inspected.

All inspections and reports will be made on the basis
of what is visible, and we will not render opinions cover-
ing areas that are enclosed or not readily accessible,
areas of finished rooms, areas concealed by wall cover-
ings, floor coverings, fumiture, equipment, stored articles,
or any portion of the structure in which inspection would
necessitate tearing out or marring finished work. We do
not move furniture, appliances, equipment, etc. Plumbing
leaks may not be apparent at the time of inspection, If
evidence of such leaks is disclosed, liability for the
correction of such leaks is specifically denied.

The areas of the substructure and attic that are
accessible and open for inspection will be inspected.

The substructure is defined as that portion of the building
below the floor level of the first main floor.

Detached garages, sheds, lean-tos, fences, or other
buildings on the property will not be included in this
inspection report unless specifically noted.

If there is evidence of active infestation or past infesta-
tion of termites and/or other wood-destroying insects or
fungi, it must be assumed that there is some damage to
the building caused by this infestation.

The company, upon specific request and agreement
as to additional charge, will open any inaccessible, con-
cealed, or enclosed area and inspect same and make a
report thereon.

Any visible damage to a wood member in accessible
areas has been reported. The above-named firm's in-
spectors are not engineers or builders, and you may
wish to call a qualified engineer or expert in the building
trade to ascertain their opinion as to whether there is
structural damage to this property.

REMARKS

THIS SPACE CAN BE USED TO CLARIFY ANY STATEMENT MADE. INCLUDE ITEM NO. WITH EACH EXPLANATION.




OFFICIAL SOUTH CAROLINA
WOOD INFESTATION REPORT

Date

This is to report that a qualified inspector employed
by the below named firm has carefully inspected readily
accessible areas, including attics and crawl spaces which
permit entry, of the property located at the below address
for termites, other wood-destroying insects, and fungi.
This report specifically excludes hidden areas and areas
not readily accessible, and the undersigned pest control
operator disclaims that he has made any inspection of
such hidden areas or of such areas not readily accessible.

This inspection described herein has been made
on the basis of visibie evidence, and special atten-
tion was given to those accessible areas which

LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY INSPECTED:

File No.

experience has shown to be particularly susceptible
to attack by wood-destroying insects. Probing and/or
sounding of those areas and other visible accessibie
wood members showing evidence of the infestation
was performed, and this report is submitted without
warranty, guarantee, or representation as to conceal-
ed evidence of infestation or damage or as to future
infestation.

The inspection for fungi is limited to that portion
of the building below the floor level of the first main
floor.

TYPE OF TRANSACTION: FHA VA CONVENTIONAL LOAN ASSUMPTION CASH SALE
Check Only
Appropriate items
YES NO
WERE ANY AREAS OF THE PROPERTY OBSTRUCTED OR INACCESSIBLE?........c..0vvveeeiieeeiiieeieeeeeeeeeenn. O O
IF "YES," DESCRIBE ON REVERSE.
INFESTATION:
1. There is visible evidenCe Of: (A) ToIMI ES .. .. ...ttt et tirer vttt tneaanarnsneaneeasaesessanarnrrarssasersncnsnrenrans D D
(B) Other wood=-destroyin) INSECES ... .uou.eeretieneereraetaenarraranrasensennsneraennrneans D D
2. There is visible evidence of a previous infestation of: (A) TOrmMItes. ...........coviiiiiiiiiriniiiii e aiaraanns O O
(B) Other wood-destroying inSects.............covvvneevenrnanne. D D
3. There is visible evidence of Prior treatmMeNt ... .. .ocu.iietiiti ittt ie e rea et ettt sanaseeanaenrensesntaseonesnensanes D D
4, There is evidence of the presence of wood-destroying fungi below the flocor level of the first main fioor............. D D
5. There is evidence of the presence of excessive moisture conditions below the floor level of the first main floor..... D D
DAMAGE (Termite, other wood-destroylng insects and fungi):
At the time of our ingpection, there were visible damaged structural members (columns, sills, joists, plates,
headers, exterior stairs, porch supports). If the answer is “YES,” specify cause(s)
O a
DAMAGE OBSERVED (IF ANY)
A. Will be or has been COmectad DY this COMPANY ... ...cuireeiet i reaererernraseaeansnsonerersarmsesssoeresrnrasessesennans D D
B. Will be corrected by another company, see attached CONract .......cocviuiirniaiiiiverriiiiine e iieienarenanenaaarann D D
C. Wil not be corrected by this company, recommend that damage be evaluated by qualified building expert
and that needed repairs DO MAME ... . ...ttt iiet et iiea ettt et aiiestraa e e aaetaneetnnsantecassanasnns D O
D. In our opinion there is insufficient visible damage to recommend repair. Explain on the reverse side why
repair was NOt TECOMMONABA . ... ......ciieuirrrerunriianttornseneetsesonenncanarasecsressesesssasesarassnsessnaennss D D
TREATMENT-CHECK 1 OR 2 BELOW:
1. The property described was treated by us for the prevention or controi of D D
A waiver has been issued and is attached to this fOrm ... ... ... oottt e cee i crensbaaanann D D
The present warranty, subject to all original terms and conditions, will expire on
and may be renewed at $ annually by the new owner.
2. The property described has not been treated by us and is not now under contract with our firm..................... D D

Neither | nor the company for which | am acting have had, presently have, or contemplate having any interest in this property. | do further state that

neither | nor the company for which | am acting is associated in any way with any party to this transaction.

LICENSE NUMBER OF PERSON SIGNING THIS REPORT

(Must be certified in Category 7A)

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT:

FIRM:

BY:

ADDRESS
OF FIRM:

CITY) (STATE)

PURCHASER ACKNOWLEDGES THAT HE HAS RECEIVED A COPY OF THIS REPORT.

DATE ACKNOWLEDGED

PURCHASER'S SIGNATURE

SEE OTHER SIDE OF THIS REPORT FOR ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS GOVERNING THIS REPORT.
Farm #CL-100 — Approved by the South Carolina Pest Control Association, inc., and the Division of Regulatory and Public Service Programs of Clemson University.

Revised 8/81
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the standards to follow for guidance in determining beetle activity
and it would be difficult to assess the total savings to consumers
by PCOs who now follow the regulations and treat when activity is
positively determined. Over $23,000 savings oecurred to PCOs from
our inspections and reports which prevented the PCO from paying for
damages, repairs, etc. which were not their responsibility.

Plant Pest Regulatory Service, last year, succeeded in several
criminal prosecutions under our Act for unlicensed PCOs who used
pesticides inconsistent with label directions, i.e., they did not
treat at all or unnecessarily, etc. There are a few families in
South Carolina who are "flim-flam" artists and a number of these were
arrested due to our investigation, but charged under more serious
crimes. These PCOs are not typical and are only mentioned to illustrate
that regulatory activities are directed toward these often very hard to
regulate individuals.

Plant Pest Regulatory Service is considering an enforcement
agreement with the EPA. State budgetary cut backs and a more reasonable
orientation on the part of EPA have made the grant more attractive.

Future departmental activities in structural pest control include
reduction of noncompliance treatments and recommendations, departmental
legal assistance, and an innovative educational approach to struotural

pest regulatory activities.

SUBMITTED BY:

VR Gy

Neil Ogg
Pesticide Coordinator




related to wood destroying organisms unless they are qualified to
determine this damage. It is our opinion that the PCO is to give a
statement of the presence, or absence, of readily wvisible wood
destroying organism damage, or activity, at the time of the inspection
and a builder/engineer should be called on to determine if the damage
needs repairs, or causes structural weakness, etc.

Except for the licensing requirement of the South Carolina Wood
Infestation Report the only incentive for PCOs to become licensed is
their high standard of professionalism. There are currently 750
licensed PCOs in South Carolina. This represents most of our PCOs.

Our field staff of regulatory specialists has been reduced to
6 individuals due to budget cuts. These individuals also regulate the
other pesticide areas. Last year we made 385 Structural Pest Inspections
generated from the following sources:

1. Complaints of pesticide misuse

2. Questions from homeowners or compliance inspections to

determine adherence to our Standards

3. Determination of necessity of treatment in difficult pest

diagnosis such as the 0ld House Borer, Hylotrupes bajulus

4, Conflict between two PCOs diagnosis of a structural pest
5. Questions of correct completion of the wood infestation
report

Approximately 45% of all homes (58) checked for compliance
to the standards met our standards in every detail. We hope, with
passage of time, this percentage will improve dramatically. Other
structural pest inspections saved South Carolina consumers $61,490

in preventing unnecessary structural treatments. The PCOs now have



SOUTH CAROLINA
REPORT 1981
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ASSOCIATION OF STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL REGULATORY OFFICIALS

South Carolina is now in its sixth year regulating structural
pest control through the Plant Pest Regulatory Service, Division of
Regulatory and Public Service Programs, Clemson University. Last year
the Standards for Prevention or Control of Wood Destroying Organisms
were passed and implemented in South Carolina. These standards detail
termite treatment procedures and describe conditions when beetle
infestations may be declared active. They also mandate the use of a
State Wood Infestation Report to be signed by a licensed applicator.

A copy of the latest revision of this form is attached. South Carolina
has obtained approval from HUD and VA to use the state form in lieu of
the federal forms.

The standards and one-form reporting have been well received in
South Carolina. Almost all PCOs are pleased with the State Wood
Infestation Report. A major challenge to PCOs and regulatory personnel
in South Carolina has been to inform realtors of the necessity of
reporting all wood destroying organisms or damage. The realtors must
accept the reporting of damage as a positive service from the PCO and
not as information which would prevent a sale, etc. Most homes over
20 years of age in our state will have some evidence of wood destroying
organism damage or activity. Fungi and fungi damage £o the substructure
in the "low country” of South Carolina is a case in point. Aan effort was
implemented last year to inform lending institutions that wood destroying
organism damage may be present and yet not necessarily need repair.

However, we are calling on PCOs not to address the structural damage
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Mr. Donald Alexander, Head (501-371-1021)
Secretary, ASPCRO

Commercial Pest Control

Arkansas State Plant Board

Department of Commerce

Post Office Box 1069

Little Rock, Arkansas 72203

Mr. James A. Arceneaux (504-925-3769)
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Assistant Director
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Louisiana Department of Agriculture
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Office of Entomology
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Office of Entomology
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