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assure that imported produce meets U.S. safety and quality standards and (2) what federal
agencies are doing to assist foreign countries in meeting U.S. safety requirements. Our review
focused primarily on government and private sector pesticide controls over exported
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We also identified efforts by several federal agencies to help foreign countries improve their
pesticide registration and use practices. In addition, we obtained background information on

the responsibilities or activities of U.S. agencies, states, and private industry in monitoring
imported produce.
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International Development; the Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency; the
Commissioner, Food and Drug Administration; and other interested parties.
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Executive Summary

Purpose

With the rapid growth in fruit and vegetable imports during the 1980s,
concern about the safety and quality of imported foods and the presence
of pesticide residues has increased. Previous GAO work identified weak-
nesses in monitoring imported food and limited information on foreign
pesticide use. As a result, Representatives Leon Panetta and Frank Hor-
ton asked GAO to provide information on (1) foreign government and pri-
vate industry efforts to ensure that imported fresh produce meets U.S.
safety and quality standards, (2) what U.S. agencies are doing to assist
foreign countries in meeting U1.S. safety requirements, and (3) U.S. agen-
cies' responsibilities for safety and quality of imported produce.

Background

Results in Brief

The .8, safety and quality network for imported produce involves sev-
eral U.S. agencies, states, and private industry. The Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) registers pesticide products and sets maximum
acceptable pesticide residue levels—tolerances—allowed in foods con-
sumied.-in the United States. The Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
samples imported foods to identify prohibited substances, including ille-
gal pesticide residues; and it enforces Epa standards for all domestic and
imported food products, except meat, poultry, and eggs, which the
Department of Agriculture (1'shA) monitors. USDA also determines if cer-
tain imported produce meets minimum quality requirements for size,
grade. and maturity. Some states and supermarket chains have produce
tested for pesticide residues. (See ch. 1.)

Latin American and Caribbean countries supply most U.S. imports of
fruits and vegetables—5.5 million metric tons, or 77 percent, in 1988.
GAo visited five countries—Chile, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic,
Guatemala, and Mexico—which accounted for over half of the Latin
America; Caribbean import volume in 1988. '

Like the United States, the five countries’ governments have not
designed their food safety and quality systems—specifically regarding

pesticides—to meet other countries’ import requirements but primarily

to address domestic needs and issues. Because each country registers
pesticides on the basis of its own climate, crops. and pest problems, an
exporting country faces a maze of pesticide requirements that may dif-
fer from s own and that may not necessarily be health-related. Some of
the five governments® pesticide registration practices may affect the
legal avatlability and use of certain pesticides and. therefore, the pres-
ence and composition of pesticide residues on produce imports from
those countries,
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Some countries’ export sectors try, to varying degrees, to use manage-
ment practices that consider U.S. pesticide residue requirements. Where
GAO saw evidence of such practices—by multinational firms in all five
countries and by other growers in Chile and Mexico—growers had
exported produce to the United States for so.ne time and had estab-
lished networks to obtain information and technical assistance—
through cooperative efforts of governments and exporter/grower orga-
nizations. Where U.S. requirements were not specifically considered in
selecting pesticides for use or: exports—particularly among the less
experienced growers in Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Guate-
mala—growers had not developed networks for obtaining information
on their export markets’ pesticide requirements.

The current Uruguay Round of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade has included proposals to harmonize food safety and sanitary
requirements—including pesticide residue standards—as a way to
reduce-their use as technical barriers to trade. However, because adop-
tion of international standards for pesticide residues is a slow, delibera-
tive process, information exchange among nations regarding specific
pesticide standards will need to increase to ensure that world trade is
facilitated and that consumers are assured that food imports meet their
countries’ safety standards.

Several U.S. agencies, as well as international organizations, provide
assistance related to pesticide use to developing countries. The U.S.
agencies include EPA, FDA, USDA, and the Agency for International Devel-
opment (AID). International organizations include the United Nations'
Food and Agriculture Organization, World Health Organization, and Pan
American Health Organization. Gao did not review the effectiveness of
the agencies' or organizations' assistance.

GAO Analysis

Government Practices Government practices that may attect the presence and composition of
That Mav Affect Residues pesticide residues on US. imported produce from the five countries

: . include € D) registering and reregistering pesticides: (2) considering a pes-
ticide’s US. status diiring registration: (3) canceling, restricting, or not
registering pesticides that era has canceled or suspended; (4) providing
information about U.S- standards to export growers; and (5) registering
pesticides that do not have e tolerances. Some practices tend to limit

on .S, lmports
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the legal availability of pesticides that are not allowed.in the United
States, and they help to increase the likelihood that exports to the
United States will not contain residues of such pesticides. For example,
the 5 governments had prohibited or not registered from 81 percent to
94 percent of 52 pesticides whose registrations £ra had canceled or sus-
pended as of October 25, 1988, including 26 whose registrations had
been voluntarily canceled by manufacturers. In addition, two govern-
ments—Chile and Mexico—had provided information on U.S. pesticide
residue standards to export growers, to assist them in making pesticide
decisions for their crops. (See ch. 2.)

GAO also identified 110 pesticides registered for use in 1 or more of the 5
countries that do not have EPA tolerances established for a food use in
the United States: In some cases, EPA may not have evaluated these pes-
ticides or may have denied a U1.S. tolerance or registration. Registering
pesticides that do not have U.S. registrations or EPA tolerances may be
appropriate in a country because of its specific pest problems, crops,
and climate; because the pesticides are suitable for nonfood uses; or
because exporters need alternative pesticides to be legally available to
meet their export markets’ differing requirements. While registering
such pesticides may be appropriate to a country’s needs, using them on
expoited produce could result in the produce being refused entry to the
United States if FDA detects residues. (See ch. 2.)

Export Growers’ Pesticide
Management Practices

In the five countries, the export sectors have assumed responsibility for
enstiring that crops exported to the United States meet U.S. pesticide
requirements. Multinational firms and their contract growers in all five

~countries and experienced export growers in Chile and Mexico had

access to US. information and technical assistance—through their
firms, grower associations, or other resources—and they generally used
management practices that considered U.S. pesticide requirements. The
Chilean exporters’ association has distributed information on U.S.
requirements for exported fruit to its members since 1980, and it has
provided pesticide control plans for certain fruits. In Mexico, the Con-
federation of Mexican Fruit and Vegetable Growers Associations, with
the Ministry of Agriculture, published a comprehensive wall chart in
1987 showing U.S. pesticide requirements for export crops, and it has
distributed pesticide spray schedules to some Mexican export areas.

The less experienced, nonmultinational export growers in Costa Rica,

the Dominican Republic. and Guatemala have not had ready access to
S mtornition or technical assistance and have not used management
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practices that specifically considered U.S. requirements. The United
States does not have tolerances established for pesticides used on some
of these countries’ export crops—in some cases because the crop is not
grown commercially in significant quantities in the United States.
Grower/exporter groups in these countries were seeking information on
LS. requirements, and U.S. agencies have been expanding assistance to
them. (Sce ch. 3.)

U.S. Agency Assistance

Issues for
Congressional
Consideration

Agency Comments

EPA and FDA have provided foreign governments and growers with infor-
mation and technical assistance on request, and EPA has implemented
regional technical assistance workshops. In addition, AID and EPA are
providing Latin American and Caribbean export growers with informa-
tion on what pesticides have 118, tolerances for specific crops and guid-
ance in developing pesticide monitoring for exports. These efforts
should prove » ~eful in (1) decreasing the likelihood that U.S. consumers
receive produce grown with pesticides lacking U.S. tolerances, (2) help-
ing these countries avoid violations, and (3) preventing economic losses
to ¢ porters and U.S. importers. (See ch. 4.)

'l he extent to which, and in what ways, U1.S. agencies should increase
their involvement in establishing tolerances for imported crops and in
increasing the flow of information on U.S. food safety and quality stan-
dards are issues that will confront the Congress as it deliberates on both
food safety and U.S. competitiveness. These issues also have implica-
tions regarding U.S. agencies’ responsibilities and resources. Such
actions could help developing countries provide U.S. consumers with
increased assurance about the safety and quality of imported foods and
increase the countries’ exports to the United States. However, these
actions could also help foreign growers and exporters compete more
directly with U.S. pmduwrs and processors and increase .S, agenCIes
resource needs. (See ch. b

Ao discussed the information contained in a draft of this report with
resparsible sea, FbAL EsDAL and Alb officials. Their comments have been
icorporated in the report where appropriate. As requested., Ao did not
obtyin official ageney comments on the report.

!
b
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Chapter 1

Introduction

A rapid increase in fruit and vegetable imports during the 1980s has
been accompanied by government and public concern about the safety
and quality of such imports, particularly about the presence of pesticide
residues. Specifically, questions have been raised about whether resi-
dues on imported produce exceed U.S. tolerances and if pesticides
banned in the United States are being used on foods exported to the
United States.' '

Pesticides are chemicals or biological substances used to destroy or con-
trol weeds, insects, fungi, rodents, and bacteria. Pesticides are a mixed

_blessing: they enhance agricultural productivity and improve public

health through control of discase-carrying pests, but they can adversely
affect people, nontarget organisms such as fish and wildlife, and the
environment.

Worldwide pesticide sales have dramatically increased: from 1977 to
1987, the worldwide agricultural chemical market doubled in size to
more than a $17 billion industry. Developed countries, such as Japan
and the United States, have been using increasing amounts of pesticides,
and developing countries have been importing progressively more pesti-
cides. According to a 1986 United Nations Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation (FAO) publication, Latin American countries® —major fruit and
vegetable producing countries that export to the United States—were
fourth in pesticide amounts used per hectare,* afte: Japan, Europe, and
the United States. (See app. I.) The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) estimates that about half, and sometimes less than half, of most
Latin American countries’ pesticide imports come from the United

States. '

While international guidelines on the registration and use of pesticides
on food exist, their adoption by individual countries is voluntary. Each
country sets its own laws for pesticide registration and use, which vary
considerably in sophistication and degree of implementation among

'A pesticide residue tolerance is the maximum legul level of a pesticide residue that may exist in or on
i food. According to Environmental Protection Agency officials, EPA generally sets tolerances so that
total dietary intake from all crops is at least 100 times lower than the lowest rontoxic level observed
in laboratory exposure tests of animals and so that residues will be unlikely to result in human
teadth-toxicity problems.

“Bengt V. Hofsten and George Ekstrom. editors, Control of Pesticide Applications and Residues in
Foorll. A Gaide and Directory— 1986 (Uppsala, Sweden: Swedish Science Press).

T this report, Latin America refers to the countries of Centr:d and South America.

T hectiare = 247 dceres.
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“Introduction -

- -countries. The United States can exercise control over pesticide use in
other countries only insofar as it identifies residues on food as it enters
the United States.

) LT In May 1988 we reported that U.S. agricultural 1mports had generally
RISIHg le and %7 cincre ed from 1980 through 1986 and that fruit and vegetable imports
Vegetable-flmports S _more quickly than total agricultural imports.” Specifically, the
- rep_o__ t s_tated that from 1980 to- 1986 U. S frult 1mports tripled and veg-

| share of the: U S: market for maJor fresh and frozen fruits rose from
: :about 26 percent to about 33 percent the share for major fresh vegeta—

Dcveloprnent (AlD)-'ls asmstmg some of these nations in increasing their
~exports’ ‘of nontraditional fruits and: vegetables, mostly to the United

Stdtes ) (See ch: 4.)"

s und Impacets of Increased Frult and Vegetable lmports (GAQ/

: '-'.'rA rieulturul Trade: Cans

'_-.“Aewrdlng to an AID 0|“L|tl| nontraditional fruits and vegetables are commoditios other than tradis
" tiona)- plantation cropi==coffee, cotton, cacao, and beef—that ure produced in very large volume,

- Nontriditional crops-have been produced in the Latin American/Caribbean région for loss than 18 to
20 yuurn. genurully m responae toincreased U8, demand rm winter pmduw
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Concerns About
Residues on Imported
Produce

Chapter 1
Introduction

Concerns about the safety and quality of imported produce, which focus
mainly on pesticide residues, have been raised by government agencies,
environmental groups, and others. In addition, international organiza-
tions and environmental groups have recognized the general need for
improved food safety systems in developing countries, many of which
export fruits and vegetables to the United States and other countries.

In September 1986 we reported that the Department of Health and
Human Service’s Food and Drug Administration’s (FDA) import monitor-
ing program provided limited protection against public exposure to ille-
gal residues in imported food.” We said that FDA sampled less than 1
percent of the approximately 1 million imported food shipments each
year.® In addition, we raised concerns about FDA's limited information
about what pesticides foreign countries use. In response to our recom-
mendations, FDA has made changes in its sampling program and taken
steps to increase its information on foreign pesticide use. In addition, the
Pesticide Monitoring Improvements Act of 1988 (Subtitle G of Title IV of
the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness Act of 1988, P.L. 100-418)
required the Secretary of Health and Human Services to improve FDA's
data collection and management of information related to pesticide resi-
dues in imported and domestically produced foods, including obtaining
information on pesticides used on exported foods destined for U.S.
markets.

In 1988 the Office of Technology Assessment (01A) reported that limita-
tions in FDA’s analytical methods create problems in enforcing pesticide
tolerances on imports because FDA does not test for some pesticides used
in foreign countries that are not approved for use in the United States.”
ara added that the testing limitations are compounded by ¥ba’s lack of
information on what pesticides have been used on specific crops, espe-
cially imports.

Environmental groups have also raised questions concerning 1.8, knowl-
edge about use of pesticides on U.S, imports, For example, the Natural
Resources Defense Council, a national, nonprofit environmental organi-
zation, testified before the Subcommittee on Health and Environment,
House Committec on Fnergy and Commerce, in December 1987 on the

[Pestivides: Better Sampling and Enforcoment Needed on Tnported Food (GAQ/RCED-BG-219,

Sept, ITORG,”

A Iy T8O st veport by the Subeommittee o Oversight and Investigations of the Tonse Commit-
tee on Fnergy aond Conmeree indieatet asinapling rate of abont 2 pereent tor fiseal year 1987,

Mresticnde Resicdes i Food: Technologgies for Detection, OFA, Oct. 1888,
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Chapter 1
Introduction

U.S. Safety and
Quality Network for
Imported Produce

need for more information on foreign pesticide use. The Council stated
that foreign growers may legally purchase and use pesticides whose res-
idues may be illegal if that product is imported into the United States.

Broader food safety concerns about imports from Latin America and the
Caribbean were discussed at the August 1985 Inter-American Confer-
ence on Food Protection, which was convened by the National Academy
of Sciences. The conference, which was attended by representatives of
North American and most Latin American and Caribbean countries,
related to issues concerning the safety of foods both consumed within
countries and shipped among countries. The conference report identified
several factors that might negatively affect food safety in developing
Latin American and Caribbean countries."” These factors included eco-
nomic problems; inadequate government control over food safety; and
lack of technical knowledge, advisory services, financial resources, and
physical facilities for proper quality assurance. The report concluded
that a lack of timely and effective technical and commercial information
particularly hinders developing countries’ regulatory officials and pri-
vate industry in making appropriate choices in food safety and quality
decisions.

The U.S. safety and quality network for imported produce involves sev-
eral federal agencies, as well as states and private industry. At the fed-
eral level, EPA registers pesticides and establishes pesticide residue
tolerances that all fresh produce and other foods and feeds—whether
domestic or imported—must meet to be legally allowed for U.S. con-
sumption. EPA can also establish tolerances—sometimes called import
tolerances—for pesticides where there is no registration request and the
commodity is being treated outside the United States. It can also grant
tolerance exemptions when it determines a tolerance is not necessary to
protect the public health.

EPA is required to notify foreign countries about (1) U.S. exports of
unregistered chemicals to their countries and (2) EpA actions to cancel or
suspend a pesticide’s U.S, registration. Pesticides used in foreign coun-
tries are not required to be registered with gra. However, foreign uses of
pesticides that do not have an Era tolerance or an exemption can result
in & commodity's rejection at ULS, entry points if residues are detected.

oo Protection in e Americas ¢ Washington D.C.: National Academy Pross, 187).
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FDA, which is responsible for protecting the U.S. public from unsafe
foods and other products, enforces the EPA pesticide residue tolerances
for all food products—both domestic and imported—except meat, poul-
try, and eggs, which are monitored for pesticide residues by U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture (USDA) agencies. FDA is also responsible for
identifying imported foods that contain chemical contaminants, have
microbial and filth contamination, foreign objects, or that are decompos-
ing. A food shipment is considered adulterated if, among other things, it
contains either (1) a pesticide residue that is not subject to an EPA-
approved tolerance for that food or (2) a pesticide residue in an amount
greater than the EPA tolerance level.

The U.S. Customs Service can deny admission of any food presented for
import if the food is adulterated, and it can assess and collect damages if
adulterated shipments are not reexported or destroyed. In some cases,
previously adulterated fuod is allowed admission if other action brings it
into compliance with U.S. requirements.

USDA is authorized to inspect imported produce to determine its quality.
USDA’s Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) administers a mandatory
inspection program for quality standards of size, maturity, and grade
for certain imported commodities covered by domestic marketing
orders."" As of March 1988 these commodities were avocados, dates
(except dates for processing), filberts, grapefruit, table grapes, limes,
olives (except Spanish-style olives), onions, oranges, Irish potatoes,
prunes, raisins, tomatoes, and walnuts.'* AMS also administers a volun-
tary inspection program for fresh produce that financially interested
parties can use. USDA's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS) inspects produce, animals, and other products at U.S. entry
points (and conducts inspection, survey, and control activities at some
foreign locations) to prevent the introduction of foreign pests and dis-
eases that can harm U.S, agriculture. '

The federal agencies’ activities are discussed in more detail in appendix
111,

"' Marketing orders sire nurketing plans designed by growers and handlers, and approved by the
Seeretiry of Agriculture, to collectively work out solutions to marketing problems. Marketing orders
are tastred us federal regalations, Under section 8e of the Agricultursl Marketing Agroviaent Act of
1037, us wmended (7 ULS.C. 608e-1), the markeling orders govern the quality of cortain impored
commadities during the domestic marketing season,

1 ogistntion before the 101st Congress (LR, 2020, HL.R. 3867, and 8. 17289) would add such commodi-
- tes uw Kiwi fralt, nectarines, papayas, and plums to the st of imported commoditios subject to ninn-
datory inspection,
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Introduction

- International

- Organizations’ Roles in
 Developing Food

- Safety Systems

Objectives, Scope, and
Methodology

Although federal agencies are responsible for ensuring the safety and
quality of the U.S. food supply, some states may set regulations more
stringent than the federal regulations. In addition, some states have
established their own pesticide residue testing programs. In the states
we contacted—California, Florida, and New York—testing primarily
focuses on domestic produce, although imports are also sometimes
tested. According to officials in these states, they use EPA tolerances as
guidance and rely primarily on federal enforcement activities to monitor
pesticide residues on imported fruits and vegetables.

Some supermarket chains and other importers contract for their pro-
duce prior to receipt and may indicate general quality specifications for
the imported produce in the contract. However, officials of many of the
major supermarket chains and other importers with whom we spoke
said that they purchase their imported fresh produce on consignment at
U.S. entry points. According to these importers, regardless of whether
produce is purchased on consignment or under contract, they tend to
rely on FDA to determine whether imported fresh produce meets U.S.
pesticide tolerances. Some supermarket chains, however, have begun
using private testing services to monitor produce for pesticide residues.

Several international organizations play important roles in assisting
developing countries to develop their food safety control systems. These
organizations include the U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization; the
U.N. World Health Organization (wHO); the Codex Alimentarius Commis-
sion, a subsidiary body of FA0 and WHO; the Pan American Health Organ-
ization (PAHO); and the Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on
Agriculture (11cA). These organizations, whose activities are discussed in
more detail in appendix IV, create model food laws, recommend food
control regulatory policies, set international standards and guidelines
for foods, mobilize resources, and provide technical assistance to indi-
vidual countries upon request.

In a September 3, 1887, letter and subsequent discussions with their
offices, Representative Leon Panetta, then Chairman, Subcommittee on
Domestic Marketing, Consumer Relations, and Nutrition, House Commit-
tee on Agriculture, and Representative Frank Horton asked us to

(1) obtain information on foreign government and private sector efforts
to ensure that imported produce meets U.S. safety and quality standards
and (2) determine what federal agencies are doing to assist foreign coun-
tries in meeting U.S. safety requirements. In addition, they asked us to
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discuss federal agencies’ responsibilities regarding the safety and qual-
ity of imported produce. As agreed, we focused most. of our effort on
safety standards related to pesticide controls.

To respond to the first objective, we visited five countries in Latin
America and the Caribbean between March and October 1988: Chile,
Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, and Mexico. We
selected these countries for several reasons:

Latin American and Caribbean countries supply most U.S. imports of
fruits and vegetables—77 percent in 1988,

The five countries together contributed over half of the Latin American/
Caribbean volume in 1988.

Mexico provides most of the fresh vegetables, such as tomatoes, cucum-
bers, peppers, eggplant, squash, and asparagus, imuported into the
United States.

Mexico and Chile accounted for most of the increased U.S. imports of
fresh tomatoes, broccoli, and table grapes between 1950 and 1986.

In addition, we considered information, obtained from various sources
during preliminary discussions, on the countries’ length of experience
with fruit and vegetable exports and their varying levels of sophistica-
tion in government regulatory programs. Most of the U.S. produce
imports from Costa Rica and Guutemala are bananas—about 90 percent
and 80 percent, respectively, in 1988. U.S. imports from Mexico and the
Dominican Republic are mostly vegetables and other fruits, and imports
from Chile are mostly fruit.

In the five countries, we met with government officials responsible for
pesticide standards and food safety monitoring; officials of the Costa
Rican and Mexican national pesticide commissions; representatives of
regional and international organizations, such as FA0, PAHO, and HCA;
environmentalists and university experts; representatives of grower and
exporter associations; exporters; export growers; representatives_ of
Chile's-Chemical Producers Association; and U.S. embassy officials. We
also met with FAO, PAHO, and 1ICA representatives in Washington, D.C, We
did not verify all the information obtained from these sources or evalu-
ate the adequacy of food safety and quality activities in the five
countries,

For information about the controls these countries’ governments use to

help ensure that exported produce destined for the United States meets
U.S. pesticide tolerances, we interviewed foreign government ofticials
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responsible for pesticide registration and use and reviewed applicable
laws and regulations; official government lists of registered chemicals;
and proclamations, statutes, or other documents relating to the use of
pesticides. We also obtained available studies and analyses related to the
use of agricultural chemicals in each country and spoke with laboratory
personnel in Costa Rica and Guatemala.

To determine if pesticides were legally available for use in the five coun-
tries that do not have tolerances established for a food use in the United
States, we compared the official government lists of registered pesti-
cides for each of the five countries with lists of active U.S. pesticide
tolerances in the U.S. Code of Federal Regulations (40 C.F.R. part 180
and 40 C.F.R. part 185, which was formerly 21 C.F.R. part 193) and
information in commercial publications." To determine if these countries
had pesticides registered for use, and therefore legally available, that
the United States had canceled or suspended. we compared the coun-
tries’ lists of official pesticide registrations with Era’s Office of Pesticide
Programs’ October 25, 1988, revised lists of (1) canceled/suspended pes-
ticides and (2) voluntarily canceled chemicals of significance. These lists
include pesticides that EPA has identified as having the majority of food
uses withdrawn or canceled but do not include all restricted pesticides.
We did not verify EPA’s definition of the status of these pesticides.

For information on the 5 countries’ private sector efforts to meet U.S.
pesticide and quality standards for imported produce, we interviewed
officials of 5 exporter and grower associations; 18 export growers; 9
exporters; and 22 grower/exporters, of which 5 were multinational
firms. We asked about their management practices for determining and
using pesticides and for ensuring quality and reviewed the exporter and
export growers’ pesticide use planning documents, such as spray plans,
and pesticide purchase and application records, where available.

The exporters and growers we interviewed produced a variety of fruits
and vegetables for export to the United States, including pineapples,
strawberries, chayote, and yuccea in Costa Rica; bananas, broccoli, sugar
peas, and strawberries in Guatemala; tomatoes, strawberries, and

B4 lists Tor Chile, the Dominican Republie, and Guitemala were 1987 lists. Costa Rien's ofticial list
wis eurrent w8 of our visit in June 1088, accorditg to Ministry of Agricuiture ofticials, For Mexteo, we
examined two pesticide lsis, one from the Ministry of Agriculture for 1987 and one developud by
Mexico's Interministerial Pesticlde Comission in THR8, which commission officials told us wonld
sipersede nll previous lists of offieial pesticide registrations, In addition, we examined the Ministry of
Agriculture’s esthmate of pesticide consamption for LHRR,
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watermelon in Mexico; Chinese vegetables, melons, and tomatoes in the
Dominican Republic; and grapes and tree fruit in Chile.

We obtained information on Chilean export growers’ pesticide manage-
ment practices primarily from representatives of Chile’s exporters’ asso-
ciation and from 4 exporters, 16 export growers, and 1 multinational
grower/exporter selected from the association’s list of exporters. We col-
lected information on Mexican export growers' pesticide management
practices primarily from representatives of Mexico’s Confederation of
Mexican Fruit and Vegetable Grewers Associations (UNPH) and from 12
grower/exporters in 4 of Mexico's 5 largest exporting states (Sinaloa,
Sonora, Baja California, Michoacan, and Tamaulipas). These b states
produced 84 percent of Mexico's exports to the United States during the
1987-88 growing season. UNPH selected the Mexican exporters and grow-
ers according to our specification of location and crops grown.

In Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Guatemala, we obtained
information on export growers' pesticide management practices from
exporter and grower associations; five exporters; two individual export
growers; nine grower/exporters, of which four were multinational firms;
and, in the Dominican Republic, several export growers in a group. The
associations are the Private Industrial and Agriculture Council of Costa
Rica (caaP); the Joint Agribusiness Coinvestment Council, Inc., of the
Dominican Republic (JACC/DR); and the Export Federation Guild of Gua-
temala (GREMIAL). We selected exporters and growers in these countries
with assistance from USDA’s Foreign Agricultural Service agricultural
attaches, ariIs officials, and AID officers in the U.S. embassies in these
countries.

We analyzed 1986 rpA import violation data to determine the extent and
reasons for pesticide violations on imported produce. We also deter-
mined the proportion of imported fresh produce that was required to
meet minimum quality standards from 1985 through 1987 for each
country. We did not determine what proportion of total fresh produce
imported from these countries, and inspected by AMS, was rejected, how-
ever, because the data were not computerized, and inspection certifi-
cates with the rejection data were grouped by port and importer, rather
than by country. ‘

To determine what federal agencies were doing to assist foreign coun-
tries in meeting U8 safety requirements, we interviewed officials from
EPA, FDA, and AID headquarters; the Alb regional office for Central
America and Panama; and Al bilateral missions in Costa Rica, the
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Dominican Republic, and Guatemala. We also reviewed EPA and FDA
international program documents, such as workshop records, foreign
visitor and training records, and special project documents. We did not
verify these activities or evaluate their effectiveness.

To obtain information on federal agencies’ responsibilities regarding the
safety and quality of imported produce, we reviewed prior GAO reports
and agency documents and spoke with officials from EPA, FDA, AMS, and
APHIS. APHIS is not directly involved in ensuring the safety or quality of
imported fruits and vegetables, but it conducts inspection and quaran-
tine act.vities at U.S. entry points (and inspection, survey, and control
activities at some foreign locations) to identify and prevent the intro-
duction of exotic animal and plant diseases and pests that might
threaten U.S. agriculture. We did not verify these agencies’ program
activities or evaluate their effectiveness.

For information on what some states and private industry were doing to
monitor pesticide use on imported produce, we spoke with state depart-
ment of agriculture officials and reviewed annual reports and other
related documents from three states—California, Florida, and New
York—and spoke with various importers and supermarket chain
representatives.

For additional background information, we visited FDA offices in Phila-
delphia and Los Angeles and spoke with representatives of the National
Food Processors' Association and NutriClean, a private residue-testing
service.

We did our work primarily between February and December 1988, with
updates as appropriate through February 1990, in Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania; Washingtor, D.C.; California; Chile; Costa Rica; the Dominican
Republic; Guatemala; and Mexico. We discussed the information con-
tained in a draft of this report with responsible EPA, FDA, USDA, and AID
officials. Their comments have been incorporated in the report where
appropriate. However, as requested, we did not obtain official agency
comments on this report.
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- Foreign Governments’ Efforts to Meet U.S.
-Safety and Quality Requirements on
Exported Produce

Like the United States, the governments in the five countries we visited
(Chile, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala, and Mexico) do
not design their food safety and quality systems—specifically their pes-
ticide registration and monitoring systems—to meet other countries’
safety and quality standards, but primarily to address domestic needs
and issues. Each of the five countries has laws and regulations control-
ling pesticide availability and use; however, government monitoring and
enforcement activities are generally limited because of a lack of
resources.

Each country’s need for legally registered pesticides is unique, depend-
ing on the climate, crops grown, pest problems, and nonfood-use require-
rments. A country’s export markets may have different pesticides
registered for use on a given crop or they may have the same pesticide
registered, but for different crops. As a result, an exporting country
needs to have a range of pesticides available so that export growers can
meet many export markets' pesticide requirements. In addition, an
exporting country needs to have information on its export markets’ pes-
ticide requirements and quality standards to ensure successful exporta-
tion of its produce.

Although the five countries’ regulatory systems are not specifically
aimed at meeting U.S. import standards, most of the government offi-
cials told us that they may cancel, restrict, or not register pesticides that
are canceled, restricted, or suspended in the United States, if the infor-
mation is known. When pesticides that have been canceled or suspended
in the United States are prohibited or not registered for use in these
countries, it helps decrease the legal availability of such pesticides for
use on exported produce. In addition, two of the governments provide
information to export growers about U.S. pesticide requirements for spe-
cific export crops. Because of the variety of pesticides that different
countries may allow for use on a given crop, providing information to
export growers on U.S. requirements increases the likelihood that the
growe : will be able to meet U.S. requirements for their exported
produce,

Conversely, the five governments have registered some pesticides that
do not have tolerances established in the United States. The legal availa-
bility of these pesticides may increase the possibility of their being used
on produce exported to the United States. While the reasons these pesti-
cides do not have U.S. tolerances may be other than health-related,
imported produce with residues of these pesticides would be considered
violative if ¥pA detects them.
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Government Practices
That May Affect
Residues on U.S.
Produce Imports

On the matter of quality, government officials in the five countries told
us that their governments do not monitor fruits and vegetables to deter-
mine whether produce destined for export mects the size, maturity,
grade, or other quality standards of their growers’ export markets. As
with pesticides, exporters are expected to know and meet their export
markets’ quality requirements.

Officials of the five governments we visited told us about a number of
practices that affect the legal availability and use of pesticides in their
countries, and therefore the presence and composition of pesticide resi-
dues on U.S. produce imports from those countries. These practices
included (1) registering and reregistering pesticides; (2) considering the
U.S. status of pesticides before making registration decisions; (3) having
canceled, restricted, or not registered pesticides that do not have U.S.
registrations or tolerances; (4) providing information about U.S. pesti-
cide requirements for export crops to growers; and (5) registering pesti-
cides that do not have EPA tolerances.

Registration Practices

Registration procedures are necessary to provide for the proper and
safe use of pesticides and to protect people and the environment from
ineffective or detrimental chemicals. Each country we visited had estab-
lished a pesticide registration system that requires pesticides to be regis-
tered before they can be sold or used. With the exception of the
Dominican Republic, each country required pesticide registrations to
specify crop use.!

The five countries’ registration processes require registrants (usually
chemical manufacturers) to provide much of the same type of informa-
tion EPA requires for a U.S. registration: the pesticide's name, chemical
composition, and use instructions; health and environmental safety
studies; and residue information. All five countries use the international
maximum residue limits (tolerances) developed by Codex. In the United
States, EPA’s Office of Compliance Monitoring, in conjunction with ¥ba,
conducts randomly selected inspection audits—usually post-registra-
tion—of the laboratory practices used in conducting the scientific stud-
ies that support the registration data, according to a former Director of
the Registration Division of £rA’s Office of Pesticide Programs. However,

“I'he Dominican Republic revised its pesticide statute in 188 to include, among other things, o
requirement for a pesticide registration to be crop-specific. At the time of our visit, however, the
statute had not recelved final approval. Ministry ot Agriculture of fictals told us that. they expected it
wonld be signed by December 198RS,
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officials of four of the five countries told us that their governments do
not validate the scientific studies presented by the registrants, generally
because of a lack of scientific and budgetary resources. Mexican govern-
ment officials told us that they validate the scientific studies to a limited
extent.

While the five countries do not generally register pesticides to meet
another country’s import requirements, we found that the governments
have prohibited or not registered many pesticides that the United States
has canceled or suspended, usually because of health or environmental
concerns. Canceling registration of, restricting use of, or not registering
pesticides that are canceled or suspended in the United States help to
ensure that these pesticides will not be legally available for use on
export crops.

Considering U.S. Status of
Pesticides Before Making
Registration Decisions

Foreign government officials told us that, during the registyation pro-
cess, they try to determine the pesticide’s status in industrialized coun-
tries, including the United States. To do so, they depend primarily on the
registrant’s providing a certificate of free sale for the country of ori-
gin—that is, the registrant’s certification that the pesticide is legal for
use in the country where it is manufactured. The officials’ use of other
sources of U.S. pesticide information provided by £pA and Codex varied
among the five countries, depending on the officials’ degree of access to
this information.

Each of the five countries required registrants to submit a certificate of
free sale from the country of origin. The amount of information required
to be submitted with the certificates, however, varied among the coun-
tries. For example, the Dominican Republic requires documentation
from a “competent authority’ that indicates the pesticide’s name and
formula, registration number, and date of registration, and an indication
of whether the chemical is unrestricted, prohibited, or manufactured for
export because it has no commercial use in the country of origin.

Similarly, Costa Rica requires “otficial documentation showing the veg-
istration number, date of registration or renewal, type of formula and
concentration.” In addition, when a pesticide is not registered in the
country of origin, Costa Rica requires documents from the manufacturer
or “appropriate authorities™ indicating the reason, While dociumentation
issued by a corresponding government ageney or competent authority is
required, verification by the corresponding government, agencey in the
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country of origin was not required in these countries. Mexico's docu-
ments indicated that it would accept certification from a third country.

According to some government officials, the free sale certificate assures
these governments, to some degree, that because the pesticide has been
registered in an industrialized country, the health effects probably have
been independently validated. Because the countries we visited gener-
ally lack the resources to independently validate the studies described in
the chemical companies’ application data, government officials depend
on these certificates to protect their countries from registration and
indiscriminate sale of untested chemicals or chemicals that have been
proven unsafe. We did not verify the countries’ use of these practices.

Officials of the five countries said that they consider other U.S. sources
of information, such as notices under sections 17(a)? and 17(b)’ of the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFrA) (7 U.S.C.
1360(a) and (b)), if available, when making pesticide registration deci-
sions. These notices can be valuable to foreign countries in properly
evaluating the risk of registering or continuing use of a pesticide. Chil-
ean officials also said that they have their embassy staff in the United
States routinely obtain needed information directly from EPA on the U.S.
status of pesticides. Similarly, Costa Rican officials responsible for agri-
cultural pesticide registrations told us that, during the process of mak-
ing registration decisions on a certain group of pesticides, they had
requested and received some additional information from EPA.

Although government officials in each country except Chile and Mexico .
(who said they already received enough information) expressed interest ;
in consistently obtaining information on U.S. pesticide standards and

changes in pesticide status, this information is not always readily avail- ’
able. In an April 1989 report,' we said that 1:pA had not issued notices to |
foreign governments for all pesticides where significant action had been

Rection 170Gy establishes notification requirements for the export of pesticides that are not vogis-
tered for domestic use in the United States. Inoaseries of steps, the foreign purchaser must acknowl-
edgte, and the government. Is subsequently notified, that the pesticide is not registered and cannot. be
sokd for wse i the Tiited States,

ISection 17ch) requires KPA to notify foreign governments and appropriste international agencies
sbont significant chinges in oo pesticide's LS. status, such as encelation or suspension, The notices
senerally contaiu formation on when EPA took the aetion, background on what previpitated the
action, i esplnation of the action, and the basts BPA had for tking the action. The notices also
identify EPA contacts from which foreign governments can request additionil information on the
affected pesticide and registered products that could be used in lieu of the pesticide,

esticides: Fxport of Unregistered Pesticides 1s Not Adeguately Monitored by EPA (GAQY
HCTI-RO-T2R A 2R, Tha.
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taken and that Epa’s 1985 booklet entitled Suspended, Cancelled, and
Restricted Pesticides was outdted. We said that the type of information
in this booklet, if updated and disseminated, would be sufficient to alert
countries using the included pesticides to initiate actions or request
additional data as a basis for making their own risk/benefit analysis
concerning use. The booklet also serves as a reference document on past
U.S. actions.

We recommended that ePa (1) develop criteria and procedures for deter-
mining whether and when to prepare and issue notices of regulatory
action (sec. 17(b) notices); (2) annually update and issue to all concerned
parties, including foreign governments, its booklet entitled Suspended,
Cancelled, and Restricted Pesticides; and (3) establish guidance on 17(a)
transmittal procedures for sending notices to foreign governments and
coordinate with the Department of State in updating and sending 17(a)
and 17(b) notices to U.S. embassies. We believe that these improvements
would enhance foreign governments’ efforts to use established informa-
tion on pesticides from other countries in making their pesticide use
decisions.

On February 12, 1990, £pA published a Federal Register notice on pro-
posed changes to its notification process. The notice cited our report's
recommendations and issues discussed during May 1989 hearings on
pesticide exports before the House Subcommittee on Environment,
Energy, and Natural Resources, as reasons for the proposed changes.

- Reregistration Practices

sach of the tive governments' regulations provided for (1) reregistration
procedures or reviews and/or (2) procedures for revoking a pesticide’s
registration when adverse health, safety, or environmental factors
become known. These countries—Ilike the United States—do not always
remove canceled pesticides from registration lists and commerce at the
time of cancelation. As a result, pesticides that are officially not
approved for use in a country may sometimes be legally found in distri-
bution channels.

According to the former Dircctor of the Registration Division of EPA’s
Office of Pesticide Programs, EPA determines how long a pesticide can
remain in commerce and use in the United States on a case-by-case basis
us @ result ol a risk/benefit determination made during the review pro-
cess Lo determine whether a pesticide should be canceled. In most cases,
il no immediate health risk exists or if cancelation is due o financial
decisions, Eea may allow a pesticide to stay in distribution channels for a
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specified time. waever, if a pesticide’s registration is suspended on an
emergency basis, EPA prohibits sale or use of the pesticide concurrently
with the suspension.

The countries we visited handled the availability of recently prohibited
pesticides in various ways. For example, some countries’ regulations,
such as the Dominican Republic’s and Costa Rica's, specify that if a
chemical is voluntarily canceled by a manufacturer, the registration will
be maintained for 2 years until existing stocks are used. In Mexico, when
officials determine that a pesticide should be removed from the official
pesticide list, it is still legal for use for 2 years. In Guatemala and the
Dominican Republic, pesticides that have had their registrations can-
celed are allowed to remain in commercial channels for a time to allow
existing supplies to be depleted. '

In Guatemala, for example, 18 pesticides were canceled in 1987. As of
May 1988 its list of registrations continued to include several of these
chemicals because, according to government officials, they gave the
chemical companies 6 months to sell existing stocks, and use of these
pesticides was to be allowed to continue until supplies were exhausted.
Similarly, the Dominican Republic canceled a series of pesticides during
the 1970s; some, however, had not been removed from the government’s
list of registered products as of October 1988. For example, distribution
and sale of the pesticide 2,4,5-T is prohibited; yet the chemical’s regis-
tration was still listed in 1988.

:-{--_ Canceling or Restricting
- Pesticides That Are Illegai
© in the United States

In the countries we visited, a number of pesticides that EpA has canceled
or suspended in the United States, or that chemical manufacturers have
voluntarily canceled, have also been prohibited from importation, sale,
and use; have had their uses restricted; or are not registered. As a result,
the legal availability of such pesticides is limited, decreasing the likeli-
hood that they will be used on exported produce.

Table 2.1 shows the 1988 registration status in the five countries of 26
pesticides whose LS, registrations krA had canceled and/or suspended,
for various reasons, as of October 26, 1988. As the tiable shows, the five
governments have prohibited, restricted, or not registered many of these
pesticides.
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Table 2.1: Status in Five Countries of Pesticides on EPA’s October 25, 1988, Revised List of Canceled and/or Suspended

Chemicals

Pesticide

Chile

Costa Rica

Dominican Republi

Guatemala

Mexico

Aldrin?

P/L

p

Aspon

_NR

Brominated salicylanilice

Carboph—enothion"

NR

NR

Chlordane?/ Heptachlor®

Cycloheximide”

DBCP
(dibromochioropropane)

DDD (TDE)

(1.1-dichloro-2.2 bis [p-chlorophenyl] ethane)

DDT
{dichloro diphenyl trichloroethane)

Demeton®
Dialifor"
Dieldrin®

Dinitramine”

(e_t_hylene_dib.'omide)

Fenaminosulf

Fluchioralin’

Kepone
{Chiordecone)

Monuron TCA
(trichloroacetic acid)
Parfiuidone’
Potassium perr'nangz,mate
Sivex:
2457
(2.4 5 tnchlorophenoxy-acetic acid)
Thiophanate
Toxaphene"

CNR

NR

NR
NR
NR
i
NR
“NR
NR

— NR P . - B

p

g
e
T
Sy
e

P

R
NR

P

NR

NR

NR

8]
NR
P

o e

D

ey
A

P

p

NR

NR

NR

NI§

NR
NI
P/
NR
NR

NR

G o
s
B

i
i

NR

NR
NR
NR
NR
P/L
NR
P

NR
'NR
“NR

NR

NR
NR
R

Legend

Nt = Not recpstered for use

o= Prrodubatect o sespended

A Prohbsted. not removed teons coredry st of ll_“_'ll';'.ll__‘lt,‘l" prersbiedes
Hoa Flogstered tor ose

S o st

A Bas achon oveds (soe table b noteoay fos thes poshicicks
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PEPA has a tolerance(s) for this pesticide.
“EPA has tolerances and action levels for this pesticide.
9The Dominican Republic permits use only for termites.

®Mexico's health ministry uses DDT to control malaria.

Source: EPA’s Office of Pesticide Programs’ Oct. 25, 1988, revised list of canceled and/or suspended

chemicals; official pesticide registration documents, statutes, resolutions, and proclamations from five
countries; 40 C.F.R. parts 180 and 185 (revised as of July 1, 1989): and The Pesticide Chemical News

Guide (Washington, D.C.: Louis Rothschild, Jr.), June 1, 1988..

Of the 26 pesticides on EPA's list, 17, or 65 percent, were either prohib-
ited or not registered in all 5 countries. Chile had not registered or had
prohibited use of 25 of the 26 pesticides, or 96 percent; Costa Rica and
Guatemala, 24, or 92 percent; the Dominican Republic, 22, or 86 percent;
and Mexico, 21, or 81 percent.

Among the 5 countries, Mexico had the most pesticides registered of the
26 that had been canceled or suspended in the United States. However,
one of the pesticides, heptachlor, which was previously registered for
use in the Ministry of Agriculiure’s catalog of approved chemical uses, is
not listed as registered in the new Official Catalog of Registered Chemi-
cals for Mexico, published by the Interministerial Pesticide Commission
in 1988. According to Mexican Ministry of Health officials, the chemical
is no longer going to be allowed to be used in Mexico. However, as men-
tioned earlier, pesticides may still be legally sold and used in Mexico for
2 years after they have been removed from the registration list.

In addition to EPA’s canceling or suspending registrations because of
health or environmental concerns, registrations may be voluntarily
withdrawn by manufacturers. Table 2.2 shows the 1988 registration sta-
tus in the five countries of 26 pesticides that Bra had included on its
October 25, 1988, revised list of voluntarily canceled chemicals of signif-
icance.” As the table shows, the five governments have also prohibited
or not registered many of these pesticides.

“Chemical mafuetitrers cancel ehemieal uses for various veasons, neliuding beadthoand/or ceonomde
PONONS,
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Table 2.2: Status in Five Countries of Pesticides on EPA’s October 25, 1988, Revised List of Voluntarily Canceled Chemicals of

Signiticance
Pesticide Chile Costa Rica Dominican Republic Guatemala Mexico
Acrylonitrile NR NR NR NR NR
Arsenic trioxide NR NR ' NR NR NR
Benzene - T
(ail products) L NR NR NR NR NR
BHC i
(benzene hexachloride) NR NR NR P R
Captafol® R R R o R R
Carbon tetrachloride NR NR R NR NR
Chloranil NR NR NR NRT MR
Copper acetoarsenite - NR NR NR CTTTTNR NR
Conper arsarat — e e e e e e e
(basic) NR NR NR NR NR
Cyhexatin® R R TNR NR R
v 5 5 T —
Eor i - - il
(O-ethyl O-p-nitrophenyl
phenylphosphonothioate) NR NR R R R
o . o A - T T
Hexachlorobenzene ) i NR NR N NR NR
Lead arsenate® o - NR NR NR  NR NR
o N N \E e e
Nitcion - . O e N SO SOOI
(TOK®) NR P R NR NR
(Octamethylpyro-phosphoramide) NR NR NR NR NR
T S S e e e i
NR NR NR RS R
R R TR R NR
" NA A . IR R R
Safrole NR NR o NR ‘NR NR
Sodium arsemite” NR NR NR NR T NR
Swobane “NR ‘NR NR NR NR
Trysben 'NR NR MR NR AR
l.egend

NE = Not regrstered for use

o= Protubned

P = Protutted. not removed om counley s st ol regestersd pesticides

Fow Fegpstered [or nse

5 = Hosineted
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2EPA has a tolerance(s) for this pesticide.
DEPA has tolerances and action levels for this pesticide.

“Trade name.

Source: EPA's Office of Pesticide Programs’ Oct. 25, 1988, revised list of voluntarily canceled chemicals
of significance; official pesticide registration documents, statutes, resolutions, and proclamations from
five countries; 40 C.F.R. parts 180 and 185 (revised as of July 1, 1989); and The Pesticide Chemical
News Guide, June 1, 1988.

Of the 26 pesticides whose U.S. registrations had been voluntarily can-
celed, 18, or 69 percent, were either prohibited or not registered in all 5
countries. Chile had not registered or had prohibited use of 24 of the 26
pesticides, or 92 percent; Costa Rica and Guatemala, both 23, or 89 per-
cent; the Dominican Republic, 22, or 85 percent; and Mexico, 21, or 81
percent.

Providing Information on
U.S. Pesticide
Requirements

In each country, government officials emphasized that they believed
that most export growers, particularly multinational firms and growers
affiliated with national grower or exporter associations, independently
obtain information on U.S. standards and are therefore unlikely to
export produce that does not meet U.S. requirements. According to Chil-
ean and Mexican officials, however, their governments also provide
information on U.S. pesticide requirements to export growers, which
assists them in making decisions about pesticide use on their export
crops. The Chilean government, through pesticide labels, provides infor-
mation to its growers on U.S. pesticide tolerances for specific crops. The
Mexican government coordinates with a national association to provide
U.S. information through a wall chart, which the association distributes
to export growers,

Government officials in Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Guate-
mala said that while they would like to be able to provide information
on the United States’ and other countries’ requirements to their growers,
they have not obtained adequate regulatory information on U.S. pesti-
cide standards, such as 40 C.F.R. part 180, or other comprehensive com-
mercial publications that incorporate U.S. regulations, They also said
that it was primarily the export growers’ responsibility to know and
meet both the safety and quality requirements of their markets—as it is
in the United States.
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Chile Provides Information
on U.S. Pesticide
Requirements on Pesticide
Labels

To assist its export growers in meeting the United States’ and other
countries’ import requirements, the Chilean government requires infor-
mation about major export markets’ pesticide requirements, by crop, to
be included on pesticide labels. Chilean officials gather information on
export market requirements, particularly on tolerances and preharvest
intervals,” as part of the registration process. Chilean regulations
require this information to be printed on the label in addition to the
standard information on precautions, composition, hazard, and use.”
Further, Chilean regulations require a change in the pesticide label
whenever the listed export markets’ registration status changes. Figure
2.1 shows the Chilean label for the fungicide Mancozeb 80, with the
higihlighted portions showing use and tolerance information.

“Prelarvest iderval is the time @ days required ster application betore i agricaltnral erop oay be
harvested to ensure that residues remtining are within legal toleranees.

FAIL[ve governmentse-incastinedgrdization effort with other countrivs in the vegion -—are chinging
ther Tobed formiat (o try to reduee the misiose of pesticides. Bach of the conmtries has adopted the
IFACLEWHO Label Format, inowhich the et side of the label Tists precautions, the center condadns finlor-
snttion on the pesticide’s chemical composition ind o lazaed s, ind the vight side shows nse
informition,
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. Figure'2.1: Chilean Pesticide Label

ﬂ‘.

/ Cultive Enfermeded :: ‘:":.W Obsarvaciones
Duraznos Corineo 1808 Camenzer en botdn rosado y repetit cads 7 disy
‘ Nectarines  Pudricion pards 240 gr. haste caide de pétalos. Con pudricidn parde
N 2|lmn:us Roya repatle splicaciones 4 s 6 samanas antes de
. g 0 imendros  Cloca comcha. Usar dosis aite contra cloace en yams
-Mancozeb 80 wp ! Cituelos _ hinchada. Carencis: 14 dias.
. Fungicide Poivo mojeble . ! vid Botritis 180 a Aplicar antes y despuds de Horacién, continuan
. 240 gr do cads 14 diss. Carencis: 66 diss.
o s Manzanos  Venturia 1802 Comenzas en yama hinchade cada € & 10 dins,
e i Perates 240 gr. dependiendo de condiclones. Carencie: 21 dias
N manzanos; 15 diss en persles.
: i! Frutiltay MM_\CM 1834 C wmb ibn. A ter fa dosis &
AR Foliar Kg./ha. medids que auments ol desarrolle foline.
R Carencia: 2 diss.
f i Tabaco Antracnosis 180 gr. €l almicigocada 3 & 5 dips. sl apasaces &
] 1: Moho arul entermedad. Comenzar cuando las hofas slcen:
S cen 1.5 cm. de dtimatro.
L i Remolachs  Viruela 23034  Aplicer cads 7 a 10 dias ol sparecer la enfer:
1 i Kg./hi. medad. Aplicacién de slto vol i
- homogéneamente. Carancia: 14 diss.
. Papas Tizén 11224 Aumeniar dosis # medids que crece la planta.
A temprano y Kg./ha. Comiance temprano las aplicaciones. Sin limi-
St tardio tacién.
hbahlihid Tomate Tizones 18928  Comenzar at iniciar 2 enfermsdat cada 7 VO
Aji Antraconosis Kg./hd. dias. Carencia: 5 dias.
Pimiento
TOLERANCIA (sn ppm.} VIGENTES EN PAISES O AREAS ECONOMICAS QUE SON MERCADOD DE EXPORTACIONES VEGETALES CHILENAS:
Cultives EE.UV. Grasit Aloemenia falis FAG/WHO CEE Cultivos EE.UV. Beasil Atermania Tals
Menzenos 1.0 2.0 20 2.0 Remolacha 2.0 20 0.2 20
Porsles 10.0 20 20 20 Papas 05 005 02 20
Duraenos xx - 20 2.0 Tomate 40 0 10 20
Noctorine 1] - 20 20 Arvejat xx 2.1 02 20
Domiascos xx - 20 20 Trigo 5.0 02 02 20
Almendros xx - 20 20 Melones 4.0 0 10 2.0
Clruelns xx - 20 20 Citricos - 1.0 20 20
Vides 10 - 2.0 20
~ Sin nformacidn detinitiva xx Sin tolerancie
Eme informacidn pusde ser madificads en I por los 0 sutoridades de los paises o dreas econgmi i los usuntios, contirmarios antes de exportar, puss N0 ssumimos responebilided pot
traterss de info { €I tiempo de carencia sefialado no asegurs un residuo gual o inferior o Is menor toterancis indicada.
Pars otros cuhtivos /o doy de exportacién, i Santiago, vigentes ot 1.9-86.

As figure 2.1 shows, the label lists use information to the right of the
name block and the tolerances for specific crops and export markets on
the far right. For example, for the pest, corineo, on peaches (duraznos),
the label recommends 180 units of Mancozeb 80 in 100 liters of water
per hectare, repeated every 7 days. The export market tolerances reveal
that the United States (EE.UU.) has not set a tolerance for Mancozeb 80
~ on peaches, alerting the Chilean export grower that use on peaches
would be unacceptable if the peaches are intended for the U.S. market.
At the same time, the label shows that Mancozeb 80's use would be
acceptable if the peaches were intended for the German or Italian

market,
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Mexico Provides Information on
U.S. Requirements Through a
Wall Chart

In 1987 the Mexican Ministry of Agriculture and UNPH—the Confedera-
tion of Mexican Fruit and Vegetable Growers Associations—jointly pub-
lished a wall chart for export growers, to provide all chemical/crop
combinations and corresponding U.S. residue tolerances for Mexican
export crops. According to Mexican officials, the chart was the first
comprehensive document of U.S. regulations compiled specifically for
Mexican export growers. As discussed in chapter 3, this chart generally
provides Mexican export growers with the information needed to meet
U.S. pesticide tolerances on their export crops.

Pesticides Registered
Without EPA Tolerances

We identified 110 pesticides registered in 1 or more of the 5 countries as
of 1987 or 1988 (see ch. 1, fn. 13) that do not have tolerances estab-
lished for a food use in the United States. In some cases, the countries
may have registered these pesticides (1) because of their specific pest
problems, crops, and overall climatic conditions; (2) because the pesti-
cides are suitable for nonfood uses; and/or (3) because exporters must
have alternative pesticides legally available to them to meet the differ-
ing requirements of their export markets. While registering these pesti-
cides may be appropriate to the countries’ needs, use of any of the 110
pesticides on produce destined for export to the United States could
result in no-tolerance violations, and the produce could be refused entry
if rDA detects them. In some cases, EPA may not have evaluated these
pesticides or may have denied a U.S. tolerance or registration,

The 110 pesticides we identified are detailed in appendix V. Table 2.3
shows the number of such pesticides for each of the five countries.

Table 2.3: Number of Pesticide
Registrations With No EPA Tolerances in
Five Countries

Country Number
Cosafica o e T
Dominican Republic o . T80
Guatomala: . _ . . . e
Voxco _ . . o e
Total o . © g

“Guaalemalan registration data mcluded about 75 products whose active ingredients were not identitied:
these products are not considered v this calculation
"HBecanst sume peshoicdes are registercd inonore than one country, the total excoeds 110

aouee Peshicide tegrstiahion hists for Chide, Costa Fica, the Domimcan Repubhe. Gaatemala, and
Meaco a

Pape 42 GAORCEDSAD Safety and Quality of haported Produce



" Chapter.2

Foreign Governments' Efforts to Meet U.S.
Saféty and Quality Requirements on
Exported Produce

E ;.Mb_‘s’t;Violations on Imported
" Produce Are No-Tolerance
_ Violations

According to FDA reports, FDA data have consistently shown that most
pesticide residue violations on imported produce involve no-tolerance
violations rather than residue levels that exceed EpA tolerance levels.
No-tolerance violations result when FDA detects residues of pesticides
that do not have U.S. tolerances established for use on a particular crop
in the United States. Over-tolerance violations result when pesticide res-
idues exceed EPA’s established tolerances and most often occur because
of pesticide misuse, unusual weather conditions, or poor agricultural
practice, according to FDA.

Each of the five countries has experienced no-tolerance violations on
produce exported to the United States. In many cases, U.S. tolerances
had not been established for the specific export crop, although a toler-
ance may have been established for a related crop. The effect of not
having tolerances established for certain crops may be particularly
severe for Costa Rica, Guatemala, and the Dominican Republic, which
are trying to improve their economies through increased exports of non-
traditional fruits and vegetables, such as chayote, yucca, and some Chi-
nese vegetables. These commodities either are not grown or are not
grown commercially in significant quantities in the United States and
tend to have few, or no, U.S. tolerances. As a result, these countries’

growers may face rejection of their produce at U.S. entry points because

of potential no-tolerance pesticide violations. The following examples
illustrate what happens when U.S. tolerances have not been established
for specific crops:

A representative of a chayote cooperative in Costa Rica told us that to
control pests on its growers’ crops, the cooperative was using a selection
of chemicals that do not have U.S. tolerances for chayote. However, the
chemical companies and the Costa Rican Agriculture Ministry had
assured them these chemicals would break down in 4 days and therefore
not leave residues on their exported chayote. The representative told us
that the cooperative’s growers were using these pesticides because EPA
had not registered any chemicals or established any tolerances for any
pesticide’s use on chayote, and fungus problems, if not controlled, would
result in severe economic loss.

While EPA has set a tolerance level for permethrin residues on bell pep-
pers, the tolerance does not extend to other specialty peppers. In 1986
Mexico experienced over 30 no-tolerance violations for permethrin resi-
dues that were detected on Mexican serrano, poblano, caribe, and other
peppers. The residue levels were below the tolerance level for bell pep-
pers but were in violation because tolerances had not been set for these
particular specialty peppers.
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The Dominican Republic experienced many no-tolerance violations in
1987 and 1988 on imported fresh produce, including eggplant, peppers,
squash, and snow peas. As was the case with the Mexican peppers, U.S.
tolerances had been established for the pesticides on other food com-
modities, but not on the foods cited for violation. In December 1988 Fpa
ordered automatic detention of all shipments of long beans, snow peas,
peppers, and fuzzy squash from the Dominican Republic because of the
number of no-tolerance violations.? In correspondence with Dominican
Republic government officials, FDA officials noted that while the pesti-
cides identified are not permitted for use in the United States on the
violative imported crops, most often they are legal in the United States
for use on other crops.

FDA import monitoring data show the extent of no-tolerance violations
on imported produce. In fiscal years 1986 and 1987, FDA’s inspection of
fresh produce imports found 256 violations out of 5,676 samples, or
4.6 percent, and 427 violations out of 8,016 samples, or 5.3 percent,
respectively. Of these violations, 230, or 90 percent, in 1986," and 390,
or 91 percent, in 1987, occurred because U.S. tolerances had not been
established for the food commodities sampled. The remainder resulted
from residues that exceeded established EPA tolerance levels. In 1986
about two-thirds of the no-tolerance violations involved pesticides that
had U .S. tolerances for commodities, including fruits and vegetables,
other than the type cited for violation. (See table 2.4.) We did not make
a similar analysis for other years.

Bnder uutomatie detention, subseguent shipients of destgnated produets ure not permitted to enter
the United States unless the shipper or importer can provide a valid certificate of analysis showing
that the product dovs not contain Hlegul residues of the cited pesticides,

H0r theme 230 violations, 8 involved 2 or more pesticide residues making a total of 241 violative
pesticide residue findings.
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Table 2.4: Reasons for No-Tolerance
Pesticide Residue Findings for Imported
Foods in Fiscal Year 1986

Controls Over
Pesticide Availability
and Use

]
Violations

Reason for violation Number Percent

The pesticide had a U.S. tolerance for one or more fruits,

vegetables, and/or other commodities, but not for the
commodity cited for violation 155 64

The pesticide was not registered for any use in the United
States; or the pesticide was registered, but no tolerances
had been established for a food use application 72 30

The pesticide was canceled or severely restricted in the
United States, and previous food use tolerances were
revoked? 14 6

Total 241 100

3For enforcement purposes, EPA has established action levels for canceled or severely restricted pesti-
cides because several of these chemicals can persist in the environment for many years. Action levels
are regulatory limits at or above which FDA generally can take legal action to remove foods from com-
merce. On Feb. 19, 1988, FDA announced in the Federal Register (53 Fed. Reg. 5043) that, in response
to a court ruling, action levels were not binding on FDA, industry, or the courts, although they could be
used as guidelines. In 10 of these 14 cases, the residue levels present in the violative samples were
below action levels for commodities in the same or other food groups.

Source: Our analysis of FDA fiscal year 1986 import monitoring data.

As table 2.4 shows, almost two-thirds of the no-tolerance residue find-
ings for the import violations in 1986 involved pesticides with U.S. toler-
ances for other commodities, including fruits and vegetables, but not for
the commodities cited for violation. In such cases, the residue findings
may not necessarily be indicative of pesticide misuse or poor agricul-
tural practice. In addition, of the 72 residue findings in the second cate-
gory, 66 involved a single pesticide—procymidone—on grapes from
Chile, Italy, New Zealand, and South Africa.

According to FAO guidelines, monitoring and enforcement activities are
needed to help ensure the integrity of governments’ pesticide registra-
tion systems and to help prevent the illegal use of pesticides and the
resultant risks to health and the environment. The guidelines state that
monitoring and enforcement programs should verify that only legal,
properly registered products or their components are imported and that
chemicals offered for sale have the exact formulations indicated on
container labels. In addition, the guidelines specily that after registering
a product, governments should exercise control over residues found in
food for the protection and reassurance of the consumer and to ensure
the acceptability ol agricultural commaodities in trade.
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Government officials in each of the countries except Chile told us that
government monitoring and enforcement activities, particularly moni-
toring pesticide availability and field sampling for residue testing, were
generally limited because of such resource constraints as lack of inspec-
tors, lack of transportation to monitor distributors and perform field
sampling, and inadequate residue testing facilities. Subsequent to our
visit, Chilean officials indicated in an FAO survey that they believed that
adequate resources were available in their country to effectively man-
age the availability, distribution, and use of pesticides.'"

While the officials told us that their countries had few monitoring
resources, we found that limited residue testing had been done for
domestic crops in Mexico, Chile, Costa Rica, and Guatemala and that, in
some cases, university and government laboratories had provided resi-
due testing to export growers for a fee. Some of the countries were seek-
ing assistance in improving their laboratory capabilities. For example,
Costa Rican officials told us that they were seeking FA0 funding for
increased laboratory facilities and that an FDA representative had been
detailed through PAHO to work with Costa Rica’s Ministry of Health to
improve laboratory testing capabilities. In addition, Mexico informed
FDA in May 1988 of plans to establish regional laboratories that will pro-
vide a variety of analytical services, including pesticide residue testing
of both imported and exported products.

|
Observations

Because each country registers pesticides on the basis of its own climate,
crops, and pest problems, an exporting country faces a maze of pesticide
requirements that may differ from its own and that may not necessarily
be health-related. These variations can particularly affect developing
countries that are trying to increase exports but have few resources
available to identify the differences between countries’ pesticide/crop
combinations and tolerances. Many countries, such as the United States,
have complex systems of pesticide registration and tolerance-setting,
and their tolerances are not always the same as international Codex
maximum residue limits, which the newer exporting countries we visited
have adopted. In addition, the exporting countries may have different
pesticides registered for use on a given crop, or they may have the same
pesticide registered, but for use on different crops,

1URenponse to Questionnatre to Governments on the International Code of Conduct on the Distribution
and Use of Pesticides, FAQ, Rome, Tan,
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To more effectively compete in world agricultural markets and deal
with the maze of requirements and systems, export growers and export-
ers need to obtain more information on other countries’ requirements.
The governments in the countries we visited expect export growers and
exporters to take primary responsibility to know and meet the import-
ing requirements of their export markets. Most of these governments
have resource constraints that affect their ability to obtain and dissemi-
nate information on other countries’ requirements and to conduct moni-
toring and enforcement activities relating to pesticide availability and
use.

In most cases, government officials told us that their countries lacked
information about U.S. requirements. However, in two of the five coun-
tries, the governments had taken action to provide their export growers
with information about U.S. pesticide requirements, which assists their
growers in making appropriate decisions on pesticide use for their
export crops. Government officials in the other three countries
expressed interest in obtaining more information on U.S. import require-
ments but, at the time of our review, had not yet established the neces-
sary information networks. U.S. agencies are assisting some countries’

* export growers in obtaining information about U.S. pesticide require-
ments. These efforts are discussed in chapter 4.

Despite a general lack of information about U.S. pesticide/crop require-
ments, the countries we visited had prohibited or not registered most of
the 52 pesticides listed in tables 2.1 and 2.2, which the United States
had canceled or suspended as of October 1988 either through EPA's regu-
latory action or through voluntary cancelation by chemical manufactur-
ers. While such pesticides are not legally available in these countries,
constraints in monitoring and enforcement capabilities may contribute
to lingering concern that these pesticides, although not legally sanc-
tioned, may be available for use on domestic and exported produce.
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,;_}’Export Growers and
““Their Pesticide
“Management Practices

The governments in the five countries do not design food safety and
quality systems to ensure that exports meet U.S. safety and quality
standards. Moreover, the governments expect growers and exporters to
take primary responsibility to know and meet such standards. Exporters
and export growers in these countries try, to varying degrees, to ensure
that fruit and vegetable exports meet U.S. pesticide residue require-
ments. The extent to which the exporters and growers are able to do
this, however, generally depends on their length of experience in export-
ing produce and on access to information and technical assistance.

Multinational firms, their contract growers, and other experienced
export growers are more likely than less experienced export growers to
use pesticide management practices that consider U.S. pesticide require-
ments. Multinational firms’ and experienced export growers' practices
are most often directed by the policies, information, and technical ser-

vices provided by their firms or by older, national exporter/grower.

associations. The less experienced export growers are generally affili-:
ated with newer grower/exporter associations, which have fewer sup-
port services in place to assist export growers in meeting their export
markets’ pesticide requirements. Growers who produce for domestic
consuniption are governed by their countries’ safety and quality '
requirements only and do not have an economic incentive to be part of
an information network or to develop management practices that ensure
compliance with the United States’ or other countries’ requirements.

On the matter of quality, the exporters determine what the quality of
exported produce should be largely on the basis of their knowledge of
the importing countries’ quality requirements and changing market
demands. Most of the export growers and exporters we spoke with were
aware of U.S. marketing order requirements and tended to sort produce
for export to the United States according to these minimum require-
ments and/or importer specifications—either verbal or written. Repre-
sentatives of multinational firms told us that their companies' standards
are further dictated by their assessment of customer preferences.

Within the five countries, the export scctors have assumed responsibil-
ity for ensuring that their crops exported to the United States meet U.S.
pesticide requirements. The fruit and vegetable growers in the export
sectors include (1) experienced multinational firms; (2) other expe-
rienced growers affilinted with older, national exporter/grower associa-
tions (Chile and Mexico): or (3) less experienced export growers
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affiliated with newly organized, national associations (Guatemala, Costa
Rica, and the Dominican Republic).

The export growers we contacted told us of a variety of pesticide man-
agement practices that many of them used to help meet U.S. pesticide
requirements for fresh fruits and vegetables. These practices included-
the following:

Obtaining available information on EPA pesticide tolerances for produce
destined for export to the United States.

Developing pest control plans consistent with the information on EPA
requirements.

Supervising pesticide selection and application and creating and moni-
toring crop- or field-specific records of chemicals purchased, received,
and used (including pesticide used, field location, dosage, and date).
Pertorming routine or periodic residue testing to ensure that pesticide
residues on exported produce do not exceed U.S. tolerances.

Enforcing pest control plans.

However, not all export growers had used each practice or used specific
practices to the same degree. Multinational firms in each country and
experienced export growers in Chile tended to have most of these man-
agement practices in place. In Mexico, experienced export growers
varied in terms of the number of practices they used. However, they
tended to use practices that were more consistent with U.S. pesticide
requirements, while the practices of the less experienced export growers
in the other countries—Guatemala, Costa Rica, and the Dominican
Republic—usually did not. The following sections discuss, for each type
of grower, the extent to which pesticide management practices that con-
sider U.S. requirements had been or were being used.

According to the five multinational firms we contacted in Chile, Costa
Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Guatemala, management practices
were in place to help ensure that their exported produce meets U.S.
safety and quality standards because U.S. detention of their produce
could result in serious revenue loss. The commodities they export, such
as bananas, pineapples, melons, apples, grapes, and peaches, are grown
either by the firms' employees on company-owned land or by contract
growers, These firmy generally implement management practices
through internal controls. These controls include pest control plans
based on U.S. pesticide regulatory information and monitoring practices
to ensure compliance with the plans,
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Information on U.S. Import
Requirements Is Applied in
Pesticide Management
Plans

Each of the five multinational firms had written pest control plans that,
according to their officials, were consistent with EPA pesticide standards

for commodities exported to the United States. Four of the firms had

used U.S. regulatory information on U.S. pesticide requirements, and the
fifth had used technical publications, to develop and update their writ-
ten plans. These plans, which deal with anticipated pests and disease,
cover each crop the firms handle and specify the chemicals permitted,
dosage, frequency of use, and preharvest interval.

For example, one multinational firm exporting bananas and pineapples
from Guatemala and Costa Rica provides lists of approved chemicals in
its operating manual. According to the manual, the lists are based on
EPA's regulations. The firm requires its technical division in the United
States to approve, in advance, all pesticides used, including those used
in emergency situations, such as an unanticipated outbreak of a pest or
disease. The operating instructions specify how each pesticide should be
used for each crop, including dosage and preharvest intervals. Officials
of another multinational firm, which also uses U.S. pesticide regulatory
information, told us that the firm's agronomists, during their twice-
wecekly monitoring ot all growers, specify changes in how pesticides
should be used according to the firm's approved list.

Multinationals’ Controls
Over Pesticide Use

The multinational firms we contacted had controls over acquisition and
use of pesticides applied to their export crops. Their officials told us
that the firms also supply pesticides used by their contract growers,
arrange sources of purchase, or apply pesticides for them. Further, they
said the firms provide access only to pesticides EPA has approved for use
on the export crops and according to the written pest control plans they
provide to growers. They also employ agronomists to supervise employ-
ces' and contract growers' implementation of the approved pest. control
plans, Additionally, while recordkeeping methods (including use of
vouchers, warchouse receipts, diary notes based on direct observation,
and grower-signed spraying receipts) used to monitor pesticide access
and use varied among the firms, all methods tied the pesticide used to
the crop and application date.

Multinationals’ Use of
Pesticide Residue Testing

OfTicials of only one multinational firm told us that it regularly tests its
commaoditios for pesticide residues. However, representatives of some of
the othiers said that, Ctheir firnms obtain pesticide residue testing under

certain conditions, such as when they change written pest control plans,
to ensure their fresh produce meets VLS, pesticide requireiments. Overall,
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these firms dep'end on good agricultural practices resulting from their
internal controls to ensure that their exports meet U.S. pesticide
requirements.

However, the representatives told us that when they obtain residue test-
ing, they use laboratory services outside the exporting country because
expeditious service is unavailable within their countries. Therefore, if
residue testing is needed, the produce generally is not tested before ship-
ment. For example, the president of one multinational firm in Guatemala
told us that the firm cannot get residue testing done in Guatemala in less
than 3 weeks. Therefore, when residue testing is necessary, the firm
obtains it in the United States after shipment.

Multinationals’ Use of
Quality Controls

Other Experienced
Export Growers

According to their representatives, most of the multinational firms work
toward quality standards set by the company. The representatives said
that these standards were dictated by customer preferences and were
related primarily to a commodity’s size and appearance.

Other experienced export growers that we spoke with were affiliated
with older, national exporter/grower associations and tended to have
management practices in place that help them meet U.S. safety and
quality requirements. We identified these types of growers in Chile and
Mexico, where most export growers belong to such associations. How-
ever, grower implementation of these practices varied between the two
countries and among the growers in Mexico.

Like multinational firms, more of these growers (than of the less expe-
rienced export growers we visited) used management practices that
address U.S. safety and quality requirements, primarily because of the
economic incentive—52 percent of Chile's and about 90 percent of Mex-
ico’s produce exports go to U.S. markets. The exporter/grower associa-
tions in Chile and Mexico provide the experienced growers with a
variety of services designed to ensure that their members meet their
export markets' import requirements. These services include

(1) obtaining information on ULS. requirements and (2) providing techni-
cal assistance, such as developing pest. control plans, assisting with resi-
due testing, and providing quality inspections.
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In Mexico, the government requires its export growers to be members of
either UNPH or another exporter organization registered with the Mexi-
can government. According to its president, most export growers are
members of UNPH. UNPH provides its members with many of the
resources necessary to meet U.S pesticide requirements. According to
Mexican government and UNPH officials, the Mexican government relies
on UNPH and its regional associations to ensure that export growers meet
U.S. pesticide and quality requirements.

To help meet this goal, UNPH provides its export growers with services
ranging from providing information on which pesticides are legal in the
United States on Mexico’s export crops; to written pest control plans,
such as spray schedules; to monitoring of use through residue testing.
UNPH's level of assistance, however, is not the same across all export-
growing areas. For example, it provides written pest control plans and
residue testing to areas that have less access to U.S. information and
that have experienced export problems. It also provides residue testing
in areas that export the most produce.

Until sometime in 1988, the Mexican government had assigned UNPH the
authority and responsibility for issuing export permits for fruits and
vegetables. This authority had allowed UNPH to impose quality and pesti-
cide use controls by making adherence to lists of U.S.-approved pesti-
cides for use on export crops a condition for issuing an export permit.
UNPH and Mexican government officials told us that, given this author-
ity, UNPH had controlled about 97 percent of Mexican exports through
conditions stated in the export permits.

In November 1988, however, UNPH's president reported at UNPH'S
national convention that government policy had shifted from a system
with controls and regulatory mechanisms over planting and exports to a
more decentralized system. He also reported that the government was
no longer requiring the export permits previously required for all
exported crops. In July 1989 unpii's U.S. manager told us that this policy
change had resulted in an increase in **bad produce’ being shipped to
the United States by small, inexperienced domestic growers, which
depressed prices and hurt Mexico's image as a produce exporter.,

UNPH also works on the regional level in Mexico to solve export prob-
lems, It has established regional associations in 24 of the 32 Mexican
states. The 24 regional assoclations represent 214 local unions with
about 20,000 fruit and vegetable export growers.
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UNPH reported that the top five Mexican exporting states (in order of
exported volume, Sinaloa in western Mexico, Baja California and Sonora
in northwestern Mexico, and Michoacan and Tamaulipas in central and
northeastern Mexico) were responsible for over 85 percent of Mexico's
fruit and vegetable exports in the 1986-87 growing season, and 84 per-
cent in the 1987-88 growing season, with Sinaloa accounting for 48 per- -
cent and 45 percent, respectively. In addition, according to their regional
association, Sinaloa growers produce about half of all vegetables
exported to the United States during the winter vegetable season.

According to UNPH officials, export growers in the western, northwest-
ern, and northeastern states tend to be more sophisticated and well-
educated and have large landholdings; export growers in the central
state are generally less sophisticated and educated and farm smaller
areas of 10 to 20 hectares.

" UNPH Provides
. Information on U.S.
- Pesticide Requirements

According to its officials, UNPH gathers information on the most current
U.S. pesticide regulations and distributes it to export growers to facili-
tate exports and decrease rejections of Mexican produce at the U.S. bor-
ders. The officials said that UNPH recognizes that many export growers
in northwestern Mexico are physically close to the United States and
therefore have easier access to direct sources of information on U.S.
requirements. Nevertheless, UNPH supplies information on U.S. stan- -
dards to all Mexican export growers to ensure that they have access to -
accurate information. According to the officials, UNPH's primary source
of information on U.S. pesticide requirements is a Washington, D.C.-
based industry representative.

Regional UNPH associations distribute information on U.S. pesticide
requirements to local grower unions and individual growers primarily
through the wall chart, mentioned in chapter 2, which details all chemi-
cal/crop combinations and corresponding U.S. residue tolerances for
Mexican export crops. FDA’s Los Angeles district pesticide coordinator,
who examined the chart, told us that the chart is accurate, with one
exception: omethoate, which does not have a U.S. registration or toler-
ance, was listed as legal on major export crops, such as bell peppers,
tomatoes, and cucumbers. DA detected illegal omethoate residues on
some Mexican shipments sampled at the U.S. border in 1088, and many
Mexican shipments were refused entry. FpA officials estimated losses to
Mexican exporters/growers at over $40 million. Mexican government
officials told us that they would seek U.S. tolerances for omethoate and
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- Pest Control Plans

other chemicals specifically required for production in the Mexican
environment.

UNPH also distributes information on changes to EPA regulations through
monthly newsletters. For example, UNPH’s January 7, 1988, newsletter
announced that a temporary U.S. tolerance of 7 parts per million for
tiodicar (an insecticide) on broccoli became effective in October 1987.

In Mexico’s more sophisticated export states, such as Sinaloa, Baja Cali-
fornia, and Sonora, growers routinely develop their own spray schedules
using the information provided in the wall chart. However, UNPH has
developed and distributed standardized spray plans for its members in
some of Mexico's less sophisticated export states.

For example, the regional uNPH association distributed a spray schedule
for growers in Zamora, Michoacan, who grow strawberries exclusively
for export to the United States. The spray schedule was based on infor-
mation in the wall chart. It detailed the strawberry pest or disease to be
treated with each pesticide, the proper mix, and dosage rate. We found
that the spray schedule’s information agreed with U.S. regulations for
strawberries.

- UNPH and Mexican Export
- ‘Growers’ Controls Over
- Pesticide Use

UNPH officials told us that they do not routinely monitor export growers’
selection and use of pesticides in Sinaloa, Baja California, and Sonora—
except for random field sampling for residue testing in Sinaloa—
because growers in these areas are very experienced and have access to
technical assistance needed to meet U.S. requirements. The officials
said, however, that in the central export-growing areas, such as Michoa-
can, where technical assistance is not readily available, the local UNPH
associations provide assistance, such as purchasing pesticides that meet
U.S. requirements and reselling them to export growers. UNPH officiuls
said that they believe that this assistance provides an economical source
of pesticides for smaller export growers and encourages the use of pesti-
cides that are legal in the United States on Mexican exports. UNPH offi-
cials acknowledged, however, that these growers still have the option of
obtaining pesticides from local suppliers.

Use of pesticide purchase and application records varied among the
export growers we talked with. Export growers in Michoacan and
Tamaulipas tended to not have purchase and application records. UNPH
grower members in Baja California and Sinaloa, however, told us that
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" UNPH’s Use of Pesticide Residue
~ . Testing

" UNPH's Efforts to Control
- Quality of Mexican Export Crops

they track their pesticide application by using logs and diaries to note
their choice of pesticides and the fields treated.

UNPH provides preexport residue testing in two of the four exporting
states we visited, Michoacan and Sinaloa. According to UNPH officials,
this testing is provided because Michoacan growers have experienced -
pesticide residue problems in the past, and Sinaloa accounts for almost
half of Mexico’s exported produce to the United States. The officials
said that growers in other major exporting states, including Baja Califor-
nia and Tamaulipas, obtain residue testing at their own discretion. Dur-
ing the 1987-88 growing season, UNPH performed about 1,300 preexport
residue tests for strawberry growers in Michoacan and about 1,000 for
growers in Sinaloa.

In Michoacan, where one of the primary export crops is strawberries,
UNPH relies on private laboratories and limits its testing to two pesti-
cides—azodrin and monitor—that it knows growers are likely to use but
that are illegal for use on strawberries in the United States. The local
association president told us that UNPH expelled 12 growers during 1988
because the laboratories found residues of the 2 chemicals. UNPH denied
export permits to these growers for shipments containing violative
residues.

UNPH officials told us that in Sinaloa, Mexico’s major exporting state,
UNPH performs a broader range of testing. These officials said that they
try to identify residues of 50 commonly used pesticides using FDA's -
multiresidue method, which identifies a number of pesticide ingredients
in a single procedure. UNPH has a laboratory in Sinaloa dedicated to pes-
ticide residue testing of export crops and staffed by an FpA-trained tech-
nician. The laboratory performs field sampling at harvest and provides
follow-up testing if growers receive FDA violations.

U.S. importers of Mexican produce contract with Usba’s Agricultural
Marketing Service to grade UNPH growers' produce at the U.S. entry
point, primarily in Nogales, Arizona, according to an AMs official, AMS'
district manager in Nogales told us that in recent years UNPH required
that about 80 percent of the produce meet U.S. No. 1 grade require-
ments. According to UNPH'S U.S. manager, the exporters, together with
their U.S. partners, where they exist, determine what the quality of
exported produce should be, largely on the basis of their knowledge of
the United States' or other markets' quality requirements and changes
in consumer demands,
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In December 1988 usba reported that the Mexican export licensing
requirement for fresh fruits and vegetables had been dropped, and in
September 1989 UNPH informed AMS’ district manager in Nogales that
UNPH would not require minimum inspections for the 1989-90 growing
season. UNPH was previously authorized by the Mexican government to
issue export permits for horticultural products. During the time UNPH
had authority to issue export permits, it used the requirements stated in
the permits to control its grower members’ attention to quality. Accord-
ing to UNPH’s president, UNPH tried to compensate for the loss of control
over export permits by increasing its physical presence at border cross-
ings with the greatest problems and documenting all export shipments
with a new form.

According to AMS estimates, almost half of the fresh fruit and vegetable
imports from Mexico from 1985 through 1987 were required to meet
minimum quality standards under U.S. marketing order legislation. Most
of the inspected produce was tomatoes—averaging over 810 million
pounds a year. Other aMs-inspected produce included onions, limes, table
grapes, oranges, and grapefruit.

Chilean Export Growers

: Are Assisted by Their
- National Exporters
. ‘Association

\
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Chile s Exporters Association
- Provides Information on U.S.

_Requirements

The Chilean exporters association (Asociacion de Exportadores de Chile
A.G.) facilitates the export process for Chilean fruit and vegetable
exporters/growers and tries to ensure that Chilean growers use manage-
ment practices that help them meet their export markets’ requirements.
The association’s executive director told us that its members handle
about 95 percent of all Chilean fruit and vegetable exports. The associa-
tion provides information on the import regulations of Chile's export
markets, which augments information exporters have obtained indepen-
dently. The association also provides pest control plans for certain
export fruit crops, such as grapes and tree fruit.

According to government officials, Chilean exporters contract with

. growers for production of export commodities and include provisions

for controlling pesticide use in the contracts. The Chilean exporters we
spoke with also monitor grower selection and use of pesticides and
arrange residue testing when needed.

The Chilean exporters association gathers information on current U.S.
pesticide requirements and distributes it to exporters and export grow-
ers. It also funds research on pesticide use in Chile to determine what
constitutes good agricultural practices in Chile’s climate.
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Chile’s Exporters Association
Develops Pest Control Plans
Based on U.S. Standards

The association obtains information on U.S. regulations from FDA, EPA,
the Chilean government, and the Chilean representative to Codex. At a
1986 association seminar, for example, FDA and EPA officials presented
information on U.S. laws governing pesticides, FDA's policies and proce-
dures for regulating pesticide residues in imported foods, EPA’S registra-
tion and tolerance-setting procedures, and steps that Chilean authorities
should take to ensure that Chilean produce exports meet U.S. pesticide
requirements. According to the Director of FpA’s Contaminants Policy
Staff, the Chilean organizations were committed to and had the capabil-
ity for ensuring that pestlcnde use on produce destined for U.S. markets
would conform with EPA's requirements.

Since 1980 the association has summarized information on U.S. pesticide
requirements and annually published and distributed a manual identify-
ing pesticides, residue tolerances, and preharvest intervals allowed on
fruit crops exported to the United States. Information on regulations in
Chile's other export markets, primarily Europe and Japan, was added in
1984. We found that the pesticide recommendations in the 1987-88 man-
ual agreed with U.S. tolerances. The manual also indicated available
pesticides that are not registered in the United States.

Until recently, the association published information needed by fruit
exporters only. Association officials told us that the association was
planning to expand its programs to serve vegetable growers as well.

To further ensure that Chilean exports meet U.S, requirements, the
association funded university research to determine if residues resulting
from use according to label instructions are the same in Chile as in the
United States. The studies showed that several pesticides left residues
for longer periods of time when used in Chile. As a result, the associa-
tion modified the manual’s guidelines for several pesticides, lengthening
the preharvest period, to ensure that residues do not exceed U.S.
tolerances.

The Chilean exporters association contracts with an expert at the Uni-
versity of Chile to develop pest control plans for each of Chile's major
export crops destined for the United States. These plans are available to
all exporters and growers free upon request. According to the five
exporting lirms we contacted, which accounted for about 42 percent of
Chile's exports in 1987, the firms had received the information and
spray plans from the association and had provided their growers with
pest. control plans that met VLS, stundards for commodities grown for
the ULS. market. In their contracts, these exporters require growers to
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2 Chilean Exporters’ Controls Over
- Pesticide Use

. .;_._'Chilean Exporters’ Use of
Pesticide Residue Testing

follow these plans. The pest control plans we reviewed identified the

pest or disease to be treated with each pesticide for each crop and the
dosage rate. The plans also provided alternative treatments that con-
form to U.S. requirements.

Chilean exporting tirms told us that they routinely monitor selection
and use of pesticides by their contract growers through their agrono-
mists, who regularly supervise up to 15 growers each. Growers are
required to follow a firm’s spray plan unless a substitution is approved
in writing by the agronomist. Records of 16 growers growing for 4 of the
5 firms showed that the firms’ agronomists had supervised growers
weekly during the early growing season and more frequently during the
harvest period to ensure implementation of the spray plans. The other
firm, a cooperative, has its agronomists visit its growers about every 2
weeks.

Representatives of Chile’'s Chemical Producers Association told us that
75 percent of all agricultural pesticides used in Chile are supplied to
growers by exporters. Some of the remaining 25 percent are purchased
directly with growers’ own funds; the rest are charged to an exporting
firm’s account by its growers. This firm is one of the multinational firms
we ‘contacted. Because growers can charge chemicals only on the firm’s
authorized list, they obtain only approved chemicals from this source.

The 21 Chilean export growers whose records we reviewed also kept
records of pesticide purchases and application information. The agrono-
mists told us that they monitor field production, including checking
growers’ application records, to ensure that only approved pesticides
are used.

The Chilean exporting firms told us that they do not routinely test fruit
for residues before export but rely on their other management practices
to ensure that U.S. safety and quality requirements are met. They
arrange pesticide residue testing if they have problems during the grow-
ing season, such as a need for later-than-normal spraying. For example,
the largest fruit exporting tirm in Chile told us that it sometimes uses
three laboratories for intermittent testing, SGS and NutriClean in the
United States and Fundacion Chile (a quasi-government institution) in
Chile. According to a firm representative, the produce is not shipped if
violative residues are found. The other exporting firms told us they sim-
ilarly arrange residue testing it needed.

Page 48 GAO/RCED-90-55 Safety and Quality of lmported Produce



Chapter 3

Private Sector Efforts in Five Foreign
Countries to Meet U.S. Safety and
Quality Requirements

Chilean Exporters’ Use of
Quality Controls

According to Fundacion Chile officials and representatives of the firms
we spoke with, Chilean growers have a variety of quality controls in
place. Fundacion Chile officials told us that Fundacion Chile performs
quality control inspections on 10 percent to 12 percent of all Chilean
export produce and that Fundacion Chile’s standards exceed Chile's
domestic quality standards. This produce is marked with a quality certi-
fication seal. In addition, an APHiS official in Chile told us that Chilean
exporters use AMS’ voluntary inspection service during periods when
U.S. marketing orders are not in effect.

According to AMS estimates, about 19 percent of the fresh fruit and vege-
table imports from Chile from 1985 through 1987 were required to meet
minimum quality standards under U.S. marketing order legislation. Most
of the marketing order-related inspections were for table grapes—aver-

aging about 110 million pounds a year—but also included avocados an.

~ onions, :

Less Experienced
Export Growers

In Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Guatemala, which have a
shorter history of exporting fruits and vegetables to the United States
than do Mexico and Chile, most export growers, other than multi-
national firms growing traditional high-volume export crops, are new to
the export business and are affiliated with relatively new national
associations.! These less experienced growers tend not to have manage-
ment practices in place that specifically consider U.S. safety and quality
requirements for their export crops. They have fewer resources, includ-
ing fewer sources of information on U.S. pesticide requirements, and the
information they obtain may be inconsistent or inaccurate. The less
experienced growers that we contacted in these countries had small
farms, usually under 100 acres, and grew lower volume nontraditional
and specialty export crops, such as Chinese vegetables, cauliflower,
strawburries, melons, and chayote—mostly for the United States.

Officials of these countries’ grower/exporter associations indicated that
they were seeking and developing information on U.S. requirements to
provide to their export growers, In these countries, export growers were
experiencing significant difficulty in exporting certain creps to the
United States because of a lack of information on U.S. pesticide require-
ments and because, in many cases, the United States has not established
tolerances for pesticides used on these crops.

IFor example, Guatetda's wtional assoctition, GREMIAL, was ostabitished in 1HR2 and Costa Rica's
CAAP in 186,
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According to AID documents, much of these countries’ increased agricul-
tural efforts grew out of Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI)? projects to
expand the countries’ economies by increasing exports of nontraditional
fruits and vegetables primarily directed at the U.S. market. In these
countries, most export growers are therefore new to the export business.
cB1 workshop projects have focused on developing and marketing the
crops for export and, according to a USDA official, little attention has
been given to providing information on pesticide inputs. According to
this official, however, the workshop participants have consistently
asked for specific information about what pesticides can be used on spe-
cific export crops destined for the United States. As discussed in chapter
4, new U.S. AID projects are addressing the exporters’ need for U.S. pes-
ticide information.

- Role of National Grower/
- Exporter Associations in

- ~Costa Rica, the Dominican

- Republic, and Guatemala

According to association officials, the national grower/exporter associa-
tions represent about 80 percent of the export growers in Guatemala,
about 60 percent in the Dominican Republic, and almost all the export
growers in Costa Rica. These associations, which were established to
help expand and improve their countries’ agricultural export industries,
perform a variety of services, such as providing marketing and financ-
ing of exports for their members. However, they do not provide informa-
tion on their members’ export markets’ pesticide requirements or
technical assistance in pest management. As previously mentioned, each
of these associations was seeking information on U.S. pesticide require-
ments at the time of our visits.

- New Export Growers in

« the Three Countries Have
" .-Limited Information on

. U.S. Pesticide
~'Requirements

The export growers, exporters, grower/exporters, and exporter associa-
tions we contacted in the three countries said that they had insufficient

sources of information on U8, pesticide requirements. While the Guate-
malan and Costa Rican associations had some commercial pesticide pub-
lications, only one publication showed .S, pesticide requirements. None
of the associations had official 1.8, government sources of information,

such as BPA’s regulations on pesticide tolerances.

Most export growers we contacted in Guatemala and Costa Rica said
that they had received some information from {18, contacts or commer-
cial publications; however, none of the growers said that they had

“I'he 1983 Cariblean Basin Beonomie Recovery Act (L 9RG7, 97 Stat. 380 provided new teade and
LK teasures o promote cconomie revitalization ad expanded privide sector opportunities i the
Curibbean Basin region. Arens covered in this initiative inelide the Caeibbomy tstiod aatfons and
Central Amerien,
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access to official U.S. regulatory sources of information. In the Domini-
can Republic, the growers told us that they did not have information on
U.S. requirements. At the time of our visits, the association in each
country was exploring how export growers and exporters can access
critically needed information on U.S. pesticide requirements.

New Export Growers Lack
Written Pest Control Plans
That Consider U.S.
Requirements

Except for one grower, none of the growers, exporters, grower/export-
ers, or exporter associations we contacted in the three countries had
developed written pest control plans that reflect U.S. pesticide require-
ments. They said that they lacked information on such requirements.
However, over half the growers, exporters, and grower/exporters told
us that they used the practice of preplanning what pesticides would be
used on their export crops. Of the 12 growers, exporters, and grower/
exporters we contacted in these countries, 5 had developed plans and 7
had developed lists to guide the selection and use of pesticides. How-
ever, only 1 of the 12, an exporter, had a plan consistent with U.S, pesti-
cide requirements. Others’ plans or lists included one or more pesticides
that are not approved for use on the specific crop being grown for
export to the United States.

The exporter associations also had not developed pest control plans to
improve the use of pesticides by growers of nontraditional export crops.
Nonetheless, officials of the Dominican Republi¢ and Guatemalan
associations told us that they would provide such assistance to their
members if they could obtain official information on U.S. rules.

New Export Growers’
Controls Over Pesticide
Use

Of the 12 growers, exporters, and grower/exporters we contacted in the
3 countries, 8 told us that they monitored pesticide application to some
extent; however, as with the pest control plans discussed above, they
said that 11.5. pesticide requirements did not form the basis ot such mon-
itoring. About half the growers we talked with maintained pesticide
application records, including charts, diaries, and agronomists' recom-
mendation records; and about two-thirds of the growers, exporters, and
grower/exporters told us that they were periodically advised by an
agronomist.

New Export Growers’ Use
of Pesticide Residue
Testing

The 12 growers and exporters we contacted in the 3 conntries told us
that they generally had not obtained residue testing betore exporting
their crops, primarily because of a lack of timely aceess to adeguately
cguipped taboratories.
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In the Dominican Republic, government officials told us that neither
government nor private testing laboratories were available for export
growers’ use. They said that because of a lack of supplies and equip-
ment, their government’s laboratory had been inoperative since Septem-
ber 1986. '

In Costa Rica and Guatemala, limited laboratory services were available
to produce exporters from government or government-sponsored labora-
tories for residue testing on a fee-for-service basis. However, our discus-
sions with some laboratory personnel in these countries indicated that a
small number of tests had been conducted for produce exporters. Offi-
cials of the National Pesticide Commission in Costa Rica told us that the
Commission was exploring ways to provide residue testing services for
exporters and others.

Mexico and Chile had the most manageinent practices in place that take
into account U.S. pesticide requirements. Most importantly, these firms
and exporters had significantly more information available on U.S. pes-
ticide requirements and had mechanisms in place to ensure that such
information was updated.

"--..—?',Observations Multinational firms in the five countries and experienced exporters in

The export growers in Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, and Guate-
mala, except for the multinational firms, are less experienced in export-
ing fruits and vegetables to the United States. While these countries’
export volumes are expected to increase, they had minimal practices in

~ place to ensure that U.S. pesticide requirements are met. These export-
ers had some management practices in place to monitor pesticide use to
some degree. However, the practices offered little assurance that their
export crops would meet U.S requirements because, in almost all situa-
tions, these export growers and exporters lacked information about pes-
ticides allowed on those fruits and vegetables in the United States.

Because increased exports of ruits and vegetables are planned in these
countries, and as Fpa implements provisions of the Pesticide Monitoring
Improvements Act of 1988, a failure to meet U.S. pesticide requirements
may jeopardize the economic growth of these countries and the success
of UL.S. projects planned to increase nontraditional agricultural exports
in these countries, At the time of our visits, export growers, exporters,
attd exporter associations in these countries were seeking information
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on U.S. requirements. In addition, U.S. agencies were expanding differ-
ent types of assistance, which should prove timely to these efforts. (See
ch. 4.)

To the extent that export growers and exporters use the pesticide man-
agement practices mentioned in this chapter—particularly obtaining
and following information on pesticides allowed on export crops to the
United States—the United States will be less likely to experience illegal
pesticide residues on fruits and vegetables presented for import from
these five countries. Further, consumers will have better assurance that
only pesticides with approved U.S. tolerances have been used in produc-
ing imported produce.
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U.S. Agencies’ Efforts to Assist Foreign
sountries in Meeting U.S. Safety Requirements

{' ‘Environmental
- Protection Agency

Several U.S. agencies have provided or are providing pesticide-related
training or technical assistance to developing countries, which could
influence their abilities to meet U.S, safety requirements on produce
exported to the United States. This chapter discusses the efforts of EPA,
FDA, USDA, and AID. We did not verify these efforts or evaluate their
effectiveness.

EPA offers assistance to developing countries through its Offices of Inter-
national Activities and Pesticide Programs, conducting workshops, con-
sultations, and ad hoc training seminars. One objective of these activities
is to improve the developing countries’' management of pesticides. These
activities indirectly contribute to protecting the health and welfare of
U.S. citizens when food is imported from these countries.

EPA’s primary effort to assist developing countries with pesticide con-
trols has been to implement regional workshops developed in collabora-
tion with AID, FDA, and such international and regional organizations as
¥A0 and wHo. The workshops are designed to upgrade the technical skills
of regulatory and enforcement officials and scientists in developing
countries and to facilitate information exchange about key regulatory
issues among countries in the region and between these countries’ regu-
latory agencies, EPA, and other governments and international organiza-
tions. According to the Director of EpA’s Developing Countries Staff, one
workshop component has also focused on the need for developing a resi-
due testing system for exports to ensure that exported foods do not con-
tain pesticide residues that could prevent acceptance by the importing
country. In addition, he said that workshop officials have provided
sources of information about pesticide use and U.S. government contacts
for additional information.

One workshop was held for the Asia and Pacific region during 1988,
with two follow-up workshops during 1989. A workshop for the Latin
American region was held in January/February 1990,

EPA bas also offered ad hoc training seminars, consultations, and train-
ing on pesticide residue testing to countries on request and has been
involved in ongoing programs to help improve countries’ data bases of
pesticide information through the United Nations Environmental Pro-
gram (UNEP) and Fao. In addition, it has worked with international orga-
nizations in regionad and global efforts 1o improve pesticide use,
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EPA’s records indicate that of the 39 foreign visits to EPA during 1987 and
1988 from the 5 countries we contacted, 3 were related to pesticide
issues. The chief of EPA’s analytical chemistry laboratory told us that no
one from the five couniries had participated in EpA’s residue analysis
training over *he past several years.

According to an Office of International Activities’ document, since late
1986, EPA has divided its approach in assisting developing countries to
develop or improve their pesticide controls. For the poorer nations, EPA’s
approach has been to emphasize collaboration with, and support for,
existing development assistance agencies, particularly within the frame-
work of U.S. development assistance policy through AiD. £PA’s technical
service memorandum of understanding with AID, dated February 1988,
identifies a variety of assistance related to environmental issues that
EPA is to provide AID. In addition, EPA is pursuing closer ties with bilat-
eral donor agencies, the multilateral development banks (the World
Bank and regional development banks), and the United Nations Develop-
ment Program.

For rapidly industrializing developing nations, EpA’s approach has been
to provide more direct assistance, including consulting, training, and
information-sharing, via formal agreements and informal arrangements
between EPA and its foreign counterpart institutions. For example, part
of a cooperative agreement with Mexico specifies that each country’s
laws and regulations will be enforced, to the extent possible, regarding
transboundary shipments of hazardous wastes and substances, includ-
ing pesticides. It also provides for notifying each other about regulatory
actions to ban or severely restrict pesticides.

Under FIFRA's sections 17(a) and 17(b), EPA is to notify foreign govern-
ments when U.S. pesticide manufacturers export chemicals to their
countries that are not registered for use in the United States and when
EPA cancels or suspends a pesticide’s use(s). When governments are
alerted to unreasonable hazards associated with using particular pesti-
cides, they can act to lessen exposure of their workers and citizens. The
United States can benefit when a foreign government restricts using
these harmful or potentially harmful pesticides on crops that are subse-
quently imported into the United States.

However, as discussed in chapter 2, we reported in April 1989 that kra

was not. effectively monitoring compliance with FIFRA's export notifica-
tion requirements, and we recommended several actions to improve the
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effectiveness of EPA’s program. At the same time, we reported that for-
eign governments rely on the United States for information on pesticides
(1) that the United States has judged to be hazardous to human health
or to the environment or (2) for which no hazard assessment has been
made. We concluded that improvements in U.S. notification require-
ments could protect U.S. imported products when foreign governments
receive full information on hazardous unregistered pesticides previously
used on foods produced in their countries and intended for U.S. markets.

Food and Drug . According to the Director of FDA's Internatl_onal Affalrs Staff, F{)A does
| . . not have a formal outreach program to assist foreign countries in meet-
Admmlstratlon ing U.S. pesticide requirements. However, through the International

Affairs Staff and often in cooperation and coordination with other agen-
cies and organizations, FDA has provided technical training and consulta-
tion activities (including training programs funded through FA0, WHO,
PAHO, or the training recipient’s home country) to its foreign government
counterparts on request. In addition, FDA has provided direct input to
countries—through contact with the countries’ embassies—on FDA
detention of food from these countries. According to FDA’s Americas’
Desk Officer, such contacts have been made to identify and resolve
problems causing detention and to reduce the countries’ pesticide
violations.

In a February 1988 report to the House Appropriations Committee, Fba
stated that it uses the training activities and other contacts to stress the
need for compliance with existing U.S. requirements and to encourage
the countries to improve their pesticide regulatory controls. Fpa also
described cooperative activities to resolve pesticide residue problems.
"These activities ranged from agreements to investigate the source of a
residue problem to, less frequently, the establishment of a formal memo-
randum of understanding between the appropriate foreign government
entity and FDA.

Examples of FDA assistance activities follow:

* The International Affairs Staff, under the International Visitors Pro-
gram, coordinates the scheduling of meetings with other agencies
throughout the United States and the implementation of training. During
fiscal year 1989, it coordinated such activities for over 600 foreign visi-
tors from over 50 countries, including Mexico and Chile.
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FDA pesticide specialists have traveled to several countries, including
Mexico and Chile, often under U.N. sponsorship, to train foreign pesti-
cide analysts in analytical methods and to train administrative staff on
the regulatory aspects of FDA's pesticide program.

An FDA laboratory analyst has provided Costa Rica’s Ministry of Health
with assistance in (1) setting up government laboratories for assuring
food safety and (2) getting government and industry to work together
on food safety issues. This project is the result of the August 1985 Inter-
American Conference on Food Protection, discussed in chapter 1, at
which PAHO and FDA agreed to work together to implement projects that
assist Latin American governments in upgrading their food protection
systems.

In 1986, at Chilean request, FDA presented information at Chilean semi-
nars about U.S. pesticide laws and FDA policies and procedures regarding
pesticides on imported food and the steps Chilean authorities should
take to ensure that Chilean produce exports meet U.S. pesticide
requirements.,

Mexico has requested more FDA laboratory training to assist it in apply-
ing 10 new regional laboratories to food safety testing, according to the -
Director, International Affairs Staff. FDA plans to provide the training at
U.S. laboratories.

In 1988 FDA offered to provide the Dominican Republic with whatever
assistance was necessary to resolve extensive residue violations on
imported produce. In early 1989, rpa officials met with officials of the
Dominican Republic’s government and export industry to discuss food
products on countrywide automatic detention from the Dominican
Republic because of pesticide residues. They also met to discuss initia-
tives the Dominican Republic’s government was planning to remedy the
situation. '

In 1989, according to the Director, International Affairs Staft, rpA
assisted AID’s regional office for Central America and Panama in assess-
ing the extent of Guatemala's and Costa Rica's capabilities to perform
laboratory testing on produce exports and identifying actions needed to
improve such capabilities.

According to ¥pA's February 1988 report to the House Appropriations
Committee, DA has often been called on to provide input, guidance, and
technical assistance to foreign government counterparts, foreign private
sector organizations, and LLN. and other international organizations.
FDA'S interaction with FAO, who, the Codex Alimentarius Commission,

and UNEP has ranged from document review to an active leadership role
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in developing analytical guidelines or regulatory principles. For exam-
ple, in its leadership role in a joint WHO/FAO/UNEP Global Monitoring Sys-
tem, FDA helped prepare a document that provides guidance, particularly
for developing countries, on establishing monitoring programs to esti-
mate the dietary intake of selected pesticides and chemical contami-
nants. In addition, FpA officials told us that rFpa has worked with wHO to
help set up an international program for chemical safety that serves as
an information source for member governments.

Like EPA, FDA has cooperative agreements with Mexico. Cooperative
agreements executed in 1988 with the Mexican Ministries of Health and
Agriculture emphasize the exchange of information on pesticide regula-
tions and detention and collaboration on mutual training projects. One
agreement calls for (1) mutually developing programs of technical coop-

- eration to strengthen Mexican food regulation and (2) discussing the

harmonization of specifications for chemicals used in or on food.

The Private Sector Relations Division of USDA’s Office of International
Cooperation and Development (0ICD), as part of its implementation of CBI
programs, assists countries in understanding U.S. import requirements.
Agricultural programs under the CBI initiative are designed to promote
economic development, two-way trade, and investment in the Caribbean
Basin and Central America, and therefore emphasize marketing.

The division’s principal means of outreach to CBI countries has been the
workshops and seminars it has held in the region annually since 1983,
which provide information on U.S. standards and regulations and basic
marketing information needed by both U.S. and Caribbean Basin entre-
preneurs. The Division has also developed the Agricultural Marketing
Handbook for Caribbean Basin Products. The handbook provides infor-
mation on most of the key U.S. regulatory agencies’ activities and each
agency's role over safety and quality of imported food. According to an
oicp official, the Division’s activities and personnel are funded primarily
through AID; however, UsDA funds an information center and provides
the professional expertise.

AID tries to assist growers on pesticide use related to agricultural exports
in a variety of ways. Through its Regional Office for Central America/
Panama (RoCAP), it recently began to directly assist developing Central
American countries in meeting U.S. pesticide requirements by dissemi-
nating regulatory information about pesticides legal in the United States
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on nontraditional export crops from Central America. AID is also assess-
ing the feasibility of using the Inter-Regional Research Project Number 4
(Ir-4) Program,' which supports the development of pesticide tolerances
for minor crops in the United States, to establish pesticide tolerances for
Central American export crops that do not have U.S. pesticide
tolerances.

In addition, by carrying out environmental assessments, before

~ approval, of AID-assisted projects involving pesticides, AID has the

opportunity to affect the safety of exported produce resulting from its
agricultural export projects. These assessments, which are required by
AID’s environmental regulations, are to include, among other things, con-
sideration of the EPA status of the proposed pesticides.:

Nontraditional
Agricultural Export
Support Project and
Subproject

ROCAP has provided assistance to export growers and exporters in meet-
ing U.S. pesticide requirements through extension of a regional project,
Nontraditional Agricultural Export Support, which started in fiscal year
1986. The project’s primary goal is to facilitate economic growth by
expanding nontraditional agricultural exports, including fruits and veg-
etables, for Central America and Panama. The project provides assis-
tance to export growers through key private sector exporter
associations in several countries, including GREMIAL in Guatemala and
CAAP in Costa Rica. Technical assistance and training is to be provided
through these associations to the associations’ members; local growers’
associations; cooperatives; export brokers and sellers; and, to some
extent, public sector export personnel. As discussed in chapter 3,
exporter associations in some countries have played key roles in increas-
ing export growers’ abilities to meet U.S. pesticide requirements on
exported crops, and the associations in the countries we visited were
seeking information on U.S. pesticide requirements for their members.

In 1988 ROCAP began a subproject of the Nontraditional Agricultural
Export Support project, under which it plans to (1) distribute regulatory

'1The IR-4 Program is a nationwide couperative effort among USDA's Cooperitive State Research
Service and Agricultural Research Service; BPA; state agriciltural experiment stations; and individ-
ual researchers, manufucturers, and growers. The national Beadqguaeters, it Rutgers University, New
Brunswick, New Jersey, primarily assisty in developing research trotocols and, in cooperation with
EPA and the manufacturer of the pesticide involved, in assembling petitions for pesticide registration,

“The conference report (H. Rept. 101-344) on the Foreign Operations, Export. Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations Act, 1980 (1°.1.. 101-167, Nov. 21, 1888) requires AlD (o study and repont,
by April 1, 1880, on the feasibility and potentind benetits of joint research and education, including
chemical, blological, and blotechnology researeh, on agricultaral produetion in the Cartbbonn rogion
(including the CBI nations and the 118, stites nbutting the Gull of Mexieo),
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information on U.S. import requirements to private and public sectors in

Central America and (2) provide training to the nontraditional agricul-
tural exporter associations on how to interpret basic references on U.S.
regulatory information. This subproject responds to an urgent need of
export growers in Guatemala, Costa Rica, and other Central American
countries that have not had ready access to information on U.S. pesti-
cide requirements for their export crops and risk rejection at U.S, entry
points because of the information void. (See ch. 3.)

The subproject offers a direct opportunity for AID to assist export grow-
ers in determining which pesticides they will use and to ensure that they
are applied correctly. According to a ROCAP document, ROCAP’s long-term
goal for the subproject is to have the exporter associations and public
sector organizations, through the project training, be able to interpret
the basic EPA references on pesticide regulations and begin to provide
similar information and updates to export growers. In addition, Rocap
intends to build comparable reference files for Canadian and Codex
(international) regulations regarding acceptable pesticide use and
tolerances.

ROCAP accelerated the subproject’s development as a result of our
review, which revealed that exporters and export growers, many of
whom were growing export crops under AlD-assisted projects, lacked
critical information about pesticides legal for use on produce destined
for the United States. ROCAP's interest i accelerating the subproject also
increased because of anticipated increases in FDA monitoring resulting
from enactment of the Pesticide Monitoring Improvements Act of 1988.
ROCAP documents stated concern that the potential for violative levels of
pesticide residues may jeopardize the success of nontraditional crop
exports—a cornerstone of AID’s developmental strategy in Central
America—and result in significant economic losses for Central Ameri-
can exporters and export growers.

ROCAP intends to purchase, for the nontraditional agricultural exporter
associations to give to growers and for governments, if appropriate, offi-
cial U.S, government and commercial documents that provide informa-
tion on pesticides with U.S. tolerances that can be used on
nontraditional crops exported to the United States. Rocap also intends to
develop a pesticide label library for srA-registered pesticides that are
commonly used in Central America and maintains a complete file of usna
grade standards for all fresh produce products and some trozen
products. ' )
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Training

" ROCAP has begun to prepare information bulletins, in Spanish and

English, summarizing information from official U.S. government sources
and trade publications on EPA-approved pesticides for use in growing
and processing nontraditional export crops grown in Central America.
The bulletins that have been prepared emphasize that all products regis-
tered with EPA are required by U.S. law to carry the label instructions;
and they stress the need for ‘‘strict compliance” with EPA, FDA, and USDA
regulations and for purchasing a pesticide product for use on a crop des-
tined for export to the United States only if it has EPA-registered label
instructions. One bulletin, dated November 2, 1988, and entitled *‘Pesti-
cides Approved by the EPA for Use in Growing and Processing Pea Pods
(Succulent Green Peas) Sno Peas, Snowpeas, Sugar-Snap Peas,” includes
the following information:*

A list of the pesticides EPA has registered for use with pea pods in the
United States, with the names and numbers under which the pesticides
are registered and the trade names under which they are sold.

EPA residue tolerance levels for products approved by EFA for use with
pea pods, expressed in parts per million.

A list of pesticides most commonly available in Central America for use
on pea pods.

According to the ROCAP project manager, ROCAP had completed 10 of the
planned 23 bulletins as of May 1989. He estimated that the 10 bulletins

- provide information on 80 to 90 percent of the nontraditional export
‘crops destined for U.S. markets, including melons, asparagus, snow

peas, raspberries, strawberries, okra, limes, squashes, and broccoli. An
FDA report showed that it had invoked automatic detentions on several
of these crops in 1988 for the countries we visited.

In addition to developing the information on EPA-approved pesticides,
ROCAP intends to provide information on changes in U.S. regulations and/
or inspection and administrative procedures. It also plans to provide
Spanish translations of the legal portions of the USDA quality standards
for fresh produce exported from Central America and Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service lists of admissible fruits and vegetables.

ROCAP planned to provide training in pesticide use management, begin-
ning in September 1989, Alb environmental regulations (22 C.F.R. part
216) restrict the use of AID funds for procuring pesticides—specifically

TWe did not verify the accuracy of the information ROCAY iy developing in this project; however,
uceording to the ROCAL project manager, AlD coordinated with FPA in developing the information,
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those EPA designates as ‘‘restricted use’™ pesticides on the basis of user
hazards—until (1) users are made aware of the risks involved with
these products and (2) technical assistance is provided, if necessary, to
mitigate these risks.

ROCAP plans to base the formal training course, which would be provided
by a private organization, on training programs used in the United
States. This training would be given to private and public extension
agents, agricultural chemical company representatives and salesmen,
and pesticide manufacturer representatives who not only sell the prod-
ucts but also make technical recommendations on pesticide use. Ulti-
mately, ROCAP intends to have the national governments certify the
curriculum and examinations and issue licenses to recommend or sell
pesticides.

The training element will cover general aspects of pesticide use; pesti-
cide laws; pest biology and identification; pesticide classification and
formulations; label comprehension; personal safety; pesticides and the
environment; and issues related to specific aspects of pesticide use in
Central America, including integrated pest management and pesticide
cost calculations. ROCAP’s plan is to train persons to train 300 to 400
others within their respective countries, with the training function ulti-
mately becoming a function of the universities.

. Assisting Developing
Countries in Obtaining
- Pesticide Tolerances

In 1988 the Consortium for International Crop Protection (cICP)"
reported on a study it had prepared for AID on the feasibility of estab-
lishing a program to obtain U.S. tolerances for pesticides used on non-
traditional export crops from Central America. As discussed in chapter
2, the lack of such tolerances affects some Central American and Carib-
bean exporters’ ability to export produce to the United States, and no-
tolerance violations at U.S, entry points can result in severe economic
loss to exporters and growers.

AN EPA classification, determined during the registeation process, that o pesticide, when applied in
wecordance with its directions for use, wirnings, and cautions, ov in aceordance with o widespread
and comimonly recognized practiee, and for uses for which it is registered, generally results inanrea-
sonable adverse effects on the environment, including injury to the applicator,

RCICE I8 1 nonprofit organization formed in IH78 by o gronp of TLS. universitios and USDA for the
principal purpose of wssisting developing nations in reducing food erop losses cinsed by pests while
nlno sufeguarding the environment. CIC1s hasie goal is 1o sdvance cconomieally efficient aud envi-
ronmentally sound crop protection practices in developing conntries.
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In its December 12, 1988, report, CICP said that an effort could be made
to use the IR-4 Program, AID, or ROCAP as a petitioner for obtaining toler-
ances for pesticides used on nontraditional export crops that ErA-has
already approved for use on other commodities. Usually, the pesticide
manufacturer is the petitioner. The IrR-4 Program’s principal function is
to obtain tolerances for minor crops in which the manufacturer is not
interested because the research and development costs are greater than
the possible return to the manufacturer. However, according to an AID
official, the IR-4 process is slow moving, has limited funding and staffing;
and depends on release of information from the chemical companies.

The Consortium identified three pesticide/crop combinations that it said
had the most urgent need to be considered under this proposal. They
were methamidophos/snow peas, chlorothalonil/strawberries, and
thiabendazole/chayote. As of the time we prepared this report, AID had
not determined whether to implement. CICP’s proposal.

Assessment of Pest1c1de
Use in Projects

According to AID regulations, proposed AID projects involving procure-
ment and use of pesticides must generally receive an Initial Environmen-
tal Examination and, in some cases, an Environmental Assessment.
Among the several matters to be assessed for each proposed pesticide
are (1) its EPA registration status; (2) the requesting country’s ability to
regulate or control the pesticide’s distribution, storage, use, and dis-
posal; and (3) provisions made for monitoring the pesticide’s use and
effectiveness. Additional justification is required when the proposed
pesticide has an Era restricted use provision based on user hazard. In
addition, if the project includes a pesticide against which EPA has initi-
ated a regulatory action, the regulations require AID to discuss the tech-
nical and scientific details with the requesting government.

In implementing its regulations, AID can assist export growers in meeting
U.S. requirements and affect the safety and quality of exported produce
resulting from its projects. However, we noted or were told of several
problems concerning the regulations. For example, not all Alb-assisted
projects are subject to AID’s environmental regulations, and AID officials
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and a 1988 report by the Committee on Health and Environment® identi-
fied severa! problems affecting the regulations’ implementation. Fur-
ther, while the regulations require consideration of a pesticide’s EPA
status, they do not prohibit the use of pesticides that do not have an EPA
tolerance established for use on the particular export crop in the United
States.

Because our review was not directed at evaluating the effectiveness of
the federal agencies’ assistance efforts, we did not pursue these matters
to the degree needed to fully establish their effect or to determine what
steps AID has taken or is planning to improve implementation of its envi-
ronmental regulations.

ObSGI‘V&tiOHS EPA, FDA, USDA, _anq A.ID have carrieq out a variety of activities to 3ts.si.st

; foreign countries in increasing their pesticide management capabilities.
In particular, AID is currently providing Latin American and Caribbean
export growers with information on what pesticides have U.S. toler-
ances for specific export crops, and EPA is providing guidance in devel-
oping pesticide monitoring for their exports. These efforts should prove
useful in (1) decreasing the likelihood that U.S. consumers receive pro-
duce grown with pesticides lacking EPA tolerances for use on specific
crops, (2) helping these countries avoid no-tolerance pesticide violations,
and (3) preventing economic losses to exporters and U.S. importers.

“rhe Conunitioe was formed by ALD, with the Conservation Foundation, presoaant to section Bk of
the Foreign Assistunce and Related Progeanes Approprintions Act oft TORT (100 8tag. 3341-2:30). The
Conservitdon Foundation is i nongoverimentid envirommental group that performs pobivy analyses of
environmental issues, The Conmmittes’s report, Opporiunities to Assist Developing Counties in the

- Proper Use of Agricalitiral and Industrial Chemicals, was Tssned Toh TR, TTIRR,
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Lack of Established
Tolerances

As world trade has expanded, concerns have emerged about the safety
and quality of imported food, and more attention has been given to rec-
ognizing and dealing with the different and complex food safety and
quality standards among nations—particularly for pesticide residues on
food. U.S. government and consumer concerns often focus on the
increasing imports of produce from developing countries because the
level of development of those countries’ controls over food production
has not always been perceived as providing sufficient assurance that
exported produce will meet U.S. requirements and because U.S. import
monitoring systems cannot provide a perfect safety/quality screen.

Much of the difficulty the five countries we visited had in considering
U.S. pesticide requirements related to the absence of U.S. pesticide toler-
ances for certain export crops and incomplete information about what
pesticides are acceptable for use on produce destined for the United
States. The extent to which, and in what ways, U.S. agencies should
increase their involvement in dealing with these matters are issues with
implications for food safety, U.S. competitiveness, and U. S agencies’
responsibilities and resources.

Latin American and Caribbean countries’ ability to meet U.S. pesticide
requirements is exacerbated because the United States has few or no
tolerances established for pesticides used on some crops grown in these
countries—in some cases, because these crops are not grown commer-
cially in significant quantities in the United States, and ErA may not
have been petitioned to make a hazard assessment. When export grow-
ers are not aware of a specific country’s requirements, they may use a
pesticide that is not approved for use on a certain crop in the importing
country, even though it may be allowed for use on another ¢crop or on -
the same crop in their own country or another country. As discussed in
chapter 2, produce destined for 11.S. markets may consequently contain
residues of pesticides that do not have EPA tolerances and be rejected at
LLS. entry points, with cconomic loss to the exporting country, its grow-
ers, and the UK. import industry.

To try to deal with this issue, Al is assessing the feasibility of using the
lie-4 Program, which supports the development of pesticide tolerances
for minor crops in the United States, to establish pesticide tolerances for
Central American export crops that do not. yet have ULS, pesticide toler-
ances. However, as discussed in chapter 4, an Al official told us that the
14 procesy is slow moving, has limited funding and stafTing, and
depends on release of information from the chemical companies.
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Another effort to try to deal with this issue is the ongoing discussion
among EPA, FDA, and USDA on whether to increase acceptance of Codex
maximum residue limits (tolerances) on imported foods. At the time this
report was prepared, EPA was considering a proposal that it recommend
that, except in cases involving safety concerns, FDA and USDA accept
Codex maximum residue limits for imported foods for which the United
States does not have a tolerance. According to EPA, in its activities
related to imported food, it seeks to ensure that food coming from other -
countries does not pose risks to the U.S. consumer while, at the same
time, it also seeks to ensure that foreign agricultural growers and -
exporters do not have an unfair advantage over U.S. farmers.

The U.N. organizations—Fa0, wHO, and Codex—have developed a multi-
tude of international guidelines, including the Codex international pesti-
cide residue standards, which many developing countries, in particular,
depend on when developing their pesticide use and monitoring systems.
The United States has been active in developing the Codex international
guidelines and standards and, during the current Uruguay Round of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, it has endorsed global harmo-
nization of pesticide residue standards, through adopting international
standards and codes of practice, as a way to eliminate nontariff trade
barriers and facilitate world trade. However, where countries, such as
the United States, have sophisticated food safety and quality systems in
place, full adoption of the Codex international pesticide residue stan-
dards is complicated by the need to reconcile the international maximum
residue limits with the countries’ existing tolerances.

Deciding on the extent to which, and in what ways, U.S. agencies should
increase their involvement in establishing tolerances for crops not
grown commercially in significant quantities in the United States
involves consideration of several matters. These matters include the
degree to which establishing such tolerances will affect the safety of
imported food; the effect on U.S. competitiveness, including the poten-
tial for increasing foreign growers' and exporters’ ability to compete
with the U.S. agricultural sector; the extent of the U.S. agencies' respon-
sibility for taking the actions necessary to establish such tolerances;
who should provide the financial and other resources necessary to .
develop the toxicological and other scientific data needed for establish- -
ing such tolerances; and whether the use of the 14 Program and the
broader acceptance of Codex tolerances are appropriate ways ol getting
tolerances established for additional import crops.

Page 00 GAO/RCED-S0-08 Safery n_mi qun.y of Imported Produce



Chapter 5
Issues for Consideration by the Congress

Information

~

As agricultural exports expand and become more important to an indi-
vidual country’s economy, attention to the country’s export markets’
pesticide requirements heightens and systems evolve to obtain needed
information for successful exports. We saw evidence of this evolution-
ary process in Chile and Mexico, which have been exporting produce to
the United States for some time and which had established networks to
obtain necessary information and technical assistance. This progress
had occurred through cooperative efforts of these countries’ govern-
ments and private sector exporter associations.

In the other countries, whose growers were less experienced in export-
ing fruits and vegetables, officials acknowledged the need to obtain
more information. However, the necessary information networks had
not been established.

While several U.S. agencies have provided pesticide-related training or
technical assistance to foreign countries and have responded to requests
for information, few agency resources have been devoted to providing
information on specific pesticide/crop combinations allowed on
imported food. Recently, however, greater communication with develop-
ing Central American countries about specific U.S. pesticide require-
ments by crop has occurred through AIp’s regional agricultural export
support projects.

The extent to which, and in what ways, U.S. agencies should increase

their involvement in providing information to U.S, trading parthers is an
issue that, like the establishment of additional tolerances. involves ques-
tions of increased food safety, 11.8. agencies’ authority and responsibil-
ity, U.S. competitiveness, and funding sources. For example. 1o what
extent would providing information to foreign entities enhance the
safety of imported foodstuffs? What degree of authority and responsi-
bility do U.S. agencies have for providing information to foreign enti-
ties? To which foreign countries and entities should information be
provided? Would in¢reasing the flow of information enhance foreign
growers' and-exporters’ ability to compete with the ULS. agricultural sec-
tor? And who should provide the financial and other resources needed
to gather and disseminate the information?

The Challenge

Greater global stundardization of pesticide tolerances among countries
through greater acceptance of international standarvds conld nltimately
improve developing countries™ abilities to export and could facilitate
world trade. However, because adoption of international food safety and
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quality standards is a slow, deliberative process, information exchange
among countries, regarding specific pesticide/crop combinations, will
need to continue to expand and improve to ensure that world trade is
facilitated and that consumers are assured that food imports meet their
countries’ pesticide safety requirements.

The extent to which, arid in what ways, U.S. agencies should increase
their involvement in establishing import tolerances for additional crops
and in increasing the flow of information on U.S. food safety and quality
standards are issues that will confront the Congress as it deliberates on
both food safety and U.S. competitiveness. Establishing tolerances for
additional crops and increasing the flow of information couid help
increase U.S. consumers’ assurance about the safety and quality of
imported foods; help provide U.S. consumers with a larger variety of
foods during a greater part of the year; and help developing countries,
many of which are debtor nations, increase their exports to the United
States. These actions could also, however, increase foreign growers' and
exporters’ ability to compete more directly with U.S. producers and pro-
cessors and increase U.S. agencies’ resource needs.
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=_. esticide Use Per Hectare, by Area or Nation

Pesticide use
Area/nation (grams per hectare)® Rank
Japan 10,790 ' 1
Europe 1,870 2
United States 1.490 3
Latin America 220 4
OceaniaP 198 5
Africa 127 6

a0ne gram equals about .035 ounce.

PIncludes Australia, New Zealand, and various Pacific Ocean islands.

Source: Bengt V. Hofsten and George Ekstrom, editors, Control of Pesticide Applications and Residues
in Food: A Guide and Directory—1986 (Uppsala, Sweden: Swedish Science Press).
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U S Produce Imports by Region, 1988

Percent of total
Voiume (metric tons) imports
Region/country Country Region Country Region
Latin America and Caribbean 5,641,708 77

Mexico? ' 1,795,540 25

Ecuador 797.595 1

Costa Rica?® 676,269 9

Honduras 669,682 9

Colombia 514,953 7

Chile? 421,709 6

Guatemala® 261,789 4

Panama 185,752 3

Dominican Republic? 89,914 1

- Brazil 42,246 1

Argentina 25,759 o

Bahamas 13,546 P

Venezuela 1,741 b
" Jamaica 11,459 e
* El Salvador 10,193 b
" Other 13,561 b
Asia/Middle East 618,725 9
North America .

(primarily Canada) 556.954 8
Western Europe 387,256 5
Oceania / 56,177 I
Eastern Europe 28022 o
Africa 45N b
Union of Soviet o

Socialist Republics 203 b
Total T 7,193,616 100

Note' Data include fruits, vegetables, bananas, and plantains.
Chile, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Guatemala. and Mexico accounted for 3,245,221 metric

tons, or 59 percent of U.S. produce imports from the Latin American and Caribbean countries in 1988.

YLess than 1 percent.

Source: Foreign Agricultural Trade of the United States. Calendar Year 1988 Supplement, Economic

Research Service, USDA.
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_Federal Agenc1es Involved in the U.S. Safety
and Quality Network for Imported Produce

Environmental
Protection Agency

The U.S. safety and quality network for imported produce involves sev-
eral federal agencies. The primary ones are EPA, FDA, and USDA. These
agencies’ safety and quality activities, primarily as they relate to
imported produce, are discussed below.

EPA is authorized to register pesticides and establish pesticide residue
tolerances that all fresh produce and other foods and feeds must meet to
be considered safe for the U.S. market.

EPA Establishes Residue
Standards

Under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), as
amended (7 U.S.C. 136 et seq.), EPA is authorized to register and rereg-
ister pesticide products, specify the terms and conditions of use, and
remove unreasonably hazardous pesticides from the marketplace.' In
addition, the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA), as amended
(21 US.C. 301 et seq.), authorizes EPA to establish (1) tolerances under
section 408(d) for pesticides undergoing registration under FIFRA and
(2) import tolerances under section 408(e) for pesticides where there is
no registration request under FIFRA and the commodity is being treated
outside the United States. EPA can also grant exemptions to use unregis-
tered pesticides when it determines a tolerance is not necessary to pro-
tect the public health.

If a pesticide is to be used on food or feed commodities or if its use will .
lead to residues on these products, FFDCA requires EPA to establish the
legal maximum acceptable level of each pesticide residue—tolerance
level-—allowed on each specific food and animal feed, or a tolerance
exemption, for both domestic and imported foods. These tolerance levels
are set on the basis of data submitted by the petitioner (usually a chemi-
cal manufacturer) who is requesting the residue tolerance. The tolerance
data include information on the pesticide’s toxicity (potential to cause
adverse health effects) and residues (amount which may remain in or on |
food). Tolerances cannot be legally exceeded and no vesidue of a pesti-
cide is permitted in or on foods for which an EPA tolerance or exemption
has not been established.

Hinder the 1972 FIFRA amendments, the Congross mamndited tha KPA assess the satety of all pesti-
cides thit had been previously registered by federat and state governments. We reported in 1086
(GAO/RCED-H7-7, Oct. 27, 1086) that EPA had not yet completed o final reassessiment on any posti-
clde wetive ingredient, Through the 1988 FIFRA amendments, the Congress give EPA additional
fundtng for conducting these axsesstuents for the appraximutely 45,000 products chat have not been
nssensed al current standards, and about 9 years for complebing the task,
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Federal Agencies Involved in the U.S. Safety
and Quality Network for Imported Produce

The registration data, which are required for each pesticide use when
applying for domestic pesticide registration, include product chemistry,
residue chemistry, environmental fate, and toxicology data. According
to EPA officials, a pesticide registration for use on a food crop must be
accompanied by the establishment of a tolerance or an exemption from
the requirement of a tolerance. Most of the data used in making a toler-
ance decision are also considered in deciding whether to register a pesti-
cide product.

FIFRA also includes export notification provisions for pesticides intended
solely for export. Section 17(a) requires that before an unregistered pes-
ticide is exported, the foreign purchaser has signed a statement
acknowledging an awareness that the pesticide is not registered and can-
not be sold for use in the United States. EPA requires that the exporter/
manufacturer transmit the foreign purchaser acknowledgment to EPA
and certify to EPA that the shipment did not occur before receiving the
foreign purchaser statement. EPA sends copies of these statements to
U.S. embassies in the importing countries, which then forward the state-
ments to the appropriate government official in the importing country.
EPA requires these statements for the first shipment of each unregistered
product to a particular purchaser for each importing country, annually.

Section 17(b) requires EPA to notify foreign governments and appropri-
ate international agencies regarding its actions to cancel or suspend a
pesticide’s U.S. registration. The notifications under section 17(b) bene-
fit both the United States and the foreign governments. Foreign govern-
ments benefit because they are alerted to unreasonable hazards
associated with using particular pesticides and can act to lessen expo-
sure of their workers and citizens. The United States can benefit when a
foreign government restricts using these harmful and potentially harm-
ful pesticides on crops that are subsequently imported into the United
States. As discussed in chapter 2, we reported in April 1989 that Era did
not have an effective program to determine whether these notification
requirements were being met, and we made several recommendations to
EPA to improve its notification program.*

EPA Establishes Import
Tolerances

Pesticides used in foreign countries are not required to be registered
with Era. However, foreign uses of pesticides that do not have an ErA
tolerance or un exemption can result in a commodity's rejection at the

“Pesticides; Export of Unregistered Pesticides s Not Adegiately Monitored by BPA (GAQ/
KCED-RA-T28. Apr. 20, ).
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Food and Drug
_Administration

U.S. entry point as a no-tolerance violation if residues are detected. EPA
is authorized under FFDCA’s section 408(e) to establish tolerances—
sometimes called import tolerances—on its own initiative, or at the
request of interested parties, when petitioners are not seeking tolerances
under section 408(d) as a part of obtaining a U.S. registration under
FIFRA. Pesticides used to produce food in the United States, however,
must have both U.S. registrations and tolerances—if not exempted—for
the pesticides’ use. According to EPA’s Chief, Policy and Special Projects
Staff, Office of Pesticide Programs, import tolerances for pesticides that
do not have U.S. registrations may be necessary because foreign coun-
tries (1) grow crops that are not grown in the United States and (2) have

different pest and disease problems because of different climates.

To obtain an import tolerance under section 408(e), a petitioner must
submit some of the same types of data required for petitions submitted
under section 408(d)—product chemistry, residue chemistry, and toxi-
cological data for pesticide use on each specific crop for which a toler-
ance is requested. Environmental fate data are not required for
establishing import tolerances because the pesticides are applied in for-
eign countries and do not affect the environment of the United States.
When pesticides are already registered in the United States, EPA may
require only residue chemistry data for each new foreign crop use. In
addition, the petitioner must discuss any controls regulating pesticides
in the host country in which the pesticide will be used and provide some
evidence that requirements for use in the host country have been met.

EPA does not maintain data that readily show the number of existing
import tolerances established under FFDCA's section 408(e) provisions.
However, EPA's Office of Pesticide Programs was able to identify several
pesticides with tolerances that have been established or kept primarily
for import purposes. According to the Chief of the Office of Pesticide
Programs' Policy and Special Projects Staff, import tolerance petitions
represent a small percentage of all tolerances approved by EPA. As of
December 1088, 52 petitions were in active status. Of these, 47 had been
reviewed and returned to the petitioner due to data deficiencies, and
were under review by EPA.,

FDA is responsible for enforcing EPA's pesticide residue tolerances for all
food products—both domestic and imported—except meat, poultry, and
eggs, which are monitored for pesticide residues by UsDA. FDA also sam-
ples food offered for import for other adulterating conditions, such as
microbial and filth contamination, foreign objects, and decomposition.
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" FDA Enforces EPA
. Pesticide Standards

Under FFDCA, FDA is responsible for protecting the U.S. public from
unsafe foods and other products. FDA is authorized to examine samples
of foods being offered for import into the United States. A food ship-
ment is considered adulterated if it contains, among other things, either
(1) a pesticide residue that is not subject to an EPA-approved tolerance
for that food or (2) a pesticide residue in an amount greater than the EPA
tolerance level. In monitoring the entry of imported foods and removing
adulterated products from the marketplace, FDA works in cooperation
with the U.S. Customs Service, Department of the Treasury. Customs is
responsible for (1) notifying FDA of all formal entries subject to FDA juris-
diction, (2) requiring importers to post a bond on imported food distrib-
uted to owners or consignees pending FDA approval for release into U.S.
commerce, (3) ordering and supervising the export or destruction of
foods rpA identifies as aduiterated, and (4) imposing and collecting liqui-
dated damages against importers who fail to export or destroy adulter-
ated shipments.? _

FDA’s Import Monitoring
Program

Of FpA's 21 district offices, 20 selectively sample imported foods on the
basis of various data and historical information on imports.* Our 1986
report on monitoring and enforcement activities for pesticide residues in
imported foods recommended, among other things, that (1) FDA increase
its sampling coverage of imported food to a wider range of imported
foods and countries and (2) consider several options for obtaining addi-
tional information on pesticides actually used in foreign food produc-
tion. As a result, FDA has expanded its guidance to field offices on
criteria and additional data to be used in determining what countries
and commodities to sample.*

In addition, according to its program documents, FDA performs (1) head-
quarters-initiated sampling to help ensure adequate national coverage of
pesticides and (2) special emphasis surveys in each district on import
sampling for country/commodity combinations not covered by a dis-
trict's past monitoring. The district offices also conduct special surveys

YWe discussed the adequacy of FDA's and Custom’s monitoring and enforcement activitios in Pesti-
cides: Better Sampling and Enforcement Needed on Imported Food (GAQ/RCED-86-218, Sept. pIiN
TOR0).

1A 's Newark District Office does not have any respormibility for import inspections,

5 According to FDA, it uses data purchased from the commercially produced Battelle World
Agrochemical Databank to obtain information on what peaticides are being used on different crops in
countries and regions of the world, According to FDA, the databank provides informatton on pesti-
cides used on selected crops in about 25 to 30 countries that generaily represent the pest and climate
conditions In various reglons of the world, -
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when information on foreign pesticide use indicates the use of pesticides

-that are not-allowed for use on food in the United States. A new plan-

ning process, initiated in fiscal year 1988, was designed to require the
district offices to document their annual pesticide sampling decisions for
imported foods. FDA officials told us, however, that they expect it will
take several years to fully achieve satisfactory district sampling plans
and follow-up.

FDA Enforcement

“U.S. Department of
- Agriculture

FDA can request Customs to detain imported food that FDA suspects,
either from past experience or initial sampling results, contains illegal
pesticide residues. According to FDA’s Regulatory Procedures Manual,
when FDA suspects that a product may be violative given its past viola-
tive history and/or other information, it can invoke automatic detention,
which requires that, until the automatic detention is removed, the
importer provide certification from a private laboratory that shows
each subsequent shipment is free of violative levels of the pesticide in
question. According to Fba, it reviews the certifications to ensure their
adequacy. For fresh produce, automatic detention remains in effect for
all subsequent lots of the same produce for the rest of the growing sea-
son unless the grower/shipper demonstrates that the residue problem no
longer exists or that the produce to be shipped originated in fields that
were not treated with the pesticide in question.

FDA program documents indicated that, as of April 1988, FpA districts
could recommend placing shippers under automatic detention after one
violation; under prior practice, ¥DA did not recommend automatic deten-
tion with laboratory certification requirements for future shipments
until two violations had occurred. Program documents also state that
when illegal pesticide residues are found to be widespread on a particu-
lar commodity within a country, ¥FDA can require certification from all

- shippers of that commodity in the country.

Two USDA agencies, the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) and the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), carry out inspec-
tions of imported produce.

i AMS Inspects for
~ Compliance With Quality
~ Standards

AMS assesses the quality of some imported produce through mandatory
and voluntary quality inspections that are paid for by the importer. Sec-
tion 8e of the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended (7 U.S.C. 608e-1), mandates that certain imported commodities
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meet minimum quality requirements during the effective dates of the
applicable federal marketing orders. As of March 1988 the imported
commodities covered by section 8e were avocados, dates (except dates
for processing), filberts, grapefruit, table grapes, limes, olives (except
Spanish-style onions), onions, oranges, Irish potatoes, prunes, raisins,
tomatoes, and walnuts.® Section 8e requirements help keep inferior
grades of a commodity from depressing the market for an entire crop.
Because weather significantly influences crop production, requirements
may change from season to season, as supply and demand change.
According to an AMs official, when imported fresh produce does not pass
mandatory inspections for quality, AMS permits the importer to

(1) recondition the produce, (2) reship the produce, or (3) destroy the
shipment.

Voluntary inspections are authorized by the Agricultural Marketing Act
of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.). These quality inspections evaluate the
imported produce usually according to USDA’s grade standards and/or
other contract specifications. Importers and others use quality inspec-
tions (1) as a basis for determining the value of fresh produce in price
determinations; (2) as evidence of compliance with contract specifica-
tions; (3) to enable appropriate labeling to be printed; and (4) in general,
to facilitate the trade in fresh produce in both domestic and interna-
tional markets. According to an AMS official, even when the mandatory
import inspections do not apply, importers usually still want to have
voluntary inspections to determine the quality of their product. AMS per-
forms mandatory import inspections at the Customs control points at
U.S. entry points. Voluntary inspections are conducted by AMS, either by
itself or in cooperation with the states.

" APHIS Conducts
- Inspection and Quarantine
: Activities

APHIS is not directly involved in ensuring the safety or quality of
imported fruits and vegetables. However, it conducts inspection and
quarantine activities at U.S. entry points (and inspection, survey, and
control activities at some foreign locations) to identify and prevent the
introduction of exotic animal and plant diseases and pests that might
threaten U.S. agriculture, apriis develops and conducts preclearance pro-
grams, which include such activities as inspecting the products and
determining what type of treatment is necessary to make the product
pest-free for the United States,

Hagdinlntion before the 101st Congross (LR 20206, 111 3607, und 8. 1720 wantd add stich commodi-
tien as kiwi Frult, nectartnes, papayas, and phis to the st of imported cotmmuditios sabject. o man-
dutory inspection,
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-Food Safety Systems

U.N. Food and
Agriculture
Organization

U.N. World Health
Organization

- Codex Alimentarius
- Commission

Several international organizations play important roles in assisting
developing countries to develop their food safety control systems. These
organizations, whose activities are discussed below, include the U.N.
Food and Agriculture Organization (FA0), U.N. World Health Organiza-
tion (WHO), Codex Alimentarius Commission, Pan American Health
Organization (PAHO), and Inter-Amencan Institute for Cooperation on
Agriculture (11CA).

FAO adopted an International Code of Conduct on the Distribution and
Use of Pesticides in 1986, and it has published guidelines to assist gov-
ernments and industries in implementing the code. The FAO code and
guidelines provide a framework for developing or improving pesticide
control laws and regulations. As of January 1990, all of FAQ’s 158 mem-
ber countries, including the United States, had endorsed the FAO code of
conduct. A January 1989 FAO survey of governments on implementation
of the code of conduct showed that many developing countries, includ-
ing Latin American and Caribbean countries, were observing the code to
varying degrees. However, the survey report also stated that developing
countries reported that they generally have problems with the quality
of pesticide formulations, packaging, and receiving technical assistaqce.

WHO has developed a pesticide hazard classification system that classi-
fies pesticides into one of four hazard levels. The hazard level is deter-
mined according to the acute risk to health by single or multiple
exposures to the pesticide over a short period of time. The system forms
the basis of a harmonized pesticide labeling format recently adopted by
many Central and South American countries. (See ch. 2.)

Codex, a subsidiary body of FA0O and wHO, was established in 1963 to set
international food standards to protect the health of consumers and to
facilitate international trade in food through these harmonized stan-
dards. Codex has published international standards for the hygienic and
nutritional quality of food; food additives; pesticide residues, including
maximum residue limits (tolerance levels); contaminants; labeling and
presentation; and methods of analysis and sampling. Member govern-
ments are encouraged to accept and incorporate the food standards and
guidelines, which are developed by Codex working committees, into
national legislation and regulations.
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Developing Food Safety Systems

Pan American Health
Organization

Developing countries that lack the research capabilities to indepen-
dently develop food standards are able to adopt Codex international
standards for domestic and exported foods. However, according to a
Codex document, full acceptance of Codex standards is a slow process
because governments must reconcile the continuing development of
Codex standards with their changing national food laws, which reflect
each country’s own domestic health issues, environment, and consumer
and industry concerns. The United States accepts Codex standards when
the Codex tolerance is the same as the EPA tolerance for that pesticide/ .
cominodity combination. In' some cases, EPA will revise its tolerance to
match the Codex tolerance, such as when EPA has determined that the
Codex tolerance is similar to the EpA tolerance and it does not compro-
mise the U.S. consumers’ safety.

¥DA and USDA’s Food Safety and Inspection Service have supported a pro-
posal that ErA recommend that FDA and the Service use Codex standards
for imported foods for which EPA does not have a tolerance. The pro-
posed regulation states that this acceptance would not apply in cases
where (1) EPA has canceled or suspended pesticides, (2) EPA has new tox-
icological information of “oncern, or (3) EPA questions the safety of diet-
ary exposure to residues of the pesticide. kPA had not taken a position on
the proposal at the time of this review.

Codex’s Committee on Pesticide Residues has formed an ad hoc working
group for pesticide residue problems in developing countries. The work-
ing group considers such matters as implementing the rFA0 International
Code of Conduct on the Distribution and Use of Pesticides in developing
countries, pesticide training activities, and the need for better pesticide
residue data as a means of helping developing countries move towards
better national pesticide control systems.

PAIIO i$ & member of the U.N. system of international agencies and, by
agreement, an advisor to the Organization of American States regarding
health-related matters, PAHO's membership includes countries in North,

Jentral, and South America and in the Caribbean. Its objective is to gen-
crally promote and coordinate the efforts of these countries in combat-
ing disease, prolonging life, and promoting the physical and mental

< health of its peoples,
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- Inter-American
Institute for
Cooperation on
- Agriculture

PAHO works cooperatively with other organizations in providing broad
assistance to Latin American and Caribbean countries, including partici-
pation in regional conferences, training, mobilizing resources, and pro-
viding technical assistance. For example, as a result of the August 1985
Inter-American Conference on Food Protection, PAHO and FAO developed
a b-year regional program to strengthen the food safety and quality con-
trol programs in Latin American and Caribbean countries. PAHO is also
working with FDA to develop a model of technical cooperation for devel-
oping food safety systems in Latin America and the Caribbean. The
agencies chose Costa Rica in Central America and Jamaica in the Carib-
bean as countries on which to base the models.

11cA was founded in 1942 as an institution for agricultural research and
graduate training in tropical agriculture. It gradually evolved into an
intergovernmental technical organization designed to encourage,
promote, and support the efforts of its 31 member nations to achieve
agricultural development and rural well-being. 1ica focuses its resources
and technical capacity on modernizing agricultural technology and
strengthening regional integration.

1ica helped to develop harmonized pesticide labeling and registration
regulations, based on FAO/WHO guidelines, for Latin American countries.
Beginning in 1981, it supported a series of regional meetings between
government and agrochemical industry representatives to develop har-
monized pesticide regulations. 1iICA encouraged ministries of agriculture
in member countries to implement the standardized labeling and regis-
tration regulations. As of June 1988 many Central and South American
countries had adopted a standard label format for pesticides sold in
their countries. ' '
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'V"Status in Five Countries of Pesticides That Do

' 3 Not Have

Active Ingredients

"PA Tolerances Established for the

Page 81

' Postncude Chile Costa Rica Dominican Republic Guatemala Mexico
~ “Alachlor + Nudolin "NR MR R " NR MR
““Aldrin® ' R NR NR NR NR
- Amitrole NR- NR R NR “NR
Azamethiphos NR NR NR NR R
* Azinphos-ethyl R NR R NR "NR
" Azocyclotin’ R NR NR NR NR
BHC o
(benzene hoxachlonde) NR NR NR NR R
- Bioallethrin NR R NR NR NR
- Bitertanol’ R NR NR NR "R
\ Blasticidin-S NR R R NR NR
- BPMC
(Fenobucarh) NR R NR NR NR
odifacoum NR R NR R R
NR NR NR NR R
R NR NR NR NR
““Buprofezin NR NR NR R " NR
- Buthidazole NR NR R R NR
Butocarboxim ' NI NR NR R NR
Caldo Bordeles + Cutraneb NR NR R NR NR
~.Captan’ + Metoxicloro NR NR R NR NR
“““Carbaxim + Captan’ NR NR R NR NR
Cartap” NR R NR NR NR
Chiordane? NR R R R R
. Chiordane: + Pentac) NR R NR NR NR
! 'é:"‘égl-nropharmonc NR R R NI NR
Chlorololurorl NR NR NR NR R
~.Ciometnnilo NR R NR NR NR
~Citrolina NR NR NR NR R
Colecalcderol N NR NR NR R
‘ Coumachlov NR NR NR NR R
_ ;Coumachlor + Sultarrlarmice NIR NR R NI NR
o C?Jméleuawl NR R R R R
-~ Cyfloxylale NI NR R NR NR
. ‘Cymoxanii + Mancozeb’ NI NR R NRR NR
DBCP
(dtbfomorhloropropane) NiR NI+ i i NR
Demattm (0 or S )methyl 1 5} R R R
iofli 2] %} NR £ NR
NI NR R NR NR
(cominued)
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Appendix V

Status in Five Countries of Pesticides That
Do Not Have EPA Tolerances Established for
the Active Ingredients

Guatemala

onynil‘octa e T

Isoproturon

Kasugamycin

l—h—t;lao—ﬁ;azﬁ +Tii Arsenate

Methabanz(hiazuron + Amitrole |

Metham-sodium

NR MR
N R
CNR. NR

Pesticide Chile Costa Rica Dominican Republic Mexico
Dienochlor R . R R R R
Dietanolamina NR R NR NR NR
Difenacoum NR NR R NR NR
Oimethirimot NR NR R NR NR
Dimethylamine NR R ‘ NR R NR
Dimethyl urea NR NR R R NR
Dinobuton NR NR R NR NR
Dioctil Sulfosun. NR R NR NR NR
Diphacinone NR NR R R R
Dodemorph NR R R R R
Edifenphos® NR R R N R
Epibloc NR NR NR R NR
Ethidimuron NR NR NR NR R
Ethiofencarb® R NR _ NR NR NR
Fenaminosulf R R NR R NR
Fentin acetate R R R R R
Flamprop-methyl NR NR NR NR R
Fiocoumafen 'NR NR NR R NR
" Flubenzimine R NR NR NR NR
Flumetrina NR NR NR NR R
Fluorodifen NR NR R NR NR
Fluosilicato NR NR R NR NR
Flutriatol R MR NR NR NR
Fonofos ) NR NR R NR NR
Glufosinate T NR NR NR NR R
Guazatine® ) NR NR R NR NR
Hexaconazole B “NRNR T TTTTTTTTTTNR R NR
(Iprobenfos) NR R NR NR
e R A R

" (continued)
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Status in Five Countries of Pesticides That
Do Not Have EPA Tolerances Established for

the Active Ingredients

Pesticide Chile Costa Rica Dominican Republic Guatemala Mexico
Methyl isothiocyanate NR NR NR NR R
Mirex NR “NR NR R NR
Naptalam NR NR R NR NR

Nitrofen
(bCP) NR NR R NR NR
Ofurace NR R NR NR NR
Omethoate® R NR NR NR R
Oxycarboxin NR R R R R
Penconazole NR NR NR R NR
Penconazole + Mancozeb' R NR NR NR NR
Pentachlorophenol NR NR NR TR R
Phenothiol NR R NR NR NR
Phenothrin' NR R NR NR NR
Phenthoate? R NR R R R
Phoxim? R R R R R
Piperophos + Dimethametryn NR R R R NR
Pirimicarb?® R R NR I R R
Pirimidit NR NR R NR NR
Propamocarb? NR NR R R NR
Prothiofos ) R R NR R NR
Prothoate NR NR R 7 NR NR
Pyracarbolid NR NR NR R NR
Pyrazophos R R R NR R
Quinalphos R NR NR T77NRTT MR
Sal Sodio Disp NR R NR ' TNR " NR
Sal Sodio Naft. - NR R NR TNRT NR
Tetracloruro de Carbono + Acrylo NR NR R TR TTTTTTNR
T i e, \R . T R TR
e — ) i R R RR
féréiéfmé;-_&{e(f{;iw' .. ) T A ETTTT N TTRR
! e e e e e e e " ) e e
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Status in Five Countries of Pesticides That
Do Not Have EPA Tolerances Established for
the Active Ingredients

Pesticide Chile Costa Rica Dominican Re Guatemala Mexico

bl TNE \A uhihdon i = =
Triflumuron ) R ~ NR NR R
@H e e e e e SCIET a " i <A

Legend
NR = Not registered for use

R = Reqistered for use
“EPA has tolerances for this chemuical. but nat for combination shown.

“EPA has action levels and Codex has maximum residue limits (MRLs) for this chemical.
This pesticide is on the country’s registration Iist but has been officially prohibited.

“Codex has MRLs for this chemical.

“EPA has action levels for ttis chemicat

'EPA has tolerances and Codex has MRI_s for this chemical.

“EPA has action levels and Codex has extraneous residue limits for this chemical.

"40 C F.R. 185 4025 allows preharvest use of this chemical on strawberries. bul sels a zero tolerance for
residues

‘Codex has temporary MRLs for thts chemical.

Source. Government pesticide registration Iists for Chile, Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Guate-
mala, and Mexico for 1987 or 1988 (See ch. 1.1n. 13)) EPA verified in 1989 that, according to its records,
the pesticides (except as shown in the footnotes) do not have tolerances established for any food use in
the United States. Where possible, English spellings and other information on chemicals were obtained
trom the Code of Federal Regulations. title 40 parts 180 and 185 (revised as of July 1, 1989); Farm
Chemicals Handbook (Willoughby. Ohio: Meister Publishing Co.), 1987; Glossary of Pesticide Chemicals,
FDA. Sept. 1988: Guide to Codex Maximum Limits for Pesticide Residues, Part% CAC/PR 2 - 1988, Apr.
1988, 1ssued by The Netherlands; The Pesticide Chemical News Guide, Reo, P.D.. and M B. Duggan,
eds. (Washington. D C.: Lows Rothschild. Jr), June 1. 1988: and The Pesticide Manual, A World Com-
pendium. 8th ed.. C R Worthing. ed (Thorton Heath. The Britsh Crop Protection Council), 1987.
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Appendix VI

Major Contrlbutors to This Report

Resources,
Community, and
Economic
Development Division
Washington, D.C.

San Francisco
Regional Office

[T

William E. Gahr, Associate Director
Jerilynn B, Hoy, Assignment Manager
Karen S, Savia, Evaluator-in-Charge

Irvin T. Williams. Evaluator

Naney AL Boardman, Evaluator

Carol Herrnstadt Shulman, Reports Analyst

Albert T, Voris, Senior Evaluator
Kerry G Dunn, Evaluator
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