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DECISION ON USE OF DDY
Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr, President, tha

; ‘entlro country has had its attention
t called to the decision made on ths use

of DDT and I imagine that the majority
of Americaus look upon this chemieal
as ono concocted by the devil. While I
recognize that DDT in somo arcas has
caused somme damage, I can also rec~
¢ ognice that it has been o greas boaus to
, people in all parts of this couatry.
- .Ihave also been concerned that chemi-
cals recommended to replace DDT might
‘not be as good and might cven be more
dangerous. : ’
Arizona State University has long been-

« Interested in' these chemicals, because -

. it is located in a reglon of the United
i States infested by the typc of bug and
; Insect that is harmf{ul to crops, distaste-

.ontists Advisory Council of the EDP stated,

. timate gools of the EDF have been ex-

.

* ful to citizens and difiicult to get rid of.

Dr. J. Gordon Edwards, of etz
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one small area of Florlda, and in one yoar
Culifornla lost more thau 83,000 colunles 0f = Fhiltp Nutler clalmea te
honoybeoa to such “subnlitites” which had  senrch yosuits of hin ewn colien :
besn wied oa cutlon ailer DOT wua pro-  Lreero, Morida (UB. Dept. ot rotois Sult
blbited), : ) oratory), wio had foun l'nomog '.:\:: 1”:‘:;
Another 11l conneqrience of Importance will 937 of all DLT, DDD, anl DDE diruppeared
Lo the corlain death or Injury which alwuys I 38 days feom sca wato, (De. Dutter's 1071 °
follows the oluift from Barinlecs DOT to more  Natlonal Acadenmiy of Scibnces panel publie’
toxic “substitutes”, which Ruckclshaun has  Eized the (righlening prepapansia that “As ©
recomunended, I{undreds ol farm workera Much as 26 percent of the DDT compounds
hnve nirendy boen kilied aad humdrcds of  produced Lo doto may hayo heen transferred ¢
thousunds made il by those cicmicats, hut  t0 the sea.” (pape 1, In “Chlorinated Hydroe i
tho EPA and the EDF (Enviroumental De< Carbons In tho Marine Environmont*),
fense Fund) obvlously do nok object. Dr. It ls cbviona that Mr. uckelchaus did not
Charics F. Wurster, Chalrman ol the Bci-  8ttend Lhw EPA heavings) and that he svon |
ialied to read the transcript of the testimony !
a 1870 speoch Lhat *. .. the orzanc phos~ and crors-examination, Iijs omficlat “opinion™ |
phate acts locaily and ouly kil farm work= indicated no awarcnens of hundreda of verg |
crs and most of them are Moxicans awl slguificant points that were clarified during
Nogrocs® and that * la cnuso of, tlose soven mantfis of tesiimony or of the '
all the problems. Wo hiave too many of them.  forced rotvactions of untfuths by hie EDP/ :
We nced to got 7id of some of them and this EPA “experls”, Also, he [appcared unawars
13 as good o wny o8 any.” (Sce the publishcd ©f Lhio possibly perjury in the testimony of
record of Hearings before the Congrcasional —80iMe Of his freatest “authorities™]
Commitice on Agricuituze, Scrial No. 92-A,  Ilcaring Examiner Edmlind Gwecney, how-
1978, poges 2G6-67.) It was Wurster's EDF OV, a) present every d
with which Ruckelshaus stded s0 eagerly dur- of the testimony and evidence presanted, was i
ing thie EPA hearings, jn opposition to wit- awato of the incrimitating  rotvactions |
ncoses represeniing the U.S. Dent. of Agri- Dbrought about quring |cross-oxamination,
culture, the U.8. Public Ieslth Scrvice, the aud obylously studicd the P,300 pages of hear !
World Health Orpaniration, the Unitcd Na- inge transcript, Iiis concliision was that the -
tions ‘Food and Agricuitural Organizntion beneilis derived from DDT uso far outweigh -
{FAOQ), and other concerncd groups, The ul- any hazards. “In my opi the evidence In -
this procaeding suipports the conclusion that
plained as far back ss 1060, in Bioscicnce thcere is a present need for the cssential uses
1D0: §09, by ons of their leading spokcsmen, of DDT...”, stated the iner, and rdded:

disasreoment with the “authorities™, Dr,

IANCo of tire ro-

~

Iy

. Ife conntdered all

.a3 follows: “If the environmentailsts win on  “DDT la not a carcinogeaie hazard to man.

DDT they will achieve, and probably retain DDT is not a mutagenic orf tevntagents hazard
in other environmental issues, a level of au~ to man. The uses of DDT ander the Tegistrae
thority they have never had before. In a tions involved here do not have a deleterious
sonse, thon, much mors is at stake than eficct on freshwater fish,
DDT.” Pcrhaps that {8 an understandalle wild birds or other wilditf
goal for professional enviroamental funde sAry replacemicnts would in many cases have
ralsing groups, but what -justiGeatlon ena more deleterious clfecls than the harms al-:
thero be for the alrzady-powarful Environ- lcgedly caused by DDT. It gecins remarks.
mental Protcction Agency to ald them &0 abis that EPA Administrator Ruckeishaus,

State Unlversity, has reviewed the deci-
: sion not to use DDT in a complete and
;. interesting way and has also been critical
« of the decision. I have read his paper
é with great interest, and I fecl that any-
i one who lives in an area that requires

i inscct control should read this paper to

1 have a better understanding of what we
!i‘ has elso appended a suggestion on the

bottom of his paper. I ask unanimous
consent that the entire matter be printed
in the Recoro.,

There being no objection, the paper
. was ordered ta be printed in the Rezcorp,
. a3 follows:
1 Tz InvaMous Rucksisnavas DDT Dectsion
t  The recent Ruckelhaus decision regarding
i DDT Testrictions 1s an abject capitulatinn to
: prolessionnl environmental cxtremlsts and o
! tremondous defent for scienco and manjizind,

———

waste of holding seven months of federal
“heartngs” on DOT and then ftuoring or ro-
« Jecting oll evidencs which did not support
. tho preconceived declslon of this LETA Ad-
“-minfatrator, IT Me. Ttuckelnhaly wan doter-
mined not to he influenced by any factual
data, hio shiould not have Implemaented Auch
& costly, time-consuming lepal charadel A
mojor concequenos of hits ignoring tho sck-
- sntific record and readering thias fatuous des
. ¢ision on DDT will be the {ncrcased destruce
. tlon of tho environment which his Environ-~
mental Protection Agency (EPA) is supposcd
‘ to defendl ‘The “sulstitutes” rcecommniendod
‘ moat hirhly by Me. Ruckelshaus to repiaco
DDT will necdicsly dectroy thousands of
honeybes colonica and militons of birds and
mammals . . . which would NOT bo #njurcd
by DODT appilcations. (Audubon BMeogazlae
reported more than 10,000 robina Xitled this
spring by just one of those “substitutes” 1a

obroquiously?

without attending the hearings and without

are faced with ia this field. Dr. EQwards

Most coucerncd persons are mindful of the-

For seven months the EPA hcarings cx- zcading ths transcript, was abie to declds
posed -the insincerity of anti-DDT cuitiats thol Mr. Eweeney {a federol examiner with
and the ineredibility of their allegatlons, 40 years of lefal axperience) was wrong in
Tha hearings firmiy estabiishcd the facts 2il of his major conclusions and probably
that DDT: dacs not normally persiat long crred in his handiing of khe tase. Evidently
in the environmont; is not normally trans- Mr. Ruckelshaus in his wislom did not nced
ported great distances from polints of appli- thooe soven montha of teptimony to ald him
cntton; docs not oradicats nit beneficial in- In divining a deciston . .| In fact, it appears
secis; does not threaten birds, mammals, that EPA hearings are simply an exponsive
fish, or estusrino Invertebrates; is not “mag~ Shamt If Ruckelshaus with ths decl-
niflecd” to dangerous levels in food-chalns; B8lon he “approves” the r?ﬂlu. but i1t be ala-
does not continue to persist or bulld up in &f£rees he fgnores the evidence and lasues his
lizing tlasues; does not causo wild birds to OWN ultimntiim, regnrdiess of the facts estab-
form thin egguhelts; and hins not beeen shown Mshed during the hearin .
‘to pose any health hazard to man ed domes- On 10 November IDTL Deputy General :
tie animals, Counsei for t:xo EPA. ) r. Alan Kirk, OP}

: . E witne peared at the hearings. He admitted (p 4503 |
'hl;ort;av;‘e& ﬁo‘:ﬂ‘: w}f:ﬁ{fgg:n hml::; of tranzcript) that ho had not read the trans.
adrnitted to experimental bungiing, inepti- 8€riptof tho previous dayls procecdings (dur- |
tude, ahameless obtuscation, and the delib- INE which Mr. R. G. Henth contemptuously -
crate publication of errors and distortions TYefured to answer o vitgl question and re-
tn thelr “sclontific” and pseudasclentific ar~ fused to provides daia upon which he based
ticles. The patlent cross-examinntion of N8 allcgations), nevertlycless Me. x.:m: g -
dozens of thoso “autlioritics™ gradunlly re- Fushied over to criticise Mr. Sweeney’s handl.
venled the chormity of tho lucrative autie INE Of the recnlcitrant witness. Whtle there,
DIT conspiracy. Under oath, there wers m DT K‘T}(‘ﬂ‘!f? staled (p. 4500) that the role
great many confensiona of eiling Calse fnfor- ©f 1ho EI'A “Ia nat that pf an Adversary, our
matton aud deliberatoly omitting of niteplng . ¥O10 19 08 @ Tepresenlative of Lis 207 mitiion
significant data. The “authoritles” rrpeatadty American people .. M 1t i becatse evident
feigned ignorancs of cxtremely signiftcnnt that, on the contrary, .t 8 EPA was working
actolbls which are well-kuowh to niont sciene In collusion with the l:.dl’. and the Ruckels-

PR

-

tista and studenta with a stacere Interest la
tho DDT controversy. Some blotoglats cine
ployed in Izdaral wiidiifa research on birdy,

haus “decision” an DDT| frequently tndicnta

the close assocfalion begween EDRF and E'A

in this action, revealing the ctrong advocata

tor cxample, disclalined kbpowledge of the Rusition of mf". EPA, In h: “Dpinlon of the
resulta o¥ annual Audubon Boélely birg  Administeator” (page 4) 1t 23 staled: “The
counts, dlscialined knowlcrge of Ltho reaultn ' €3s0 for cancellation has Leen presented by
of the lawk Mountaln Hanctuary counts of cownsel for the Pestlcid Of!lco of the Envir.
migrallng Lawiks, and disclalined knowicize § O3menial Protection "}"7 snd altorneys
ol dclalls of articien which are the majur fof the 1"‘"”"“"2"‘““ tnse Fund which
sourcs of DDT reuldus data In birds, watoe, § 63 st intervenor Later| (pae 8) Air. Ruck.
s0il, «nd other environinental componenls, & 8lsians writes that tne| Efd and EDZ dled
x fuer’s report, chale
Threse dlsclalmiers wors eapeclaily atrong whem  O3ceptiona (o the s
the “unknowa™ Loowledss wus In etsopg MOR3ISZ his Andings X T“‘ and his sonolu-




aslors of lawl 'l‘hnt docan’t sound like the

LPPA maintained itg non-advecnlo poaition
. very longil It scetus mont unusual that this

weallhy, tax-exemipt sntl-pDT lobby (tho

LDI), wlilch lcgally forced tha PA 10 i
; Bogo fu o lengthy roviow pracedure, onded up
. working hand-in-glave ol tho EPA tn that
. nctilon and oven holped framo tho LPA *“lo-
¢ clston” ruling that they (tho EDI') wero
¢« “right” about DDT (doapito the cvidence and
' facts to tho coulrary) and tho Hearlng
, Examiner wns “wrong' about 1t4
: Obvlously, very fow pcoplo will recelve
i coplca of tho oficial “"Oplitlon” by Mr, Rucke
+ elshaus, thereforo I shinll discuss it vory brieny
! hero. Tho total dociunent conelsts of n 40-

* page “Opinton”, o G-page outline of “Iactunl .

Findings", two baragraphs entitled “Conclu-
slons of Law", and a 3-pagoe “ORDER" which
13 basced on “tho foregoing opinton, findinga,
aud concluslons of law*, ‘I'he OUDER {u dated
June 2, 1072, but was not released to most
hews media until Junoe 14th. An fppeal was
Had Juat 39 secondn nter i e Oth Olrentt
Cowtb of Appeata, In New Orlenna, s there
will bo ecverat montha In whiciy aclentints
can polné out the errors and disputo the con-
clusions in the Order, and the unblased
judpos on that Court may bo expected to
reach tho samo sort of concluston carlier held
by Hearlng Examiner Sweeney. Tho ORDER
decrees that “Cancellation for uses of DDT
. by public health oficials ++.and by USDA
and the military . . , and use in prescription
drugs 18 Iifted.” The ORDER also permits
. continued use of DDT for “centrol of weevils
; on stored rwect potatoes, green peppers In
the Decl Marva Peninsula (Dclaware) and
: cutwormson onlons. . ..
: The Opinlon i3 Jammed with errors and
! mlsst:\tcmcuw, but I shall oaly include a
' small numbver of them hero. Surely tho others
i will aleo play an important rolo in the subso-
i quent review of tho decision by the Circult
¢ Court judgces.
i 1. What is DDT?
| Ruckelshous statement (page 1): “DDT s
’ the famillar sbbreviation for the chemieal
} (1,1.1-trichlorophenyl othane), which was
i for manyyears.,, "
: Corrections: DDT s not the chemlical Mr,
+ Ruckelshaus thinks it 18, but s tustead 3,1,1-
: trichloro-2,2-bis (p-chloropnenyl cthane),
. This crror on the firat pago unfortunately g
i & harbluger of worss errors yect to como.
. 2. What does DDT break down into?
i Ruckelshaus etatement {page 4) : “DDT heas
three major breakdown products, DDA, DDE,
*.end DDD; scparato reglstrations exist for
TDE (DDL).”

Correclion: TDL I3 the chcn.ﬂc:\l that 15 also .

known o3 DDD, 1ot DDE, Thicsa are cntlrely
¢ diferent compounids, and DDE 1s not c¢ven
. ®n insccticldol This foct 5 well kunown to
© maat cntomology students and to practically
T every prower aud orchardist, Mr. Ruckeishaun
must havo hecn misadvisced by somcono who
" hind heard about DDE becauro of alicgationg
that {4 iahibils carbonic anhydrase, thun
cnusing thin cgpshells 1o forin (an EDP
theory whilch was rofuted by at lcast fivoe ro-
scarch teamsn Jast yeor). It might also be of-
. interest to point out here that DDD does not
aven break down fnto DD,

3. What substitutes wiil be used for DDT?

Ruckelshnus statement (pafie 37) ¢ “Such
program can alse introdico farmers to the
less neutely toxic orgenophosphntes, ke car-
bary!l, which may be satislactory for many

-uses.”” (Emphnasfs added)

Correctlon: Carbaryl 1s a carbamate {nrectf-
clde, not even remotely related to the organo-
Phosphateal This fact 15 woll known to most
onlomology students ang to practically every -
grower and orchiardist,

- 4. What subctitutes for DDT 818 recone
mended by the EPA Adminisitator? |

Ruckelshaus slatemonts: (page 36): "Tho
record brefors mo leaves no doubt that tho

* chlef subslituts for oLt uses of  DDT,

. acthyl perathlon, is a highly téx{o chonyeal

" end, I misusd, 12 dangorous to applicatory.™
i B . .

.. . P
o3 . N . T el

- VAL Sy AVIS
{Pago 37) 1 *Othep tertimng h -
aronco in non-fatal T e In
almoss onoe-hnif Toporicd peatictdg ng
to the orianphonphato proup.* polionings

(Paga 37) ¢ “L aimn nocordingly mnking this
ordor effoolive as of Pecember 31, 1072, troe
fav a3 tho cancollation of auy partloular uso
in prediented on the avullablljty of mothyl
parathion ai o substitute,”

Conunontg; Why discard DDT an o “poten-
tial hazard-, deeplte 1t marvelous rcoord of
human enlcty
dainage,

60 much poirontng?

6. Wil substitutes €aune envirommentnt
damage? .

Ruckelshawg stalements; {pogo 26); “In.
. deed, 1t may be that the samo tondency of a
ohionleal to Pemint or hutld up i tho food
chnln 13 prerent Lug nol knowa about gube
atitulo chienmioaln ™

Connent; Wa know oxuatly what happena
L DD Jn thae cuvlionmient anad In plunts
and aufmnla, Why leap Into the unlown
unnecezsarlly and ung Creat amounts of com-
pounds about which he adinits very little is
known?

Ruskelshaus statements (papo 21): “While
they are toxle to beneflclnl cofl 1nsectg and
non-target specles, particularly birds alighte
ing on treated flelds, theso orraniophos-
phates brenk down more readily than DDT.™

Comments: Because they brealke down so
readily, they must be applied miich more of-
ten, also. When lers toxie inrceticidea will
control tho pests, why outlaw them and uso
moro toxic compounds? Who wiil get the
blameo for Xiling the birds and beneficial in-
Insccts? It should be Mr. Ytuckelshausf

6. Did DDT kIIl off tho fish and birds? (Is
that why it 13 being phosed out?)

Ruckelshausg ntatcment: {page 16): “The
Pcuuoncr-rcglatmnts' asgertion that there s
ho ovidenco of declining aquatic or &vian
populations, even i/ actuelly true, $s en at-
tempt at confeasion (slcl) and avoldance."”
(My emphasig added.)

Commenta: Ruckelshaus ndmits that even
if there has been no decline, his mind 19 mado
upl What kind of Justice 1 thnt?? Hundreds
of pages of transcript provo that there was
no decline which could ho attributed to DDT
use, and tndeed that there have heen prac-
tically no declines of birda or flsh et all dur-
Ing the “DDT yems”, Such proot obviour)y
has fatled to Impress Mr. Ruckelshaun even
though he cvidenlly beifeved it,

7. Doecs DDT actually causa thin eggahells?

Ruckelshaus statement (Pano 18) : *“Viewe
Ing tho ovidence a3 a total picture, & pre-
ponderance supporta tho conciuslon thnt
DDT does causo cprliell thinning, Whellcr
or not the Inharatory data above wonld gude
tain this conclusfon {1t daca not| te beside
the point. Tor hero ia Inboratary data and
oniervalionnl data, and In addition, a reien-
tific hypothesty, which might cxplnin tha
phenoraenon (My cmpliasia added.)

Comments: Tho laboratory dala do no?
sustain the rilegation, Why docan't that fact
dezervo conalderntion by Mr. Ruckelshgux?
Tho obscrvational data dao not rustaln the
allegation, Why docan't that Inct dererve
coaslderntion by My, Ruckelshnus? And of
what value or slgnificanco 1 o “eclentifio
hypothesis" that hes alrendy beon proven
wrong during scven mouths of EPA hearlnga
and three years of setentifig fuvestipations by
independent blolagista whosg Golary s nog
linked ta tho antl-DDT hypotheslar

8, Is DDT mulagenic?

Ruckeishanus stalcicny {(pngo 13) : “Plutn.
genic oilects will ho appnrent only in future
geaerations.” (My cniphasis cdded.)

Cominzals: anis 1a the old “lor all we
Xnow' thes'n, Obvimzsly, aficr ve or ten Cene
eralions wilthout any mutations, we will ba
told thab “for all wo know™ nutations may
bo eppareni only sfter another Sivo or ton
gonoratlons. Thio sama cenre dnollca could be

applicd equally wwil to dangera from inoss

. . eme
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and Jack of chvironmental -

hat the Adinintatmtor of

. chargzo iy DLT, and they bavo not been tosteq . |

. truth,and are proven o have perjured thome

S U517 RN
odorn ‘medications, to vacctiiea,

to drupn,
to enrichicd vitamins, sto.

It seems fncredibls -
tho Environmental
Protection Lproncy would bo thia natve, for °
tha substituics ho s fecommending to ro-
placo DDT are Juat ns opon to the rldtculous

nenrly as long o3 DDT alrendy haaj

9. Is DD carcinofionic? .

Ruckelshnus statement: (page 20): *The -
possibliity that DDT {5 o carcintogen is at’
present remoto and unguantifiablo;™

Desplto this statement, Mr, Ruckeishaus
was nlle to imply cisewhere thet there IS
1o proof that at somo future thne any sube-
stanco might not cauao cancer, Thousands
of mice and other experimental cnlmals have
already been exposed to incredibly great,
long-sustained diels of DDT, but nevody with
any oxpertise in cancer research will state .
definttoly that DDT causes cancor. Unfortue .
bately, fome neows medin scomed to think
Lhie "decthton® Wi Bisnod i ey on Lho une
khown futtvo poeattitily thnt Dirp suliehd
puna somo hnzard to man. Ironlcally, DDT i
tho only insccticido that hng actunlly been
ingosted by man {n masaive dally doses for
nmonths or even years ., , with no i} elects
vhatoaver. No substitute will be abie to mnke
hat recordl b
¢ 10, What s’ the functlon of the Hearing !
Examiner? . !

Ruckelshaua statement: {(pago 24) : “Whate »
over extra welght, then, that might Lo duo
findings based expressely on o credibility :
Judgment {8 not appropriate tn the case be- :
Icre ms.” ’

Comments: Mr. Ruckelshaus evidently
menans that if the witnesses fall to teil the

sclvez, it will havoWciicce o7 ETT:Y
agalnst DDT. As a matter of fact, that 15 ¢xe .
actly what did happen durlng the Learings, )
end the Adminlstrator seems to feel it nec-
escary ta explain why the lack of credibility
of h1s witncsses has not nifectea his deciston,
Ruckelshaus statement: (page 24): “The
precedents, morcover, make clear that the
Agoncy (EPA) 16 freo to make I3 own find-
inga and that the Examiner's findings and
Teport only coinpriso part of the record which
G court will then evaluate” (My emphasia .
added.) :

Comment: If tho Examliner's findings end .

report were Buppozed to bo evaluated by a
court, why did Mr. Rucktelahauas do it7 It

Mr, Ruckelshaus was supposed to evalvnte ths
Examiner's findings and report. why does he |

thon stato hicro that “a court will then cval-

unte”™ them? Certninly it a court evaiuated :
tho repert by Mr. Sweeney, (the IHearing {-Ix- !
aminer), thoy would rot arrivoe a% n coclsion

that wna in diroct oppaattion to hia on evory
ping, as was dona by ke, Jtuckelzhanat I'ere
Lapa that 16 tho only way to ubtaln justice

. from BELA?

This coapricioun act by thoe Euvirorinental
Vrotcetion Ajrency adminlutrator o n mnltes
of gieat tmparltance Lo tho Avernypo Atnoi-

fenan L. Tt will directly ailfect hils onvirona .

ment, his food supply, hia pervaonnt health -

and safety, and his coct of Uvtag. ifo haa long

bean upset by extremints in (ho cnvirolie

montal movemecnt awd by unteachablo hu-
renuecaty, butl he seldom knowa what to do
about {t. THIS timoe there 19 somelhilng he
can do, Ho can sond letlera nnd telegraus to
tho Eavironmeutal Protoction Ascncy, with
coples ef all lettera nlso sent .w tho J.8.
Popartmont of Agriculture, {n -‘v'n_-;hlngtofn
D.C.,'nnd coplcz to his fedored leglilators, :f
putlie concern matches that of ths grzu‘x..-‘
tuve ofitcials, Lho pubiic health mnlc:._ ths
world hoalth authorities, and the ngi:s!m?ra.
construciivs action osrtainly @il WLy takon
to correct thia lateat Injusticsi—J., Uordon
Edwsrdn.. LN . “ .

.
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