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<Replace these appendix pages with your jurisdiction’s Integrated Pest Management (IPM) or Vegetation and Pest Control Plan or Policy.>
Regulatory Framework

Developing an IPM policy is not a requirement of the Phase II Permit. However, it is recommended that each jurisdiction develop written guidelines or policies related to the use of chemical pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer. A written policy can also be included in the scope of work for private contractors hired to perform vegetation or pest management activities.
Samples

The Model Integrated Vegetation and Pest Management Policy included in this appendix was developed by IPM Associates (www.ipmaccess.com). The associated website also includes a Model IPM Policy Framework (www.ipmaccess.com/polframe.html) describing the process used to develop an IPM Policy. Sample IPM documents from the City of Seattle and Clark County have also been included in this appendix for reference.
Additional Resources
Additional information related to developing an IPM or Vegetation and Pest Control Policy can be found from the following resources:

· Washington State University Extension: http://ipm.wsu.edu/
· Washington State Department of Ecology’s Urban Pesticide Education Strategy Team: http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/swfa/upest/index.html
· King County’s Noxious Weed Control Program:

· http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/animalsAndPlants/noxious-weeds/weed-control-practices.aspx
· IPM Access Website: http://www.ipmaccess.com/

· US EPA, “Integrated Pest Management for Schools: A How To Manual.” http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/ipm/schoolipm/index.html
Model Integrated Vegetation and Pest Management Policy
=================================================================== 

Copyright IPM Associates, Inc. 1993-1996. All rights reserved. This document may be freely printed, copied or redistributed as long as it is copied in its entirety with all headers, trailers, credits, and other identifying information completely intact. It is intended as a model document to aid organizations in producing their own similar materials and in that regard may be used as such.


NOTE: The original version of this document is supplemented with graphics which are not included in this file. The graphics will be included in a future version of this document for on-line viewing. However, the complete hard copy version with graphics is available for a nominal shipping and handling charge. If interested, send a request to the IPMPA (see end of document to find out how to contact IPMPA) 



SECTION 1: PURPOSE

1.0. This policy provides implementation guidelines for departments and contractors that are directly involved with managing vegetation and pests or the planning, design, and construction of new and rebuilt landscapes and facilities. 

1.1. This policy provides administrative guidelines for staff and committees that are indirectly involved with vegetation and pest management. 

1.2. This policy provides an example in implementing IPM programs and informing staff and the public about IPM principles.

SECTION 2: PRINCIPLES/PHILOSOPHY

2.0. --Organization's Name-- will manage vegetation and pests in a manner that: 

· utilizes an ecological approach; 

· minimizes the use of pesticides; 

· minimizes risk to human health and the environment; 

· considers community values in establishing standards of maintenance for --Group Name-- properties; and 

· determines cost-effectiveness using life-cycle costing. 

2.1. Implementation of this policy shall be coordinated with affected --Organization's Name-- policies and department programs. 

2.2. Affected departments and contractors shall follow --Organization's Name-- pesticide use procedures.

2.3. --Organization's Name-- shall provide on-going staff training to facilitate effective implementation of this policy.

2.4. --Organization's Name-- shall promote development and implementation of landscape designs that are not only aesthetic and functional, but also provide opportunities for ecological approaches to and cost-effective management of vegetation and pests.

2.5. --Organization's Name-- shall provide opportunities for (public) education regarding the use of ecologically sound methods of vegetation and pest management.

SECTION 3: DEFINITIONS

3.0. Integrated Pest Management (IPM): Integrated Pest Management is an ecological approach to suppressing pest populations (i.e., weeds, insects, diseases, etc.) in which all necessary techniques are consolidated in a unified program, so that pests are kept at acceptable levels in effective, economical, and environmentally safe ways. Because pest problems are often symptomatic of ecological imbalances, the goal is to attempt to plan and manage ecosystems to prevent organisms from becoming pests. 

The components of an IPM program are:

· Injury and Action Levels 

· A. Injury level refers to the point in growth of a vegetation or pest problem where it will cause an unacceptable impact on: public safety, recreation, or health; natural and/or managed ecosystems; aesthetic values; economic injury to desirable plants; or the integrity, function, or service life of facilities. 

· B. Action level is the level of development of a vegetation or pest population at a specific site at which action must be taken to prevent the population from reaching the injury level. 

· Selection of optimal strategies. The criteria for selecting treatment tactics and developing pest management strategies include: 

· A. Least disruptive of natural controls; 

· B. Least hazardous to human health; 

· C. Minimizes negative impacts to non-target organisms; 

· D. Least damaging to the general environment; 

· E. Best preserves natural or managed ecosystem; 

· F. Most likely to produce long-term reductions in pest control requirements; 

· G. Effective implementation is operationally feasible; 

· H. Cost-effectiveness in the short and long term. 

· Timing. Involves applying a treatment action during the most vulnerable time in the life cycle of the vegetation or pest with the least impact on natural predators and/or other non-target organisms. 

· Monitoring. Involves the regular surveying of sites and/or features to understand and identify the location and extent of potential pest management problems. 

· Record-keeping. Involves maintenance of written records of specific pest management factors observed during monitoring, information on labor and materials used in implementation of the IPM program, results of applied pest management strategies, and comprehensive data on pesticide applications. 

· Evaluation. Involves analysis of treatment strategies and prescriptions to help determine the effectiveness of the control program. These records are useful in developing future pest management plans. 

3.1. IPM Prescriptions - Integrated pest control or eradication plans that are specific to a variety of pest management situations and/or pests and vegetation; these plans are based on the principles of IPM. 

3.2. IPM Programs - Agency, Division, Department, and/or Operational Section level programs which are designed and developed to implement the Integrated Vegetation and Pest Management Policy; individual programs are geared to the specific administrative and operational requirements and responsibilities of that specific working group.

3.3. Pest - Any organism, including weeds, insects, diseases, etc., which by the situation or size of its population adversely interferes with the aesthetic, health, environmental, functional, or economic goals of humans.

3.4. Pesticide - Any substance registered by the U.S. government as a pesticide.

SECTION 4: REGULATORY CONTEXT

4.0. --Organization's Name--, including all of its departments and contractors, shall be aware of and comply with all laws, regulations, bylaws, and policies that are directly or indirectly related to vegetation and pest management operations. 

SECTION 5: IPM PROGRAMS

5.0. --Organization's Name-- departments directly involved with managing vegetation and pests will implement and evaluate IPM programs in accordance with the requirements of this policy. These IPM programs shall include: 

· Maintenance management guidelines, procedures, standards, and IPM prescriptions; 

· An inventory of all sites and features and estimates of their annual labor and material requirements; 

· A record-keeping and monitoring system; and 

· IPM program implementation timetable, strategy, and costs. 

5.1. --Organization's Name-- departments involved with the development, review, and implementation of landscape and facility designs will implement and evaluate IPM programs in accordance with the requirements of this policy. These programs shall include: 

· Landscape and facility design and construction criteria and standards that promote cost-effective and ecologically sound management of landscape vegetation and pests; 

· A record-keeping system for program implementation and evaluation; 

· A landscape and facility design and construction review process that includes --Organization's Name-- landscape maintenance staff; 

· An IPM program implementation timetable, strategy, and costs. 

SECTION 6: ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES

6.0. Landscape Supervisor 

The Landscape Supervisor will :

· Coordinate compliance of --Organization's Name-- IPM landscape management program with applicable laws, rules, regulations, and policies; 

· Assist with the development of landscape and engineering design and construction criteria for use in landscape and facility development projects; 

· Coordinate the development and implementation of --Organization's Name-- landscape IPM program with any other vegetation and pest management operations; 

· Perform research needed to facilitate implementation of the landscape IPM program; 

· Assist with the development and implementation of a (public) education program for promoting an understanding of --Organization's Name-- utilization of ecologically sound methods of vegetation and pest management; 

· Assist with evaluation of --Organization's Name-- IPM Policy and the landscape IPM program, including preparation of an annual report; 

· Monitor for new and modified legislation and regulations that will require adjustments to --Organization's Name-- landscape IPM program. 

6.1. Other Supervisors/Managers involved directly or indirectly with vegetation and pest management 

· As above as relates to their specific work. 

6.2. The IPM Coordinating Committee [e.g., composed of Board members, administrative and operational lead staff, public, and student representative(s)] 

· Decide whether to reject or recommend approval of IPM programs, IPM prescriptions, and requested pesticides using the following criteria: 

· Principles of IPM; 

· The pest and vegetation management problem has been assessed and control is deemed necessary; 

· The use of a pesticide is a necessary element of prescriptions that utilize these chemicals; and 

· The risk to public health and the environment is shown to be minimal. 

· Evaluate, approve, and rank all pesticide products proposed for use by --Organization's Name-- departments. The criteria used for approval and ranking of the pesticide formulation shall include: 

· Prescription evaluation, including: application methods, scale of application, elements of exposure, buffer zones; 

· Registration by the EPA; 

· Adverse human health effects (quality and quantity of data); 

· Animal data (quality and quantity of data); 

· Mobility and persistence in the environment; 

· Potential impact to non-target organisms; 

· Inert ingredients; 

· Data gaps; and 

· Pesticide classification. 

· Provide annual review, evaluation, and recommendations for modification of utility-wide IPM Policy, utility-wide IPM program, and department IPM programs. 
Figure 1. Routine IPM Prescriptions Approval Process
Flow Chart of Decision Process
(Determined by Roles & Responsibilities Identified in Policy) 

Figure 2. Pesticide Approval Process
Flow Chart of Decision Process
(Determined by Roles & Responsibilities Identified in Policy)

Figure 3. Special/Emergency IPM Prescriptions Approval Process
Flow Chart of Decision Process
(Determined by Roles & Responsibilities Identified in Policy)

Figure 4. IPM Program Approval Process
Flow Chart of Decision Process
(Determined by Roles & Responsibilities Identified in Policy)
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PESTICIDE USE REDUCTION STRATEGY
Purpose

It is the policy of the City of Seattle to promote environmentally sensitive landscape pest and vegetation management by phasing out the use of the most hazardous pesticides and reducing overall pesticide use while preserving landscape assets and protecting the health and safety of the public and our employees.  The following strategy describes how the City will achieve these goals and establishes pesticide reduction targets and timelines.

Background

The City of Seattle’s Environmental Management Program was developed in l999 to promote environmental stewardship in City operations.  The pesticide use reduction strategy is an outgrowth of two policies developed under that program.  The Landscape and Grounds Management policy promotes the design, construction and maintenance of City landscapes in a way that protects and enhances the region’s natural resources and public health.  The Landscape and Grounds Management Guidelines were developed to implement that policy, including promoting the use of Integrated Pest Management (IPM), which favors the use of pest prevention/tolerance over control.

It is the City’s policy to reduce the toxicity and amount of hazardous materials used in City operations.  The Chemical Use Policy sets forth a framework for evaluating hazardous materials used by the City and prioritizing products for phase-out and replacement with less hazardous alternatives. 

Regional Integrated Pest Management Initiative

The listing of Puget Sound Chinook salmon under the Endangered Species Act has heightened awareness of the impact common practices have on the environment.  Recent studies documenting the presence of pesticides in area streams and effects of pesticides on salmon point to the need for public agencies to serve as models of environmental stewardship in landscape management.

Representatives from local jurisdictions in King, Pierce, and Snohomish counties developed a model Tri-County IPM Policy and Guidelines in support of the goal of reducing the potential impact of pesticide use on threatened and endangered species.  This pesticide use reduction strategy is consistent with the Tri-County Policy and Guidelines.

Strategy Approach

The two main components of this strategy are  (1) to eliminate the use of the most hazardous pesticides (as defined below) and (2) to achieve a 30% reduction in overall pesticide use.  The following paragraphs discuss the approach to achieving these goals.

Eliminating use of the most hazardous pesticides

Based on the general criteria in the Chemical Use Policy, pesticide-specific review criteria were developed.  A hazard assessment was then conducted on the pesticides used by the City to prioritize products for phase-out.  Products were categorized into three tiers ranging from greatest potential hazard -Tier 1 to least -Tier 3.  New products considered for use will undergo the same analysis and product tier designations will be re-evaluated, as additional information becomes available.

Products meeting any of the following criteria were placed in Tier 1.

Tier 1 Criteria

· Products assigned by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to Hazard Category I: Signal word DANGER appears on label

*
Restricted use pesticides – use of the product is restricted to certified pesticide applicators (except aquatic herbicides1)

*
Products that cannot be disposed of because of dioxin contamination

*
Products with active ingredient on the state list of acutely dangerous wastes (P list- Washington State Dangerous Waste Regulations)

*
Products with known, likely, or probable carcinogens as active ingredients (as identified by U.S. EPA, State of California, National Toxicology Program, or International Agency for Research on Cancer)

*
Products with reproductive toxicants as active ingredients (California Proposition 65 list)

*
Products with known or probable endocrine disruptors as active ingredients (State of Illinois EPA)

*
Products labeled as highly toxic or extremely toxic to birds, aquatic species, bees, or wildlife. (Exceptions for products used only indoors; exception to bee toxicity will be needed for products intended to control bees, wasps, or hornets)

*
Products that are persistent in the environment - defined as those with active ingredients with soil half-lives greater than 100 days. (Possible exception for products used only indoors.)

*
Products that move readily in the environment and may impact ground or surface water - defined as those with active ingredients with mobility ratings high or very high or with specific label warnings about groundwater hazard. (Possible exception for products used only indoors.)


1Note: aquatic herbicides are not included in this criterion because all aquatic applications in the state are restricted because of the need for a permit rather than because of particular properties of the chemicals involved.

Target:  Tier 1 herbicides and insecticides have been targeted as first priority for phase-out.  Exceptions to the restriction will be considered as described below.  Affected departments will designate IPM Coordinators to evaluate exception requests.

Exceptions

Exceptions to the restrictions will be considered based on:

· a description of the pest problem,

· rationale for chemical control with the proposed product,

· a description of how the product will be used,

· legal requirements, 

· public health and safety considerations, 

· preservation of landscape assets, and 

· an evaluation of all feasible alternatives including non-chemical and no action alternatives; the safety, health, and environmental impacts of the alternatives also will be evaluated.

Exceptions may be granted on a one-time-only basis or as a programmatic exception that applies across all departments.  

One-Time-Only Exceptions - The Departmental IPM Coordinator and the Office of Environmental Management will be responsible for evaluating and approving one-time-only exceptions within each Department.  

Programmatic Exceptions - Departmental IPM Coordinators and the Office of Environmental Management will meet, as necessary, to evaluate and approve or deny programmatic exceptions.  All programmatic exceptions will be re-evaluated annually by the IPM Coordinators and the Office of Environmental Management based on a review of alternatives and a re-evaluation of the need for the control.

For all exceptions granted, a Best Management Practice will be required to minimize human health and environmental risk.

Overall Pesticide Use Reduction

City staff have already significantly reduced the amount and toxicity of pesticides used through IPM.  In order to identify ways to reduce pesticide use further, a survey of specific pest management strategies was conducted and general alternative controls were suggested.  Many of the suggestions came from City gardeners based on their knowledge and experience.  Specific pest management strategies were evaluated for ornamentals, turf, trees/woody brush, electrical substations, rights-of-way, and golf courses.  Alternative pest management strategies identified include: 

· Pest prevention techniques like mulching, irrigating, fertilizing, and using pest-resistant species;

· Mechanical pest control techniques like flame weeding, hand pulling, string trimming, and hot water weeding; and 

· Alternative chemical controls like neem oil products, active bacillus products, and potassium bicarbonate products. 

Increasing pest tolerance thresholds was also suggested.  Pesticide use reduction decisions will consider preservation of the landscape asset, safety, and legal requirements.

Target: Reduce overall pesticide use by 30% by the end of 2002.  

Implementation Strategy

In order to plan for these long-term investments, over the next year we will conduct further research into alternative pest control methods and initiate pilot studies to evaluate alternative effectiveness and potential for use on a citywide scale.  The lessons learned from this work will help us effectively target our resources.   Over the next year, we will develop a pesticide reduction program including the following elements:

· Research alternative pest control equipment, products, and techniques; 

· Conduct pilot studies to evaluate alternative effectiveness and potential for use on citywide scale;

· Develop maintenance standard trial sites to monitor increased pest tolerance thresholds and any resulting damage;

· Conduct public outreach to both increase awareness of and gauge reactions to changing maintenance standards and alternative approaches;

· Partner with private entities to leverage community support for reduced pesticide use through volunteer programs; and

· Pursue alternative funding sources.

For more information about the City’s pesticide use reduction strategy and program plan, please contact Tracy Dieckhoner in the Office of Environmental Management at 206/386-4595.

Clark County Stormwater Facility Maintenance Manual (January 2009)

Vegetation Management 

The following practices are adapted, with minor modifications for format and local practices, from City of Portland Parks Pest Management Policy (April 1999). 

General Goals and Philosophy 

Clark County recognizes the special importance of rivers, streams, wetlands, ponds, and stormwater control and treatment facilities. The sensitive nature of such habitats, their plant and animal communities, and their direct link with other waterways require that we establish specific policies to ensure their health. 

All landscape management decisions for controlling unwanted vegetation, diseases, and pests should follow Integrated Pest Management principles and decision-making rationale. These are: 

· Proper planning and management decisions begin the IPM process 

· Cultural methods of vegetation and pest control are preferred and are first employed 

· Mechanical means of vegetation and pest control are next in line of preference, and are utilized where feasible 

· Biological methods of vegetation and pest control are considered before chemical means, where they are feasible 

· Botanical and synthetic pesticides are used only when no other feasible methods exist 

General Practices 

Use Only Appropriate Plants 

Clark County has adopted a list of approved plants for use in development projects. The list also has prohibited undesirable plants. Only plants approved for use in the Clark County Plant List are allowed for use in plantings in unincorporated areas. 

Vegetation and Pest Management in Stormwater Control Facilities 

Stormwater control facilities include biofiltration treatment swales, treatment wetlands, treatment ponds, detention ponds, open channels, and infiltration basins. Stormwater control facilities discharge to surface water or groundwater either directly or through pipes or ditches. Many facilities are built to remove pollutants from stormwater. 

Generally, vegetation should be maintained to blend into surrounding areas. Stormwater facilities can provide habitat for aquatic life and birds. Promoting natural vegetation where feasible improves habitat. Swales often blend into intensively managed landscapes. Pond perimeters can include natural vegetation. 

The use of pesticides and, in most cases fertilizer, is not compatible with the task of pollutant removal or the direct connection of stormwater facilities to streams and groundwater. 

Features of Stormwater Facilities: 

· There is a mix of native and non-native plants 

· Generally not used by the public 

· Include areas managed to promote design function, such as turf in swales 

· Managed landscapes may be nearby 

· May be used by fish and wildlife 

Objectives for Stormwater Facilities: 

· Maintain healthy plant communities 

· Avoid or minimize need for chemical intervention 

· Control invasive plants where feasible 

· No bare soil areas are allowed 

· Tolerance for natural appearance and weeds 

Practices 

The vegetation management focus is establishing and maintaining healthy low-maintenance native plantings and sustaining the design function of vegetated filters such as biofiltration swales. This includes controlling invasive plants where feasible, and planting cover on bare soils. 

Only use plants on the City of Vancouver plant list or the Clark County Plant List (Ordinance 1995-01-26). 

In some cases, the original plantings may not be appropriate for the actual condition at a facility. One example is a frequently flooded swale that cannot support normal turf. In cases like this, replace turf with appropriate wetland plants if the underlying drainage problem cannot be fixed. 

Consider the use of soil amendments such as compost before using fertilizer. 

Limit mulch use to covering bare soil while establishing plantings. 

Chemical use should be avoided within 25 feet of any area that holds or conveys surface water or stormwater. This includes the base of a biofiltration swale. 

Trees or shrubs that block access roads may be trimmed (or removed if within the access road) when access is required for maintenance by heavy equipment. 

Trees that pose a risk to stormwater structures due to root growth may be removed and replaced by smaller shrubs. 

Clark County Stormwater Facility Maintenance Manual – January 2009
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