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STATE OF ARIZONA

Structural Fest Control Commission

1150 SOUTH PRIEST, SUITE 4
FIFE SYMINGTON TEMPE, ARIZONA 85281 JACK D. ROOT
Governor (602) 255-3664 Executive Director

March 25, 1992

Fellow ASPCRO Attendees:

Attached is a copy of the attendance list for the 1991 ASPCRO meeting in Scottsdale, Arizona.
We hope you will find it useful in the future.

We have this list and a more comprehensive list available on a clipper database or as DBF files.
If you would like a copy of the diskette, send us a diskette and a self addressed envelope.

We are very happy that you attended the meeting in Scottsdale. We look forward to seeing you
in New Orleans next year.

Best regards,

STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL COMMISSION
(g2

Jack D. Root

Executive Director

/oz

Enclosure

CONSUMER INFORMATION 800/223-0618
FAX 255-1281



DOUGLAS WEBB

REGIONAL MANAGER

449 SOUTH 48TH STREET

TEMPE, AZ. 85281

602 729-9131

TERMINIX INTERNATIONAL COMPANY
INDUSTRY

JIM WRIGHT

REGULATORY SUPERVISOR
P.0. BOX 21792
COLOMBIA, SC. 29221

803 772-0766

803 772-8711 (FAX)
DFPC-CLEMSON UNIVERSITY
INDUSTRY

BOB WULFHORST
SPECTALIST-IN-CHARGE

8995 E MAIN ST.

REYNOLDSBURG, OH. 43068

614 866 6361

614 866 1467 (FAX)

OHIO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

WILEY WESSON

MANAGER, REGULATORY AFFAIRS
17710 STUDEBAKER ROAD
CERRITOS, CA. 90701

TARGET SPECIALTY PRODUCTS
INDUSTRY

JOHN F. WRIGHT

MANAGER PRODUCT & REGULATORY
1735 MARKET STREET
PHILIDELPHIA, PA.

215 299 6610

215 299 6577 (FAX)

FMC CORPORATION

INDUSTRY



THOMAS DIEDERICH

VICE PRESIDENT GOV. RELATIONS
2170 PIEDMONT RD. N.E.
ATLANTA, GA. 30324

404 888 2874

ORKIN PEST CONTROL
INDUSTRY

CARL FALCO
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
P.0.BOX 27647

RALEIGH, NC. 27611

919 733 6100

NCDA-STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL DIV.
GOVERMENT

KATHLEEN GOFORTH
CHIEF OF PESTICIDE PROGRAMS
75 HAWTHORNE STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA. 94105
415 744 1062

U.S. EPA REGION IX, A-4-5
GOVERMENT

FRANK HACKETT
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS
2170 PIEDMONT RD. NE
ATLANTA, GA. 30324
404 888 2635

404 888 2731 (FAX)
ORKIN PEST CONTROL
INDUSTRY

W.A. ALEX HAWKINS

ADMIN, PESTICIDE USE SECTION

901 SOUTH KANSAS AVENUE, 7TH FLOOR
TOPEKA, KS. 66612

913 296 2142

913 296-0673 (FAX)

KANSAS DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

RAY HOWELL
DIRECTOR

P O BOX 27647

RALEIGH, NC. 27611

919 733 6100

919 733 0633 (FAX)
NCDA-STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL DIV.
GOVERMENT

HARVEY DOMINICK
SECTION CHIEF

525 W JEFFERSON

SPRINGFIELD, IL. 62761

217 782 4674

217 785 0253 (FAX)

ILLINOIS DEPT. OF PUBLIC HEALTH
GOVERMENT

KATHERINE FEDDER

PESTICIDE ENFORCEMENT MANAGER
P.O. BOX 30017

618 W. OTTAWA

LANSING, MI. 48909

517 373 1087

MICHIGAN DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

NORMAN GOLDENBERG
DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
505 N. W. 103 ST.

P.O. BOX 381777

MIAMI, FL. 33238

305 757-1126

305 757 4188 (FAX)

TERMINEX INTERNATIONAL
INDUSTRY

JAMES HASKINS

SUPERVISOR PEST CONTROL SECT.
P.O. BOX 5207

MISSISSIPPI ST., MS. 39762

601 325 3390

601 325-8397 (FAX)

MISSISSIPPI DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

DENNIS W. HOWARD

ENTOMOLOGIST

50 HARRY S TRUMAN PARKWAY
ANNAPOLIS, MD. 21401

301 841 5710

301 841 2765 (FAX)

MD DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE/PEST REG
GOVERMENT

CHARLES J. HROMADA

SR. VICE PRESIDENT

855 RIDGE LAKE BLVD.
MEMPHIS, TN. 38120

901 766 1105

901 766 1107 (FAX)
TERMINIX INTERNATIONAL
INDUSTRY
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91 Attendees

LONNIE ALONSO
TECHNICAL SERVICES
1516 WEST BROAD STREET
COLUMBUS, OH. 43222
614 279 0217

SOUTHERN MILL CREEK PROD. OF OHIO
INDUSTRY

RAYMOND H. BEAL
TERMITE CONSULTANT

17 ALAVA LANE

HOT SPRINGS, AR. 71909
501 922 2522

ICI CONSULTANT ON TERMITES
INDUSTRY

TOM BOELTS

SR. TECHNICAL SALES REP.
5501 E. MARILYN
SCOTTSDALE, AZ. 85254
602 995 0555

ICI AMERICAS INC.
INDUSTRY

CECIL M. CHILDERS, JR.
SOUTHERN AREA MANAGER

P O BOX 4913-HAWTHORN ROAD
KANSAS CITY, MO. 64120

816 242 2376

816 242 2298 (FAX)

MOBAY CORPORATION
INDUSTRY

NORMAN CONNOLLY
LEAD EXTERMINATOR

554 NORTH ELM

MESA, AZ.

602 844 9782

ARIZONA PEST CONTROL ASSOCIATION
INDUSTRY

JOHN CRAFT
DIRECTOR, EXCLUSIVE PRODUCTS
855 RIDGE LAKE BLVD.
MEMPHIS, TN. 38120

901 766 1358

901 766 1107 (FAX)

TERMINIX INTERNATIONAL
INDUSTRY

DANIEL T. BARBER

MANAGER

QUAD IV, 9002 PURDUE ROAD
INDIANAPOLIS, IN. 46268
317 871 8246

317-871-8654 (FAX)
DOWELANCO

INDUSTRY

JANET E. BESSEY

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

1688 WEST ADAMS

PHOENIX, AZ. 85007

602 542 0949

602 542 0466 (FAX)

ARIZONA DEPATMENT OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

RICHARD CASH
SUPERVISOR/COMMERCIAL P.C. SEC
P O BOX 1069

LITTLE ROCK, AR. 72203

501 225 1598

501 225 3590 (FAX)

ARKANSAS STATE PLANT BOARD
GOVERMENT

JACK CONFER

LEGAL ASSISTANT

1150 SOUTH PRIEST, #4

TEMPE, AZ. 85281

602 255-3664

602 255-1281 (FAX)

AZ STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL COMMISS.
GOVERMENT

- LINDA COULTER

PESTICIDE SECTION

700 KIPLING STREET, SUITE 4000
LAKE WOOD, CO. 80215

303 239 4140

COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT )

DAVID CRANDELL
SALES REPRESENTIVE

431 S. STAPLEY ROAD, #4
GLENDALE, AZ. 85306

602 437-1838

602 833-8220 (FAX)
CHEMTECH SUPPLY INC.
INDUSTRY
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GEORGE ROTRAMEL

CONSULTANT

1292 BAUER RD.

NAPERVILLE, IL. 60563

708 355 7704

708 355 7814 (FAX)
ROTRAMEL TECHNICAL SERVICES
INDUSTRY

BOB RUSSELL

TRAINING & TECHNICAL DIRECTOR
8613 ROSWELL RD NE

ATLANTA, GA. 30350

404 993-8705

404 740-0073 (FAX)

ARROW EXTERMINATORS INC.
INDUSTRY

STEVE SCHERZINGER

PRESIDENT

5164 KENNEDY AVE.

CINCINNATI, OH. 45213
513-531-7848

513-531-7852 (FAX)

OHIO PEST CONTROL ASSOCIATION
GOVERMENT

ROY SIEGEL

PURDUE UNIVERSITY

WEST LAFAYETTE, IN. 47907
317 494 1585

INDIANA STATE CHEMIST
GOVERMENT

ROBERT SMITH
PROFESSOR

DEPT. OF ENTOMOLOGY
TUCSON, AZ. 85721

602 621 1151

602 621 1150 (FAX)
UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA
GOVERMENT

KIVEN STEWART

HEAD, COMMERCIAL P.C. SECTION
P O BOX 1069

LITTLE ROCK, AR. 72203

501 225 1598

501 225-35%0 (FAX)

ARKANSAS STATE PLANT BOARD
GOVERMENT

GARY ROWELL

REGIONAL MANAGER

1881 BUSINESS CTR. DR., #12
SAN BERNARDINO, CA. 92408
714 381-1471

714 889-8974 (FAX)

ORKIN PEST CONTROL
INDUSTRY

GEORGE SAXTON

INDIANA STATE CHEMIST
PURDUE UNIVERSITY

WEST LAFAYETTE, IN. 47907
317 494 1585

PURDUE UNIVERSITY
GOVERMENT

DAVID SCOTT

MANAGER

PURDUE UNIVERSITY

WEST LAFAYETTE, IN. 47907
317 494 1585

INDIANA STATE CHEMIST
GOVERMENT

MANCIL SMITH

STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL

P O BOX 3596

BATON ROUGE, LA. 70821

504 925 3765

LOUISIANA DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

MICHELLE SPRINT

TS & D

8141 KAISER BLVD, SUITE 100
ANAHETM, CA. 92808

714 283 7205

714 283 3923 (FAX)
DOWELANCO

INDUSTRY

ALLEN VAN WAGNER

MANAGER, STATE REGISTRATIONS
170 BEARERBROOK ROAD
LINCOLN PARK, NJ. 07035

201 628 7200

201-628-9367 (FAX)

ROUSSEL BIO CORPORATION
INDUSTRY
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JIM IGLEHEART

PROGRAM ADMINISTRATOR

2800 NORTH LINCOLN BOULEVARD
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK. 73105

405 521 3864

405 521 4912 (FAX)

OKLAHOMA DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

RICHARD KRAMER

DIRECTOR, RES,EDU,AND TECH RESO
8100 OAK STREET

DUNN LORING, VA. 22027

703 573 8330

703 573 4116 (FAX)

NATIONAL PEST CONTROL ASSOCIATION I

INDUSTRY

LONNIE MATHEWS

BUREAU CHIEF

P O BOX 30005/ DEPT. 3AQ

LAS CRUCES, NM. 88003

505 646 2133

505 646 3303 (FAX)

NEW MEXICO DEPT OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

EDWIN W. MINCH
ENVIRONMENTAL SPECIALIST

1688 WEST ADAMS

PHOENIX, AZ. 85007

602 542 0949

602 542 0466 (FAX)

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

HAL PAUL

MARKETING MANAGER

P.0O. BOX 4913-HAWTHORN ROAD
KANSIS CITY, MO. 64120

816 242 2227

816 242 2298 (FAX)

MOBAY CORPORATION

INDUSTRY

JACK ROOT

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

1150 S. PRIEST, #4

TEMPE, AZ. 85281

602 255 3664

602 255-1281 (FAX)

AZ STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL COMM.
GOVERMENT

JOEL KANGISER
AGRICULTURE CHEM SPECIALIST

406 GEN. ADMIN. BLDG., COMP. AX-41
OLYMPIA, WA. 98504

206 753 5064

206 753 1564 (FAX)

WASHINGTON ST. DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

JOSEPH E. LESLIE

ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM MANAGER
P.O. BOX 630

JEFFERSON CITY, MO. 65102
314-751-5504

314-751-0005 (FAX)

MISSOURI DEPT. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

BENNY M. MATHIS

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

9101 BURNET RD.SUITE 201
AUSTIN, TX. 78758

512 835 4066

512 837 5964 (FAX)
STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL BOARD
GOVERMENT

BARRY PATTERSON

DIVISION DIRECTOR

P O BOX 30005

LAS CRUCES, NM.

505 646 2133

505 646 3303 (FAX)

NEW MEXICO DEPART. OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

J.H. BUD PAULSON
AAPCO REPRESENTIVE

1688 WEST ADAMS

PHOENIX, AZ. 85007

602 542 0549

602 542 0466 (FAX)

ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
GOVERMENT

ROBERT ROSENBERG
DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
8100 OAK ST.

DUNN LORING, VA. 22027

703 573 8330

703 573 4116 (FAX)

NATIONAL PEST CONTROL ASSOCIATION
INDUSTRY
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ASPCRO
Executive Meeting Minutes
September 29, 1991

Association Incorporation

A. By Laws Committee

Data collected by the Soil Residue Committee
1992 Meeting

A. Program Committee

Association Funds

A. Travel funds NPCA\Soil Residue Symposium
B. Dividends from Soil Residue Account

Resolutions Committee

A. Dr. Susan Jones
B. Perimeter Insulation of Slabs
C. Section 2ee - Legislative History

t—

ECEIVED

ENTOMOLOGY AND
PESTICIDE DIVISION

APR 28 1997

SECRGIA DERARTMINT
SR OE AGRICULTULE
ATLANTA, GEORGH 30354

|
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Sunday, September 29, 1991
Executive Committee Meeting
Incorporation of Association

President Lonnie Mathews opened the executive
committee meeting on Sunday September 29,1991 at
approximately 3:00 pm. The executive committee voted
to maintain New Mexico as the state in which the
association will be corporated. President Mathews
appointed the By-Laws Committee:
Chair - Jim Harron

Alex Hawkins

Carl Falco
September 19, 1991 Date of Incorporation
Ratification by Membership

The committee discussed, for incorporation purposes,
the election of officers and executive committee.

The committee called for a vote of the membership to
give the executive board authority to file 501c

with the IRS to give ASPCRO tax exempt status. The

executive committee also passed a resolution naming

the bank of choice to be selected by secretary.

The committee passed a motion for taxable year to run
from Jan 1 to Dec 31.

Proposed by Lonnie Matthews

Jim Harron second the motion

Passed unanimously

The committee passed a motion to set up the state of
New Mexico to provide;

1. Services of Attorney
2. Tax accountant

Jim Harron made the motion
Jim Wright Second the motion
Passed unanimously

The executive committee passed a motion to have the
preliminary conclusions drawn by the Soil Residue
Committee. These conclusions will be evaluated by Joe
Mauldin or a person designated by him (as a committee
member) to help us support the soil residue
conclusions.

Lonnie Mathews made the motion

Kiven Stewart second the motion

Unanimous approval



10.

11.

The committee passed a motion which selected New
Orleans as the 1992 meeting site. Additionally, a
motion was passed to require the executive committee
to vote on meeting sites two years in advance.

Jim Wright made the motion

Lonnie Mathews second the motion

Motion carried

The executive committee passed a motion to appoint a
three member annual committee with host state as chair
and with immediate past host and pending host to make
up the committee.

Jim Wright made the motion

Jim Harron second the motion

Motion carried

The committee passed a motion which would authorize the
diversion of dividend funds from the soil residue
committee data collection project account to the
regular ASPCRO account.

Jim Wright made the motion

Lonnie Matthews second the motion

Motion carried

The executive committee passed a motion allowing ASPCRO
to fund the travel expenses for Jim Wright as chairman
of soil residue committee, for various presentations
upon prior approval by President.

Kiven Stewart made the motion

Lonnie Matthews second the motion

Motion carried (Wright not voting)

The committee passed a motion to fund travel by the
President or his designated principle to any function
which may be necessary, upon approval by the executive
committee.

Jim Wright made the motion

Alex Hawkins second the motion

Motion carried

President Lonnie Mathews appointed the 1992 resolution
committee, they are:

Bob Wolfhorst

Bennie Mathis

Jim Igleheart

President Mathews charged this resolution committee
with the responsibility for writing the resolution to
have the ASPCRO president write a letter to Southern
Forest Exp. Station to address Susan Jones employment.
Resolution committee will draft the language.
President Mathews also charged this committee to
develop a resolution addressing Multi Media as
described by EPA. Section 2ee of FIFRA as it pertains
to termite control pesticide products.



WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 2, 1991

Elizabeth Stewart

CLEAR- Council on Licensure, Enforcement, and Regqulation
Elizabeth discussed the unique make up of CLEAR. Discussed the
recent CLEAR conference. Next Annual conference will be Sept. 23-
26 in Detroit. Regional Conferences. NCIT- In concert with
University of Missouri, certified training for investigators.
National Registry for Enforcement actions in other states.
Consultants are available to help you set up various programs.

BUSINESS MEETING

ASPCRO will meet in New Orleans in 1992 and a motion was made to
accept Arkansas for 1993.

Jim Wright motioned

Dave Scott second the motion

Motion carried

Request from NPCA - Laws and Reqgulations from each state.
Copies of Test Questions

Secretary/Treasurer Report
Dave Scott moved to accept
Ray Seagle second

Passed

President Lonnie Matthews discussed Multi-Media and it's
implication. It will surface in grant guidance in 1992.

Motion to ratify the Incorporation of ASPCRO.
Carl Falco made the motion

Harvey Dominick second the motion

Motion carried

By Laws Committee Chairman: Jim Harron presented.
Dave Scott made the motion

Jim Wright second the motion

Motion carried

Vote to accept passed activities.
Jim Harron made the motion

Alex Hawkins second the motion
Motion carried

Vote to set up New Mexico to take on Attorney.
Jack Root made the motion

Kiven Stewart second the motion

Motion carried
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September 19, 1991
Financial Report 1991

Debits
Balance Forwarded as of 1/7/91
1990 Annual Membership Dues
(2 @ $50.00)
1991 Annual Membership Dues
33 @ $50.00
Office Supplies 8.74
Postage 128.93
Travel Expenses for
Soil Residue Committee 132.69
Incorporation/Attorney Fees 300.00
Dividends
Copies of Legal History 7.50

31.44

Dividends

609.30

Total Balance

Credits
7.576.24

100.00

1,650.00

892.89

10,054.68

9,609.83
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January 21, 1992

ASPCRO Financial Report

Credits = Debits

Balance Forward as of 1/7/91 7,576.24
1990 Annual Membership Dues
(2 @ $50.00) 100.00
1991 Annual Membership Dues
(33 @ $50.00) 1,650.00
Office Supplies 66.01
Postage ~ 128.93
Travel Expenses

Jim Wright 858.42

Michael Gregory 158.00
Incorporation/Attorney Fees 339.75
Returned Check (registration fee) 50.00
Service Charge 1.95
Registration Fees 1991 meeting 2,700.00
Dividends

ASPCRO Account 340.97

SRC-DCP Account 1,147.47
Slides 31.92
Subtotals 1,634.98 13,514.68

Total $11,879.70
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ABPCRO 1991 ANNUAL MBRTING

Resolution 1: Reoognition of Ariaona Structural Pest Contzol
Commiselon

The membars ¢f ASPCRD cecognize the tireless efforts of Jack RoOt and
his cowcrkars frzom the Arimona Structural Pest Oantrol Commiseion as the
heet agsnoy faxz our 1991 annual meeting.

An innovasive program, which exarined the variety of lasues
oconfronting ssructurai pest control ragulatory officials, blended smoothly
with the comfortable meeting site and the gracicus hospitality of our
hosts.

Resolved The rembere of MPCRO commucicate our eincere appreciation
to the Arisona Structuzal Pest Control Commission for
all of thelr efforte which resuited in an outstanding
annual meesting.
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ABPCRO 1991 ANNUAL MEBTING

rRasolution 2: Reocgnitien of Event Apensore

Numsrcus gponasrs contributed to the 1991 annual meeting ol ASPCRO.
Hoapitality srrangemencs &hd lunchesh mestings are an integral componant
cf the cemmunication process needed to oahaneo the exchange of ideas in &
zelaxed atmcsphere. : j

Resolveds The mecbers of ASPCRO raooqnil# the following apensors
for grasicusly offaring thels ?Lmo and financial suppors:

van Katers & Rogers, Inc.

Terninix Internstional 0o.'

Target Jpecialty Products

Rasponsible Industzry for a lound Environment
orkin Pest Control

National Peat Control Awseciatlion

Arisons Pest Control Asseciation
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1991 ASPCRO 1991 ANNUAL MRBTING

Resclution 3: 7Federal Btaté Regulation of Pesticides

Currantly the United States Environmental Protsction Agency (US EPA),
through ite authority under the Paderal Insecticide, Fungleide and
Rodenticide Act (FIPRA), establishes the framewerk Zor the regulatioen of
peaticide uss. The staves, in coordinasion with the US EPA, build upon
the fedesral framewotrk through primary enfpycement sgresments with thae ZPA,
The states addltionslly sddress aress of pesticide regulation not
sonsidored under FIFRA, inoluding lisansing of commercial appliscators,
regiscerad tachnician programs and wooed destroying organism repcocrt
regulations. This working relatcionship uiﬁh the #PA has proven to be
sufficiently £lexible and innovative wo as %o address the array of
ragulation issuens.

In racent ysars s¢ffoerts have been made to sstablish pestlcide
reguletory programd at levels of government below state government. Buch
preograms which intend. o control pesticide uss, modify pesticide labeling
or enagt snvirgonmental tolerances are for ths most part not being
toordivatad with stace and national ragulatory programs. As a rasult, the
degrwe 3¢ program overlap and ensuing costs may ba unscceptable both te
the regulated cemmenity and also to those govesnmantal entlilies facing
sxtramely diffioult budgets.

Reaclved! The Assoclation of dtructural Pesticide Centrol
affiolals Deliaves that action needs to be taken
whioh will restrict duplicative pesaticide ragulation
af pesticide use by entitles of government other
than at the states or tha fadaral level, unlesa
suoh regulation {s Ln ocordination with the stase
peacicide r,qulatarv aganoy end the RPA,



ASPCRC 1991 ANNUAL MEBRTING

Resclution 41 TFIFRA Baction Jes Enforosnent Opinion

“he ibwud L8 whethaxr or not FIPRA decticn 28 shculd be applicaple to
sil pesticide appiications. ARDORC belisves that consumer protectien must
pe considersd on an equal footing with environmental protectisn in
pesticide rogulasery program. ABPCRO beliaves EFM currently allows tha
uae Dt Lermine oentrol pesticide at sppliostion sates less than is
sfficacious Yor control of teramitea.

The states viws that the FIPARR Boutien e d-i-nao is being abuzed by
paet cocntyol companies to fraudulently daprive the consumer of pr cpar post
control. The states further Belisve that thewe are environmentally
beaneficial applicaticns feor sagtion 2es to areas of pesticide use such as:
agrisulture, rignt-of-way, laun care sto.

Revoived ASPCRO doms not suppart the :ppllanbility of
TIFAN Bection 2se oo thy use of termicicides.

l
!
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ASPCRO 1991 AMNUAL MBETING

Resolution 5; MNulti-Nedis Enforoement Activities

The LFA, through xn addendun $0 the Poliloy Framework on state/BPA
Bnforcament Agraexents, N apparently 8st 4 new goal o puraue
cooperative inspsetior and enforcerdnt activitlies by Llta progzam offices
with responsibility over & variaty of environmental progeamng.

The agency’s gosl of ioiat cooperavion By ita program offioces appears
to offer improved perforpance potentisl for certaln programs. Peacilities
inocluding faderal snargy cdepartment sites, integrated petroechemical
manufacturing faclillties and hassrdous waste treatment facllities are
likely candidatas for multi-medlia Lnspection dus to ths variesy of permits
issued by agenclies for fscilivy operation: this is certalnly 4 loudable
goal. Howaver, wher such cocordination is dizested to the states many
problems exist, : ,

|

riret, at thu;utcti level, the program functions whieh may include:
alxr toxies, ground uat-:, RCRA, and poczloidol: are seldom located within
the juriadiotion ne on- statéd agenoy.

l | l

S¢sond, state and federal pesticide control stetutes are bftnn based
upen legisliasive intent whigh differs significantly from the intent of
other onv&renm-nbcx lt’tut.‘.

Thizd, thare cxiut whas may b- overwheiming diffaorences betwesn stata
agencies in the areas of rogulatory authority, administrative proceduzes,
and inspestlen precedures, Buch differences at the state laval have
resulted in & lese than eatisfactory result when multi-madia acticns werce
taker: in ths past, |

! |

Fourts, The typss of facilitiss typloally regulated by state
pesticide reagulation agenciss, with the axception of a limited number of
large pesticide fermulating plants, are not likely to be significant
priarlties for cther snviroamentel program offices.

Resolved: ASPORD opposes efforts by the XPA to impose
milti~medla enforoement activitiee upon the
states using BPA~Sase Cooperative Grants aa
thair vehiels. The BPA needs to negotliatae
voluniary agreements with the states whleh
choose to parciolpate in multi-medis activities.



ASPCRO 1991 ANNUAL WMEZTING

Resclution 61 Need for Termite Research

ABPCRO hap traditionally relied upon reesagch results produded by the
USDA Foreet Products Research Laboratory whioh provide a foundation fex
meny of our ragulatory programs., ASPORD is looking to ocontinuation of
thin fine working relaticnship. As we meve ahead, ASPCRO hae ldantifled
neads for significant new research initiatives as we struggle to deal with
the snvironmental complexitles assecisbed with ecurrent termite contrel
technology. ASPCRO suppert the need for termite research activities to
continue at the various regilonal research lovations,

Resolved: ASPCRO bsliaves that th; USDA should make every
effort to support research activities directed
toward batter underptanding &f termite hiology
and oontrol svrataegles, *urehoz. sontinued
revearch nends to ba addressedi to projects targeted

for the various geshraphical reglons ef the United
States.



31st Annual ASPCRO Meeting
Scottsdale, Arizona
Monday, September 30, 1991

Rita Pearson

Executive Assistant to Arizona Governor

Discussed environmental issues in Arizona and welcomed group to
the state of Arizona.

Ed Szymanski

President, Arizona Pest Control Association

Welcomed the opportunity to speak to group of requlators. Gave a
history of Arizona Pest Control Association. Beginning in 1953,
APCA has been active in getting laws and requlations passed.
There are currently 550-600 companies operating in Arizona.

Lonnie Matthews
Welcomed the group and opened the 31st annual ASPCRO meeting.

Ann Lindsay

US EPA

Discussed termiticides and labeling. Also discussed AAPCO/SFIREG
labeling report. This report should be out by the end of 1991.

Discussed PR notice to be released. EPA and states need to
discuss efficacy and longetivity of new products. Ms. Lindsay
discussed SLIC-State Labeling Issues Committee, Label Statements
which limit use of Non-Restricted applicators products.
"Professional Strength” will be disallowed. Ms. Lindsay
indicated that restricted use legends need to be more
consistent. Labeling Issues Inventory is an outgrowth of SLIC.
Effective labeling is a must and is the most important
responsibility of the agency. The labeling controls the
efficacious use of any product with minimum harm to man and the
environment.

EPA- Safer Pesticide Policy

Discussed low risk products and their development. All users
should use a product only when it is necessary at the lowest
dosage. Information needs to be communicated so people can do
what will work.

Advertising Issue: a company's ability to advertise their
product as safer. The EPA needs to present this information
through a policy. The EPA also needs to consider high risk
product retention, (prescription may be a means to keeping risk
products). How does the agency identify the high risk

product? Many identifiers are to be considered. List may
categorize products by their uses, such as safety claims,
efficacy data requirements, safer pesticides (defined by how the



products affect man and the environment.)

Artie Willi
Ms. Williams discussed certification standards, worker
protection, endangered species and a proposal to upgrade National
Certification Standards. Pesticide "use" has a very broad
meaning. New standards are being developed to better define use,
to include mixing, loading, transportation of open containers,
disposal, and people who work with or use application equipment.

States may allow specialty categories, however, states do not
have to implement all of the categories. Most significant;
proposed change to levels of certification: responsibility of
certified applicator when supervising unlicensed applicators.

1. Use only by certified applicators

2. Use by Non certified applicator and the licensed applicator
must be on site by 5 min.

3. Certified applicator off site accessible by telephone.
Certified applicator must determine the non certified
applicator is competent. The applicator must provide site
specific training (i.e. wells, what is next door, etc.)
States must recertify private and commercial applicators
every 5 years. Exemptions for certification: Veternarians,
Medical Doctors, Researchers (only these groups would be
exempt.) The states will have to eliminate provision to
certify persons who can't read.

New Requlation: To allow sale of restricted use pesticide to
unlicensed persons for use by a certified applicator. Retailer
must determine that a certified applicator will use the product.
The retailer must keep a record of that proof.

Training and Funding options: Improved coordination and
communication exchange. Worker Protection is in the final
process of review. Responsibility of employers and employees,
will be issued 1st half of 1991 with a staggered implementation.

Endangered Species: Final development phase out in February.
There will be a sensitive species approach, implementation
through labeling which will refer users to County Bulletins. A
toll free telephone number will provide the necessary
information. Extension Service agrees to help distribute
information. The agency will consider sensitive species first
then they look at what products are used in that county.

Groundwater strateqgy: The agency will follow up on the national
drinking water survey. Strateqgy held up by OMB, due to language
changes. Section 3 implementation as opposed to product review.

Bob Rosenberg
Legislative Update

Bob discussed urban applicators and gave an update on local
ordinance issue. Solicitor General argued in favor of local



ordinances. NCAMP is actively working to support local
ordinances. Additional legislation is being considered which
deals with Lawn Care and public buildings: Chemical application
notification bill of 1991. In public buildings there would be a
notification 72 hours before and after application. Every person
who resides within 1000 feet in all directions. Schools; public
or private, 7 days prior and must notify parents in writing.
There would be a $10,000 per day penalty. NPCA feels that while
this bill may not stand alone it will be kept alive. Homeowners
will have to post signs, custodial workers will have to also post
notification. A certainty that in 1991 there will be a FIFRA
Bill.

The Three "R"s: Requlations, Responsibility, and Reason.

The Tacoma Washington Example - residues of 1.5 ppt found in a
flounder. This precipitated a national study to look at aqueous
solutions around pulp mills. Toungue and Check editorial
discusses the explanation of the invention of H20. Discussion
was given to the ability of the US to sustain agriculture.
Example: DDT - 1877 synthesized, 1939 as a pesticide, 1942
killed body lice on troops. Perhaps DDT should have been better
reqgulated. Some experts have indicated that Dioxin may be no
more dangerous than 1 week of sunbathing. As for 24D- malignant
Lymphoma on dogs the NCI admits that this conclusion may have
been the result of some other exposure. Information came from 3
vet schools. (Purdue, University of Maryland, and Colorado
State). Report admits lack of data. 28,000 lbs of apples per
day for 70 years to produce the tumors like those in the Alar
study with rodents. PCO's need to sell themselves for the
excellent job they do. The relationship needs to be promoted
between industry and environmentalist.

Charlie Hromada

Senior Vice President, Terminix International

Terminix wants to help requlatory process.

Norman Goldenberg—- Government affairs and John Craft- Technical
Director

CONSUMERISM PANEL

Richard Faerber

Mr. Faerber is an attorney who prosecutes Pest Control Fraud in
Arizona. New Commission established in 1988; review process
revealed that approximately one half of licensed companies failed
the certification exam but they were still licensed. Suggest
some type of recovery fund to be set up for the home owner. Ways
to prove fraud case: price, efficacy data from Gulfport, soil
sampling method.

1. In AZ there are nearly 700 companies. However, only 9



companies seem to be causing the problem. The requlators
need to proceed with these cases as "white collar"™ crime.
2. Efficacy- inference of the cause of infestation.
3. Core Sampling- the use of soil samples to back up the
evidence that the treatments were done improperly.

Michael Gregory

Mr. Gregory represents the Sierra Club. He is primarily an
advocate against pesticide use. Got a beginning with USFS and is
writing a book; worked to promote the loss of 2,4,5T. He has
worked on IPM projects for forest survival and feels FIFRA is a
weak environmental law. In fact, it is not an environmental law
but a trade association management law. Mr. Greqory is a former
NCAMP Board of Director and feels that FIFRA should be repealed
and that pesticides should be dealt with as other toxins are.
Five major concerns/issues:

1. Exposure to Toxicity

2. Right to know, right to say
3. Public participation

4. Prevention (pollution)

5. Response

Toxicity/exposure—- view pesticides with presumption of risk.
Thus, how can we eliminate or reduce risk. Tox 1, Tox 2, Tox 3
only requlatory important cancer issue- NCI '88 states 500k die;
950k are diagnosed. NRC Delany clause- Majority of pesticides
are oncogenic. Based mainly on AI perusal. Now many inerts are
equally toxic.

There is poor testing of pesticides and when we do test there are
gaps in the information. Risk assessment is a poor science.
Environmental Health: we have to evaluate the "toxic Soup" and
look at lower life forms to see how they are impacted. Viruses
and Bacteria are being mutated. Chemical Sensitivity: we must
consider those individuals who are hypersensitive. These people
should be the indicator for the country.

How the public views toxicity: they do not want to be exposed.
They have the right not to be exposed. (Right to Know)

Pre and Post treatment posting: 48 to 72 hours (both) meet the
reentry period (what, when, where, how, who). Precautions:
symptom, antidote, who to call. Pretreatment disclosure:
statement of need, what alternative treatments are feasible. No
action: doesn't need to be treated. Why are we using this
treatment- signed. Treatment history of structure when they were
sold. Report of all sales, (houses) and proper labeling. Expand
hazardous materials storage.

Change association name from pest control to pest management. Ban
most dangerous pesticides and begin with carcinogens. Ban all
carcinogens in all schools. (Toxl and Tox2) Require all
applications be done by a Certified Applicator. Regulate all



pesticides as air toxins and Clean Air Act. Not used unless they
can prove was effective. Improve construction codes to eliminate
pest problems. Require IPM for all training of certified
applicators. Specialty for IP managers. Laws to require least
toxic.

Richard Kramer

Mr. Kramer is the Technical Director for NPCA.

The industry has changed significantly in the past 30+ years.
Most people believe they are providing a service.

MISCONCEPTIONS:

1. Pesticides are bad- Toxic yes; bad no. Scare tactics are used
to get public's attention. Through association, all pesticides
are lumped into same group. Don't play a word game. Reference
should be made to disease problems worldwide which at least in
part, have been corrected by pesticide use. A few examples are:
Lyme disease, cockroach allergins (other pests as well), termites
and structural problems.

2. IPM - is a panacca for the structural pest industry. IPM must
use two strategies not only one. Action level (i.e. in ag
threshold is established). Structural area IPM is not practical.
Public Perception: educate public as to what IPM is and convince
them that a threshold is required. We have failed to educate the
public on the value of pest control.

There is a lack of research for IPM. The feds have spent only 3
million for research. FIFRA contains regulations that will drive
future formulations. Certification training- number of
pesticides available down to 23,000 from 44,000. The manufacturer
of Methyl Bromide does not want to pay the registration fee.

This product is for stored products fumigation. The industry
will have to come up with money to pay for the test to support
re-registration. Malathion: minor use issue (indicative of this
problem). Legislation and local ordinances is a major concern.
What can NPCA do?

1. Support responsible legislation

2. Education: i.e. consumer MSDS sheets, PCO's better trained,
better service, and credibility. Recertification and
continuing education and advanced training "hands on".

3. Research

Michael Gregory

Risk Assessment and Safest Products, no pesticides are safe.
Varying levels of toxicity, hazard risk. We don't know if the
pesticides are safe. Consumerism 90's, What is the worst thing
going into the industry? What is the best thing going on?



Richard Kramer

Many issues were raised which we need to work together to work
out or solve these problems. Cheaper companies hurt the
industry; raise the prices to provide a better service.

Michael Gregory

The worst thing in the industry is the lack of the properly
educated. The testing of pesticide products is inadequate and
the "myth" that pesticides are safe is wrong. Positive movement
to a more responsible approach. Sensitive populations.

Michael Faerber
Wants to see Soil Residue Committee- Data Collection Project
(SRC-DCP) finished. Recommends the Arizona statue as a model.

1. Raise Funding

2. Raise the number of people we have in the requlatory process.
3. Additional technology is helpful



TUESDAY OCTOBER 1, 1991

Update on ASPCRO- Soil Residue Project

T Diedericl
Foam technology developed by Orkin for termiticide applicators.
This is to be used in certain outside areas of the structure
such as slab foundations, chimney bases, earth fills which
characteristically have proven to be problems areas. This
appears to give superior distribution.

Gary Braness

Mobay Corporation

Gary discussed Tank Mix Technology: to establish max run
efficacy at an acceptable flow rate and by pass. Manufacturer
Pump rating =Pump eff rating. Hypro Roler Model was the pump used
for the purpose of this study. The results of this study show
>60% rating is acceptable, 50%-60% rating is marginal and <50%
rating is weak. To properly mix termiticide in a tank would be
20-30 gallons H20. Start pump, add chemical, complete filling,
agitate. The benefits of a proper pump rating are: proper
calibration, improved mixing, longer equipment life, increased
productivity and less-call-back.

Bob Smith

University of Arizona

Bio Assay

Bob feels that analytical chemistry is too unreliable to be
supported. Bio Assay is reliable.

Susan Jones

Biology of Subterranean Termites

Heterotermes aureas 125,000 individuals are thought to be in a
colony. These termites will forage between 140ft2 to 37,000ft2.
Dr. Jones has done some work which shows limited promise with
bait formulations of Borax.
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September 18, 1992
Financial Statement 1991
Soil Residue Committee

Debits Credits

Total Deposits 8,400.00
58,800.00

Petty Cash for
Participating States 400.00
Total Equipment Expenses 1,871.30
Dividends
Subtotals 2,271.30 58,800.00
Total Balance 56,528.70
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December 31, 1991
Financial Statement 1991
S0il Residue Committee

Debits Credits
Total Deposits 58,800.00
Petty Cash for
Participating States 400.00
Total Equipment Expenses 2,238.30
Subtotals 2,638.30 58,800.00
Total Balance 56,161.70




WEDNESDAY OCTOBER 2, 1991

Eljzabeth Stewart

CLEAR- Council on Licensure, Enforcement, and Regqulation
Elizabeth discussed the unique make up of CLEAR. Discussed the
recent CLEAR conference. Next Annual conference will be Sept. 23-
26 in Detroit. Regional Conferences. NCIT- In concert with
University of Missouri, certified training for investigators.
National Registry for Enforcement actions in other states.
Consultants are available to help you set up various programs.

BUSINESS MEETING

ASPCRO will meet in New Orleans in 1992 and a motion was made to
accept Arkansas for 1993.

Jim Wright motioned

Dave Scott second the motion

Motion carried

Request from NPCA - Laws and Requlations from each state.
Copies of Test Questions

Secretary/Treasurer Report
Dave Scott moved to accept
Ray Seagle second

Passed

President Lonnie Matthews discussed Multi-Media and it's
implication. It will surface in grant guidance in 1992.

Motion to ratify the Incorporation of ASPCRO.
Carl Falco made the motion

Harvey Dominick second the motion

Motion carried

By Laws Committee Chairman: Jim Harron presented.
Dave Scott made the motion

Jim Wright second the motion

Motion carried

Vote to accept passed activities.
Jim Harron made the motion

Alex Hawkins second the motion
Motion carried

Vote to set up New Mexico to take on Attorney.
Jack Root made the motion

Kiven Stewart second the motion

Motion carried



Vote to use accountant in New Mexico to file necessary form in
New Mexico. The current SEC/TRS would use his accountant of
choice to audit the Association account and that audit report be
submitted with his financial statement each year.

Jim Wright made the motion

Jack Root second the motion

Motion carried

Moved to become Tax exempt by submitting a form 50l1c. Lonnie
Mathews accountant of choice to file the form 50l1c which would
give ASPCRO tax exempt status.

Kiven Stewart made the motion

Dave Scott second the motion

Motion carried

Motion to have the information from the SRC-DCP prepared in a
manner which would allow it to be presented for publication.
Carl Falco made the motion

Jack Root second the motion

Motion carried

State Reports

Motion to keep the State Report written and submitted to
Executive Committee 30 days in advance for consideration at
annual meeting.

Lonnie Matthews made the motion

Alex Hawkins second the motion

Motion carried

Annual meeting- Planning committee- 3 members current host,
immediate, past host, future host, with the submission of funds
to host state as needed.

Jack Root made the motion

Carl Falco second the motion

Motion carried

RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE

1. Recognition of AZ SPCC
Kiven Stewart moved
Mancil Smith second the motion
Motion carried

2. Recognition of Event Sponsors, With Secretary writing letter
Jim Wright made the motion
Mancil Smith second the motion
Motion carried

3. Federal/State Pesticides - Local Option decision
Kiven Stewart moved
Alex Hawkins second the motion
Motion carried



10.

11.

FIFRA Sec 2ee applicable to all pesticide applications
Jim Wright made the motion

Bennie Mathis second the motion

As amended to say 2ee not applicable to Termiticides
Root made the motion

Harvey Dominick second the motion

Passed with one NO

Multi-Media Enforcement Activities

Bennie Mathis moved

Kiven Stewart second the motion

As amended to remove reference to block grants and hidden
agenda

Jack Root moved

Barry Patterson second the motion

Motion carried

Need for Termiticide Research, USDA needs to continue it's
pursuit of research of sub termites.

Bennie Mathis made the motion

Jim Wright second the motion

Motion carried

Authorize Secretary/Treasurer to open bank of his choice.
Carl Falco made the motion

Jim Harron second the motion

Motion carried

Nominations Committee- Kiven Stewart Chair.
Recommendations— Dave Scott- President
Jim Wright- Vice President
Alex Hawkins-Secretary/Treasurer
Jim Harron—- Executive Committee
Ray Howell made the motion
Kiven Stewart second the motion
Motion carried

Motion to have ASPCRO pursue EPA Certification Training to
support a certification workshop

Jack Root made the motion

Jim Harron second the motion

Motion carried

Motion to close the meeting
Kiven Stewart made the motion
Dennis Howard second the motion
Motion carried

Meeting was adjourned

Jack Root moved

Jim Harron second the motion
Motion carried
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Mr. Joe Mauldin

Southern Forest Experiment Station
Forestry Sciences Laboratory

PO Box 2008, GMF

Gulfport, MS 39505

Dear Joe:

A situation has recently come to the attention of the Association
of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials (ASPCRO) which we
Wwould like to address. 1t appears that Dr. Susan Jones is
planning to vacate her position with the USDA-FS in Gulfport. We
in the regulatory community regret to hear that. Dr. Jones, like
levery scientist on your staff, has become a tremendous resource
for structural pest control (industry and regulators). We find
it very comforting to have the objective expertise of Dr. Jones
nd her colleagues available to the various regulatory programs
cross the country. As you well know, we have relied upon the
ork from Gulfport to guide us in the development of our
tructural pest control regulatory programs for decades.

he information that comes to me indicates Dr. Jones feels she
an no longer divide her time between Mississippi and Arizona,
ue to personal reasons. It is also my understanding that Dr.
ones requested a permanent assignment in Arizona and that
equest was denied. I fully understand the request for
eassignment was given careful consideration by you and your
uperiors and the resulting decision appears to be a function of
n austere budget. We at the state level can appreciate the
udget process and empathize with your budget restraints.

hile another scientist can fill a position vacated by Dr. Jones,
t will take a considerable amount of time for that person to
evelop her level of expertise. The structural pest control
ndustry is changing faster today than ever before. 1It is an
ncreasing problem for us to stay abreast of those changes. We
ill be at a serious disadvantage if we must wait for years while

replacement for Dr. Jones reaches a level equal to that of your
ork group now. While that may be unavoidable, I would hate to
ee that occur as a result of a fiscal problem.




ASPCRO would respectfully request that additional consideration
be given to this important issue and that Dr. Jones' regquest be
granted to continue her work on termites at the Arizona location.
We are sensitive to the budget process and would be willing to
support your efforts to gain additional budget funding to
facilitate this change. If you should have questions or
comments, please feel free to contact me any time. Thanking you
in advance for your consideration, with kindest personal regards,
I am

Sincerely,

David E. Scott
President

DES:akw
cc: Dr. Tom Ellis, Director
Southern Forest Experiment Station
Room T-10210
US Postal Service Building
701 Loyola Avenue
New Orleans, LA 70113

Dr. Stan Barnes, Assistant Director
Southern Forest Experiment Station
Room T-10210

US. Postal Service Building

701 Loyola Avenue

New Orleans, LA 70113



SUGGESTED GUIDELINES FOR COMPLETING THE STANDARD
WOOD DESTROYING INSECT INFORMATION FORM
(HUD FORM 92053, VA FORM 26-8850, REVISED 5/91)

The above referenced form must be used by pest control operators for any HUD/VA
guaranteed loan unless the STATE has mandated a specific form to be used to the
exclusion of all others. This policy was described in Mortgagee Letter #91-12.

GENERAL INFORMATION REGARDING WOOD DESTROYING INSECT
INSPECTIONS FOR HUD/VA GUARANTEED LOANS

Under accepted practices within the pest control industry, it is the responsibility of the
inspector/inspecting company to inspect for and to fully report visible signs of
infestation and visible damage by wood destroying insects, and visible evidence of
conditions conducive to infestation by subterranean termites.

IF THE STATE HAS PRESCRIBED OR ACCEPTED PROCEDURES FOR
INSPECTIONS, THOSE SHOULD BE FOLLOWED IN CONDUCTING THE
INSPECTION. IF NO SUCH STATE GUIDANCE EXISTS, THE INSPECTION
PROCEDURES SHOULD BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE GUIDELINES FOUND
IN THE PENNSYLVANIA PEST CONTROL ASSOCIATION ACCREDITED WOOD
DESTROYING INSECT INSPECTOR PROGRAM MANUAL AND NPCA
PUBLICATIONS

Instructions 6n reverse side of the form should be read and understood.
1A. VA Case Number--Enter the number if available; otherwise, leave blank.
1B. HUD/FHA Case Number--Enter the number if available; otherwise, leave blank.

2. Date--Enter the date of inspection, not the date the report was prepared.

3A. Name of Inspection Company--Enter the name of the licensed inspection company
or pest control company performing the inspection.

3B. Address of Inspection Company--Enter the mailing address of the company listed
under 3A.

3C. Telephone Number--Enter the telephone number of the company
listed under 3A.



4. Pest Control License Number--Enter the pest control business license number of
the company listed under 3A. If not applicable, list the individual inspector’s pest
control license, certification, registration, or permit number as required by your state.
If licenses are not required in the state, note as such.

5A. Name of Property Owner/Seller--Enter the name of the property owner

5B. Address of Property--Enter the complete physical address of the property. If
mailing address differs from the physical address (such as a post office box), note as
such and include both.

5C. Structure(s) Inspected--Enter a clear and accurate description of all of the
structures on the property which were inspected (e.g. "house and garage ONLY").

6. Were Any Areas of the Property Obstructed or Inaccessible--Virtually every
property will have some obstructed or inaccessible area, so the box is regularly checked
"YES." In the unlikely situation that there is no obstructed or inaccessible areas, check
"NO." If "YES" is checked, then go to item 7.

7. Obstructions or Inaccessible Areas--Enter a list of obstructions or inaccessible areas.
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. Other Inaccessible areas
must also be considered and listed depending on the state. Special consideration and
notation should be made of those inaccessible areas of the structure(s) which wood
destroying insects commonly infest in the state.

8. Based on Careful Visual Inspection of the Readily Accessible Areas of the
Property--This section provides for the findings of the inspection. Note that the report

is for visible inspection only. In Section 8, more than one box may be checked unless
box 8B is checked. If 8B is checked no other box in the section may be checked.

8A . Visible evidence of wood destroying insects was observed. No control measures
were performed. Insects observed:--Check the box and enter wood d‘e%royin insects
observed, the area of the property, and any evidence of insects eventsuch\W¥&£& not »
seen. If marking evidence but did not see the insects, note as such. Box 8A should
be used when there are insects and/or evidence be ifitactive, inactive, or of»
indeterminable activity status, AND the inspection company did not provide treatment
for any reason. For example, perhaps the inspection company does not do treatments,
the homeowner wanted other quotes, the weather was inappropriate, etc. An
explanation must be provided as to why no treatment was performed.



8B. No visible evidence of infestation from wood destroying insects was observed-
-Check this box if absolutely no evidence of wood destroying insects was present,
either active or inactive, recent or old. If Box 8B is checked, no other boxes in Section

8 should be checked.

8C. Visible evidence of infestation was noted; proper control measures were
performed--Check this box if the inspection company found evidence of infestation
and provided control measures. All appropriate documents such as description of
treatment, graphs, contracts, etc. must be attached to the form and referenced in Box

10.

8D. Visible damage due to has been observed in the following

areas --If any damage is visible due either to evidence of active or inactive
infestation, it must be noted. The type of insect must be listed in the first blank and
all damaged areas of the property must be listed in the second blank. A graph of the
damaged structure must be provided. If box 8D is checked, then a box must be
checked in section 9.

8E. Visible evidence of previously treated infestation, which is now inactive, was
observed--Check this box if there is there is no evidence of insect activity and the
company previously treated the property. Inspectors should exercise caution and not
assume that there was in fact treatment or that treatment was performed according
to state regulations unless the inspecting company performed the treatment. Any such
evidence and explanation must be noted in Box 10.

9. Damage Observed Above, If Any--If box 8D is checked, then a box in 9 must be
checked.

9A. Will be/has been corrected by this company--Check this box if the inspection
company will or has corrected the damage, referencing any attachments such as repair
contracts in Box 10.Care should be exercised to document and clarify how much of the
damage listed in 8D will be/has been corrected.

9B. Will be corrected by another company--Check this box if the damage will be
corrected by a company related to the inspection company, in which case a contract
or documents must be attached and referenced in Box 10. Caution should be exercised
to document and clarify how much of the damage listed in 8D has been corrected.

9C. Will not be corrected by this company. Recommend that damage be evaluated
by a qualified building expert--Check this box if the damage will not be corrected by
the inspecting company or a company related to the inspecting company. This box
recommends that a building expert should evaluate the damage. It is NOT the
responsibility of the inspector to make this evaluation.

3



10. Additional Comments--List all attachments to the report. Note that all documents
are integral parts of this report. Each attached document should be named specifically
(e.g. "see attached graph, warranty, and contract all of which are integral parts of this

report”).
11. Statement of Pest Control Operator--Read and understand this section.

12A. Signature of Authorized Company Representative--Either the inspector or
the representative required by state regulations or company policy signs the report.

12B. Title--Enter the title such as owner, manager, inspector, etc. and employee
identification number, if applicable of the person who signed the report.

12C. Date--Enter the date this form was signed by the individual listed in 12A.

14. Signature of the Purchaser--This is not the responsibility of the inspector unless
required by the state.

15. Date--This is not the responsibility of the inspector.

Visible evidence of conditions conducive to infestation by subterranean termites shall
be listed on the back of the form or as an attachment referenced in Box 10.

Note: Additional information such as-eneyelepedis-er entomological information, copies

consumer where appropriate. -



This document is a result of the joint efforts of the following not-for-profit
organizations which may be contacted for further information:

National Pest Control Association
Attn: Greg Baumann

8100 Oak Street

Dunn Loring, VA 22027

(703) 573-8330

Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials
c/o The Indiana State Chemist

Attn: Dave Scott

Purdue University

1154 Biochemistry Bldg.

West Lafayette, IN 47907

(317) 494-1585

Pennsylvania Pest Control Association
Attn: Len Bruno

509 N. Second St.

Harrisburg, PA 17101

(215) 586-5640 (Bruno)

(Revised 8/11/93) 5






DRAFT

Registration/Classification Issue
for Consideration by SFIREG

Termiticide Efficacy and FIFRA Section 2 (ee)

Issue: FIFRA Section 2(ee) defines situations when deviation from
the registered pesticide label will not be considered

misuse. The most frequently invoked of these label deviations is
"applying a pesticide at any dosage, concentration, or frequenc

less than that specified on the labeling unless the labelin

specifically prohibits dev1atlon from the specified dosage,
concentration, or frequency.

The Association of Structural Pest Control Regulatory Officials
(ASPCRO) is very concerned with the inappropriate use of FIFRA
Section 2(ee) to sanction sloppy and inefficacious termite

treatment applications. The Congressional intent of FIFRA

Section 2(ee) was to allow beneficial non-label uses, not to
provide an automatic, after-the-fact defense for pest control
operators for sloppy or fraudulent applications where the amount
of termiticide applied is less than the amount necessary to achieve

control.

Recommendation: The SFIREG WC/RC concurs with ASPCRO’s
termiticide concerns and recommends EPA consider:

(1) calling in efficacy data for termiticide products to establish
the lower limit application rate for an efficacious treatment. The
efficacy data call-in should include efficacy data generated from
actual field application trials, and not merely data geenerated in
near-ideal laboratory situations.

(2) Requiring registrants of termiticide products to amend their
labels to clearly include on the label the lower limit
application rate for an efficacious termite treatment and to
include a clearly worded prohibition not to apply the termiticide
product at less than the lower limit application rate necessary to
achieve control;

(3) Formulate a policy to advise the pest control industry that
inefficacious termite treatments are a misuse;

(4) Clarify that FIFRA Section 24 does not preempt any state from

establishing termiticide use rules and regulations more restrictive
than the termiticide label.

Revised 6/18/91
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Registration/Classification Issue
for Consideration by SFIREG REVISED 6/18/91

EFFICACY DATA AND EFFICACY TESTING

BACKGROUND: Until 1979, EPA required the submission of efficacy
data for agency review for all pesticides. 1In 1979, EPA
implemented an efficacy data waiver to reduce the administrative
burden of reviewing efficacy data, thereby allowing the agency to
devote more resources to the review of data concerned with the
health and safety effects of pesticides. EPA believed that the
blanket submission of efficacy data for pesticide products was
unnecessary because: (1) users could determine for themselves
which products worked and which didn’t and plan future purchases
accordingly; (2) evidence of efficacy at the time of initial
registration did not assure continuing efficacy:; (3) marketing of
inefficacious products would subject pesticide producers to
costly civil suits from aggrieved users. EPA planned to retain
the right to require the submission of efficacy data for products
for which a lack of efficacy was reported.

Thus, the marketplace was expected to become the arbiter of
product efficacy. Products which didn’t work would merely cease
to exist through the pressures of a competitive marketplace.

The submission of efficacy data was still required, however, for
pesticides with public health uses because of the greater risk to
the public health if these products failed to perform as claimed.

In 1982 then Vice President George Bush’s regulatory
reform/regulatory relief efforts convinced EPA’s Office of
Pesticide Programs (OPP) to extend the efficacy data waiver to
include vertebrate and invertebrate pest control products. EPA
planned to continue to require efficacy data for products
intended for controlling "invisible public health pests":
pathogens or toxins which could not be observed by the user but
which posed a direct threat to human health or well being. The
review of product efficacy data by EPA was now limited to
antimicrobials used in public health situations such as hospitals
and nursing homes.

In 1982 the SFIREG Working Committee on Registration &
Classification held the position that, in general, the
marketplace is not an efficient or effective method for
determining pesticide product efficacy. The lay pesticide user
(and, frequently, the "professional" applicator) lacks the skills
for determining if a product is efficacious. When a consumer
purchases a pesticide product, he assumes it will work. If the
pressures of the marketplace eventually result in the removal of
an inefficacious product, it is usually only after large amounts
of time, money and energy have been wasted.



One registrant, whose product line included rodenticides, wrote
the SFIREG WC/RC: "We urge your SFIREG working group ‘to evaluate
the efficacy data waiver policy very carefully. It is our belief
that the present efficacy data requirements for the subject
pesticides are well founded. When one considers the potential
manufacture, sale, and use of ineffective hospital use or food
processing disinfectants, food plant rodenticides, and so on, the
possible public health consequences appear very signlficant
Accordingly, we believe that this efficacy data waivér policy is
inappropriate and should be rejected. Please note that the
present efficacy data waiver for most crop pesticides does not
pose a public health risk of comparable magnitude."

From comments provided by state pesticide officials, registrants,
health officials and the public, EPA became convinced that the

waiver of efficacy data for vertebrate pest control products did
not serve the public good. The waiver of efficacy data for these
products was rescinded in a Federal Register notice on September

12, 1984.

In 1982 EPA terminated the disinfectant efficacy testing program
it had carried out at its laboratory in Beltsville; ‘Maryland.

The efficacy testing done at Beltsville included béth pre- and
post-registration testing. The pre-registration efficacy testing
consisted of duplicating selected studies submitted- in support of
public health use disinfectant pesticide product registration.
The post-registration efficacy testing was performéd for
enforcement purposes on samples of disinfectants collected in the
marketplace. Some of these samples were referred from state
pesticide labs which had conducted their own efficacy tests.

In 1986 EPA terminated funding for its cooperative agreement with
the Denver Wildlife Research Center of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service. Rodenticide efficacy testing was done for EPA by the
Denver facility, with the samples collected by state and regional
pesticide inspectors being routed through NEIC.

ISSUES:

I. Over the past ten years EPA steadily marched away from
efficacy data reviews and efficacy testing.

The October 1990 Government Accounting Office report critical of
EPA’s regulation of disinfectants and Linda Fisher’s rebuttal
again focused attention on efficacy data requlrements and
efficacy testing of pesticide products.

The SFIREG WC/RC encourages EPA to resume disinfectant efficacy
testing, appoint a workgroup to assist in resolving the
controversy over validity of test methods, and in general pursue
a more vigorous and active enforcement/compliance strategy.



II. The SFIREG WC/RC recommends that EPA consider for
antimicrobial pesticides:

(1) The creation of a new national laboratory center for
efficacy testing/method development for antimicrobial products;
or

(2) The funding of one or more state laboratories under
cooperative agreement to serve as regional center(s) for efficacy
testing/method development for antimicrobial products.

The lab(s) should be managed by a professional staff of national
stature, should serve as a resource for state labs, and should be
willing to accept samples submitted by the states.

III. The SFIREG WC/RC asks that EPA consider that there are
other types of pesticides, besides public health pesticides,
where the marketplace should not be the arbiter of efficacy.

The SFIREG WC/RC recommends that EPA require the submission of
efficacy data for the registration of insecticides intended for
subterranean termite control. The typical termiticide product
"consumers", the applicator and his homeowner customer, do not
have the expertise or the time to let the marketplace determine
if a termiticide treatment is efficacious.

In addition, SFIREG WC/RC believes that EPA should require a
minimum standard of efficacy as a registration requirement for
termiticide products. We consider five-year efficacy to be the
minimally acceptable term; in practice, we would hope for
efficacy for a far greater period. A five-year minimum efficacy
requirement is consistent with the soil guarantees required by
federal lenders (FHA, VA) and is a minimum treatment standard
under some state pesticide statutes.

Although EPA has often characterized itself as "not a consumer-
protection agency, but only an environmental protection
agency....", SFIREG WC/RC encourages EPA to consider not only the
financial burden to the homeowner, but also the environmental
burden of repeated chemical applications that may result from the
application of an inefficacious termiticide or a termiticide with
a longevity of less than five years.
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