Pesticide Use Report (PUR) Workgroup Meeting

October 2, 2003

UC Davis Campus

Attending: 10 ANR participants, 42 from outside of ANR. (At a future date, a list of attendees will be posted on the PUR Workgroup Web site.)

OPENING

Co-chair Lynn Epstein opened the meeting at 9:05 a.m. with a few comments on the last meeting, February 4, 2003.  Minutes of that meeting are on the PUR Workgroup Web site http://agis.ucdavis.edu/pur/. 


Action: E-mail list of attendees will be available on Web.

Co-chair Minghua Zhang described the PUR Workgroup Web site, http://agis.ucdavis.edu/pur/, which includes

· Who has done what, related to the PUR

· Discussion forum, targeted at both data analysis and quality

· Publications related to PUR

· Events listing

· Meeting sign-up

She asked that all attendees who didn’t sign up via the Web should do so, so that contact information would be automatically stored in the database.

PRESENTATIONS  

PDFs of the reports and presentations below are on the PUR Workgroup Web site, http://agis.ucdavis.edu/pur/ under “Publications.”

Assessing the economic importance of organophosphates in California agriculture

John Steggall, CDFA

The study examined pest management practices in stone fruits and the impact of the loss of organophosphates in light of available alternatives.

See http://agis.ucdavis.edu/pur for a copy of this and other presentation materials.

Spatial distribution of insecticide use for California red scale control in San Joaquin Valley citrus

Greg Montez and Beth Grafton-Cardwell, UC, Kearney Agricultural Center

PUR and GIS were used to target regions with higher-than-average OP use so that they could be monitored for OP resistance.  As Ops are being replaced with insect growth regulators, the same technique can be used to look for secondary pest outbreaks and resistance to the new IGRs.  See http://citrusent.uckac.edu/ for more information.

On farm innovation: Identifying farmer innovations of low risk pest management

Jennifer Campos and Minghua Zhang, UC Davis

Study looked at use trends of FQPA pesticides in winegrapes, to differentiae grower-level use patterns and thus identify those who used reduced-risk measures.

Understanding weed management strategies between BIFS and conventional growers for winegrapes

Steve Arounsack and Jenny Broome

Study compared pesticide use among BIFs and conventional winegrape growers to see whether alternative weed practices helped growers to reduce use of pre-emergent herbicides.

Predictors of pesticide household dust levels in an are with intense agriculture

Robert McLaughlin aand Martha Harnley, California Department of Health Services; Asa Bratman, and UC Berkeley, School of Public Health; Meredith Anderson, Impact Assessment, Inc.

Study monitored 600 pregnant women and their children to identify ways children in agricultural communities are exposed to pesticides, and to determine the impact of exposure on their health. PUR data were used to identify chemicals to look for in samples of household dust.

Historical pesticide exposure using PUR and land-use surveys: assessment of misclassification error and bias

Rudy Rull, Beate Ritz, UCLA School of Public Health

Researchers conducted this simulation exercise to see how PUR could be used in future, actual epidemiological studies relating pesticide exposure and specific disease occurrence.

Overviews of surveys of residential pesticide use and sales in several California counties

Cheryl Wilen, UC IPM, South Coast counties and Mary Lou Flint, UC IP

Since homeowner pesticide use is not reported in PUR or elsewhere, surveys of residents and their pesticide use practices were conducted in an effort to see if poor practices are contributing to water quality issues and to identify mitigating measures such as training needs.

Using PUR data to follow fumigant use trends and predict regulation impacts

Tom Trout, USDA

This study looked at fumigant use over past years to determine how such use is changing with the phase-out of methyl bromide, and the likely effects of a cap placed on use of a replacement fumigant.

LUNCHTIME COMPUTER DEMONSTRATIONS

1. Demonstration of online PUR at DPR

Larry Wilhoit, California Department of Pesticide Regulation

2. Demonstration of PUR-GIS application, emphasizing watersheds

Minghua Zhang, UC Davis

OPEN DISCUSSION ABOUT WORKGROUP ACTIVITIES AND A NEXT MEETING

Reviewed the purpose of the workgroup, which is largely to make the PUR usable to individuals and groups.  

Urban pesticide issues.  While the workgroup goals relate directly to the PUR, the PUR is woefully inadequate for analysis of urban use for such studies as health and water quality issues.  Out of discussion about urban interests in the PUR came the following

· Urban data need to be better represented

· Better resolution, even zip code or city, is needed

· PUR may include new field for non-production agriculture (including urban) records, giving license number of the applicator; cross-index available from county agricultural commissioner.

PUR quality. Discussion brought up the following points.

· Inadequate resolution for urban, rights-of-way, etc. uses

· Original purpose of workgroup was to look at how we can use data legitimately, give that the PUR is what we have.

· There’s danger of reading too much into the data

· These have been misused, often because users don’t understand the data limitations

· Lack of standardization affects data quality:  Web-based use reporting is in progress and is expected to help standardization and quality through immediate feedback during data entry at county level.

· Outlier table, identifies many obvious errors in the data but raises other issues, particularly what to do about a bad value:  estimate another?  Leave out?  


Action: Link to more information on the DPR website where this information is described.

Workgroup can facilitate better uses of the data by

· Compiling and posting solutions to problems encountered when using the database

· Giving more explanation about the database fields, hidden information in them

· Describing limitations, such as those of urban data, to save users from trying to do analyses that can’t work

· Describing possible sources of errors

· Giving a list of uncertainties, risks, assumptions surrounding the data

· Holding discussions of limitations at the meetings

· Posing possible ways of improving spatial resolution within a section

· Showing grower representatives the variety of uses of the data and the value of collecting good data from them—commodity groups can carry message to their members

· Identifying ways to get the school pesticide use data entered, since DPR has insufficient resources


Action:  

· Create an urban pesticide use group to work the issues related to reporting and collection of data:  Kelly Moran, Mary Lou Flint, Nan Singhasemanon.

CLOSING

Attendees agreed that the meeting was useful and we should hold another. They’re interested in presentations on application of the PUR, but also in having workshop “how to” session that will help them actually use the data appropriately.

Other suggestions were to have slightly fewer presentations and additional breaks. When building list of presenters and invitees, look at DPR and UC IPM statistics to see who is using the data

