PUTTING IPM INTO

In 1993, the California Department
of Pesticide Regularion (DPR) began a
program designed o provide school dis-
fricts with informarion about integrared
pest management (IPM) practices a{ad
to help chem develop IPM programs tor
their schools.

The enactment of the Healthy
Schools Act of 2000 (Assembly Bill
2260; HSA) gave increased significance

a

w0 DPR’s efforts. This ace added require-
ments for schools regarding pesticide
applications such as notifying school
‘site uders, posting information, and
maintaining records. The act also
énhanced pesticide use reporting for
~ licénsed pest control businésses and

- directed DPR to provide school districts
- “with school IPM information and
" resources through a website, school IPM
- guidebook, and taining of school dis-
crice seaff.

As a department of the California
Environmenral Protection Agency, the
DPR is charged with regulading the use
of pesticides w ensure the protection of
human health and environmental quali-
ty. It is the nation's premier state pesti-
cide teguiatory agency. In addirion to
regulating che sales and use of pesti-
cides, DPR promotes the use of least-
hazzrdous pest management practices in
agricultural and urban sertings, includ-
ing the use of IPM in schools,

The HSA defines [PM as “a pest
management stracegy thar focuses on
long-term. preventdion or suppression of
pest problems through 1 combinadon of
techniques such as monitoring for pest
presence and eswablishing trearment
threshold levels, using nonchemical
practices o make the habirat less con-
ducive 10 pest development, improving
sanitaton, and employing mechanical
and physical controls, Pesticides thas
pose the lzast possible hazard and are
effective in 2 manner thar minimizes
risks 0 people, properry, and the envi-
ronment, are used oaly after carefui
monitoring indicates they are needed
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according to pre-established guidelines
and teatment thresholds.”

The act took effect on January I,
2001. One year lacer, DPR conducred a
survey to assess the progress made by
schools, OFf the 988 diswicts surveyed,
418 responded. The survey posed several
key questions that elicited interesting
feedback from school districis such as
the following:

1. Were school districts aware of DPR’s
school IPM program?

2. Were school districts aware of and
using vatious informational resources
provided by DPR and ochers thar
could help them manage pests in

schiools?

3. Have school districts adopeed IPM
programs, and whar pracrices or poli-
cies have they officially adopred
through board or administrative
direcdves?

Perhaps the most critical
factor for DPR 10 assess

the extent to which
school districts are
adopting IPM programs

was to determine the pest

management practices
districts actually use.

4, How do school districts determine
when 10 trear for pests, and what
practices do they use?

5. Among school districts char have
adopred IPM programs, whar has
been their experience relative 1o che
effectiveness and long-term costs of
their pest management programs?

District Awareness and

Adoption of an IPM Program
Mearly 90 percent of the responding

scheol diszrices indicared they were

aware of DPR’s school [PM program,
and about 70 percent had adopted an
IPM program. Adoption of an IPM
program tended o be more prevalent in
cities and towns than in rural areas,

At least 60 percent of school districts
adopted the changes mandated by the
HSA. These include posting warning
signs at least 24 hours before and 72
hours after treacment, providing annual
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notification of expected pesticide use,
maintaining a list of parents wanting to
be nocified of each application, and
maintaining records of all pesticides
used for at least four years, However,
only about one in seven schools have 2
written policy requiring monitoring of
pese levels, a key component of any
IPM program.

Generally, survey resules indicare thae
DPR's school IPM program is well rec-
ognized, and most school districts
reported having some sort of IPM pro-
gram. However, since considerable vari-
ation existed in adopred polides, resulrs
also indicate thar most school disrrices
do not have comprehensive programs.
Although the HSA and IPM concepus
are relatively new, survey results show
thar progress towards adopting IPM is
being made on an incremental basis.

Awareness and Use of
Information Resources

A wide range of resources is available
to school districts to assist them in com-
plying wich the HSA and adopring
pracrices that are consistent with an
IPM program. The most commonly
cited informarional resources were
licensed pest control businesses.
brochures and handouts from DPR,
DPR’s school IPM  websice ar
warw.schaolipm.info und IPM ceaining
programs such as the regional work-

shops offered through CASBO,

Making the Change o iPM
Perhaps che most critical faceor for
DPR o assess the extenr to which school
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districts are adopting [PM programs
was 1o determine the pest munagement
practices districts acrually use. To exam-
ine this. DPR’s survey focused on anrs
and weeds — cwo peses a 2001 survey
wdentfied a5 smong the most ouble-
some pests in schools.

Management of Ants (Table D,
Most schools treat inside school build-
ings when ants are first noticed or when
a cerrain number of ¢omplaints are
received. The percentage of school dis-
tricts thut rear for ancs ac regular time
intervals {“calendar spraying”) — which
1s inconsistent with an IPM program ~
remained abour the same as in 2001,
One possible explanation for the con-
tinued use of calendar spraying is thac
some school districts find ir easier w0
compiv wich the HSA's norification
tequirement by listing prederermined
spray dates on the annual notificatien
to parents. If this is the

case, it s an unin-
rended consequence
of the HSA. Partof a
sound [PM program

includes treating when the number of
ancs exceeds a pre-established chreshoid.
The percentage of districes adopting
this practice rose slightly.

Responses to questions abour pest
control methods used ro manage ancs
in school buildings were encouraging.

Atrequiar time infervals
Wireneants ane first naticed

The most trequendy mendoned mech-
ods tor managing ancs inside school
buildings were caulking in cracks, anc
bairs, and soapy water spray. In a sepa-
rate question, districes cited anc baits as
their single most frequentdy used rech-
nique. Nearly one in five diserices

Wier mumber of ants exceed pre-estahlished thresholds
After cerfaie number of complaints Gy constituents

aifier
Metheds used fiz manage

Insecticidal spray frams aerasck eam

tnseeticides sprayed using ather applicatior method

Ant baits

-Soapy water spray

Caulicint cracks

| (mproved sanitations

Gtfrer

| *Porcentage of tatal respancents b the surey.
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. Table 2

When respondents decide to treat for weeds 2001 2002

At regutar time intervals
When weeds are first naticed

%) (%)
28.1 34.8
275 230

When weed abundance exceeds pre-established thresholds KRR 285 °
After certain number of complaints by constituents 3.6 20

Other

59 107

What methods are used to manage weeds 20 2002
(%
Reqular broadcast methods of turf/landscaping with herbicides  27.2 228
Regular spot treatment of turf/landscaping with herbicides §2.4 61.4

Use of mulches

231 259

Physicat controls {hand pulling, cultivating, mowing) 55.6 68.5

*Percentage of total respondents 1o the survey.

reported that they had improved sanita-
tion as an IPM method for ants.
Overall, survey results indicate dis-
tricts have made considerable progress
with respect to pest management prac-
tices for ants. Fewer than 18 percent of
school districts are reporting they used
aerosol insecticides (not an IPM prac-
tice) as 2 method to control ants.
School districts are reporting more use

of ant baits and other practices consis-
tent with IPM.

Management of Weeds (Table 2).
DPR found districts divided as to when
they treat for weeds. The single largest
group treats at regular intervals, bur
many treat for weeds when weed densi-
ties exceed some pre-established thresh-
old, or when first noticed. Respondents
indicating that they rrear for weeds ar

r

regular intervals rose in 2002, while
rreaement when weeds are flrst noticed
and treatment when the abundance of

" weeds exceeded pre-established thresh-

olds both declined.

When districts that have
adopted IPM programs
were asked 10 evaluate

program effectiveness, the

single largest group of
respondents (41 percent)
indicated that IPM results
in more effective pest
management.

The methods used to manage weeds
changed somewhat from 2001 to 2002.
In 2002, about one in five districts used
broadcast application methods, an
approach to be avoided in IPM pro-
grams, bur this represented a decline
from 2001. Herbicide broadcast meth-
ods are slightly more common in school
districts that have IPM programs than
in those thar do not. As in the trearment
for ants, these school districts may con-
sider it easier to comply with the HSA's
notification requirements by establish-
ing spraying cycles for the year. Spot
treatment of weeds might also require
toc much time in certain situations,
such as severely infested athleric fields.

The use of physical contrels (for
example, hand pulling, cultivating,
mowing) and the percentage using
mulches rose in 2002, Physical controls
and mulches are more often used in
school districts thar have IPM pro-
grams than in districts that do net.

Overall, the increased use of physical
controls and mulches illastrates chart
school districts have made progress in
adopting pest management practices
consistent with IPM. As in the case of
ant management, school dis-
trict practices have — if
anything — improved
in complying with
the intent of che

HSA.
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IPM Program Effectiveness
and Costs

Another focus of DPR’s survey was
whether IPM programs resulted in more
or less effective pest management, and
whether a district’s long-term costs of
pest management have risen or
declined.

When districts that have adopted
IPM programs were asked to evaluate
program effectiveness, the single fargest
eroup of respondents (41 percent) indi-
cated chat IPM resules in more effective
pest management, and another 19 per-
cent are uncertain of its effects, About
20 percent of the respondents reported
that their IPM program results in less
effective pest management.

Results concerning the bng-term cost
effectiveness of IPM were mixed. Abour
28 percent of the respondents reported
that their districts” IPM programs
reduce the long-term cost of pest man-
agement, and a similar percentage
reported increased long-term costs.
Another 25 percent felt cthac the IPM
program has no impact on long-term
costs of pest management. These varia-
tions in responses reflect the inherent
difficulties in measuring the costs of the
preventive maintenance practices that
are the cornerstone of a sound IPM pro-
gram. Presented positvely, more than
half of the responding districts indicated
thar cheir IPM programs either reduce
or have no impact on long-term costs.

Given that IPM is still in its early
stages, and that most scheol districts do
not appear o have comprehensive IPM
programs in place, these findings are
encouraging. Most school districts with
IPM programs seem ro believe thar cheir
programs are at least as effective and no
more costly than past pest management
programs. As the districts continue to
develop more comprehensive IPM pro-
grams, they may improve borth the effec-
tiveness and efficiency of their pracrices.

Conclusions

From the results of the survey. it
appears that improvements have been
made by school districts engaging in
practices that are consistenc with sound
[PM program acuivities. Whether chey
have IPM programs in place or not.
school districes in 2002 kepe more
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records and used more sound IPM prac-
tices when treating for ants and weeds
than they did when the HSA took
effect,

Additionally, DPR found that dis-
tricts that have adopted IPM programs
generally adhere to IPM-compatible
practices more chan districts that have
not adopted IPM programs. ‘IPM’ dis-
tricts that keep more records refared to
pest management are more likely to use
important informartion resources, use
recommended treatment methods for

ants and weeds, and find [PM-based
practices w be ar least as effective and no
more costly than their previous
approaches to pest management. u
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