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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A Review of 643Documented Complaints of Adverse Reactions
Following the CDFAQ Aerial Spraying of two Pesticides based on
Pheromones ova Densely Populated Neighborhoods in Santa Cruz and
Monterey Countiesin September, October, and November 2007

Full report online at http://www.1hope.org/chkmate.htm (under (Pesticide Harm OverviewQ

As of December 20, 200 vaiousgovenmental agendes and citizen groups have
received 643 doaumented complaints from Monterey and Santa Cruz area citizenswho
bdieve they suffered adverse short-term reactionsfollowing the aerial spraying of
pesticides phaomones on ther cities in September, Octobea, and November 2007.

Of the 643 @mplaints, 509 ae reported here for thefirst time, dong with the
origind 134 dtizen complaints of adverse reactionsfollowing the aerial spraying ofthe
Monterey areain September which released to state agencies and the pressin Octobe. *

Summary of the Complaints
Citizenscomplained of avariety of adverse reactionsimmediately and on dter
theaerial spraying, induding:

o Asthma attacks o Difficulty breathing and

o Bronadid irritation shortness of breath

o Lung ongestion and o Coughing orQvheszing®
soreness

! The total number of complaints reported in the press in September and October grew to more than 200 as
governmental representatives, referring to the adverse reactions, likely added complaints they had received
directly to the count, and referred to these in their communications (see Q_aird Response to Sec.

K awamura,Odated October 16, 2007, page 4, which referenced 200 complaints). These extra complaints
are not included in the tally of 643 referenced in this report; only the 134 complaints received through
ReactiontoSpraying@yahoo.com last fall, and forms sent to the related P.O. Box.
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Skin rashes (sometimes
severe)

Vision blurred

Eye irritation

Sore throats

Nasal congestion
Sinusbleeding
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Chest pansand ightness

Heart arrhythmiaand

tachycardia (irregular and

rapid heartbeat)

o Headaches (sometimes
debilitating)

o An inability to coneentrate

O

Dizziness
Muscle aches
Body tremors

Intestind pan and diarrhea
Nausea

Swollen glandsand lymph
nodes in neck and under arms
Feelingsof lethargy and
malaise

Mengrud cramping, an
interruption o mengrud
cycles, and in ome cases a
recommencement of
mengrud cycles after

and focus menopaise

Severa people reported severe reactions and ohers have required emergency
roomyvisits. Some said the effects of the spraying were debilitating and mede it
impossible for them to focus work, and take pat in thar nomal activities. Many report
they have never had any similar symptoms previoudy.

People with less severe reactionsgenerally said they went on with their day-to-
day responsbilities, dthough wth diminished capacity, and did notcall or visit ther
dodors because they did not want to take the time or incur the expense, or could notge a
short-term gppointment.

A numbe of people said they had left ther homes during the spraying and
expeienced symptoms immediately upon eturning. Atourist visiting Monterey from
Penngylvania said he symptoms gppeared as soon & she got near the area after driving
north on Hghway Onefrom the Hearst Castle in San Smeon.

Some reported that several members of thar families experienced unusid
symptoms at nearly the same time shottly after the spraying. Sveral said their domestic
animals aso experienced adverse reactions Two pets died &ter developing symptoms
similar to those reported by hunans

Complaint Sources

Today@ report cites 317 complaints of adverse reactionsreceived directly by the
CDFA snce the spraying began, 52 ofwhich were detailed illness reports. It dso dtes
36 reports of illnesses sent by dodors to the Santa Cruz County Agriculture
Commissiona@ office. Public interest groupsreceived 290 omplaints, which ae
doaumented in the report.




Potential Complaint Duplication

Because there is no sngle agency and no $ngle well publicized system for
tracking and investigaing adverse reactionsto the aerial sprayings thereislikely some
ovelap in the 643 omplaints, if people filed complaints with more than oneentity.

Underreporting Breadth of I1Inesses And Symptoms

The report explainswhy the official nunbers unde-report the numbers of people
with illnesses and symptoms and howcomplaints inheently cannotindudepotential
longterm adverse health &fects.

¥ Sometimes a single complaint was submitted for several members of the same family,
and on oneoccasion, onecomplaint was submitted for afamily of six, dl of whom
gotsck.

¥ Theeisevidence some people could notafford the time or expense of adoctor visit,
or could notge an gopointment, while others did notknow how to register
complaints of adverse reactions Meanwhile, some hedth care providers were not
prepared to recognize and report possible pesticide-related illnesses or were not aware
of state law requiring them to report sugpected pesticide poisonings within 24 hous.

QMlidway through he aerial sprayings the CDFA dated tha the only way
complaints of illness would betaken srioudy isif they were vaidaed bya
dodor. However, | have paients who old me tha other dodors refused to file a
report on ther reactions even though t is required by law."

B Randy Baker, MD, a family physician practicing environmental medicine in
Soquel

¥ Thepresent tally of 643 complaints does notindudecomplaints that have been made
directly to the offices of Governor Schwarzenegger and oher eected officials.
Citizen groupshave asked the Governor@ office to disclose this information. They
also oontinueto gaher illness complaints through vaiouschannels, induding an
email address, ReactiontoSpraying@yahoo.@om. The number of documented
complaints countshould rise as the Governor@ office, dity govenments, and
govenmental representatives pass dong mmplaints they have received directly from
citizens Thereis no law requiring these offices to forward pesticide harm complaints.

Putting Health and Safety First

Despite assurances by the CDFA tha the spraying would besafe, many
community leaders remain concerned &ter learning of the larger scale of documented
complaints.

QWhile California@ agriculture busness is vitally important, no one induding te
Governor, | think, wants to sacrifice the hedlth of children and oher vulnerable




citizensfor produce. That@ why the spraying reedsto gop o we can have a
thorough pubic process induding an Environmental Impact Report.O
BTony Madrigd, Santa Cruz City Council

Orhe stience establishing the safety of the spraying smply is notthere. In efect,
this has been an experiment on agrand sale. The Nuremberg Code which is
adheed to by the National Ingitutes of Health, prohibits medical experimentation
on hunman ubjects withoutthdr informed congent. | bdieve the same code of
ethics should beadhered to in this Stuaion.O

DB Dr. Doug Hulstedt, pediatrician, Monterey

Orhe nunmber of people who have reported adverse reactionsis darming, and |
bdieve further spraying must behdted unil we can becertain it is safe.O
B Emily Reilly, Santa Cruz City Council member

CProtecting those who ae mogt vulnerable is ahdlmark of our sodety, and while
the aerial spraying might not adversely impact everyone thereis reason o bdieve
it is haming sme people, induding those with chemical sengtivities, impaired
immunesystems, and asthma and oher respiratory allments. Therights of these
citizens need to beprotected.O

b Jeff Haferman, Monterey City Council member

QArticle One of the Califomnia Conditution dearly states tha al people have a
rightto pusue and obtin sfety, and theaerial spraying of synthetic pheomones
and oher chemicals on reighboihoods playgrounds and shools could bein
violation ofthis right O

- Mike Lynbag o Concerned Citizens Against Aerial Spraying.

QWVe, as dected officials, have aresponsbility in matters of pubic safety to meke
sure that decision-making process is trangparent to thecitizenry. Thusfar, the
state has notlived up his standad.O
-- Ryan Coonety, Santa Cruz Mayor

(rar more effective nonspraying dternaives exist. Aerial spraying ha been
called the Qeast effectiveway to control the light brown gpple moth because at
least 99 pecent of the spray has no dfect on hewiddy dispersed mothsat dl. A
more effective and less codly solution is targeted, pheomone scented gicky
traps’, which the state has used to trap essentially al the 9,000 noths they@e
caughtin Califoria so far.O

B David Dilworth, Executive Director, Helping Our Peninsula’s Environment
(HOPE)

2 Targeted pheromone-baited Sticky Traps arethe only solution to catch and kill the LBA moths.
Twist tiesand aeria spraying do not catch or kill the LBA moths. "Targeted" sticky traps are used only
where the moths are found. Thisisin sharp contrast to saturation trapping to cover an entire region. For
more detailed information on this effective and less expensive solution please see 1hope.or g/checkmate




GGiven the nunber and rioumess of the health complaints, and the heavy
presence of the Checkmate LBAM F capsaules in theriver and dong Gowell
Beach dter the spraying, | think there is reason o bdieve tha aline has been
crossed and that the aerial spraying is notenvironmentally responsble, posibly
violating the authority unde which it was initiated.

DEd Porter, Member of the Santa Cruz City Council

GCDFA has undetaken aerial spraying unde the pretext of an emergency. Clearly
thereis no @nergency in thelegd sense. An emergency is asudden and
unexpected occurrence threatening life and poopeaty. Thereis no way in law tha
the LBAM stuaion an beconsdered an emergency.O

- Ed Porter

QUnfortunately, many people did notknow howto register complaints of adverse
reactions and gimary care health providers were not adequaely ingructed how
to recognize and report possible pesticide-related illnesses anong her paients.
Also, dtizensand helth practitionas were assured by the CDFA tha the
spraying would notmake anyonesick, S0 it's posible tha many dtributed thar
adverse reaction  other causes.

Randy Baker, MD, a family physician who practices environmental medicine in
Soquel

Mlidway through he aerial sprayings the CDFA dated tha the only way
complaints of illness would be taken srioudy isif they were vaidaed bya
dodor. However, | have paients who old me tha other dodors refused to file a
report on ther reactions even though t is required by law."

B Randy Baker, MD

Qunfortunately, there is very little in the way of objective testing dodors can do
to tell if acomplaint actualy is related to chemical exposures. And many people
could notafford the time or expense of going to adodor, or could notget atimely
appointment. Should their complaints beignored?0

- Randy Baker, MD




METHODOLOGY: HOW THE COMPLAINTS WERE COMPILED

Mike Lynbeg, ahusand and father of two in Pacific Grove, who is dso abestselling
author and busness writer, was concerned eboutthe safety of spraying unested
pesticides on large urban popuktionsand darted Concerned Citizensagang Aerid
Spraying in September 2007. Then, when some of his friendsand reighboss had adverse
reactionsto the aerial spraying, hebegan to collect and cmpile thar complaints, and ©
seek records of complaints from other sources.

Collected and compiled by Lynbeg, this report indudes or makes reference to:

¥ 317citizen complaints submitted by dtizensdirectly to the CDFA; 52 ofthem in
theform of deailed illness reports, and 265 n the form of phonecalls, email
messages and oher correspondence. These 317 omplaints, disclosed to Lynbeg
by the CDFA on December 20, 2007, ee thetotal received 2 far by the CDFA
following dl three rounds of spraying in Monterey and Santa Cruz Courties.

¥ 290citizen complaints of illnesses have so far been received by pubic interest
groups induding via a dedicated email address, ReactiontoSpraying@yahoo.com,
adedicated P.O. Box, and wo dtizen pditions Of the complaints, 134 bllowed
thefirst round ofspraying in the Monterey areain September, and 156 ofthem
followed the secondround of spraying in the Monterey areain Octobea and the
first round ofspraying in the Santa Cruz areain November.

¥ 36 complaints submitted by local physciansto the Santa Cruz County Agriculture
Commissiona @ office following the November spraying in that county,
congstent with alaw tha requires physciansto repott illnesses tha could be
pesticide-related. These reports of illnesses are bang investigaed by San Helds,
an ingpector in that office, and will beforwarded by it to the gppropriate state
agendes at alater time.

While care has been taken to ddete dupiicate complaints in this report, there could be
some ovelap (i.e., ome people might have reported their adverse reactionsto more than
oneentity). Tha ovelap, to asignificant degree, results from the lack of asingle, well
planned and managed system for tracking and investigating alverse reactions established
and fundal by the gate, and ideally undetaken by areliable and truged third paty, and
peer reviewed by expertsin the area of pesticide-related illnesses.

Despite possible dupicate complaints, HOPE bdieves the known complaints are likely
jugt afraction ofthetotal illnesses linked to the spraying for the reasonsdescribed above.

Moreove, in late Octobe, the CDFA beagan to say publcly tha the only way citizensO
complaints of illnesses would betaken srioudy isif they were vdidated by adodor.
QWhat about people who could notafford the time or expense of going © adodor, or
who ouldn®ge an gopantment?Oasks Lynbag. GAre their complaints notworth taking
serioudy?0




Findly, thetota nunber of complaintsin this report is likely to bemuch lower than the
actud number of people who beieved they suffered adverse reactionsto the aerial
spraying because the complaints reported heein do notindude

¥ Complaints of illnesses received by Governor Schwarzenegge@ office

¥ Complaints of illnesses and adverse reactionsreceived by oher dected officias
such as date and federal representatives

¥ Calls, messages and letters sent by people who kelieve they gotsick to the mayors
of the city clerks of the many cities sprayed

¥ Complaints of illnesses received directly by the Monterey and Santa Cruz County
Health Officers

Working with other publc interest groups Lynbeg is presently working o ob&in this
information 0 it can bepublicly disclosed. In time, thetotal nunber of citizen
complaints of adverse reactionsrelated to the aerial spraying of urban populationsin
Cdifomiain late 2007 ould grow.

CDFA Could Spray Continuously through 2010

The Cdifornia Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) agency declared an
emergency and obtined a pamit from the US-EPA to sray urban popubtionsthrough
2010, & often as every 30 days, and b do ® withoutany advance testing ofthe
pesticides hedth ham to humans

Three roundsof aerial pesticide spraying usng wo different pesticides® occurred
late last year beginning on he Monterey Peninsula and then expanding to Santa Cruz
County. Each round nvolved arplanes spraying untested pesticides a high-speed*
largdy ove densely populated areas from 500- 800 feet above the ground. At that
atitudethere is consderable sdeways drift of the pesticides, poentially miles from the
release location.

The pesticide ingredients and mncentrationsare aclosely hdd secret. Two days
after an LA Times editorial the Governor released a few of the names of ingredients of
only oneof thetwo pesticides. Thedisclosed ingredients indudea synthetic pheomone

% Checkmate OL R-F and Checkmate LBAM
* 160 mph.
® Crop dusting normally takes place only afew yards above the ground and at speeds below 100 mph.




as the active ingredient, and vaiety of so-called "inert" ingredients®. Some of the
disclosed ingredients are known to behazardousat certain levels. Concentrationsof the
ingredients and dnemical residues of the manufacturing process were not disclosed. US-
EPA has explicitly refused to disclose that information on & expedited basis.

Thetiny light brown gpple moth has been widdy across California from Los
Angdes to Napa, induding highly popubted areas such as San Frandsco, Berkeley and
Marin County. The LBA moth does not cause physical harm to people which isin sharp
contrag to the West Nile Virus.

® Pesticides almost alway's contain chemicals that are secrets, misnamed inerts. " Despite their harmless
sounding name, many so-called inerts are danger ous chemicals that can cause cancer, reproductive
harm, nervous system damage and other health effects." (NCAP Report "Toxic Secrets")




RECOMMENDATIONS & ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

There are three broad questionsrelated to therecent aerial spraying o pesticides usng
pheomones and poentially toxic OnertOingredients by the State of California on
hurdreds of thousandsof its citizens

¥ Is it necessary?
¥ Can it beeffective?
¥ Isit safe?

Experts have expressed opposng viewpoints on whether the aerial sprayingis
necessary or effective. For example, Jm Carey, a professor of entomology & the
University of California-Davis and arespected Invasion Biology expert, has cast doubt
on whether the aerial spraying an beeffective, saying the pest istoo established to be
eradicated. (rhis thing is so widespread tha there is no way tha they're going
eradicate it,Osaid Carey in aMonterey Herald interview in December. When apest is
not eradicatable, we can only try to control it. Pest control requires dramatically less
urgency and less draconian measures than eadication.

While thefirst two questionsare critical, and while some experts bdieve the spraying is
nether necessary nor effective, this report is primarily focused oncomplaints of adverse
reactionsto the spraying.

Out of adegp conaern for the hedth and sfety of our families, friendsand
neighboss, HOPE and those suppoting this report strongly and respectfully
recommend tha :

1. The State of Californiaimmediately stop further aerial spraying to eadicate the light
brown gple moth, given the evidence the spraying may significantly ham humen heslth
and is therefore notbang donein an @nvironmentally responsbleOway, as described in
Senate Bill 556.

2. Qur govenmental representatives vigoroudy defend and uphotl every citizen®
constitutional right to pursue and obtain safety, as established in the California State
Conditution, Article One, Section One

3. The State of California abide by internaiond codes of ethics petaining ©
expeaimentation on hunan aubjects withoutther informed consent (such as the
Nuremberg Code adheed to by he Nationd Ingitutes of Health), ance the chemical
mixtures being prayed have not, prior to the wholesale spraying o large urban
popuktions been tested for thar health efects on human bengs

4. The health complaints received 2 far bethoroughly investigaied by an objective and
truged third paty Bnotby an agency or organization tha serves or suppots agriculture




and rdlated interests Dand peer reviewed by pand of experts in thefields of toxicology,
environmental medicine and ohe gppropriate disciplines. The California Dept of Public
Health may bea good sart.

5. Theingredients in the produds beng gprayed on unwitting popuétionsbe thoroughly
disclosed, induding ther relative concentrationsand theresidues tha result from ther
reaction, and this daa bestudied by a obgctive and truged third paty -- not an agency
with aclear conflict of interest and loydty to agricultural and econonic interests such as
CDFA and DPR, and peer reviewed by an appropriate pand of indgoendent toxicologists,
physciansand ohe speciaists.

6. The State of California prepare athorough Environmental Impact Report that indudes
thefindingsof the investigationsinto the spray@ ingredients and the adverse heslth
effects anong the popubtion, and obgctively and thoroughly evaluaes nonspraying
aternaives.

7. The CDFA implement non-spraying olutionsto eradicate or control thelight brown
apple moth, such as thetargeted pheromonescented gicky trapsit has used successfully
to trap essentialy dl the 9,000 LBA mothsfound n California so far, indead of
measures that put people at risk and posibly sacrifice thar health and sfety for the
interests of others.




