Training Makes The Difference
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In the 1990s we have heard a lot about
pesticide exposure and how to minimize
the risk to employees and others who
may come in contact with the pesticides.
A recent study at the University of Guelph
in Ontario, Canada, looked at the entire
spectrum of exposure to pesticides and
reported some very interesting results. In
a nutshell, everything we have always be-
lieved as true was verified, but let’s look
a little closer at some of the information
we now have. The study looked at 2, 4-D
exposure by professional applicators. The
total exposure was measured, that is how
much 2, 4-D these people handled and
then how much 2, 4-D was excreted from
their bodies over a period of time. Since
2, 4-D and other pheonoxy herbicides are
such a hot topic with so many people to-
day, this presents some good information
with which you should become familiar.

The results found no correlation be-
tween how much 2, 4-D was handled and
how much was excreted. In fact, the per-
son who was the loader/mixer at the firm
actually had a lower excrement level than
some of the applicators. The applicators

themselves had all different levels of
excrements when they were exposed to
virtually the same amount of 2, 4-D.

So what makes the difference? Very
simply, it came down to the care taken
by the person handling the pesticide. The
mixer/loader understood, apparently, that
he was handling a more concentrated
material and therefore was more cautious.
The applicators had varying levels of ex-
posure. Rolling up hoses with bare hands,
not using boots or long pants, all in-
creased the amount of 2, 4-D excreted by
the applicator. This information backs up
a study done at Michigan State Universi-
ty several years ago that showed proper
uniforms decrease overall exposure dra-
matically.

Another aspect of this study looked at
exposure to persons who walked on the
sprayed turf or who ere bystanders to the
application. Certainly, these are concerns
for everyone who applies pesticides on
golf courses. The bystanders had no
measurable exposure for 96 hours after
the application; and of the persons who
walked on the turf, the only ones who

had a measurable response were those
in bare feet and shorts who sat on the
turf within an hour of the application.
Even so, the excrement was below any
World Health Association acceptable daily
intake levels. The good news here is that
if people are wearing shoes (and most of
our players do!) then their potential ex-
posure is exceedingly low, if not nil.
The bottom line from this study is that
proper training does make a difference.
Any time spent teaching our applicators
and other employees about the proper
use of pesticides and waiting until the ap-
plications dry before coming in contact
with the turfgrass, will pay big dividends
in employee health and safety. One word
of warning. Don't assume that your long-
term employees don't need the
reminders! The MSU study indicated that
it was the more experienced applicators
who were a bit more careless and had
higher levels of exposure. All employees
need constant encouragement to work
safely and to use the proper safety equip-
ment. As the superintendent, it is your
job to be sure they follow directions.

GCSAA Responds to KARE-TV News Story

GCSAA recently responded to a Min-
nesota television station that aired a two-
part news segment attempting to link
chemicals used on golf courses to breast
cancer.

The station, KARETV in Minneapolis,
broadcasted a story called “Unseen Haz-
ards” in which a local reporter present-
ed what she and station management
considered to be evidence that golf course
chemicals induce or cause the spread of
cancer.

GCSAA responded with letters to
KARETYV and to senior officials at Gan-
nett Television, the station’s owner.

The gist of the association’s response
was one of disappointment because the
materials and information provided by
GCSAA were not addressed. The associ-
ation also strongly assured the reporter
and the television station that no scien-
tific information exists connecting golf
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course chemicals to cancer.

One of the story’s more striking asser-
tions was a University of Massachusetts
researcher’s claim that the pesticide DDT
accumulates in the body’s fatty tissues,
such as breast tissue — despite the fact
that EPA and DDT 20 years ago and it
has not been used on golf courses since.
The reporter insinuated that other chem-
icals used on golf courses also tend to ac-
cumulate in fatty tissue, which simply is
not true. The government’s chemical
registration process prevents the introduc-
tion of such chemicals into the mar-
ketplace.

The report also attempted to link golf
course management tools to the disease
by citing that five members of the Ladies
Professional Golf Association Tour and
staff have been diagnosed with breast
cancer. According to the American
Cancer Society, one in nine women in the

United States is expected to contract
breast cancer during her lifetime. The five
members of the LPGA Tour and staff
amount roughly to one in 200, a breast
cancer rate well below the national
statistic.

The reporter also interviewed a local
female golf course superintendent whose
family has a long history of breast cancer
— eight women in her family died of
cancer. According to science, this family
history puts her at a much higher risk
to be diagnosed with the disease than the
general population.

The reporter tried to add credibility to
her claims by noting that the female su-
perintendent was avoiding contact with
golf course chemicals, although the su-
perintendent said she was avoiding many
different things that have been linked —
fairly or unfairly — to cancer. She said
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