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Californians for
pPesticide Reform

Californians for Pesticide Reform (CPR) is a coalidon
of pubilic interest organizations commireed to protect-
ing public health and the environmen from pesticide
proliferaion. CPR’s mission is to 1) educare Califor-
nians about envirenmental and health risks posed by
pesticides; 2} climinate the use of dic most dangerous
pesticides in California; and 3) promore sustainable
pest concrol solutions for our farms, communities, for-
ests, homes and yards; and 4) held government agen-
cies aceouncable for protecting public health and Cali-
fornians’ right w know about pesticide use and expo-
sure.

For mor informarion on pesticides and how you can
work ta reduce pesticide use and provect your heslth
and environment, conemct CPEL

49 Powell Sercer, Suite 530

San Francisco, CA 94102

tel: (415) 981-3939, 888-CPR~4880 (in Calif)
fax: (415) 981-2727

email: pests®ipe.org

website: www.ige.org/opr

Pesticide Action
Network North America

The Pesticide Action MNerwork (PAN) advocates adop-
tion of ecologically-sound pezt management methods
in place of pesticide use. For 17 years, our interna-
tional network of over 400 citizens groups in more
than 60 countries has crearcd 4 global citizen pesticide
reform mavement with regional coordinaung centers
in Africa, Asiz, Europe, Latin America and Notth
America. PAN North America’s (PAMNA) primacy ap-
proach is to link the collective strengths and expertise
of groups in Canada, Mexico and the U.S. with cour-
wrpart cititen movements in other countries, and ©
carry out joint projects o further our collective goals
of sustainable agriculture, eavironmental pratection,
workers' rights, improved food secutity, and guaran-
teed human rights for all,

For more information and 1o order copies of this re-
port, conract Pesticide Action Network.

49 Powel| Street, Suite 500
San Francisco, CA 94102
rel: (413) 981-1771

fax: (415) 9B1-9N7
email; panna@panna.arg
webiite: www.panna.org
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California Rural Legal

Assistance Foundation

"The Califdrnia Rural Legal Assistance Foundation
(CRLAF) is:a privare, non-profit organizadion dedi-
viding advocacy and educational assistance
cers adversaly affected by pesticide exposure
iork health and safery hagards. The Projects’
s monitoring of employer compliance
HA standards and CalOSHA enforcement
rsight of pesticide exposure investigarions
licy development and implementation;
for improved pesticide exposure provec-
rkers and elimination of use of the most
ticides.

acrivities;
and DPR
and advo
tions for

t, Floor 1
Sacramenty, CA 25816

wl: (916} 446-7904

Eax: (916) #46-3057

email: acaen@mothet.com

United Farmworkers

Farm Workers of America, AFL-CIO), is
wnion of farrpworkers in the country, with
regional offices dhroughout California and in Texas,
Florida and Washingron State. Founded by Cesar

use Rarmworkers are the single populstion
by pesticides, the UFW plays 2 ceneral
ring for the ban of the most dangerous
pesticides pnd for farmworkers' fights o 2 safe and
healthy whrk place. The UFW approaches pesticide is-
sues from [zn organizing perspective, and works with
groups thioughout Morth Americs who have joined
the fighe tp improve the lives of millions of agriculrural
workers ig the 115,

18 Wesr Uake Ave., #L
Wm;sunvilk, CA 95076
rel: (408) FO1-7170
fax: (40B) 7284390
websive: www.ufw.org
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" thousands of farmworkers
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agriculrural fields.
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Executive Summary

Agriculrure is still ane of the most hazardous
occuparions in the U.S. The death rate
among agricultural workers nationwide was
an estimared 20.9 per 100,000 workers in
1996 compared o the average for all indus-
tries of 3.9 per 100,000 workers. In addition
w long workdays and high risk of physical
injury, the nations estimated 2.5
million farmworkers face a
greatet risk of pesticide exposure
than any other scgment of the
popularion.

In California, the state with the
largest agricultural cconomy in
the country, farm work is con-
ducred by a workforce of about
400,000 men and women. From
1991 1o 1996 the California En-
vironmental Protecrion Agency's
Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR)
reported 3991 cases of occupational poison-
ing by agricultural pesticides, an average of
(65 cases per year.

Unfortunarely, the situarion is even worse
than chese numbers indicate. Pesticide expo-
sure incidents often go unreported because
rmany farmworkers arc afraid of incurring
medical bills since few have health insurance
and many do not realize they are entided to
Workers' Compensation. Many workers fear
retaliation from employers or are not pro-
vided sufficient pesticide hazard training to
recognize symptoms of pesticide poisaning,
Some farmworkers bear the symptoms they
expertence simply as part-of the job.

001597

Farmworker Poisoning Data Limited
Since the 1980s, California has had unique
reportifg systems for both pesticide use and
pesticide-related illnesses. These dara collee-
tems are intended 1o assist policy
and the public in underseanding the

scope f pesticide use and poisonings in the
state, Qur arrempts to use these data o un-
derstarid farmworker expesure to pesticides,

t, have uncovered significant limita-

Gaps in pesticide illness dara, for example,
limit efforts to pinpoint with certainty which
d which pesticides used in produc-

number of farmworker poisonings.
a third of the reporred cases berween
1d 1996 identify no specific crop asso-
ith the poisoning incident. Many
case reports contain litde or no information
on spexific pesticides involved, type of work,
symptpms or medical tests. This is partly be-
cause many doctors know lirtle abour pesti-
cide ppisoning and many are not filing re-
quired pesticide illness reports with county
officials, so the opportunity for immediare
investigarion is lost.

In addition, the California pesticide illness
reporging systern addresses only acure health
effectd. Chrenic effects are not accounted for,
despicp evidence that farm work is associated
with dlevared risk of certain cancers. birth
defectp, spontaneous abortion and develop-
mentdl problems.

Despife these limitations, che daca collected
through California’s pesicide use and pesti-
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cide illness reporting systems reveal disturb.
ing trends, including increasing usc of pesti-
cides and continucd high numbers of pesti-
cide poisonings.

Reported Poisonings by Crop,
Activity and County

Ten crops account for half of all reported ag-
riculturc-related pesticide illnesses (Table I).
All other identified crops account for about
22% of reporred iliresses, and in abour 29%
of the cases no specific crop was identified.

The majority of pesticide poisonings occur

Whﬂr‘l Farmworkcrs are dDiﬂg ﬁcldwcxrk, SLIC:h .

as picking, field packing, weeding, and irri-
gating. From 1991 wo 1996 the two most

common sources of exposure leading ro pesti-

cide-related illnesses were drift from pesticide
spraying (44%) and field residues (33%).

- The greatest number of poisonings were re-

poried in Kern County (534), with a major-
ity occurring in cotton and grapes. The 15
countics with the most reporred pesticide-
related poisonings are listed in Table IL In
nine of those counties, the majority of re-
ported poisonings had no specific crop listed

Table I. Acute

Poisoning Cases—Top

10 ¢I'¢M, 1991-1996’
Crop - "Fortal Cun i
grapes 539 7.0
cotton 399
broceoli o807
oranges 165
ornamentals 104
altmonds 102
Tomatoes 142
lettuce 101
strawberrics 78
alfalfa 70
Subtotal 1967
all ather crops® 880
Ho Crop given 1144
Total 3ol

*For a lisr of all crops meluded. we Appendix C
Nurpee: Ciplepienne DPR 1009,

i
i

consolation to an injured—or i

i
¥
i

as a source, severely limiting cﬂ"oriz:s 10 target
regulatory actions to the most prdblcmaric
crops. Dara from all 48 countics m which

pesticide poisonings ;

were reported are listed

in Appendix F Table fl. Top 15 Pesticide
Many Poisonings ~ Poisoning Countics,
Are Not Reported 1991-1996
California’s Pesticide .

Iiness Surveillance Pro- County ‘Total Cases
gram offers a limited Kern 534
view of the extenc of Fresno 515
farmworker pesticide Montercy 498
exposure. Although it is Tulare

the most extensive re- :

porting system in the :imqﬂ umi :

U.S., many agricultural T

poisoning cases are ;G“F Fuenit o

never reported, The pri-
mary barriers to accu-
rate reporting are in-
timidation from em-
ployers and fear of job
loss. The following ex-
cerpt from a
farmworker interview
illustrates the extent of
employer intimidation
in some cases:

When Magdalena fell ill durng her

picker at a large strawbemy fam in
Watsornville, Callfomia,? she toldd be

Ventura .
San Diego .
Los Angeles™

Madera

Riverside

Weurce: California DFR 1993

that her spreading rash was a resul
cide exposure. She wits grucging
mission to go to the company

the unclerstanding that she would Hha

for the visit herself if the doctor di
clare her iliness to be pesticide rel
Within clays, the worker was firec
the explanation that she “wasn't o
enough into her wiork,”
Retaliation against injured worke
bur all toe commeon, and can hav
effect on an enrire workforce, Fed
state Jaws prohibit retaliation agai
who arc exercising their righes, bu
laws are effectively enforced, they

' Farmworker accounts are sxertpted from wi
investigraeion feporers. Names have been omig

001598
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ts illegal
a chilling
ral and

st workers
unril the
fTer licde

pher testimony aad councy pesticide episode
red or changed m proeeer the workers.




Enforcement of Laws Is Weakest in they document. In fiscal year 1996/97, only

A“_" " High Pesticide Use 657 finks were issued stacewide for pesticide

Callforrfia:s counry-ba.scd. system for enfore- | yiolatidhns, The vast majority of actions

ing pesur.:lf:ie taws has serious w“jmms‘_A {5.153) were “Notices of Vielation” and “Ler-

few countics do confiuct fairly chorough in- rers of Warning,” which carry no fine and arc

spections and investigations and issue fines ot recbrded in pecmanen statewide records.

for viofations quire regulacly. Unfortunarely, Hundreds of additional documented viola-
these counties are the excepon * dons lef to nio action at all. This means thar

rather than the rule. for mofe than 85% of the docurnented viola-
Pk, By comparing the five counties ~ dons far this period, no central record exists
éﬁCGUHﬁES with greater issuing the greatest number of " of eithqr the narure of the violations or the
" ﬂSﬂCUltUI"ﬂl pﬁﬁddﬁ fines to che five countics report- names pf businesses l'cCtiViﬂg warning ne-
E tse and more cases ing the most agriculrural pesticide  © tices.

of _agﬂcultural pesticide usc for 1925- it is evidene char When Rines are issued, they are generally very
Al :.Illness issue very counties with greater agriculrural 1o Of the fines issued from 1991 through

Rl n A a P -

. few fines. . pesticide use and more cases of 1996, dlmost half were less than $151, and
£8 s " agricultural pesticide illnessissue | ogq than 5% exceeded $1,000. The large
e o very few fines (Table IID). No fines istued generally result from investiga-
| countyin the C:z:ntra.l Valley, the tions of episodes of pesticide drift or carly
state’s agriculrural heartland, issued more ficld repnery affecting large crews of workers.
than an average of 25 fines per year. In con- This approach is analogous to the highway
crast, primarily urban Los Angeles County parrol jssuing speeding tickets only when 2
issued an average of 124 fines annually. (See huge pile-up occurs, and just sending a lerer

Appendix [ for the enforcement record of all . that says,
cottnees.) tOTS.

Statewide, county agricultural commissioners

issue fines for about a tenth of the violations The wmpst important and urgenty needed

step to|reduce exposure is climinating use of
Table lll. Top 5 Counties for Agricultural those pesticides which endanger the health
Pesticide Fines vs. and wdll-being of farmworkers throughout

'I'op 5 Cnunties for Pnlicide l.lse

SR (1995)" e ness. Phasing our use of the most dangerous

County (1991‘1997) - (thousand “"') (1995)%@ pesticifles—those that cause cancer or repro-
Los Angeles 124" 208 B 1 ductivg harm, or are extremely roxic to the
Orange 53 994 6 - nervoys system—would represent a tremen-
San Luis Obispo 42 161 2 dous step toward a more sustainable, healthy
Sacramento 43 2,429 5 - and hymane agriculrural system.
Riverside 40 4,471 5 1 To achiieve this goal and reduce the level of
Kern 24 24,108 268 farmworker exposure to those pesticides
Fresno 19 39,805 99 which{remain registered, we recommend that
Tulare 17 17,927 43 q stare agencies take the following steps:
Monterey 12 10,122 50 - 1. Rapjdly phase out use of the most toxic
San Joaquin . 8 11,646 30 pesticides and promote healthy and sus-

‘l 1‘:(:\;;:;:::..;;5:1":32i:’lrir:‘;e :‘u: :;;It’rccn officidly feleassd by DPR. Use is listedd 25 thusue rainable altemadves. Californias Depart-
Sones Fnt it c..-f,;m‘-u::fw 19%Wa; Pecicade e ot from Lisbmar 1997 Hines ment of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) :
it fram Cabfirtia DR 1977 should develop and implement a plan 20 S

phage out use of pesticides that cause can-
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cer of reproductive harm, or are highly poi-

sonous acure necve toxins, The California

- Environmental Protection Agency and the
California Department of Food and Agri-
culture should commit significant resources
to rescarch and training in support of or-
ganic and other sustainable agricultural
practices.

2.Improve regulations to reduce farmworker

expasure, DPR should take 2 number of
immediate steps, including banning aerial
spraying of pesticides, prohibiting back-
pack spraying for restricted use pesticides,

. -and expanding buffer zones and posting
and notification requirements.

3.Strenpthen enforcement of existing laws.
DPR should abolish the option of issuing
notices of violarion chat carry no fine, set
minimum mandatory penalries, increase
fine levels for moderate and serious viola-
tions, and abolish leniency roward violators
who claim ro be unfamiliar with regularory
requirements. An independent review
board should be estzblished to evaluarte the
performance of county agricultural com-
missioners in enforcing pesticide regula-
tions.

4. Improve reporting of pesticide poison-
ings. The Department of Health Services
should expand its existing program to train
doctors about pesticide poisoning diagno-
sis, treatment and reporting requirements,
and should escablish and fund a program_
to monitor long-term healch impacts of
pesricide exposure among farmworkers.
California Occuparional Safery and Health
Administration (CalQSHA) and the Medi-

cal Board oF Cahforma should :km:lsc

report pesticide polsnmngs prongptly to
county health officers. In additign, “safety

or prizes (o work-crews when ng injuries or
illnesses are reported should be prohibited.

5. Improve farmworker access to
rreatment, Existing regulations fe

insurance and/or establish a vo fi-
nance farmworker heaith care c?sm

6. Ensure farmworker and public i

know. DPR should expand wo right-
to-know by requiring adequate posting of
restricted entry intervals and iptions
of acute and chronic health effe

ated with each pesticide applied,
understandable format and
Farmworkers should also be

quired under Proposition 63,
should establish a public da
formation on the amount of pefricides

used, violations reported, nurnber of work-

ers affected by the violations anl the num-
- ber of pesticide illnesses for each user/
grower. These data should be released to

the public no more than six mdnchs after
the end of the year for which the informa-
tion is reported to DPR.
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Introduction: Farmworkers on the
Frontline of Pesticide Exposure

| have had headaches, dizziness, nausea, stomach pain and vorniting be-
cause | was poisoned by pesticices at work | tol the foreman vy | et
and e told me that | was hung over. He ignored me and left, | am the
pesticide sprayer and | often get wet with the licyicd that they use on the
plants, My clothing does not protect me, it is toolthin and my arms et
wet. | can never 9o to the doctor because | don’ have encugh money.”

=Aulie’
Agl'iﬁl.l“lll'al Work Is the popplarion, Agricultural workers may be
| Dangerous directly|exposed to pesticides in many

: . o - ways—{nixing or applying pesticides; during
] | A.grlctﬂr}lrc is still one of the most hazardous  +  planting; weeding, thinning, irfigating, prun-
| occuparions in the U.S. The dearh rate ing and|harvesting crops; or fiving in the

among agricultural workers nationwide was
an estimated 20.9 per 100,000 workers in
1996, compared to the average for all indus-
tries of 3,9 per 100,000 workers (National
Safery Council 1996). Rates of imjury or ill-
ness among farmwarkers are also high. Since
1990, injury rates in agticulwral producton

midst of trezred fields. Government estimates
indicatd thar more than 20,000 farmworkers
suffer fom acute pesticide poisonings® each
vear in the U.S. (Blondell 1997, Federal Reg-
ister 1987, U.S. GAQ 1992).

Agri

primar{ly by members of ethnic ot racial mi-

wortk in the .S, is performed

have ranged from 9.4% to more than 12%,
ied, About 79% of migrant and seasonal :

In addirion to long workdays and high risk up about 18% and African and

of physical injury, the nation’s esimared 2.5 | Asian Americans make up the remainder
million farmworkers face a greater risk of pes-  * (Miineg er al. 1997).
Geide exposure than any other segment of

3 well above the average of occupational inju- | Dot . :
¥ o for all industrics (6.6% in 1996) (AFL- | farmo rkers in the country are Latino-~the
i C1O 1999, Bureau of Labar Statistics 1995, vast mjority of Mexican origin, 3% Puerto
# Runyan 1993). Rican 4nd a small proportion from other
H Larin rican countries. European Ameri-
1

Children Are More Vulnerable to Pesticid¢ Exposure

developing, emviranmental roxins can

factors are parriculady important. Com-
y e have mare serious effects on children.

pared 1o adules:

Children are disproportionately exposed « Children drink more fluids, breathe Childhood canccrs ate also 2 major con-
to many crivironmental toxins, includ- mone air, and eat morc food per unit cerm. There is evidence of assediations
ing pesticides. Those who live on or near of body weight so their potendal for between prenaual or infant exposiees to
farms or bave family members who exposure is proportionately greaver. pesticides and childhood brin mumors,
work on farms generally cxperience . Ok leukemia, non-Hodgkins lymphoma, l
‘ greater sxposire than the “gverage” Ch:lhd;:;io&m ha:l reater contact sarcoma, and Wilm's numor, Solomon |
‘ child. In additon, children are generally wu‘ ? s cnl I?Wl'volu and Mor Gite a California srudy in
i ore suscepible to the offects of pesti- nm:immdﬂmrm E“: which use of pesticides in the home ar
¥ cides than adula, o ml havi garden during pregnancy or lactaton
E Asccording to a recent study of pesticide- and hand-co-mouth bebavior was associated with 2 morc than dhre-
1] relared health risks of farm children « Because children’s bodics and brains fold increased risk of childhood
‘ 11 (Solomon and Mott 1998), chroe major are immarure and sl growing and leukemia.
¥
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In addition to the adulr workforce, the ULS,
farm labor workforee includes an estimared
300,000 children between the ages of 14 and
17; no estimares are available for younger
children (Dobnik and Anthony 1997, U.S.
GAQ 1998). These young people are particu-

larly vulnerable ro pesticide exposure (See box

on previous page).

Agriculural wark is also poorly compensated.
Narionwide, 62% of farmworkers live in pov-
ercy, with median seasonal incomes as low as
$2,500 for farmworker women and $5,000
for farmworer men {(Mines ex al. 1997). In
California, where the growing scasons stretch
through most of the year, annual farmworker
income is slightly higher, averaging berween
$5,000 and $7.500 (Rosenberg et al. 1998).

Economic insecurity, poor housing, language
barriers, lack of healrth insurance, and poor
work conditions exacerbate the problems of
pesticide exposure for mast farmworkers,
Recommendarions to bathe ar the end of
cach workday, wear clean work clothes every
day and wash work clothes separarely from
family clothes ring hollow when ones living
quarters have no running water or washing
machine. At least 800,000 farmworkers
across the country lack adequare shelter and
may be found camping in parking lots, living
in their cars or in groups of 10 to 12 in trail-
ers, or oceupying garages, tool sheds, caves,
tents and horel rooms (Greenhouse 1998),

Laws Provide Limited
Protection for Farmworkers

Farmwaorkers have historically been excluded
from basic protections that workers in other
industries have enjoyed for decades. In many
staces farmworkers are denied the right o
organize, Workers' Compensation for work-
place injuries, and higher pay for overtime
work.’ Farmworkers are specifically denied
protection of the right to organize under the
National Labor Relations Act, and only some
states, including Californta, have enacted Ag-
reulrural Labor Reladons Acts to fill this void.

In 1992, the U.S. Envirotunental Protection
Agency (EPA) cstablished che Worker Protec-
tion Standard (WPS) to implement its man-

More than 300,000 children labor §
|

date “to reduce the risks of illness ¢r injury
resulring from workers' and ha.ndl}s’ occupa-
tional exposures to pesticides” (1.3 EPA
1992). The WPS includes informgrion and
training requirements, posting ana restricred
entry rules for fields where pesticides are ap-
plied, and requirements for other $pecific
measures to ensure safety of workeps. Federal
law allows cach state to enforce
these protections if adequare
laws, regulations and enforce-
ment procedures are adopeed ar
the state level.

Enforcemenc of the national
WPS and state safety reguladons
is uneven, and many loopholes
and exclusions exist (Moses 1989,
Sandoval 1999). California, for
exarnple, has had pesticide safety
regulations in place for more than
25 years. vet the majority of violations docu-
mented by couny officials beewedn 1991 and
- 1997 resulred in no penalty or fink, and pes-
ticide illnesses and injuries among
farmwotkers have not declined sifec 1991,

California Farmworkers Are
Routinely Exposed to Toxic
Pesticides .

In California, the state wich the kapgesr agri-

culearal econemy in the counery, farm work

is conducted by 1 workforce ot abpur

001602

agricultural fields nationwide

protections that workers -
in other industries have
enjoyed for decades.,

Jocelym Shernran, UFE

Farmworkers
historically been;
excluded from basic:
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" Many of California's

600,000 men and women (Department of
Health and Human Services 1990), Accurate
information on the cthnic breakdown of this
waorkforce docs not exist. Although the aver-
age annual incame of California farmworkers
is slightly higher than the national average,
the cost of living in many agricultural areas is
also high. Many farmworkers live
in “labor camps,” where large
families often share one- or two-

.. many o Al room shelters near agricultural
L speclalty crops are fields.
S lﬂbOI'-lnthﬂVt, Jobs performed by farmworkers
: '“"—"'ﬁ“}“gﬂ"ﬂpﬂmﬂal in California range from field
i for dire'i'.jt_g?ntgctvdth preparation to planting, weeding,
BT PR CLd.F&h- - irrigating, pruning, harvesting
R and product packaging. Many of
' California’s specialcy crops (e.g.,

strawberries, grapes, broocoli, cut
flowers) require labor-intensive field prepara-
tion, maintenance and hacvesting—in con-
trast to the highly mechanized production of
field crops such as wheat and soybeans. This
labor-intensive management increases the
potential for direct farmworker contact with
pesticides ar many stages, including soil
preparation with chemical fumigants; over-
head application of insecricides, herbicides,
and fungjcides; dusting plants with pesticides
prior to harvest; and postharvese creatment
and handling, Farmworkers are often respon-
sible for mixing and applying pesticides and
are: also exposed during and following appli-
cation both in fields where they work and
from application in neighboring fields.

“As 8 strawbemy worker, | feel like pesticides
are all around me: in the fields | pick, in the
Fiedcs all around thern, and from the fielcls
that sumaund my home, Sametimes at work,
they give us cream for our hands to use after
they spray. | get rashes on my hands and
arrns, and my eyes get red and sore. Some-
tirmes, when | come home fram wok, | can
srmell the chernicals in my clothes. My house
is surounded by lettuce fields which are also
sprayed with pesticicles, and about 100 yardls
away, there is a smawbery field which has re-
cently been fumigated with metwl bromide.
Right vy, the tarps they use to keep the
cherical in the earth are all peeling up and
lowing in the wind.”

—Carlos
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Low intome and fear of job loss provide
strong incentives to stay on the job rather
than take time off to visit the doctor when
pesticide poisoning is suspecred. Pesticide
inciderjts in California often go unteported
because many farmworkers do not have
health |nsurance, fear recaliation fromi cm-
ployers or are not provided sufficienc pesti-

; rd training to recognize symptoms
of pestlcide poisoning, Other barricrs, such as
i iendy trained health care professionals
 to recognize pesticide poisoning, re-
e official rate of reporting still further.
workers consider the symptoms

os’ experience illustrates, farmworkers
exposed o pesticides in and around
rae, both through residue on clothing
it from farm fields which surround

regions, This cumulative exposure is not

to consideration when setting stan-
r “safe” levels of worker exposure to
pesticides, which assume that workers will
only He exposed to a pesticide in the ficld. In
ibn, state farmworker safety regulations
are padrly enforced and buffer zones in agti-
culturk] work areas around fumigated fields

This feport was produced as a collaborarive
effort|by Pesticide Action Network North
Ametkea, the United Farm Workers and Cali-
fornid Rural Légal Assistance Foundation, all
members of Californians for Pesticide Re-
form[ The report:

» hightights the dangers faced daily by thou-
sanids of farmworkers who labor in
California’s agriculrural fields;

« explores failings of the regulatory system
degigned to prorect farmworkers from pes-
ticide exposure;

+ recommends steps for improving the regu-
Latpry systern: and

* prjposes ways to move toward an agriculaural

sysem that is less reliant on the chemnicals that

pok serious danger to the industry’s workers.

copsurners, and the environment.

i
3
1
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Reported Pesticide Exposure
Among California Farmworkers

Laura, & farrworker from Lamont, Califomia, 15 a widow and mother of five. She and b
- pidkest claughter are the sole providers for her family. Laura has been a farmwaorker for

tast ten years working throughaut the Northwest. Most récently, she has worked in Cal

fomia grape fields. When asked if she has ever felt ill in the fields, Laure responds:

“Yas, | have felt sick. | have had heactaches, felt dizzy and nauseated. However, | never
went to the doctor because the symptoms would 9o away?

“About a year and & half ago when | was working, | had a very bad headache and fedt bke
vormiting. Then | kept having to scratch my hancs. A, fevy days later, | noticed that 1 hag a
rash an my hancts and reck. 1 figured the rash would 30 sway on its own, But when it
didn't, | toid the foreman, and he sent me 1o the doctor. The company doctor tald me
that | had an allergic reaction, and prescribed some pills and a lotion for the rash, | ﬁ

tey rmiss one day of work. [ know that if | don't work | don't get paic 50 | prefer to ga
work | found out that other workers also had rashes on their hands. | don't kncwy if
ever went to the doctor”

Since the 1980s, California has had unique
reporting systerns for both pesticide use and
pesticide-refated illnesses managed by the De-
partment of Pesticide Regularion (DPR).
These two reporting systems are key elements
of California’s regularory program, a program
widely considered the most extensive in the
world (Maddy et al. 1990). The systems are
designed to assist policy makers and the pub-
lic in understanding the scope of pesticide
use and poisoning in the state. Actempts to
use the reporting systems’ dara to evaluate
farmworker exposure to pesticides, however,

have revealed significant limitarioL'ls of both
systems. i

For example, Californias pcs:icidk use report-
ing system only r:qum:s r:pornn of pesu—

no specific crop associated with

Californias Pesricide Ilness Surveillanes
Program (PISP) requires physicians to
teport to councy health officers any ill-
nesses they know or suspect are related
to pesticids expasure. County health of-
ficers must then report ro county agri-
cuttural commissioners. The commis-
sioners (rrained by DPR) derermine
whether the cases idenuficd are poten-
tially relared 1o pestcides. DPR staff
then review commissioner repores and
carcgorize incidents based on cheir inter-
pretadon of the redation berween che ill-
ness or injury and pesticide exposure. A
daca ser ia then compiled which includes
information on type of illness reported

" plicadon).

. DPR also reviews docrors’ repores fled

. poru racher than pesticide illness wpons

incident. Many case reports contii

{lisved 25 eyc, skin, respiratory and sys-
temic—including nausea and head-

ache), allergic response, and ope of ex-
paswre (principally residue, drift oz ap-

with Workers' Compensation claims for
evidence of pesticide involvement. Ac-
cording v DPR. officials, the majariry of
pesticide illness daca are actually ob-
uined from Workers' Compensation -’

{California DPR. and ACSA 1994). This

illuserates majot weaknesses in the sy
tem. Many physicians do not Rle pesti- of poisonings.
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no information on specific pesticides in-
volved, making it vireually impossible to de-
termine which pesticides are assoctaced with
reported illnesses. .

In addition, the Californix pesticide iliness
reporting system addresses only acute health
effects. Chronic effects are not accounted for,
despite evidence that farm work is associated
with elevated risk of certain cancers, birch
defects, spontancous abortion and develop-
mental problems (sce “Chronic Effects of
Pesticide Exposure,” below).” Other barriers
10 accurate accounting of pesricide illness in-
clude misdiagnoses by physicians (Goldman
1998) and employment discrimination to-
ward workers reporting pesticide ilnesses.

Despite these limitations, the data collecred
through Californias pesticide use and pesti-
cide illness reporting systems reveal disturb-
ing trends, such as growing reliance on toxic
pesticides and continued high numbers of
pesticide polsonings.

Pesticide Use Is Rising

From 1991 to 1995, pesticide use in Califor-
nia increased, despite growing public interest
in pesticide-free organic food.? During this :
period, pesticide use in production agricl- |
wure increased 37% 1o more than 192 million !
pounds of active ingredient (Licbman 1997).

Durin$ the 19911995 period, use of the
most toxic pesticides increased as well. This
categoty includes cancer-causing pesticides,
restricted use pesticides, acute nerve toxins
and endocrine disruptors which increased by
129%,| 33%., 22% and 17%, respectively

pesticidles. plus developmental and reproduc-
tive toxins. and extremely toxic systemic poi-
ed during this period. As use of these

sticides increases, 5o too does the risk

and| County

Reported pesricide-refated illnesses are not
declining in California. DPR reviews about
2,000 jpotential pesticide poisoning cases ev-
ery year. From 1991 to 1996 this included
3,991 [cases related o pesticide use in agricul-
average of 665 cases per year. Al-
the numbers of reported cases were
lower fn 1993 and 1994 compared to the
previchs two years, reported cases increased
again {n 1995 and 1996 to 721 and 761, re-
spectively. (See Appendix A for explanation

In 1996, in a particularly severe incident in
Pcs!:icidc use dara for 1996-1998 are not yet Kern {County, 230 grape workers were poi-
available. soned| by drift from acrial spraying in an adje-
Group Poisonings Are Commofn
' Farmworker poisonings do not occur as fornia. Thirty were taken immediavely poisoned while harvesting grapes near

2 series of olated individual events. o a nearby clinic, The comon field Balcersfield, California. An addizonal

Rather, group poisaning events are com- had been treated with the toxic pesd- 225 farmworkers were also exposed

mon. From 1991 o 1996, 32 group cide carbofuran ar 4 am and they be- when a crop duster sprayed a nearby

poisoning incidenes involving ten o 29 gan four hours of work at 6 am. Al- coron fiddd with a mixrure of toxic
workers wiat reported, six incidencs in- though carbofuran has a restricred pesticides including Lomban, one of
volving 30 to 49 workers, and three in- entry interval! of 48 houss and re- ~ the mast widely used insecticides in
cidents involving 50 to 79 workers. The quires both postng of treared fields ‘the 1.5. and a leading cause of pesti-
_two recent events below illustrace proup and verbal nouficadon of werkers, cide paisonings (California OSHA

pobsoning Actnarios. neither was provided (CDHC 1999). 1997, FAN 1996).

+ In July 1998, 34 farmworkets, includ- * In Seprember 1996, 22 farmworkers, ‘rﬁ“ ':‘"i“_‘id“‘b:“’ i“‘:“"“ (_F%I) is ‘t‘ PF“‘":{;‘
ing a 13 year-old boy, became ill while including threc pregnant women, ot reenony o e ot o b such
weeding coton near Firebaugh, Cali- were taken to 2 hospital after being a8 werding and harvesting,
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cent cotton ficld, Although this was
an unusually large group, such clus-
tets (“group poisonings’) are not un-
common. Group poisonings occurred
in all six years {scc box an previous

page).

Grapes, Cotton and Broccoli
Arg Most Dangerous Crops

Ten crops account for nearly half of
all reported agriculrure-relared pesti-
cide ilinesses: grapes, cotton, broceoli,
oranges, ornamentals, almonds, roma-
tocs, lettuce, strawberries and alfalfa
{Table 2.2). All other crops account

! .

" Table 2.1. Reported Use of Toxic Pesticides in
California, Summary 1991-1995

 Fiphcide Catepory N Changd between 1991 and 1995
FeSflcued Use Pesticdes Tncreased 33% o 48.0 million Ibs. fyear

Amm Systemic Toxins* Steady e about 30 million Ibs./year
Cmunog\ms 129% to 23.4 million Ibs. /year

Reproductive Toxing -about 18 million bs./year
Endocrine Disruptors d 17% w 15.3 million lbs./year
Netve Toxins™ 21% to 6.8 million Ibs. /year
Towl Reported Pesticide Use™* d 30% to 208.8 million lbs. /year

" Defined by the L5, EPA 5 Caregory | acure sysremic rouins.
== Defined by the 11,5, EPA ax Caregory 11 tierve toxias.

= |Jpea include: production agticulwsns, postharvest mearment, sprucmural pest conerol. and landscape uses.
Source: Lirkmun 1997 Soone fieuns weee updared using corvecved difte froms Californis DPR (199581,

for about 22% of reported ilinesses,

and in about 29% of the cases no spe-

cific crop was identified. (See Appendix C for
a list of all crops in which poisonings were
reported.) Pesticide use dara are included in
Table 2.2 for nine of the 10 crops listed. Sta-
distical analysis shows a positive relationship
berween the amount of pesticides used on a
particular crop and number of reporred ill-
nesses associared with that crop,™

Gaps in available dara limit efforts to pin-
point with certainty which crops and which |
pesticides used in production of those crops
are responsible for the greatest number of
farmworker poisonings. The high proportien
of cases in which no specific crop was identi-
fied (29%) muakes it impossible to determine
whether some crops account for even more
poisonings than the data suggest, or whether |
additional incidents are more evenly distrib-
uted among all crops.!! Furthermore, since

data are not avaitable on workforce size for
specific crops, the proportion of farmworker
poisonings relative to the total woarkforce for
each crop remains unknown.

Similarly, limited data prevene clear idendfi-
cation of specific pesticides dircetly respon-
stble for farmworker poisoning incidents.
While overall pesticide use data are available
by crop. data are incomplete with respect o
which pesticides may have been associated
with reported acute illnesses. Most reported
poisoning cases list scveral possible poisoning
agents. OF the 246 compounds listed as pos-
sible poisoning agents from 1991 ro 1996, 71
{29%) appear on the list of mast toxic pesti-

cides in Appendix B. In actual p erice these
most toxic pesticides constimuee a dispropor-
tionately large share (43%) of cothpounds
used in the ten crops with the wolrst record of
poisonings (Appendix D), This spggests thar
as the level of pesticide toxicity ingreases, so
two does the incidence and risk of poisoning.

Drift and Residues Cause
Farmworker Poisonings
The majority of pesticide poison- .
ings occur when farmworkers are
doing fieldwork, such as picking,
field packing, weeding, and irri-
gating. From 1991 t0 1996 the
WO IMost common sources of
exposure leading to pesticide-re-
lated illnesses were drift from pes:
ticide spraying (44%) and field
residues (33%) (Figure 2.1).

The facr thar drift exposure is

crops and which
pesticides used ln
production of those
crops are responsible

common indicares that some for the greatest number
common application methods, of farmworker
such as aerial spraying and air- poisonings.

blast application, have a propen-
sity to drift off rarget. Lack of
posting and notification require-
ments when adjacent fields are scheduled for
spraying purs fieldworkers in danger as well.
The high incidence of field wesidye cxposures
indicares that restricted entry intdrvals (REIs)
and field postings—designed to protect
waorkers from residues—are inadqquare and/
or unenforced.
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Table 2.2. Acute Poisoning Cases—Top 10 Crops, 1991-1996

’,

Total Cases g Million Ibe. Active . 1
Crop 1991-1996 ‘91 92 .°'93 94 | ‘95  '96  Ingrodient (1995) f
grapes 539 102 17 8L 54 | 125 70 58.7 |
corton 399 14 44 8 53 23 257 17.7
broceoli 307 115 63 2 6 | 80 4] 1.3
oranges 163 4 52 9 63 | 26 11 9.9
ornamentals 104 23 25 14 12 23 7 3.4
almonds 102 18 15 36 10 | 8 15 12.0
tomatoes 102 25 15 8 23 10 21 14.2
lettuce 101 8 3 39
strawberries 78 5 14 7.1
alfalfa 70 22 10 ¥
; Sub toul 1967 330 449
all ather crops™ 880 139 130
§ . b no crop given 1144 | 252 182
Total 3991 721 76l

* For a list of 21l craps inchuded. se¢ Appendix C. : :

== lness darn wese listed for “ornamentals.” Petricide use wat repared for nunsery and greenhotse |products eombined. but not separarely for omamenrals
wm Ulrness dasa were lisved o “atfalfy” Pesticide use was reporeed for “hay” of which alfalfa le a
Sourcet: Pescicide ilbress dasa from California DPR 1999; Pesiicide wie duta fron Lichman 1937

éruu.nd

application
Ficld residnes PP;:i% °
33.4%
Hand
Bxpomre to drife applicacion
from neiphboring area . 44%
5.6%

Drift cxposure
to worker
38.3%

Figure 2.1. Activity or Type of Exposure While
poisoned, 1991-1994

Five acrivities account for 91,19 of all reporrted agriculture-related
pesticide poisonings.

Suwrce: Culiforne DPR 100y

[ PR
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The profile of activities/rype of exposure asso-
ciated with poisoning incidents varies from
crop té crop. Significant variation from the
generd] pattern is found for almonds and
strawhérries, where ground application of
pesticiles accounted for 44% and 23%, re-
spectitely, of reported poisonings. In addi-
tion, Hand application of pesticides caused
35% of poisonings in ernamental crops, and
drift ifto neighboring areas accounced for
32% in oranges and 31% in alfalfa {for more
derail3, sec Appendix E).

Our analyscs are consistent with findings in
other freports indicating that the most severc
poisohing cases (as defined by length of dis-
abilicy) resulted from early field reenery and
expostire during application of highly toxic
pestidides such as organophosphates
(Weigbaum e al. 1995).1* A full analysis of
poisohing severity is outside the scape of this
reporf.

Most Pesticide Poisonings Reported
in Kern, Fresno and Monterey
Cougties

The greatest number of pesticide polsonings
(534] were reported in Kern County, with 4

l

!
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majority of incidents occurring in cotton and
grape fields. Fresno and Montercy Counties
followed closcly, with 515 and 428 reported
cases, respectively. The 15 counties with the
most reported pesticide-relared illnesses be-
tween 1991 and 1996 are listed in Table 2.3.
In nine of these counties, the majoriry of re-
ported poisonings had no specific crop listed
as a source, severely limiting efforts to rarget
regulatory actions to the most problematic
crops. Data from all 48 counties in which
pesticide poisonings were reported are listed
in Appendix E

Acute and Chronic Health
Effects of Pesticide
Exposure

Pesticide exposure can cause both acurs and
chronic health effects. Acute effects such as
vomiting, nausea, dizziness and headaches,
fatigue, drowsiness and skin rashes can some-
times be idenrified and appropriately treared.
Long-term or chronic effects such as cancer,
birch defects, reproductive problems, devel-
opmental problems and nervous system dam-
age are very difficult to link definitively o
pesticide exposure since they develop long
after exposure and may resulr from accumu-
lated exposures to a number of environmen-
tal or workplace contaminants over many
years.

The California pesticide illness reporring sys-
tem addresses only acute effects. Chronic ef-
fects are not accounted for, despite evidence
that farm work is associated with elevared risk
of several chronic effcers (see “Chronic Ef-
fects of Pesticide Exposurc™) {Stubbs et al.
1984, Zahm et al. 1997).

Acute Effects of Pesticide Poizoning
Acure cffects of pesticide poisoning most
commonly reported to DPR werc skin rashes
(23%). systemic symptoms (20%) and eye
damage (16%). Systernic symptoms included
vomiting, dizziness, and headaches. Eye dam-
age ranged from irritarion ro permanent
damage. Respiratory illness was the sole
symptom in only 4% of reported cases, but
occurred with other symptoms in 19% of
incidenes (Figure:2.2). Single symptoms were

Yable 2.3. Top 15 Pésticide Poisoning
Counties and Major Crops Involved,

1991-199%
Total Percent of
Cascs . Cases by
County Reported in Crop(s) Crop*
Kern 534 Codon 448
Gra 22.7
Fresno 515 No frop lisced™ 30.5
Grap 264
Monterey 428 Brodeoli 35.5
No grop listed 18.5
Tulare 399 Orahges 35.6
No frop listed 221
San Joaquin 200 58.5
Santa Barbam 180 67.2 -
Kings 167 54.5 ;-
Stanislaus 138 514 4
Imperial 128 188 4
180
156
Merced 127 512
Ventura 119 35.3
193
San Diego 114 27 ..
149 -
49 .
Los Angeles | 84 58.3
Madera 79 456
(9 qases each) 228
Riverside 77 Gripes 58.4

* Crop careaories lisced togeeher for sach cougey aceount for ar leas 307 of tatal poi-

soning c1ses in that councy.

** When no crap was identified in the DPR dara, the rerm "no erap liseed" is used,
** Different Aowets age grouped here and aed fisted, slang wich afl acher crops. in Ap-

perndix 4.
Sowrce: Calefornia DFR 1999

reported in 63% of the cases. The remaining
cases had multiple symproms.

Not surprisingly, mild to moderatg pesticide
poisoning may casily be misdiagngsed as
stomach-flu. bronchitis or asthmay Even se-
vere pesticide poisoning is frequently misdi-
agnosed.
“In ane review of the medical recorgs of 90
severely pesticice-poisoned infantg and chil-

cren rarsfered o a majer medical cencer
from otner hospitals, 16 of the 20 had teen
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wrongly diagriosed atthe hime of the ransfer
Mistaken diagrieoses included Dleeding in the
brain from an aneurysm, head rauma, dia-
petic acidosis, severe bactenal gastroenterits,
pneumonia, and whoooing cough.”
; Sodomon and Mott 1958, Zweiner and
Girvaburg 1988)
When pesticide poisonings are recognized, it
is often dificult to determine conclusively
which pesticide or pesticides are responsible.
In many cases, more than one pesticide may
be used at a time and “inert” ingredients may
be responsible for some or all of the observed
symproms. [n addition, there are very few
inexpensive and commenly available tests to
identify the specific pesticide or rype of pesti-
cide implicated in a particular poisoning case.

Despite these limitations in available infor-
mation, researchers have documented the
types of pesticides most commonly associated
with pesticide poisonings. Organophosphate
pesticides (such as oxydemeton-methyl, me-
thyl parathion and methamidophas) are rc-
sponsible for most of the occupational deaths
and poisonings in the U.5. and throughout
the world (Blondell and Dobozy 1997, Keifer
and Mahurin 1997, Moses et al. 1993, Sav-
age et al. 1988), Organophosphares exert
their roxic effects by blocking the body’s pro-

ducrion of acetylcholinesterase {cholinest-

by organophosphates and n-me-
thyl carblamates, which also inhibit cholinest-
erase. indlude biurred vision. saltvation, diar-
rhea. nawsea. vormniting, wheezing, and some-
times seigure. coma and death.

Other miajor pesticide groups include:

» argdnochlorines such as endosulfan and
DOT (banned in the U.S. in 1972);

» phepoxy and bipyridyl herbicides such as
2,44D and paraquat (scill in use in Cali-
fornia), and ‘

+ furmigants, such as the highly toxic nerve
gas jmethyl bromide.

Organokhlorine pesticides can cause anxicty,
tremor, hyperexcitability, and seizures poten-
dally ledding to death. A wide range of ab-

normachs in liver functon have been re-

parted in exposed individuals as well (Moses
1992).

Phenoxly herbicides exhibir relatively low tox-
icity foy mammals. However, they can be
contamiinated with highly toxic dioxins,
cause sdrious derrnatitis and rmay cause birth
defects cancer and damage to the immunc
system [Costa 1997). Paraquar, a bipyridyl
herbicidle, is highly toxic and widely used
throughout the world. It is a powerful irri-
rant, and acute poisoning can damage the
liver, kidney and heart and cause irreversible

- g Wyl

SE L

Other & 3% and progressive damage to the lungs, possibly
14.0% leading to death. In California, paraquat is
) frequently applicd in backpack sprayers, de-
Systemic + Skin . all
Resp. + Eye 22.79% spite the porendally severe consequences o
6.2% accidental exposure with this application
methotl. There is no ancdote o paraquat
poisonjng (Moses 1992),
Systemic +
Resp. Furnighnts such as methyl bromide, 1.3
12.7% dichlotopropene (Telone) and metam so-
diurm 4re highly toxic and acutely hazardous
Syssemic + Eye . ro wotkers. Because they arc gases, they are
1% Syssemic readily| absorbed through the lungs, from
19.9% ) .
whichithey spread rapidly throughout the
Figure 2.2. Acute Poisoning Symptoms, 1991-1996 body, beverely affecting the central nervous
Al agriculture-related pesticide poisoning symproms dre described as systert, lungs. liver and kidneys. There are no

skin, system, eye or respiratory effects alone or in various combinations. . . L.
anriddtes to fumigant poisoning (Moses

1998}
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Chronic Effects of Pesticide
Exposure

W hile s Bithcude o accurarely dagnose
actte elfets of pesiscide posoning, diagnosts
v occrremcly ditheult winh Chironde o long-
term cteae. Chroni postiy de-relited diss
cases 11y non slevelop anil T3 or 31 vears
.lf.tv.:[' a._'\lmml'-.'. The inhcrcnr L]‘lﬂ'xl'-.'llh]v' in
sturdving such diseases s exaverbaned nomi-
grant tarmworker populations, which rou-
Rty miave From alate (o sTare oF even couns

fry o couniey,

These barriers mean rhar despite the fact thar .

millions of farrmwaorkers are exposed over cx-
tended periods of time to multiple pesticides,
few studies have addressed the relationship
berween exposure and subsequent illness in
this population (Levine er al. 1990). In 1993
the federal government conducred a narion-
wide analysis of all federal and state pesticide
health monitoring systems. with a focus on
farm-relared exposures. Excepr for a few re-
search studies. monitoring systems only in-
cluded acute illnesses: none addressed de-
layed-onset ot chronic effects. Ar the time of
the study, only 25 states had laws or regula-
tions requiring any pesticide illness reporting
and only California had categories specific to

Many pesticides are known to cause
birth defects.

illness associated with occupational exposure

o pesticides on farms (U.S. GAC? 1993).H

Although very limited data are ayailable,
studies which have been conducted show dis-
turbing evidence of chronic effects of pesti-
cide exposure among farmwaorkers. The fol-
lowing is a brief summary of
some of these findings:

Cancer: One cancer study con-
ducted in 1993 found that when
compared to the gencral popula-
tion, both farmers and
farmworkets have increases in
multiple mycloma and cancers of
the stomach, prostate and testis.
I addition, farmworkers show |
unique increases in cancers of th#
mourh, pharynx, lungs and liver|
(Zahm and Blair 1993). The
study also suggested thar the trud risk of el-
evated cancer among farmworkers may actu-
ally be higher, since farmworkerg also experi-
ence higher death rates due to adcident and
other diseasss.'*

. Birth defects and stllbirths: Althopgh in-

creased numbers of birth defeceshave been
recorded among farm area residanis (Garry ct
al. 1996), very few studies have kooked ar
birth defects among farmworkers. In one
study of 990 single births in Imgerial
County, limb reduction defects
among offspring of agricultural
to 14 times more frequenty th
general U.S. population (Schw:
1986). The risk was greatest for
siding in counties with high agr

exposure to pesticides during che first and
second trimesters increased the fisk of sull-
births and early neonatal deaths{by 5.5 and
4.8 umes, respectively, compared] to unex-
posed groups (Pastore eral. 199

Developmental effects: Many pesticides ace
known to disrupt the human erjdocrine sys-
tern. The endocrine system is 2 fomplex arcay
of glands, organs and tissues thar:secrere hor-
mones {chemicals produced by the body}
into the bloodsrream and regulyte a range of
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Although limited data

are available, studies
show disturbing
evidence of chronic
effects of pesticide
exposure among
farmworkers.
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physiological and neurological systems.'* Re-
productive organs appear to be at particular
risk for developmeneal abnormalities when
pregnant women arc exposed to endocrine-
disrupring chemicals,'® In both sexes the
brain, skeleton, thyroid, liver, kidney and im-
mune system are also potential targets for en-
docrine-disrupting chemicals {Colborn et al,
1993). Since endocrine-disrupring chemicals
persist in body far, they may also exerr their
effects long after exposure.

00t€11

Even with limired daca available for boch
acure ahd chronic effects, a startling picture
emerges of the dangers facing the thousands
of farmworkers working in Californias agri-
cultural fields. In the following sections, we
explore| in more depth the barriers
farmwagrkers face in coping with and docu-
mentirlg pesticide poisonings, as well as the
limitatjons in the enforcement systems de-
signed to protect them.
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| [E] Many Pesticide Poisonings

¥  Are Not Reported
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Jairne has workeg for a strawley grower for several years, ™ In 1996, his
hanel was biistered by a pesticide. He went to his doctor for treatment and
was told to get a list of all the pesticices used in the fields where he
worked. His supervisor refused his request ancl told him pesticides could
not have caused the bum, Jaime retumed o work.

“Wy hand was coverad with oozing blisters, ] workect until noon, and when |

took off my gloves to eat, the glove for my right hand was full of tiquid end a
tot of skin had come of. |t made me nauseous; | couldm't eat and | decided
to leave. | wanted to get Workers' Compensation but the comparty didn’t
agree. They did not believe me and they said that | should have gone to the
company docton, My supenvisor also said that he wanted to see  blood
sarnpie. The dermatologist said that [lood work] had nothing to do with it
because it was an external injury. | felt that the supervisar was just tning to
threaten me.

“Fingily, in order to get Workers' Compensation | had to go to the company

doctor. The company doctor told me that | should have gone to him earfier
and that twas only trying to take advantage of the company. 1told him thet |
dich et like the service there and that | had onty come because the com-
panty had sent me. He did not believe me and insisted that | was only Tying
to take achantage of the company. Finally, after marry problers, | was able to
get Workers' Compensation, which | had deserved since the beginning.”

i
i

l

Jaime's experience was bereer than most: he
eventually succeeded in obraining Workers’
Compensation, Many farmworkers injured
by pesticides never see a doctor or receive
Workers' Compensation for their injury. The
few analyses available indicate that nation-
wide, the majority of pesticide poisoning
cases are never diagnosed or reported
(Blondell 1996, U.S. GAO 1993)."

This chapter highlighrs the experiences of
farmworkers whose pesticide poisonings go
unreported and in many cases untreated. We
exarnine various barriers to treatment and
reporting of pesticide injuries and illnesses,
including limited access to medical care. lack
of informarion and training, ernployer in-
timidarion and limited training of physicians
regarding diagnosis and reporting of pesticide
poisonings.

We then highlight some of the policy impacts
of underreporting, including lack of attention
to farmworker occupational health and safecy,
chronically underfunded medical services for
the farmworker community and continued
reliance on dangerous pesticides throughour
the agriculrural industry. More accurate re-

porting of poisonings would provide state
officials, regulators and the public with a
much clearcr understanding of the full scope

workers
soludons.

of the pesticide problem among

and more impens to move o

Most Farmworkers
Health Insurance a
Access to Medical

estimares that a majority of the
fornia farmworkers and their
health insurance of any kind
vidual or employer-provided (
al. 1998). Some uninsured fatm
seek treatmenc at federally fundgd migrant
health clinics, but far too many imply go
withour treatment. Recent immigrants, now
ineligible for Medicaid as a resule of recent
“Welfare Reform,” are now ever less likely o
seek medical treatment for work-relared inju-
ries.

Mast farmworkers have limited faceess to rou-
tine medical screening and prevenrive care. A
small minority who mix, lead of apply pesti-
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cides direcdy and handle certain pesticides work. While growers are required to train
mote than six days per month are required ro workers regatding the general risks and symp-

participate in a medical surveillance program toms of poisoning, agricultural laborers are
that includes resting for excessive exposure to not covered by the Occupational Safery and
these pesticides."” Without more widespread Health| Administration’s (OSHA) Hazard
screenting and testing, the few blood tests Commiunicarion Standard, which requires
available to identify poisoning by specific pes- employers to inform workers of the risks as-
ticides are not being used to diag- sociatefl with each chemical in the workplace
nosc or monitor pesticide cxpo- {OSHA 1983).
' Most farmworkers do :'::; :,l ;:11; :.a]ont)' of U.:.Formnatily, many JF?rmjv?rkcrs rugjw:::-l ni:-
: : : ceive cyen the minimal training required, lec
not EII'I.OW the names of . Although agricultural employers alone the level of information provided by
the chemicals being are required to carry Workers’ law to workers in non-agriculrural workplaces
used in th"‘ ﬂ.‘lds where Cotnpensation insurance to cover who may be exposed to toxic chemicals. Dur-
Lo ~ they work. medical expenses and dme taken ing the course of scveral routine inspections
di off from work when related w all in Calffornia’s Central Coast, county officials
IR R : occupational injuries and ill- noted that individual pesticide applicarors ;
A nesses, this safety net has not . and solnerimes whole crews of strawberry ¢
i proven effective in the trearment of pesticide | workers and their supervisors had not re-
poisonings. The physicians or clinics that | ceived jrraining regarding the symproms of -
growers hire to cover their “Workers' Comp” ' pesticitle exposure.”™® Dozens of county in- £
cases are ofen a source of frustration forin- | specrigns revealed that farms lacked the man- i
jured workers. Somec complain thar these darory postings and written warnings regard- I
“company doctors” provide minirmal creat- * ing the risks of pesticide exposure (Appendix '
ment and send them back to the field. Othes * G).
ﬁnd that these physicians are ;m:.lmed WP As noged above, this lack of information can
teet the company from Workers' Compensa- hat sickened worke d i
tion costs, and therefore minimize workers | mean At sickened Workess afe not ac; ]
o . . . | equardly diagnosed or wreated, even if they do 3
injuries or diagnose their conditions as unre- | I medical It cars ab tha 3
lated to work (farmworker testimonies).? | seex treatment, Tt can ako meat ' 3
: | workefs are deprived of their legal rights un- i
Some workers who seek medical attention for ; der Cqlifornia’s Proposition 65. This 1986 :
workplace injury—particularly for difficult- ¢ law reguires chat workers potentially exposed
to-diagnose pesticide-related illnesses—are to chetnicals known to cause cancer and/or
either denied medical anention or threatencd reproductive harm must be informed of such
with being billed if the case is not conclu- danges. Many farmworkers never receive
sively proven as caused by workplace expo- such § waming.
sure to pesticides.”! Many workers know
from personal experience thar pesticide poi- Grower Intimidation and
soning is difficult to prove without coopera-  ypeoarforence Silence Many
tion of the grower in providing precise infor-
mation about the chemicals to which the Workers
worker(s) may have been exposed. The primary reason farmworkers are unlikely
to repprt pesticide-relaced injuries and ill-
Worlters Are Not Provided nesscs is fear of employer retaliation. For ex-
with Adequate Information ample:
and Training « WHen Magdalena fell ill during her work

. . - as al picker at a large scrawberry farm in
Muf.t Farrnwgrkers. L;CIudil_? g [Tmngr p?:}lfldf Watsonville, California, she told her fore-
:EE::::iigst;eizgnz:c d i‘:‘;}:e%g&n ‘:;; e c;ey mah that she believed her nausea and vom-
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iting were a result of pesticide exposure.
She was grudgingly given permission to go
to the company docror, with a warning
that she would have to pay for the visit her-
self if the doctor didn't declarc her illness to
be pesticide-related. Wichin days, she was
fired.

* When Carla and several other co-workers
smelled chemicals in the air, many of them
felt nauseous. Carla doubled over and
vomited in the field, rerching even after her
stomach was empty. She was brought
the office and questioned. Her husband,
also a serawberry worker, had to leave the
field and drive her to the clinic, Afrera
couple of days of bed rest, Carla retumned
to wotk. The company management did
not speak to her or ask how she fele. At the
end of the season, she was not recalled wo
work for the company, and they refused 10
give her job back for two years.

The experiences of Magdalena and Carla are
not uncommon, and most farmworkers are
aware of such cases. Some workers who ask to
see a doctor are told thar if they are found to
be in any way fraudulent in cheir claim, they
will be prosecuted for up to $30,000 undcr
Workers' Compensarion fraud provisions.”
Threars and retaliation keep a blanket of si-
lerice around work condidons thae can in-
clude not only pesticide exposure, but pay
scales well below minimum wage, sexual ha-
rassment and even threart of physical harm if
workers blow the whistle on their employer.
If workers are undocumented, their immigra-
Hon starus further silences them due to fear
of deportation.

Worker complaints of chemical smells in he
air, headaches, irching skin and nausea are
often ignared and sometimes belirtled by em-
ployers. Some are told thar they must have
the Au, others that they st “be hungover”
or have “eaten bad racos.”” The examples
below provide addirional evidence of the type
of ridicule and intimidation farmworkers oF—
ten face from employers:

s After 32 workers wete poisoned by a po-
tent nerve roxin, carbofuran, in a cotton
field near Fresno, their foreman’s mital re-

Growars Discourage Injury Reporting

Increasingly, growers implement i '

disincentive for injured workers o
illnesses. The programs offer a

30m60workemlfnomdmdualm:hemwmpumanm]ury In

this way, employers use peer p

ingenuansly portray these programsias “health and safery” programs.

sponse was that they must have

ren bad

meat the night before. He offered milk and

Maalox to soothe their scomachs

Only af-

ver several workers stumbled out jof the

the foreman and labor contractof send
thern to a clinic. Even then, manfy of the
workers, disoriented and sickenetd by the
toxic pesticide, had to drive thcmlvcs sEv-

eral miles to the clinic before theyy were de-
contaminated and oreated.
» In Monterey County, an agricultural in-

spector met with a worker who Had an ini-
tial complaint of rashes and blistering

hands which he believed tobe a

besulr of

pesticide exposure in the strawbdrry fieid

where he worked. The inspec-
tor met with the injured
worker and several others in a
secluded spot where the work-
ers told him that they frared
their employer would shoot
them for blowing the whistle
on him. They continued o
detail a wide variery of prob-
lerns ranging from pesticide
exposure to minimun wage

violations, months of unpaid wg

physical threats from their empl

Retaliation against injured wortker
but all toe common, and can havs

effect on an entire workforce. Feds

| a/ n again:
injured‘workers ls ljl egal - .
buf common, and can - |
have a chilling effect on
an entire workforce.

ﬁr.k and
F»’y:r.

: is tliegal
a chilling

ral and

stare laws prohibit reealiation aga
exercising their rights, but uncil

st workers
& laws are

effectively enforced, they offer Ltk consola-
tion to an injured—or fired—wogker.
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Doctors and Clinics Need to
Improve Reporting

Many docrors are unaware that they are re-
quited to report any illncss suspected of being
related to pesticide exposure, even when de-
finicive diagnosis is not possible. Pesticide
ilinesses can be extremely difficult to diag-
nose. Many symptoms are systemic, and re-
serble those of the flu. In addition, the sheer
number of chemicals potenially involved in a
given incident can be staggering. Accurate

diagnosis is further hampered by the face that

" many workers have not been trained or pro-

vided with adequate informarion about the
chemicals they may have been exposed to in
the fields.

The effectiveness of DPR’s Pesticide Illness
Surveillance Program depends heavily on ac-
curare and tmely reporting by doctors of sus-
pected pesticide poisonings. Yet
docrors who frequendy trea
farrmworkers report that they are
over-burdened with enormous
case loads, and eirher lack time to

[ rarmWOrK
I'tﬂﬂt ﬁ'om I'QUﬂ“e: lesal fill out Papcrwork for pesticid:
| agﬂctg!&ural appllcatlons reporting or are simply unaware

of the staics reporting require-
ments. OSHA has had authority
to fine doctors for failure to re-
port pesricide illness for years bue
has failed to do so. Recent regula-
tory changes allow the California
Medical Board to dite and fine physicians for
failing to report specific diseases, including
suspected pesticide illnesses. %

The requirement to repore, however, does not
make reporting a reality. Many cases are iden-
tified through reviews of Workers' Compen-
sation reports, rather than being directly re-
ported to the county healch department or
agriculrural commissioner. When wecks pass
before a county learns of an incident, it can
be extremely difficult for a thorough investi-
garion o take place, and the incident is likely
to be considered only “possibly” refared to
pesticides,

001645

Policy Impacts of
Underreporting

Close o 4,000 agriculural poisoning cases
were documented in California berween
1991 and 1996 (and an as yet untallied num-
ber sice then). Federal and state agencies
acknotledge that decumented poisoning sta-
tistics reatly underestimate the size and
scope pf the problem, and ignore the chronic
hiealeh impacts of pesticide exposure (Pease et
al. 1993, U.S. GAO 1993). This underesi-
matioh perpetuates problems of madequare
farmworker medical services, lack of arten-
tion v farmworker health and safery, and
contifjued reliance on dangerous pesticides in

Califgmia agriculrure.

Medidal services available o farmworkers are
limired and suffer frorm chronic
underfunding, Federally-funded migrant
clinieq are only able to rreat a small portion of
the hyndreds of thousands of farmworkers
and tyeir families who are uninsured in Cali-
ia. Many wortkers rely on emergency

pitals {Slesinger 1992). Farmworkers, who are
knowh to suffer high injury and deach rates
as 2 rdsult of their work, clearly need addi-

Scant|attention to farmworker health issues
reflects little political will 1o protect
farmvorkers from on-the-job hazards, in-
cludigg pesticide exposure. Farm work is con-
sistenly ranked among the rop three most
hazarlous eccupations in the US., and
farmworkers suffer the highest rate of chemi-
cal-relared occupational illness of all job cat-
egorids in the councry (Bureau of Labar Sta-
tisticy 1987). Yet other hazardous industries
have feceived much more artention from
QSHA. Since its creation, OSHA standards,
regulgeion and enforcement have brought
aboul significant decreases in injuries in
manyfacturing and construcrion. For ex-
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ample, the Mine Safety Act has reduced in-

jury rates in mines by 57% since 1973. By ',

contrast, agricultural injury and illness rares
remain among the highest in the nation,
ranging from 9.4% to more than 12% be-
tween 1990 and 1996 (AFL-CIO 1999, Bu-
reau of Labor Seatistics 1995, Runyan 1993),

Dircet comparison between the federal
FOVEINMENTS [ESPONSE to MININE versus agri-
culrueral health problems reveals particularly
stark inequalities. Agriculture and mining are
the two most hazardous industries in the
country. Yer on 2 per worker basis, the federal
budger for vecuparional safety in 1985 was
estimated to be $4.34 per worker for all in-
distries, $181 per mine worker and only 30
cents per agricultural worker (Schenker
1991).

The continted increase of pesticide use in
California is another reflecrion of the lack of
concern at the policy level regarding
farmworker expasure to pesticides.
Farmworker poisonings result from rourtine,

i

legal agricultural applicarions ofép:sdcidcs. as

. well as violadons of regulatory protections.

Economically viable non-chemigal alterna-

gver, is not widely available to
rely heavily on information p

contribute to the urgeney of p
and sustainable alternatives.

Farmworkers often fall chrough

farmworker communiry remain
unmet, and pesticide poisonings continue.
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n Enforcement of Pcsticiide Laws Is

per year.

Weak and Uneven

Inspection Finding: Paraquat [extremety toxig herbicide] being
used without waterproof apron, faceshield o glosed loading sys-
tern, Worker wearing sandals, Mo training or sipervision. Mo soap for
washing, Mo cument use permit of MNotice of Inkent. Grower told in-

spector that “applicator jumped the gun.”

Consequence: Told to compiy with the law—no monetary fine.

Farmworker experience shows that even ap-
plicarions which follow the letrer of the law
can result in exposure or illness, Thousands
of farmworkers are legally exposed w pesti-
cide residues every year in Californids agricul-
tural ficlds, The risk of poisoning is even
higher, however, when laws designed to pro-
tect workers from pesticide exposure are not
effectively enforced.

On its face, Californias system for enforcing

pesticide laws is impressive. Agriculrural com--

missioners offices in 55 of 58 counries have a
dury ro conduct numerous annual “spot
check” inspections of pesticide
use practices and records and to
investigare episodes of suspeeted
pesticide poisoning or misuse.
Investigarions are wriggered when
pesticide illness reports are filed
with the county or when a
worker or other individual files a
complaint with the agriculrural
commissianer abour pesticide
rnisuse. The Santa Cruz County
inspection outcome above, how-
cver, provides a sobering example of the
systern's shortcomings.

A few counties do conduct fairly thorough
inspections and investigations and issue fines
for violations quite regularly. Unforrunately,
these counties are the exception mther than

the rule, and they are generally counties with

less intensive usc of pesticides. Inherent con-
flict of interest, inadequate training of inspec-
tors. a practice of not issuing fines for most
violations and 2 low fine structure all conrib-
ute to weak enforcement of pesticide laws.

001617

=5anta Cruz County 4/6/58

Commissioners Avoid
Issuing Fines

County ggricultural commissionets’ jobs in-
clude the sometimes conflicting duries of
promotifag prosperity of conventional agri-
culture and enforcing pesticide safety laws. In
each county, the elecred Board of Supervisors
approves the appointment of the agriculrural
commissioner. This political situation exacer-
bates the conflict for commissionets in coun-
ties where agriculmural interests have consider-
able political power.

Inspectigns of farms and pest control opera-
tions are also often less than thorough be-
cause, uhlike OSHA inspectors, agricutoural
inspectofs have no special training in indus-
trial hygjene {identfication, assessment and
control of work hazards), Many inspectors do
Spanish, rendering questioning of
farmwonrkets during routine inspections im-
possible pnd delaying interviews during poi-
soning ifrvestigations.

Agriculthral commissioners issue fines for
only abgur a tenth of the violations they
documehe. In FY 1996/97, only 637 civil
penaltie (Anes) and 184 orders to immedi-
ately “Cease and Desist” unsafe pesticide use
were issed stacewide for pesticide violarions
{(Figurc 4.1}. The vast majoriry of actions
(5,153) Were “Notices of Violation™ and “Let-
rers of Warning,” which carry ne fine and are
not recofded in permanent statewide records.
This mepns that for more than 85% of the
documeticed violartions for this period, no
central tecord exists of either the nature of
vielarior ot the names of businesses recelving
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warning notices. As will be derailed below,
hundreds of additional violations result in no
action whatsoever.

Fines for Violations Are Low

Serious pesticide violations are defined as vie-
lations “creating an acrual health or environ-
mental hazard” or repeat violations “posing a
reasonably possible health or environmental
hazard.” The required fine ranges from $401
to $1,000, as specified by state regulation.”
Higher penalries are possible if cases are re-
farred for criminal prosecution, bu chis al-
most never occurs (averaging less than one
case per year statewide). Fines for moderare
violations, which “pase a reasonable possibil-
ity of creating a health or environmental haz-
ard” or are repear record-keeping violations,
range from $151 to $400. Fines for minor
violations which pose¢ no health or environ-
menta} hazard may be less than $151.

From 1991 ta 1997, almost half of all fines
issued statewide were less than $151, and less
than 5% exceeded $1,000 (Figure 4.2 and
Appendix H). The few large fines issued typi-
cally resulted from investigations of pesticide
drift or early field reentry affecting large
crews of workers. This approach is analogous
to the highway parrol issuing speeding dckets
only when 2 huge pile-up occurs, and just
sending a letver that says, “Please dont speed”
to other violarors.

By comparing the five counies issuing the
greatest number of fines to the five counes
which reported the most agricultural pest-
cide use for 1995, it is evidene thar countes
with greater agricultural pesticide use and
more cases of agricultural pesticide illness is-
sue very few fines (Table 4.1). These include
four Central Valley counties where leading
labor-intensive crops include grapes and cit-
rus, and Monterey County, a leading pro-
ducer of letruce, broccoli, and scrawberries,
crops also harvested by hand.

Mo county in the Ceneral Valley, the state’s
agricultural heartland, issued more than an
average 25 fines per year. Fresno County, for
example, approved 7,857 permits for re-
stricted pesticide usc in FY 1995/96 and re-

Mumber of fines

Ceanc and desist
184
3%

Civil penaldces
657
11%

Yiolation nodces
5,153
86%

p
Figure 4.1. Statewide Resticide Violation Actions,
FY 1996/97

Source: Califeeria DFR (997
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Table 4.1 Top Five Counties for Agric ; tural Pesticide Fines
. w$. Top Five Counties for de Use

Avg# A Todl  Pestiide Restricted  Pesticide

Fines/yr. Amountof  Use™| Use Permits  Illnesses i
Couaty (1991-1997)- Fines/Yr.  (1995] (1995-1996) (1996) :
LosAngeles 124 $24,885 2gj 474 8
Orange 53 9,281 o9 570 6
San Luis Obispo -~ 42 10,673 161 255 2
Sacraments 43 9,793 2,429 606 5
Riverside 40 11,194 4,471 B23 5
Kem 24 9,337 24,108 2,166 268
Fresno 19 8,634 39,805 7,857 99
Tulare 17 8,402 17,927, 5.809 43
Monterey 12 5458 10,122 1,395 50
SanjJoaquin 7 2458 11,644 3,328 30
* Annuad averages of number and dellar value of fines from FY 1991/92 1w 1994797, 0
** “Pearicide wse” s agriculrurs} pemicides, limed in thousands of pounds of aceivk ingredient (Lichman 1997).
Soureer: California DPR [9982, 19972

ported 99 cases of pesticide illnesses. Yerthis  © Pesticide Handlers Are
couniy assessed an annual average of only 19

fines for pestcide safety violations in FY

1991/92-1996/97. In concrrast, primarily ur- Safety Is Neglected
ban Los Angeles County approved only 474 - Beoween FY 1991/92 and FY 1995/96, a to- 5
permits and issued an average of 124 fines . tal of 2[781 pesticide handler safety violations f
annually. (See Appendix I for the enforce- t  led to fines, indicaring thar handlers were not

ment record of all counties.} For FY 1996/97
(most recent dara available) the Ceniral Val-
ley councies of San Joaquin and Stanistaus
assessed no fines. Both are among the top ren
counties for agriculrural pesticide poisoning

receivingg legally required protection. During
period, only 216 fieldworker pesti-
ty violations led to fines (Table 4.2).

4]
[
="
1]

Pesticjde Handlers Are Not

Receiving Proper Protection
(Table 2.3). Wnrkcrs-wio mix, load and apply pesticides
(“pesticlde handlers™) are ar che highesr risk of
death of scverc acute poisoning because they
handle foncentrated pesticide formularions.
The cognerstones of pesticide handler safery
Table 4.2. Types of Safety Violations Cited that regulatitns are requirements for training, use
Resulted in Fines, 1991/92-1995/96 of protderive gear and clothing to reduce ex-
Viol .i # Times Cited % of Total posure, fand provision of washing faciliries o
Pestcide Handler Prosections: 2781 727 clean up al&cr cxp;sun:. Th:l pr}?ﬁlc of viola-
P , tions resulting in fines reveals thar protective
w Gmrd‘n*d!:"qmp et 1679 gear an rrair%ing are frequently lacking. Fail-
TMW"’"”X N 633 ure o Use, provide or mainain protective
Emergency Medical Care/ Wash Facilities 49 equipmiene for pesticide handlers was cited
Drift, Negligence, Unlicensed Businesses 831 21.7 1,135 rimes berween 1991 and 1996.%* (For
Fieldworker Protection 216 5.6 derails see Appendix G.)

Sourre: Crlifornia DFR 199, ) ) -
Frequent failure to provide and mainrtain pro-

tective gear and closed systerns is alarming

18
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and inexcusable. 1t is not, however, surprising
to find char citations for failure to wear the
gcar arc Cominoen. Protective geaf, such as
gloves, coveralls and respirators, i uncom-
fortable and unbearably hot in summer
weather and can be curnbersome and slow
down work. Because of these limicarions, oc-
cupational health and safery experts consider
personal protective gear the least desirable
form of protection (Soule 1991). Emphasis
must be shifred to eliminating use of the
most toxic pesticides and providing engineer-
ing concrols, such as enclosed tractor cabs
with air filrers.

Inadequate pesticide handler safery rraining
was involved in 536 fines during the five-year
period. Inadequate emergency medical care
provisions for pesticide handlers played a part
in 247 fines. A 1992 Montcrey County poi- .
soning case® illustrates the perils of delayed
emcrgency treatment and inadequare erain-
ing:
A 22 year-oid pesticide applicator splashed
the extremely toxic insecticice Phosdrinon
nimself when handling an improperty closed
container, Me was directed to shower and
then go back to work applying Phosdrin
threLgholt his shift. He began o feel ill but
worked the full shift because he was afraid of
repxricnand. On the way home from work he
dirove to the doctor. His blood cholinesterase
was found to be depressed 75% below
baseline, the level needed for proper nervous
systern function. He was hospitalized and
treatza. It took over two months for his cho-
linesterase 1o retum to Dasaling levels,

Ficldworker Safety Is Neglected
Current fieldworker pesticide safety regula-
tions are designed o protect ficldworkers by
prohibiting work in fields immediarely fol-
lowing pesticide application and during re-
stricred entry intervals {REL). Provision of
wash-water, soap and towels in fields is also
required, as is posting of general informarion
aboue pesticides. These regulations have ma-
jor weaknesses. The U.S, EPA acknowledges
thar most REIs are set to prevent acute poi-
soning, bur are not designed o protect work-
ers from chronic health effeces (U5, EPA
1992). Workers are supposed to be dirccted
to bathe and change to clean clothes at the
end of cach workday. However, they often

Fieldworkers are frequently exposed to pesticide drift

lack adequate access to showers,

1w Sheninan, UFW

tra clothes

and laundry facilities to follow chis advice.

Workers do not know which fiel
of because posting is only requi

is eight days or greater or if posti
quired on the label. Otherwisc or

to stay out
if the REI
£ 15 re-
Iy otal

warnings, notoriously unreliable gnd impos-

sible to trace, are required.

From FY 1991/92 to 1995/96 onjly 216 vio-

lations of farmworker pesticide
protections, such as REI viola-
tions, failure to provide wash-
water, and failure to post treated
fields, resulted in fines. Unfortu-
nately, the small number of fines
related to fieldwotker safery violat
tions does not mean all is well.
Ower this same time period agri-
cultural comnmissioners con-
ducted 15,028 fieldworker in-
spections statewide and noted 2.§
violations or “non-compliances.”

This disturbing ¥
‘neglect of hazarg
fleldworkers mus

B3 safery

This disturbing record of neglect|of hazards
to fieldwodkers must be reversed. |Appropri-
ately rargeted, thorough ficldworker safery

could have a significant impact 1
ing these vialations and promoti
protection of heldworkers.

inspections with fines levied for 1;0[“0“5
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When No Vielation |ll Found, Tl g Lbi'r:br.n 1997) a‘,n}:ﬂ all:o one of the m};:sr
Worker ilinesses Are | d abor intensive, with a harvest season chat

extends for eight to nine months of the year.
County inspectors are in the bt position o monitor how well laws are For every strawberry worker, an estimared

protecring workers. However, in the two episodes highlighted below,
workers chearty became il bue the cascs were closed wichout further fol-
low-up becauae no specific violations were found:

*| started working in this field about 9:30, mevirg pice . ..
when | started to get a headache and feel nausea, By the time |
finished the row, the syrmiptoms were srong. | could smell an
cxior in the fieid. The supervisor took me to urgent cane. . . . findin
MO Dlood sample was taken urtil the: next day.”
Repart Conclusion: The restricted entry intenval for * Failurk to provide wash-warer, soap and
Metasystox R expired at 2:30 am. The imigator entered the fieid roweld for Acldworkers resulted in a Norice
abeut 7 holrs Iaterand his iliness cpmplairttw_as handled <o of Viglation in only 28 instances and a
mﬁmﬂmrmgzﬁumw were Violated, and no 5 minirhal $151 ﬁn‘c ir} three inst?,ncr:s. In .
‘ Barhaca Tvemtipution 10/21/58 contryst, field sanitation regulations require
: Sm(sm“ o Bt [“Ei . 41998.954) i CalOBHA inspecrors to assess 2 minimum
‘ : \)'Ei $750 fine for inadequate handwashing fa-
- [Awotker] was spraying the end of the syawbery fieldd ... cilitiet for ficldworkers.
.mwmwmbwmmmwmmphmmwmm »

", 'was the direction he was traveling when pesticide got in his
eyes around the gogsles he was weaning. . . . Later he was ex--
pariencing rediness and itching around both eyes. :
Report Conclusion: Because: label requinements were fol-
jowed for personal protective ecuipment and the application
method was done in a suitable mannes, no violation [enforce-

» In 75|instances, failure ro provide adequare
protedtive gear for pesticide handling re-
sulted in no action or only a Notice of Vie-
latiory

+ Fineswere rarely assessed for repear viola-

ment action] is recommended, I tions Lincovered in repeat inspections of a :
—Monterey Investigation 6/6/ singld employer's fatm or spray operations. }

| Monteyey County ‘ i

L L) - - - E

A Closer Look at Worker Review of 192 pesticide field inspections con :

ducted in Monterey County berween 1995

and 1998 show thar numerous violatons

' with clear potential to cause illncss resulted in

| no fine (Table 4.3). These included 40 viola-

" tons of| protective gear requirements; 11 in-
stances pf failure w provide washing facilities
for ficldworkers; ten violarions of Monterey

Safety Violations: County
Case Studies

A sample of pesticide exposure investigation
reports and pesticide use inspection records
for 19951998 was collected from the top

3

strawberry producing Central Coast counties
of Monurerey, Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz and

Coun

s field posting ordinance, which re-

Ventura o get a closer look at the rypes of quires gosting in fields after application of
violations found and actions taken. This any pesticide with a reentry interval of ar least
24 houts; four violations of starewide posting

summary is limited ro worker safery viola-
tions and does not include usc reporting or
other record-keeping violations,

[nformation on these specific inspections was
requested because strawberry production is
boch pesticide and labor intensive. In the
sitawberry industry growers use as many as
148 different pesticides in various formula-
tions, often in combinations of up to four
pesticides. Strawberrics are the most chemical
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require

ents; and five instances of use of

equipmjent unsafe to operare.

Stxreen
ducred
viewed)
of these
in the 4
the exd
in each

pesticide episode investigations con-
berween 1996 and 1998 were re-
Fines were assessed as a result of five
investigations. While four fines were
brious range, they seem very low given
nt of worker illness and risk of illncss
Cases




Tabic 4.3. Monterey County Summary

Type of Violation or Hazard Action Warning  Fipe®
Pesticide solution draining down road towards workers ' $300
No soap for mixer/loader/applicators $300

Use of high toxicity organophosphate above legal rase
withour protective gear $500

Crew allowed into posted field became 1]] 32,
Crew weeding in posted field but no illness $200
Spraying within 500 ft. of road during school bus hours 3150
Equipment in poor repair cansed exposure and illness $400
Pesricides ransported in van with workers
No emergency medical care plan
No washing facilities for applicators
No Monterey County required field posting 2
Fieldworker Pesticide Info Sheet A-9 not posted at field 7 22
Adequate protective gear not provided 2 38
Application equipment not safe to operate
Inadequate respitatory protection program 1
Violations of statewide posting requircments ‘
No washing facilities for ficldworkers ' 11
Ne application-specific fiekdworker training 3
Violation of methyl bromide wortker buffer zone
Methyl bromide reentry incerval violaton
No applicator training
Field supervisor not wained
Safety/training viclations for methyl bmmxd:

field fumigation 9
Methyl bromide buffer zone misrep., worker entry,

ripped tatp $3
Insecticide drift resulting in illness of 12 fieldworkers 32

Percent of Total 10% B4%

* Each fitte specific to one episede. Fines for tecord-keeping violarions oot listed here.

o Oy RN
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» Drift of diazinon applicd by an airblast that the worker may only have spent a brief
sprayet in a ncighboring apple orchard re- time in the buffer zone. For th same inci-
sutted in illness in 12 strawberry harveseers. dent, the fumigation company was also
The applicator was fined $2,000.* fined 53,000 for misrcpresenting the resi-

denrial buffer zone on the perit, sending
employees 1o repair the arp without air
moniteting or respitatory protection, and
allowing the tarp o become dpmaged. |

» A grower was fined 3800 for not training
two individuals who warked as shovelers in
a methyl bromide application and for di-
recting one worker to encer the fumigated

field to repair the tarp without testing the » A crew of 27 harvesters becarrje ill afrer
ait or providing respiratory protection. An working for two hours in i field treated juse
addirional $400 fine for allowing a worker a day and a half earlier with the organo-
to enter the buffer zone while working as a phosphate Metasystox R, whigh has an REI

- field-guard was overtutned on the grounds
3
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of 72 hours. The grower and contracror
were cach Bred $1,000.

* A crew of four was found weeding in a
posted ficld during an REI buc che fine was
only $200 because “no illnesses resulted.”

* A greenhouse was fined $500 for failure to
provide protective gloves and clothing and
for use of a highly roxic organophosphare
above the allowable label rate, resulting in
illness of the applicator.

* A grower was fined $400 for failure to
maincain safe equipment after a leaky valve
caused applicator exposure and illness.

* As a resulr of a property loss investigation,
compensarion of $1,500 was paid for dam-
ages from herbicide drift on a stawberry
field .

* The agriculture commissioner’s office was
contacted the day a worker first went to a
doctor, who removed her from work for a
week duc to a depressed cholinesrerase
level # The commissioner’s office ar-
tempted o contact the il worker ar the
docror’s office but for unexplained reasons

did not visit the worksitc until

2 two weeks later. By that tme it
was too late to sample plants and
the greenhouse floor for organo-
phosphate pesticides. The em-
ployer denied using pesticides
other than bleach. Sales records
were not checked, and the names
of household pesticides found in
the storage area were not listed in
the report.

Santa Barbara County
Half of the 18 Santa Barbara pesticide expo-

sure investigations reviewed had unexplained

defays in physician reporting to the agricul-
tural commissioner, df_-lays In commissioner
initiation of investigation, or both.™ Delays
can seriously compromise investigarions be-
cause pesticide residues degrade and memo-
ries fade.

Trearment of fumigant drift incidents was
inconsistent. One October 1996 investiga-
tion, triggered by a neighbors complaine
about a methyl bromide field fumigation,

00163

resulted in a $450 fine for drift, violation of
r zone and holes in the fumigation

investigations, safety violations were
ocumented but no fines ar cven wrie-
tion norices were issued. In two of
tances, repair of contaminated

nt was conducred without proper

or protective gear. In the third, im-
se of valves caused organophosphare
insecticjde to spew onto the handler; the mis-
arrributed ro *human error” rather

of potental drift affecting a crew of
ficldworkers, no ficld samples were taken to
assass ettent of drift.®

One hundred and rwelve violarion norices
and fivq inspection reports were also re-

ndition violations. In threr in-

es of $151 were assessed in three
instancds for failure to provide washing facili-
ties for fieldworkers, bue only violation no-
tices wepe issued in 17 other instances. Fines
of $151) were assessed twice for failure ro wear
protectipe gear, but no action was taken in

er viclations of protective gear re-

of 93 pesticide use inspection re-
Santa Cruz Counry for 1997 and

sulted id no fine, These included 31 instances
of failud w0 pmvid: adcquatc pml;cctivc gear,
and renjinstances of unsafe usc of the highly
toxic herbicide paraquac, which is corrosive
to skin 3nd eyes and can cause lung damage
and eveh death. '

Safery violations in paraguat use included
mixing and loading without clased systems,

PEAC N = S I
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applying paraquat with backpack sprayers

without required protective clothing, lack of o

washing facilitics ac the application site, mx-
ing paraquat at twice the legal rate, and not
preventing spills from spreading.

Only six violation notices were issued. For
the other inspections where violations were
found, no action was taken.

Ventura County

inspection Finding; On Felruary 7, 1996,
fieichworkers were harvesting strawbermes dunng a

restrictend entry intervai (RENY; an inspector stopped -

the operation. On February 8, 1996, during the same
RE, the famm cperator sent the fieldworkers back
into the treated fekd.

Consequence: No enforcernent actions were taken
{California DPR 19970).

The Ventura County agriculrural
commissioner’s office has recently come un-
der public scrutiny for falling short in carry-
ing our its duty to enforce pesticide regula-
tions and for failing to take necessary actions
to protect workers and the public from pesti-
cides. The reappointment of Agriculrural
Commissioner Earl McPhail, who has held
his post for 20 years, is currently in jeopardy.
Program deficiencies pointed out in DPR
Annual Effectiveness Evaluations include
mulriple instances of failure to issuc fines for
serious or repeat violations, failure to issue
any fines for FY 1995/96, failure to conduct
enough inspections, and failure to complete
investigations in a timely manner.

The Ventura Counry agricultural commis-
sioner has had $11,000 of funding (from the

1994 due ro these serious pesti

pesticide mill mi) withheld by [f'R since
i

ment program weaknesses. DPR|conducrs
both annual and semi-annual

ing for enforcement program de i

Ventura County inspection reco

presented in this report because ghey lack suf-
ficient detail. '
Conclusion

Striking problems in the stare’s ation and

enforcement of pesticide laws wdre revealed
through our examination of statdwide pesti-
cide enforcement sraristics and ajcloser ook

forced to bear the costs of their di
safety rules, This longstanding
niency towards pesticide violatiohs also puts
Jaw-abiding pest control applicaors and
growers at a competitive disadvahrage.

It is sometimes debated whether|énforcement
is an effecrive tool for improving safety. Once
again, the highway safecty cxample provides
insight: the drop in the number pf traffic fa-
ralities since implementation of the manda-
rory seat-belt law and stiffer penalties for
drunken driving indicare that enforcement
can indeed be effective, Qur recgmmenda-
tions for strengthening Californid's system of
enforcement and reducing the rikk of farm-

- worker poisonings are outlined in Chaprer 5.
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Recommendations: Pr ; tecting
Farmworkers from Pesticides

"Pesticicle xposUre Can cause serous acutelilingss among
farrmworkers, In the incident described in this repert, workers
entered a fieig well before the end of a labyl-specified re-
stricted entry interval (REY) and incumred pegticicle exposure
that resulted in a moderately severe illness. The inciclent dem-
orstrates that 1) posted and oral wamings Dased on the REI
ane necessary to prevent iiness among workers perfoming
handl lator in fielcds recently treated with pesticides and 2)
failure: to adhere to an REI can result in substantial morbidity
[iliness] among exgoosed workers. Bacause (his incident dem-
onstrates that soie refiance on these conu%neasurﬁ may be

inaclequate, the sutstitution of safer, less

i¢ sltermnative pes-

ticides shold be adopted when feasible” [CDC 1999).
i

As demonstrated in the above excerpt from a
recent Center for Disease Control (CDC)
report, reliance on nerificaton measures
alone is in many cases inadequate to prevent
farmworker poisoning by pesticides.
Farmworker experiences show that even pes-
ticide applications which follow the lerer of
the law can result in exposure or illness.

The most important and urgently needed
step to reduce exposure is eliminaring use of
pesticides which endanger the health and

| well-being of farmworkers throughout the

state. Phasing our use of the most dangrrous
pesticides—those that cause cancer or repro-
ductive harm, ot are extremely toxic to the
nervous system—would represent tremen-
dous progress toward a mote sustainable,
healthy and humane agricultural system.
Substituring safer alternatives for roxic mate-
rials is 2 well-escablished first step in worker
protection as outlined in the widely accepted
principles of industrial hygiene (Soule 1991).
Specific steps needed to reach this goal and
effectively promote viable alternatives are out-
lined in Recommendarnion #1 below.

To reduce the level of farmworker exposure
to those pesticides which remain registered,
we recommend oudawing several hazardous
use pracrices. improving protection from drift

“and residue exposure, and significandy

strengthening the existing enforcement sys-
tern. Improved reporting and trearment of

001635

pesticidé illnesses are also crirical, as is access
to accurpie information on pesticide use, vio-
lations 4nd illnesses for both farmworkers
neral public. Below we explore
mmendations in greater detail, in-
me of the specific steps needed to
rmworker exposure to dangerous

1. Rapidiy phase out use of the most
toxic pesticides and promote
and sustainable alternatives.

+ Calif¢rnia’s Department of Pesticide Regu-
larion] {DPR) should develop and imple-
mentja plan to phase out us¢ of pesticides
thar dause cancer or reproductive harm or
are highly poisonous acute nerve toxins. In
addidon, the agency should develop and
implément a plan for reducing use of all
pestidides, including seming annual goals
for tdtal use reduction and ensuring, at the
samc|time, that roxiciry is not inereased.

s DPR|should immediately prohibit use of
pestigides that are most hazardous to work-
ers (Highly acute nerve toxins, carcinogens
and pesticides chat cause reproductive
harrm)) on labor-intensive crops.

+ Califprnia Environmental Prorecrion
Agency (CalEPA) should commit sigaifi-
cant esources to organic agricultural re-
scarch and programs to assist farmers in
pestigide use reduction and in the transi-
tion o sustainable aleernatives.”
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« CalEPA and California Department of
Food and Agriculture (CDFA) should in-
crease their research and training budgees
in cach of the following arcas: organic agri-
culture, bicintensive and integrated pest
management programs and pesticide use
reduction programs. These expendiures

should be analyzed annually and compared '

with expenditures in support of conven-
tional agriculture. Results of this analysis
should be made public and widely avail-
able.

2, Improve regulations to reduce
farmworker exposure.

s DPR should ban acrial spraying of agricul-

tural pesticides, and prohibir use of back-
pack spraying for all restricred use pesti-
cides and acute systemic toxins.

+ DPR should expand posting requirements
to apply to all agricultural pesticide appli-
cations. Warnings should be required prior
to application along the perimeter of all
areas where apphcauon occurs in such a
manner that the warnings are highly visible
to workers and other people whe might
enter the area. All posting signs should in-
clude pesucldc name and reentry date and
be wrirten in the primary language(s) of
the farmworkers.

» DPR should require that employers notify
farmworkers 24 hours in advance of all
pesticide applications in ficlds they work in
or near,

« DPR should extend restricted entry inter-
vals (REIs) to take into account multiple -
pesticide cxposure and prevention of
chronic health effects. Early reentry excep-
tions should be eliminated, and DPR
should decument and make public the sci-
enrific basis for REls.

« DPR should establish and/or expand
worker buffer zones for all furnigants and
atr-blast spraying.

» Growers should be required to provide
washing and laundry facilices for
farmworker use on any farm where pesti-
cides are applied.

001626

+ Training requirements should hc improved
and enforced for all pesticide apphcators
and workers who enter fields oq handle
Crops. '

* Agricultural workers should bcicovcrcd by
QSHA's Hazard Cornmumcatu*a n Stan-

dard. |

3. Strengthen ¢nfor:¢m¢n* of

existing laws.

» DPR should ser minimum l:latury
penalties that county agriculrufal commis-
sioners must issue for violationk of pesticide
laws that could endanger the %ﬂd\ and

‘safety of workers. The option gf issuing
“Notices of Violatons” and “Lietters of
Warning” should be abolished

+ DPR should increase fine levels for moder-
ate and serious violations and enforce the
autornatic “serious” designadof for repeat
*moderate” violations, asspccxﬁcd in pest-

cide regularions.

» DPR should require pesticide jisers to be
famniliar with rcgulamry requirtments. The
“ignorance excusc,” 2 policy of leniency
rowards violators if they claim to be unfa-
rmiliar with relevant requirements, should
be abolished. (The DPR Pesitide Policy
Manual currently recommends issuance of
a “Notice of Violation” rather khan a fine
for a violation that is a possibl‘:-health and
safery hazard if the violator is judged unfa-
mailiar with pesticide regulatory require-
ments.)

« An independent review board|should be
established to annually evaluate che perfor-
mance of each county agticultural coramis-
sioner, with participation from agriculrural
workers. Elecred county officipls should
receive copies of all agriculturyl commis-
sionet workplans and evaluarions, DPR
should exercise its authority ¢ withhold
funding from agricultural commissioners
offices that inadequately enfofee regula-
tions. |

» DPR should require that every county agri-
culrural commissiotiet’s officd have ac least
one bilingual investigator on };taﬁ',

|
|
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+ DPR should require special investigations .+ Insurance companies should be required 0

of all pesticide illnesses resulting from legal -~ imm tacely forward copies of *Doctor’s
use practices. rather than allowing agricul- First Report of Occupational {ilness or In-
rural commissioners to take no actionin jury”|involving pesticides to the Depart-
cses where no specific violations are mend of Health Services (DHS) and DPR

tound.

» Doisaning investizations should always in- » DHY should establish and fund a program
volve the Department of Health Services to mpnitor long-term health impaces of
Occupational Health Branch and/or pestifide cxposure among farmworkets.

(QSHA. in addirion to DPR. o
should expand its existing program

in docrors abour pesticide poisoning

» Srate agencies should assess stff penaltes wt
osis, treatment and reporting require-

for emplover reealiation against whistle- o di
blowers and for interference with workers ments. Crop-sheers highlighting symproms
right to organize. ‘  of pasticide poisaning should be widely
distr{buted ro migrane health clinics and

» Agricultural inspecrors should enforer ex- othe} physicians or health care providers.

. isting law (CCR, Tide 8, Section 3457), !
h which mandares a minimum $750 fine for  Cal(PSHA and the Medical Board of Cali-

inadequate sanitation facilities, as specified fornia should exercise their authority to
in CalOSHA regulations. fine docrors who fail to report pesticide

+ DPR should mandare that egregious viola- nings promp dy to the county health

tots whose acrions endanger workers shall

=]
=
1
o

be refarred for civil or criminal prosecution 5. improve farmworker access to
and/or have pesticide use permits and ki- medigal treatment.
censcs revoked for a full growing season. |+ Failyre of agticulrural employets to provide
. workers and doctors with full information
4. Improve reporting of pesticide about chemicals involved in a possible ex-

1 poisonings. . N,
g *+ Work “safety incentive” contests that pro- ifgs iy d;nmdmt;h;x;lig:;;s;:ﬂﬂ:ﬂ:;t:ﬂ dr
1 vide bonuses or prizes to work crews when .

‘ shonld be enforced aggressively, Regula-

no injuries or illnesses are reported ina

given time period should be prohibited. tions requiring employers to take exposed

rs promptly to a doctor should be

» Thd federal government should increase
funfling for migrant clinics and other
health care providers for farmworkers, in-
cluding funding for free annual physicals to
screfn for symproms of pesticide exposure.
Thésc free physical exams should be avail-
abl¢ 1o all, regardless of immigration status.

» Aggicultural employers should be required
to grovide health insurance and/or estab-
lish 2 fund to finance farmworker health
carg costs.

Jowedym Sherman, LFW

» DHIS should expand cholinesterase moni-
torjng programs to include all field workers
whp could be exposed o organophos-

phates or carbamates during the course of

thTr wark.
36 ‘
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DPR should expand posting requirements.
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6. Ensure farmworker and public

right-to-know.
s DPR. should expand workers' right-to-
know to include posting of REls and de-
scriptions of acute and chronic health f-
fects associated with each chemical. The
information should be posted in 2 neutral
location on the farm in an understandable
formac and language.

* The Office of Environmental Health Haz-
ard Assessment should ensure thar all
farmworkers are guarantced “adequare
warning” about exposure (o carcinogens
and reproductive toxins, as required under
Propesition 63.

+ County agricultural commissioners should
document all drif inquiries; monitor, ana-
lyze and publish rends in inquiries and
complaints; and instinuee mandar.ory site

- visizs in response to repeared i mqmna: and/
or complaint,

» Counry agricultural commissioners should
make the results of pesticide investigations

!

i

available to DHS and che publit within

 three months of an investigatiop.

DPR should release pesticide
ness data no later than six montk

wotkers affected by the viclaridns and

. number of pesticide ilinesses for each user/
grower, This integrared database could be
an expansion of the Agriculturgt Civil Pen-

alries database of pesticide enfqreement
actions, and would be analogoys to the na-
tional Toxic Release Inventory ind the
statzwide Hot Spors database fbr air poilus-
ing chemicals. '
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Endnotes

1 Earmworker accouncs e excerpred from worker resti-
mony and counry poticide spisode investigation reperts,
Names have been omiited or changed to protece the work-
e

Symptoms of st peticide peismimng occur shortly sfter

wepustise 1nd are followed by refacively rapid secavery.

Avyte etfects may result from asingle exposure to ane

substancg of from multiple exposutes over 1 shart time

penid,

3 Under scave biw in 12 stares tincluding California), Work-
ers’ Compensarion coverage is che same in agnculrure s
far all other industries. In 13 stawes, no Workers' Compen-
sation coverage is requiced under scare law for
Farmwotkers. n 25 scates, coverage is morg |imited in
agriculture than in uther industries (LS. Dept. of Laber
T9uE).

4 This is clearly lluscraced in the dirrnri:y among, “buffer
zones” around farms where the il fumigans methyl bro-
mide is applied. The buffer zone rguired far workers i 2

neighboring field is it some eases less chan half chat re-

uired for residencial arcas, itself 2n inadequate distance.

ndependzns monitors have documented levels of medhy)
bromide dtift well above what the state considers “smfe.” ar
distances more than ten dmes the official residendal buffer

zone (Environmenral Working Group 1998).

Sec Appendix A for an overview of tesarch methods,

6 Farmworker t:mmonécoikcmd from seaff ac the
Organizacion en California de Lideres Campesings, Inc.
The name has been changed to protece che worker,

7 Ineres zrc all chose ingredienss noc classified as pesticide
acrive ingredicnts, They are added to pesticide Formula-
tions tp make the pesticide more porent or easier to use,
They include sobrenis, spreaders, srickers, wetting :f:nm.
carriers, fillers and other chemicals (Marquards ot al.
1508), At |east 3872 chemicals on the U.5. EPA list of
pesticide inert ingredients arc or were enee regiscered a5
pesticide aciive itgredisncs (Knight 1997).

8 California physicians teport chronic effeets in less than
2% of casss (Das 1999}, This reflecrs the diffieulry of
recognizing chrowic pesticide-relaced illness,

9 Nationwide and in Californiz. the organic food industry
has grown by more than 20% per year for the past seven
years (Lipson 1997).

10 Whila pesticide use explained only 57% of the variation in
number of poisonings ameng these ten crops. the refarion-
ship was stadisrically signifeant (P = 0.02). Sincs hi
volume does not necessarily mean high roxicity and alse
does ot reflect intensiry [volume per acre of h
atza), it is net surprising that che rladionship is not soron-
ger-

11 Possible cxplanarions for incomplere data include lack of
inforemation submitted from the artending physicians;
and/ar lack of infermation about on-farm pesticide use,
exposure during equipment maintenance, OF eXpOILT 31
pest coneral company faciliries.

12 Specifically, early feld reentry and exposure during appli-
cation of organaphosphare insecticides and misturs of

arganophosphare and n-mechyl carbamates (cholinesterase
inhihicing nerve tusing) were found w cause the most
severe poisonings. While some dangerous organaphas-
phates {¢.g.. mevinphos and «thvl parathion) ase ne lorger
registered, arher nerve wains (#.g- oxpdemeron-methyl.
methyl parathion, and methomyvl} remain in heavy use.

| 3 Since this sarvey was conducred seme other states (z.g..
Washingron) now monitor farmerelared pesticide illnesses.

i+ For example. the incidence of pulmonary disorders
smong farmworkets is chree mes thar of farmers, and
pesticide exposure is mose likely 2 cunrrihuﬂﬂ% facror
(Crarcia of .Lr 1996), For faemworkers who de live longer,
cancers often appear after they have lett agricultural work
and hence other aeeuparions most likely appear on death
gertificates { Zahm and Blar 1993),

| 5 Hisrmeanes are rr;].nspurted throughous che hlll-iy and func-
ton w onerd virually every bodily process and o main-
rain “homeosiss,” or balace among ditterent hﬂdy 5y5-

(B

i
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ermas Hws eve wr oo mogh hormuene can cause 1 wisde
range of physiagict] or neugological problen.

b The ongins mast ac sk include mammary slinds, Gilo-
pian e, utetus, cervix and vigina in femade teruses; and
prostate, seminal visicles, epididymidis and reires in male
Fetuses,| Endocrine-distuptors may exert their oegative
etfeces fdireetly as well if they impair the immune or
Nervowuy syscerms of cause vanéer s cdoerine glands
i enbrink 159490),

I~ Farmwistker accounts are cxcerpred Fram worker testis
many dnd couny pesticide episode investigacion repor.
Marmnes{liave heen amitted or changed w protect the work-

18 Accordjg 1o 1 Generl Accounsing Office reporr, ULS.

oo capability ro accurately determine national
inciderice or prevalence of pesticide illngsses that octur in
the factn secoor™ (ULS, GACY 1993).

19 Under the medizal surveillince proggam, applicators are
requireft to have baseline cholinesterase biood reses and
peripdi: blood rests durin&:ny period they are working
with sglecified pesticides (Cavegery | and H organophios-
phates fid n-mechyt carbarmates} more than six days our
gg gg (Califoraia of Regulations, Title 3, Secrion

).

20 Farmwiprker testimonies were collected and rranglazed
{from 1996 to 1998} by United Farm Worksrs of
Ameriga, AFL-CIO,

211bid. |

22ibid. | | |

23 This islatso reflected in Coun(K&Agriculmnl Commis-
sioner Jnspection Repores for Monrerey and Sanea Cruz
Coundes, 1996-1998,

24 Op. <il. {Rrmworker CEstImenies).

25 Op. <l (farmwerker restimonics).

26 Fines dan range from $100 w 52,500, and counry health
officer} have the authority to refer non-repordng physi-
clans ob the medical board for sanction (California Code

tiont. Trcle 8, Division 1, Chapter 4.3, Subchap-

icle 5; and H5C Secdon 2950),

joriry of cases the viokrion was cited as a general
i of Caifornia Code of Regularions, Tile 8, See-
38 {Druey to Provide, Maintain and Lse Protective

29 Montdrey Couny investigation PEIR ¥ 92.2046.
re is based on a pesticids application rate of 302
aere and a UFW escitnated figure of 1.5 workers
to harvest an acre of srrawberriet.
31 Calitofnia Code of Reguladions, Tie 8, Seetion 3457,
CAOFHA has cexponaibilicy for worker protection in all
industhies s it dess not have as much snforcement pres-

(=48

33 Fram he tallowing Montersv County invesrigation Re-
ports. listed in urder of deseription: ACT 95496002, ACP
Ya/a4HI | ; ACT 96/97-008: ACP 96/97-06: ACP-96/

2 ACP 96/97-003: Investigarion Reportof 2714/

35 Santa Barbara Investigacions with unexplained delays: 38-
97-3u 2 98 SMOLEL 9848, Bo-21 24 47 1B
-13RO: -, UT-LTSY,

36 Fram fhe following Sanca Bachare Counry [nvesigation
Repors. Hared in order of deseription: AU SB-00/97-
n06; Bpisole s9K-4%: Episode #8-SMO1E L Eptinde
E9™ 1[44; Episude #9701 50u; lnvestigation #38-5B-96.

37 For wddinional informsitian or a lisc of publications on
promepring drernacves, suneaee Pericide Action Merwork
or Calitoenians for Pesricide Retfirm.
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Appendix A

Methods

lliness Data Analysis

We analyzed California Department of Pesi-
cide Regulation (DPR) illness reporting data
from 1991 to 1996 and comnpared the results
with analyses of pesticide use data from 1991
to 1995 (Licbman 1997). At the dme of
preparation of this report, use data for 1996
were not available to the public,

Illness dara analyzed included all cases idenci-
fied, after investigation by DPR, as definirely,
probably or pessibly related to pesticide expo-
sure and which were listed 25 agriculrural
cases, ot provided a crop name, or in which
pesticide use was intended o conaibute o
production of agricultural commodities, or in
which the affected person worked for a food
processing facility (OPR 1999).

Accounts from Workers

Sources of worker accounts included vesti-
mony from farmworkers collected and trans-
lated by the United Farm Workers (UFW)
and cxcerprs from county pesticide episode
investigation reports. Names have been omit-
ted or changed 1o protect the workers.

Enforcement Data Analyses

Analyses of fines and pesticide use violations
were prepared using data from the Agricul-
tural Civil Penalties (ACP) Darabase for FY
1991/92 to 1996/97. These data are main-
rainied by the California DPR Enforcement
Unit. Data from 1990/91 were not used be-
cause many penalties (fines) had never been
finalized. Six year averages of both the num-
ber and total dolfar amount of fines levied by
individual counties are presented to show

.cach county's general level of enforcement

activicy over six recent years. Thar enforce-
ment activity was compared to the most re-
cent available agriculture-related pesticide
iliness data (1996), because it is plausible that
the level of agricultural pesticide poisoning in
a county could be affecred by pesticide en-
forcement activity in preceding years.

The profile of pesticide safety violations re-
sulting in fines addresscs only the roughly

4001631
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|

10% of all viclations documented by agricul-
tural inpectors which resulted in fines and
excludes record-keeping violations. This pro-
file urilizes the ACP database for Fiscal Years
1991/1p92 to 1995/1996 because 1996/
1997 dirta were received after this more com-
plex analysis was completed. The ACP data-
base somerimes rcfers o regulation sub-sec-
tions which derail very specific requiremnents.
For example, California Code of Regulations
(CCR)(Tide 3, Section 6738(a)(3) requires
employers to “Assure precautions to prevent
hear seess during protective gear use are
taken.”| More often only a general section
numbey, such as 6738: “Provision of protec-
tive equipment,” is listed or rezrievable. In
many dases a single fine involves a number of

R L VI P

County Enforcement Data ‘
We collected county agricultural commission

¢ o the public under the California
rds Act. Documents were col-

Specifit documents requested and analyzed
included: pesticide use monitoring inspec-
tions, field worker safery inspections, pre-
applicarion site inspections, notices of viola-
tion, nbtices of proposed action and norices
of progosed decision, and pesticide episode
incident reports. Use inspections and viola-
tions were requested only for scrawberry and
raspbefry farms in order o limit the volume
of dochiments. Incidene repores and docu-
mients related to Agriculrural Civil Penalties
{Notices of Proposed Action and Decision)
were rgquested for alt agricultural commodi-
ties. These otiginal documents were analyzed
in the fontext of starewide data compiled by
DPR. Bpecific investigations of pesticide ill-
ness egisodes cited in the text are identified
by invistigﬂtiun number or date of incident.

|
i
K
'



Appendix B

Reported Use of Toxic Pestncndes in Callforma, 1995

This table is 2 compitation of dara on the roxicology and
reported use of pesticides in California in 1995 (the lasc
year for which use dara are availablc). Pesticides were in-
cluded if they met two criteria: 1) they appear on the
indicated official lists of roxic pesticides and 2) they were
used in California in 1995, A description of the toxicol-
ogy and hazard lists is included in the text.

Original source: Liebman (1997). Some figures were
updared using corrected daca from California DPR
(1998b). Endacrine disruptors were also identified by
Keich (1997).

Key to Hazard and Toxiciry Lists

A. U.5, EPA “Probable Human Carcinogens™

B. California's Proposition 63 Pesticides that Cavse Cancer

C. California’s Propositon 65 Pesticides that Cause Developmental
Toxiciry

D. Califarnias Proposition 65 Pesticides thar Cause Female Repro-
ductive Toxicity

E. California’s Propesition 65 Pesticides that Cause Male Reprodue-
tive Toxicicy

E Endocrine Disrupting Pesricides

(. U.5. EPA Catcgory [ Exeremuely High Acute Toxicicy/Sysemic
Pesticides Labeled “DANGER/FOISON"

M. 1.5, EPA Category IT Organophosphate and Carbamare Nerve
Toxins '

I. Restricted Use Pesricides. Six pesticides (aerazine, bencazon,
bromacil, divron, prometon, and simazing) arc included on dhis
list {potential w pollute ground water) only when used in a desig-
nated Pesticide Managemene Zonie, that is, where hey already
have been detecred in groundwater.

Pesticide Hazand Pounds
active and of active
ingredicnt Toxicity ingredient
12-Dichleroptropane B 7
1,3-Dichloroptopene AB1 409,821
24,5-T' F 0
2,4-D¢ EI 462,204
3-Chloro-P-toluidine hydrochloride I 0
4-Aminopyridine I 22
Acifluorfen AB 6
Acrolein® G, 1 363,127
Alachlor B, F 41,119
Aldicarb EGI 358,659
Alumninum phosphide Gl 90,968
Amitrole ABF 1,858

001632

Pesticide Hazaud Pounds
active and of active
ingredient Toxicity ingredient
Arscnic (inorganic)® B.G 125,055
Atrazine El 36,192
Azinphos-methyl G, 1 432,248
Bendiocarh H 1,526
Benomyl C.EF 196,154
Bentazon I 655
Bromuacil I 95,478
Brarnoxynil C 119,815
Cacodyiic acid AB 44,41
Cadmium ABF 0
Capwfol AB o .
Capran : AB 752,677 5
Carbaryl ! EH,1 856,687 ik
Carbofuran - G.1 247,861 3
Carbon disulfide C.DLE 0
Carbon tetrachloride AB 0 iﬁ
Chlordanes® A.B.F 184 -
Chlordimeform A.B.F 23
Chiorophacinone G 11
Chleropicrin G, 1 2,798,239 .
Chlorothalonil AB 1,130,282
Chlorpyrifos H 3.443,138
Chromium (chromic Acid) B.G 117,092
Creosors AB 444,461 %
Cyanazine cC 646,409 &
Cycioheximide C 0
Cyhexatin C 0
Cypermethrin F 98,827
Daminczide AB 7,868
DDVP B.G 6159
DEF® G 885,595
Diazinon H 1,228,066
Dicofol F 494,789
Dicratophos G 113
Dimethears H 596,014
Dinoeap C 13
Dinoseb C.E.G 73
Di-n-propyl isecinchol B 1
Disulforon G 97,688
Diuron 1 1,071,028
Endosulfan EG. 1 238,455
Endothall, dipotassiurn-salt G 6.297
Endrin EG 0
Epichlorohydrin A BE ]
Esfenvalerare 3 44 GO8
Ethion H 79
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Pestcide Hazard Pounds
active and of active

ingredient Toxicity ingredient
Ethoprop G,1 51,104
Ethyl acrylate B I
Ethylene dibromide A B G 90
Ethylene dichlocide

(1,2-dichloroethane) A B 0
Ethylene oxide B.D.G 0
Fenamiphos Gl 190,027
Fcnoxy:arb A 1,673
Fanthion H 413
Fenvalerate F 25,770
Folpet AB 2
Fonofos G 74,936
Farmaldehyde (gas) ABG 153.519
Formetanate hydrochloride G 104,846
Heptachlor ABF 0
Ipredions A B 587,301
Lindane ABEI 4,653
Malathion F 825077
Mancozeh ABF 678,316
Maneb ABF 1,295,589
Metam sodium Al 15,131,385
Methamidophos G.1 515,127
Merhanol G 7
Methidathion G, 1 321,750
Methomyl EG1I B23,399

Methoxychlor
Mcthyl bromide"
Methyl isothiocyanate!
Metolachlor
Meuibuzin
Mevinphos
Maolinate

Naled

Micodne

Nitrofen
o-Phenylphenol™
Orxadiazon

Onarnyl
Oxydemeton-methyl
Oxythioquinox
Paraquar™
Parathion, ethyl"
Parathion, methyl"!
p-Dichlorobenzens
Permethrin

Phorate

Phosalone

Phosmet
Phosphamidon
Potassium hydroxide
Profencfos ‘

42
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1,049
17,519,744
123
179,109
30,670
79,347
1,411,346
708,927
2335

24
49,178
21,485
66,403
121,949
9,535
862,852
13,642
153,346
2
323,663
135,887
52
267,886
604

192
245,809

B

001633

Pesticide Hazard Poundds -
active and of active
ingredient Taxieity ingredient
Pronamide' A B 114,557
Bropanil { 401,022
Propargite AB 1,799,584
Bropetamphos H 77.985
Propoxur'” AG 3,296
Propylene axide A B 155,890
5,55~ Tnbutyl phosphpcorrichioate’™ T 885,595
Simazine 1 841,310
Sodium cyanide G, 1347
Strychnine' G, 1 713
Sulforcp G, 1 510
Sulfuryl Auoride G 1.746,320
Sulprofos H 171
Terrazole™ AR 369
Terrachloroethylene® B 742
Thiobencarh , I 571,075
Thiodicarb : AH 13,929
Toxaphene A,BEG 1,353
Tributylun® 2 EGI 338
Trichlorfon ; H 4,552
Trifluralin E 1,428,913
Vinclozolin AF 49,869
\Warfarin C.G 0
Zine Phosphide 1 1611
Zineb B 494
Ziram F 1.638,552

1 24.5-T is ligted as an endocrine
distupeer. DPR Pesiicide L Re-
ports have rwo lisings fof 2,4,5-Td
{1) 24,5 T Butoxyethandl carer. (2}
2 4.5-T Propylene glyool buc
ether ester
We lump these two into ‘hl stngle
lisring, '%.4.5-’1”." :
DPR Pesticide Use Repofu specify
3 lacze number of related{2.4-D
salrs. amines and exter, o] of which
are included hcre,
3 Acrobein i lisver] as 3 Respricred Use
Pesricide when it ix used 35 :n
aquati¢ heebieide,
4 Acroicin is clussified hergjac an
herbicide, bur can slio b osed s a
roudenticidg,
5 LR Pemicide Use Repofts [t
arsenic acid, arsetiic prn)lfxid:. and

1+

wratic trivgide, all of which we
hase combined into our fiscing
here.

G The cargguey “Chisndangs” ingludes
relatad ..‘cm:lpnun,d.l (Crvhilardanc.
anal cis- amd rrans-Peonalhierd
which are known endocr{ne
di-.mpmr\.. X

DIV 1 alse htowen gs lichlsevas.
8 Al Hpypwn s rributis. .
% Hen-propyl mcinchonsouite is
b kruswn s Dipropyl

ovinchumeronae.

- b Merhyl bramide is fisted s 4 Devsl-

upimenral Tosin IEHFA 199}
It stevetsiral sisct B mr besr
agrinliurl tickl we.
11 Merhvl wurhivevasace 1sjebusitiod
x4 Retrcred e Peidile when

labeled for agrieulural preduction
[11--%

12 The 1.5, EPA lises “o-phenyiphenal™
as a B2 earcinogen: CA Proposition
6% lises “oﬂphgglphenm. sodium” as
a earcinogen. Chur citepery "o-
l"h:m(lphenuf" ineludes wse of chree
clasely tetased chemicals shar appear
in DP'R, Pesrigide Lse Reports:
prthophenyiphenal. potusium salr.
and sodium salt

1.3 Paraquar refers to paraquat dichloride.

14 Parachion, ethyl is alie known s5 echyl
pamthivn and a5 parachion.

15 Marachion, mechyl is also kaown as
methyl paraskion.

b Pronamide is abso kiown as
Propyzamide.

17 Proposut is listad inthe U5 ED'A
cargifihs list 4 Bavgan.

18 5,5,5. Trthurvt phusphorowithiire is
alsi kogwn ax eribales ond PYEF 6.

141 Strychnine includes servchnine ol
serveRining silriee.

21 Lerrazole 15 sl ko o Bgradiazoic,

21 Alse kv s perchloroedn ke,

22 Triburvlein iv classitied 1 Resorigred
Lse Pasucide whest if is Labgledt For
conerol af “fualing arcaniame e an
ApRIGC gnviranmene.

28 TR Pesrivide Lise Reprsts lisr several
relatgd rribueyliin coinpeonds:
iribueybtin Aouride, it b ole-
are. erbwryltin methacrviae.
tribrigy i odecanaie. ol
tribigsrin oxice, We Loy thew
tgerher inr 4 single ey
“trabimvlein.”
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Appendix € B i

All Crops Listed in DPR's 1991-1996 Pesticide lliness Reports

Top ten crops: alfalfa, almonds, broceol, corton, grapes, |lecruce, oranges, ormamentals| strawber-
ries, 1natoes. '

All other crops (as listed by DPR): anemones, apples, apricots, arbor vitae, artichokes, ash trees,
asparagus, asters, avocados, azalcas, basil, beans, bedding plancs, bell peppers, blackeyes, brussel
sprouts, cabbage, cacrus, caneberries, cantaloupe, carnarions, catrots, cartle, cauliflowe celery,
cherries, chives, chrysanthemums, citrus, corn, cucumbers, cut flowers, cyclamen, daces, dried
prunes, eggplant, elm trees, eucalyptus, fallow, figs, flowets, fressias, furniture, garbanz beans,
gardenias, garlic, gladiolas, grapefruit, green onions, gypsophila, heather, hedge, herbs, honeydew
meclons, hydrangeas, impatients, iris, kiwis, lemons, lilics, lima beans, logs, lumber, mdons, mums
& kalancho, mushrooms, nectarines, nursery plants, nursery stock, oak trees, oats, oli , onions,
orchids, ornamenral cactus, ornamencal wees, pasture, peaches, pears, peppers, pine trde
chios, plums, poinsettias, pomegranates, potatoes, potted begonias, potted plancs, prifulas,
prunes, pyracantha, raisins, rappin, rice, rases, safflower, sage, sced, seed garlic, seed ppatoes,
seedlings, snapdragons, spinach, squash, stone fruit, sugarbeets, sunflowers, sweet corr), tangelo,
tarragon, tomaritlos, trees, rulips, tusf, turkeys, veronicas, walnuts, watermelon, wheat

Appendix D

Proportion of the Most Toxic* Pesticides Among Possiblel
Poisoning Agents in Top 10 Crops

Proportion of Most |

: Toxic Agents of

Crop All Agenis Listed**
alfalfa 55.7 |
almonds 48.6
brocooli 54.7

cotton 38.0

grapes 19.9

lettuce 578
oranges 35.2
ornamentals 4.8
strawberrics 339
TOMaoes 33.0

other crops 339

no crop listed - 33

* These e pearicides catrgorized as Gicirogens.
ferve totns. restricred wse pesncittes, reproductive
ruswing, codocring diseprass and anre wienic wsiog
tLiebnag 19971

T Sice Iase canspounds aec Tivzed mivte than onee, thewr
imbers represenc she pn :}purriun nt Al diarugs ot the
st desir. comuputineds gy the otal b all tndngs et alt
compratiiuls,

001634
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Appendix E

Top 7 Activities Associaterd with Pesticide Exposure

(% of Total Number of Cases)

Activiry grapes  cotton bfoccoli  oranges omamen. almondy tomato levmce stawb. alfulfa
goundapplicaion 134 40 (07 139 0.0 441, 3% 50 231 2.9
hand application 43 10 07 24 34.6 29(. 49 20 51 4.3
drift exposure 76 797 87 12l 17.3 108 275 28 231 257
drift into .
neighbodingareas® 1.5 2.5 23 31 163 88| 39 20 O 314
goundapplication 22 25 0 3.6 0 11.8] 20 30 64 0
packing/procsssing 0 o 03 48 0 20/ 186 20 0 0
fiddresidues 668 75 104 303 221 69| 304 564 423 300
102 101 78 70

Total # cases 539 399 307 - ' 165 © 104 102 ).

873 -

910

' 93.1

. 100

Chher activitis in darasss incuded: atial applicaror, deningffixing equipment, sxposure w coneentrate, flagger, fumiggdon chaniher, fiekd Fumigarion, arp famigarion, mix-

ing/loadingaerial. mumgﬂoadmg—hlnd
* Drift ince non-megeted dees
“* Diue 1o mundicg, the sum of the percentages may nar cqual the ool shown in the Lo row,

001635
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Appendix F R |

Pesticide Posionings by County, 1991-1996* i

% of
Total # Main county Totaj #  Main
County caves  Crop(s) £ cases cases County Crop(s) # cases
Kern 534 Cotton 239 44.8 San Mateo 33! Orpamentals 9
 Crmps 11 227 Flowers 8
Fresno 515 No aop** 157 30.5 Sacramento 2 No crop 12
Grapes 136 264 Sucter 26  Noaop 10
f Monrerey 428 Broceoli 152 35.5 Peaches 3.
i Nocop 79 185 Tomatoes 3
z Tulare 399  Omngs 142 35.6 Alameda 2 No crop 13
No crop 88 221 Solano 2 Ne crap 8
i | Grapes 6 173  Tomatoss 2
San Joaquin 200 Noaop 117 585 o Omamencals 2
SaBabim 180  Broceoli 121 672 Cohm 1B Noaop 8
Kings 167  Cotton 91 54.5 Glenn 15 Nocrop 5
Seanishaus 1338  Noeop 71 514 | | Pruncs 4
Imperial 128 Broccoli 24 188 Mendocino Grapes 7
Alfalfa 23 18.0 San Bernardine Ormamenals 8
_ Warermclon 20 15.6 Contrs Cosez Peppets 7
Merced 127 Nocrop 65 51.2 , No crop 5
Venrtura 119 No crop 42 35.3 ‘Tehama Walnuts 4
Celery 23 19.3 Humbolde No crop 7
Cierus 20 16.8 San Benito No crop 3
San Diego 114 No crap 27 237 Leruce 2
Ornamentals 17 149 Yuba 8 Walnuts. 5
Flowers™ 17 149 Del Noie 7 No crop 4
Los Angeles 84 No crop 49 58.3 San Francisco 4 No crop 3
Madera 79  Grapes 36 456 Shasta 13 Noecrop 2 667
Alm/Cot 18 228 Calaveras 2 Othercrops 2 100.0
G e} Lassen 2 No erop 2 100.0
. Rivesside 77 Grapes 45 58.4 Marin 2 Roses 1 50.0
Butre 73 No crop 53 72.6 Placer pi Ornamental 1 50.0
Santa Cnz 71 No crop 25 35.2 Siskivou 2 Other crop 1 50.0
Srrawberries 20 28.2 Lalce l Crapes 1 100.0
Orange 56 No crop 23 41.1 Nevada 1 No crop 1 100.0
Srrawberties 11 19.6 - Tuolumne 1 Grapes 1 100.0
Sonoma 55 No crop 23 41.8 Total 3991
' Grapes 22 40.0
Napa 47 Grapes 34 72.3
Santa Clara 47 No crop 23 48.9 ’ l:r:"p‘:i::rri.f::.!:;:lrll:::mr cach quumry wroutit Tor 4 les $0% aF oni zosoning
Yolo 41 Tomatoes 10 24.4 e s crog o et in thie 221 hata the deren o crop Lkl s e
No crop 8 195 |\:‘:::::;:L r(1.:,.\wn st gy bere srad are fistgad. alang wik d1orhes s, i
San Luis Obispe 37 Grapes 10 27.0 o i WK (%)
' Lettuce 3 135
No crop 5 13.5
. 15
001636




Appendix G *‘

Pesticide Safety Violations Profile, 19913/952—1 995/96

Fines for Vielations of Pesticide Handler Protections, 199!—1996

e

Reg. #  Description i # Times Cited
Protective Gear and Equipment !
6738  Provision and Maintenance of Prorective Gear 1,155
6736 Coveralls for Category [ and II Pesticides : 228
6793  Minimal Exposurc Pesticides Prorections 27
6746  Closed Systems for Category | Pesticides 72
: . 6678  Service Continers Labeled . 177
' 6742  Safe Equipment 20
i Training/Supervision/Wiarning
6724  Training of Pesticide Handlers 536
In 2 manner uﬁplwm understands (36)
Pesticide-specific waining i (175}
¢ Inadequate training records (99
. 6702 Employcr Responsibilicy - 87
; 6723  Hazard Communication for Handlers ’ 30
f Emergency Medical Carel Wah Facilities |
6726  Adequate Provision for Emergency Medical Care | 247
6602  Pesucide Labels at Use Sies 148
6734  Deconmination Fadilities for Handlers 28
6728  Medical Supervision 26
; Fines for Drift, Negligence, Unlicensed Businesses 19911896 _
41 Reg#  Description # Times Cited
* ; : 6614  Duty to Protect Persons, Animals, Propercy ! 260
1] 6434  Notice of Intent (NOL) ' 149
i 6600  General Sandard of Care 113
!

!
12972  Failure to Prevent Substantial Diift ! 42
|

11791  False Claim, Careless Negligent Action 30
11701  Unlicensed Business 217
Fines for Violations of Fiddworker Protections 19911996

Reg#  Description # Times Cited
6770  Ficld Recntry After Pesticide Application 44
6732 Field Posring During Restricred Entry Intervals 32
6618 Notice of Applications to and by Propercy Owner I 31
6761  Hazard Communication for Fieldworlers 30
6766  Emergency Medical Care Provision ! 21
6768  Wash Facilities for Fieldworkers ' | 42
6776c  Chemigarion Fosting | 16

|




Appendix H g

g Number of Fines by Fine Level—Statewide Total,

% FY1991/92-1995/96

3 Violation Violation

o Fiscul year <3151 (%) $151-400 (%) MI-I,ON (%) :-$1 (%)

| 1991792 321 (4796} 223 (33%) 116 (179%) )
1992/93 281 (42%) 233 (35%) 122 (18%) 3

?\ 1993/94 394 (489%) 276 (34%) 121 (159%) 23 %)

&) 1994/95 342 (469) . 248 (349%) 130 {18%) 18 2%)

1995/96 264 (45%) 209 (35%) 101 (17%) 16 (3%)

51 1996197 309 (45%) 251 (37%) 106 (15%) 19 (3%)

'1": Source: California DPR 1998,

47
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Appendix |

Average Annual
Pesticide Fines—
All Counties,
FY1991/92-1996/97

48

- Number  Average 1996; 1995 Ag. 1996/97
of Annual Ag. Prod. Permits,
Finesper  Toml Pesticide  Pesticide Use  Restricued

County Year Fines Minessds  (Thoumndslhs) Pesticide Use
Alameda - 15.0 53,492 3 159 147
Amador 2.0 250 136 103
Bare 120 2,887 4 3,505 1417
Calaveras 3.2 1,317 ' 33 107
Colusa 87 1715 4 2,936 1162
Contra Costa 13.3 24671 2 357 294
Diel Norze 0 0 3 222 pict
Frezng 15.2 8.034 99 39,805 7,857
Glenn 5.3 2,713 2 1,286 810
Humbold: 0 0 G0 40
Imperial 318 15,896 14 8,273 1,643
Inye 0.2 8 10 78
Kemn - 240 9,337 268 24,108 2,166
Kings 7.2 1,835 24 |- 6,475 1,915
Lake 0.5 58 950 176 -
Los Angeles 124.0 24,885 B 208 474
Madera 17.3 7.617 11 9,513 LS04
Marin 9.7 3,718 53 (74
Mendocing 17 S04 2 1,668 241
Merced 16.3 3612 B 7.877 2,473
Modoc 0.5 408 143 152
Mono 0.2 25 10 0
Moutercy 1.3 5458 50 10,122 1,393
Mapa 33 1,034 7 2,859 272
Nevada 0.8 25 10 37
Cranpe 52.7 9,281 6 094 570
Placer 4.0 1,383 226 213
Plamas 0.2 0 o 27
Rivergide 39.5 11,194 5 4471 823
-Sacrament 427 9,793 5 2,429 G0G
San Bemito 33 650 618 244
San Bernardine 315 B,974 472 349
San Dicgo - ny 8737 10 1,040 535
San Franciseo 1.7 1,562 13 8
San Joaquin® 6.8 1,458 30 11,646 3,328
San Luis Obispo 422 10,673 2 1681 a5%
San Mareo 35 1.467 [ 201 182
Sana Barbam 26.8 9,088 13 5,386 40
‘Sanra Clara 14.2 4,529 [ 244 316
Sants Cruz 5.8 2,142 17 1,689 493
Shasea 1.0 633 ' 289 200
Siskiyon 1.8 8OO 426 261
Solano &.7 1,700 1,672 Bi6
Sonoma 7.2 1,833 10 3025 361
Seanizlaus* 5.7 2,075 26 5,504 2.811
Sumer 15.5 3,308 - 3,497 1,549
Tehama B0 2,080 ) 295 433
Tulare 16.7 8,402 43 17.927 5,809
Tuolumne 1.7 800 G %H
Ventura 35 1.671 42 5,553 1,475

‘ol 72 4,104 10 3,120 1,097
Yuba 12 8OG 1,735 474
e Agneuliral Ol Penalies e swere e 8 San Tosgum o s evsshane comnities i bl Sear 1reinc”

[T TP} T TR AL A I LTI A
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Appendix J o o 3

Common Actions for Pesticide Safety Violations—Santa Barbara,

1 Santa Cruz, Monterey Counties
$ Type of Violmion* No Action  Notice/ Warning | Fine
S Mo washing facilides for applicators 5 12 B b
il No Monterey County required field posting 2 8

: Field not posted prior to application
‘ . Fieldworker Pesticide Info Sheec A-9

‘ not posted at field 13 28 :
1 Adeguate protective gear not provided 36 39 21+

Appliaidon equipment not safe 1o operate -5

Inadcquare respiratory protsction program 1 7
’i No field posting 3 :
§ © Nowashing facilides for eldworkers 8, |3
) Inadequate or no Aeldworker waining o

-3 Violation of methyl bromide buffer zone

S Medryl bromide reentry interval wohunn

No applicaror waining

a Flddsupemmrnotmmadmpcsundcnfﬂy” - hid T g
i’ * Only viglation nat remlting in illnew are included in chis whle For actons rewlting from itines investigations see Chaprgr 4,
&3 ** Firte level $300-3450

“= Fine level $151

1 Soterer: [99G- 1998 Srrpberry Imsperrion Reparis for Sania Barbara, Monerrey and Sancq Crus Countier.
|
W i
001640 *






