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We are submitting this statement on behalf of Beyond Pesticides’ Vermont members in 
support of S.200. Beyond Pesticides is a national, grassroots, membership organization that 
represents community-based organizations, bridging farmer and consumer interests to 
improve protections from pesticides and promote alternative pest management strategies 
that reduce or eliminate a reliance on toxic pesticides. Our membership includes residents of 
Vermont and spans the 50 states as well as groups around the world. 
 
S.200 will prohibit the sale, use and application of neonicotinoid pesticides in Vermont unless 
an exception has been granted by the Secretary of Agriculture, Food and Markets, extending 
to seeds coated or treated with neonicotinoid pesticides. We support this legislation and feel 
it is critical to promoting healthy and diverse ecosystems in Vermont. Because the state 
cannot rely on the federal regulatory system to protect the natural resources of Vermont, 
specifically bees, butterflies, and birds, it is imperative that you take swift and immediate 
action to pass this bill. In urging you to support SB 200, we are asking you to recognize that 
more needs to be done to stop the dramatic declines in the population of bees, birds and 
butterflies in the state of Vermont. The simple steps that are advanced through the bill will 
not only help to reverse the decline of pollinators, but also encourage residents in Vermont to 
adopt alternative pest management practices that will contribute to and help sustain healthier 
ecosystems moving forward.  
 
We have gotten to this point of pollinator decline because, in large part, our federal 
regulatory system is allowing the widespread use of toxic, persistent and systemic 
neonicotinoid pesticides, with little to no understanding of the long-term impacts on 
pollinators. While there are other factors contributing to their decline, including habitat loss, 
toxic and pervasive chemical exposure is a central factor that must be addressed if we are to 
reverse current trends of severe pollinator loss. 
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In the past, where gaps in federal pesticide restrictions have occurred, states have stepped in to 
protect people and the environment. At the state level, we saw the decline of the bald eagle 
and states banned DDT. We saw the infertility of men and banned DBCP. We saw highly 
elevated rates of breast cancer associated with the use of 2,4,5-T in forestry and stopped that 
use. We saw homes contaminated with the termite insecticide chlordane and stopped its use. 
As we have moved through the chemical families in search of the next pesticide, we have 
actually traded health and environmental effects in hopes of reducing exposure and limiting 
contamination. Yet, despite the technological advances, we are still facing exposures to toxic 
and persistent pesticides that contaminate the environment, while regulators try to mitigate 
risks so that benefits can be derived from their use. Meanwhile, as this slow process of crisis 
management churns on, there has evolved a burgeoning industry of eco-sensitive land 
management and products that render the highly toxic materials unnecessary.  
 
In the case of neonicotinoids, we are faced with not only a chemical that is highly toxic and 
persistent, but also systemic. This means that the pesticide incorporates itself into the vascular 
system of the plant and expresses itself through pollen, nectar, and guttation droplets. As a 
result, any organism, such as a bee, butterfly or bird that comes into contact with it, gets 
poisoned. Beneficial organisms along with the target pest are harmed. Because of its systemic 
nature, the neonicotinoids cause indiscriminate poisoning and undermines ecological balance 
that is critical to keeping pest problems in check, causing a treadmill effect that escalates pest 
problems due to the loss of natural, beneficial insect predators. In killing off pollinators, one-
third of the food supply that requires pollination and all of our flowers are threatened. 
 
Meanwhile, nurseries, ornamental plant producers, and gardeners are increasingly turning to 
ecological plant management systems that increase organic matter and biological activity in the 
soil as well as beneficial organisms. This leads to a reduction in pest problems. In cases where 
inputs are needed, there is a growing list of products that are effective, ecologically compatible 
and not harmful to bees and other pollinators. Attached to this statement is a list entitled 
Neonicotinoid-Free Consumer Pesticide Products which demonstrates the growing and robust 
market of pesticide products that do not hurt bees. 
 
Regarding residential plants, a 2014 report by Friends of the Earth, Gardeners Beware, shows 
that 36 out of 71 (51 percent) of garden plant samples purchased at top garden retailers in 18 
cities in the U.S. and Canada contain neonicotinoid pesticides. Some of the flowers contained 
neonicotinoid levels high enough to kill bees outright and concentrations in the flowers’ pollen 
and nectar are assumed to be comparable. Further, 40% of the positive samples contained two 
or more neonicotinoids.1 Plant samples taken from nurseries in Maryland as part of the study 
showed levels at 251 µg/kg in stems and leaves and 199 µg/kg in flowers of the pollinator-
attractive plant scabiosa. This is well over the LC50 (lethal concentration at which 50% of 
individuals are expected to die) of 150 µg/kg for the neonicotinoid imidacloprid. These 
detections show that there is an existential danger to pollinators foraging on plants in Vermont 

                                                 
1 Friends of the Earth. 2014. Gardeners Beware. Available at 
http://libcloud.s3.amazonaws.com/93/72/9/4735/Gardeners-Beware-Report-2014.pdf. 

http://libcloud.s3.amazonaws.com/93/72/9/4735/Gardeners-Beware-Report-2014.pdf
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that have been treated with these chemicals.  
 
EPA label changes do not protect ecological health. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA), which registers pesticides, is not addressing the central problem associated with the 
widespread use of a systemic pesticide that creates a plant that exudes poison indiscriminately. 
Instead, EPA is focused on (i) mitigating risks of neonicotinoid-laden dust associated with seed 
planters and best management practices, (ii) temporary prohibitions of foliar applications, and 
(iii) best management practices, education, and communication. None of this, unfortunately, 
addresses the systemic nature of the toxic chemical, the creation of poisonous plants, and the 
impact on bees, butterflies and birds –all of which would be limited by the passage of SB 200. 
 
In a preliminary risk assessment for the neonicotinoid imidacloprid, released by EPA in January, 
2016, the agency found that the pesticide is, in fact, highly toxic to honey bees, contaminates 
the pollen and nectar of several plants that bees forage, and results in reduced numbers of 
worker bees, less foraging, and delayed development.2 
 
Because of the toxic, persistent and systemic nature of the neonicotinoids, while EPA’s steps 
may seem meaningful, they actually do not address the underlying process of incorporating this 
type of poison into the vascular system of the plant, resulting in the poisoning of the plant’s 
pollen, nectar, and guttation droplets. The label changes that EPA has instituted to-date in an 
attempt to mitigate risks misses the mark on the widespread and indiscriminate impact of 
highly toxic, persistent and systemic pesticides like the neonicotinoids. It does not help to 
curtail use of neonicotinoids and other bee-toxic pesticides by “temporarily restricting foliar 
applications when managed bees are active,” or “not apply[ing] this product until flowering is 
complete and all petals have fallen,” as EPA has proposed, if the seed has been coated with the 
neonicotinoid or the plant has been drenched with the chemical. When a plant’s seed is coated 
with a neonicotinoid, the pesticide enters the plant structure and translocates throughout the 
plant. At that point, the entire plant becomes toxic to bees, during and after pesticide 
applications and temporary restriction periods. Even with the loophole on the EPA label, which 
provides beekeepers with 48 hours to move their hives, where do beekeepers go to keep bees 
away from treated plants? How are native or wild bees protected? 
 
The complexities of contributing factors elevate the need to adopt SB 200. There is no doubt 
that there are complexities associated with declining bee and pollinator health. The causes of 
the devastating losses have interrelated factors. Many of those complexities start with the 
pollinators’ exposure to the toxic, persistent and systemic neonicotinoids. The scientific data on 
bees’ exposure to neonicotinoids shows that bees are highly stressed, according to Goulson et 
al., due to continuous exposures,3 including impacts on their brain cells and neuronal (nervous 

                                                 
2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 2016. Preliminary Pollinator Assessment to Support the 
Registration Review of Imidacloprid. Office of Pesticide Programs. Washington DC. 
3 Goulson D, Nicholls E, Botías C, et al. 2015. Bee declines driven by combined stress from parasites, 
pesticides, and lack of flowers. Science. 347(6229):1255957. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25721506
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25721506
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system) function.4 As a result, bees become highly vulnerable to parasites (varroa mites) and 
viruses. One study5 at the University of California San Diego shows that exposure to the 
neonicotinoids changes bees’ eating behavior and reduces their level of sustenance or 
nutrition. Because of loss of habitat for pollinators, it is even more important that the lands on 
which bees pollinate and forage are not contaminated with poisons that adversely affect their 
health. Similarly, the focus on habitat loss as a contributing factor in declining pollinator health 
only strengthens the urgent call for action on neonicotinoids in order to ensure that the 
shrinking food sources for pollinators are not contaminated. In fact, nursery plants and habitat 
in urbanized and residential areas can play a large role in providing protection from 
neonicotinoids –that is, if the nursery stock that people buy and their chemical use do not 
include neonicotinoids. The suggestion that additional research is necessary (more research is 
always helpful) does not justify state inaction now based on the preponderance of scientific 
information that we currently have. In fact, a 2015 review of the science by Pisa et al. concludes 
that “despite large knowledge gaps and uncertainties, enough knowledge exists to conclude 
that existing levels of pollution with neonicotinoids. . .resulting from presently authorized uses. 
. .are thus likely to have large-scale and wide ranging negative biological and ecological impacts 
on a wide range of non-target invertebrates. . .”6 
 
The legislation, SB 200, incentivizes the adoption of alternatives. Attention to the availability 
of alternative non-toxic practices and products is minimized despite a deficient regulatory 
process that struggles unsuccessfully with attempts to reduce risk. As the restrictions on 
neonicotinoids are greatly improved by SB 200, these alternatives will be used. Alternatives 
include both changes in management practices to improve soil and plant health and the use of 
least-toxic materials, including insecticidal soaps, neem oil (azadirachtin), diatomaceous earth 
dusting, biological controls (beneficial insects), and natural pyrethrins.  
 
The role of the state of Vermont is clear. Tighten up on the use of neonicotinoid pesticides that 
are linked to the decline of bees. Warn consumers about the hazards of these chemicals so that 
they can make informed choices in the marketplace, because consumers overwhelmingly want 
to protect bees, butterflies and birds. Take the neonicotinoids out of the consumer retail 
market. By banning the use of neonicotinoid products, SB 200 will incentivize the adoption of 
alternative products that are effective in managing gardens and growing plants –the very plants 
that bees, butterflies and birds visit for nourishment. 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 Moffat, C, Pacheco, J, Sharp, S. et al. 2015. Chronic exposure to neonicotinoids increases neuronal 
vulnerability to mitochondrial dysfunction in the bumblebee (Bombus terrestris). FASEB J fj.14-267179. 
5 Daren M. Eiri, James C. Nieh. A nicotinic acetylcholine receptor agonist affects honey bee sucrose 
responsiveness and decreases waggle dancing. Journal of Experimental Biology. 2012, 215: 2022-2029. 
6 Pisa LW, Amaral-Rogers V, Belzunces LP, Bonmatin JM, et al. 2015. Effects of neonicotinoids and 
fipronil on non-target invertebrates. Environ Sci Pollut Res Int. 22(1):68-102. 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25223353
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25223353


5 

 

Home and Garden Sector Already Adopting Alternatives  
 
In the horticultural sector, several nurseries and retail outlets have already begun to transition 
from using systemic neonicotinoids to grow their plants. National hardware chains, including 
Lowe’s, Home Depot, and ACE Hardware have all committed to removing neonicotinoids and 
neonicotinoid-treated plants from their store shelves. In April 2015, after pollinator health 
advocates delivered nearly one million petition signatures to Lowe’s, the company indicated it 
would phase out neonicotinoid pesticides within 48 months and stock more organic compatible 
products.7 Later in 2015, Home Depot followed suit. After initially only proposing to label plants 
sprayed with neonicotinoids, the company announced it would phase-out neonicotinoid use on 
its plants by 2018. Home Depot said in a statement, “Our live goods suppliers have reduced the 
number of plants that they treat with neonicotinoids, so that now over 80% of our flowering 
plants are not treated with neonicotinoids. We will continue this decrease unless, 1) it is required 
by state or federal regulation, or 2) undisputed science proves that the use of neonicotinoids on 
our live goods does not have a lethal or sub-lethal effect on pollinators. Otherwise, we will have a 
complete phase-out of neonicotinoid use on our live goods by the end of 2018.”8 Additionally, 
BJ’s Wholesale Club (over 200+ locations) is asking its vendors to discontinue neonicotinoid use. 
All of these actions support the elimination of neonicotinoid use in the state of Vermont.  

 
Pesticides and the Decline of Pollinators 
 
Since 2006, honey bees and other pollinators in the U.S. and throughout the world have 
experienced ongoing and rapid population declines. The continuation of this crisis threatens the 
stability of ecosystems, the economy, and our food supply, as one in three bites of food is 
dependent on pollinator services. Advancing this legislation will decrease stressors on honey 
bees and other pollinators within the state and benefit Vermont’s agriculture industry, which 
relies upon crop pollinators. Loss of pollinators endangers these important economic drivers 
within Vermont, and also threatens a broader range of ecosystem services not instantly 
apparent in the short term. 
 
In the larger global context, pollination services are valued at over $125 billion globally. 
According to a 2014 U.S. Presidential Memorandum, pollinators provide $24 billion annually to 
the economy and honey bees account for $15 billion of that amount.9 Similarly, native 
pollinators (such as bumblebees, squash bees, and mason bees) contribute over $3 billion in 
pollination services to the U.S. agricultural economy.  
 

                                                 
7 Lowe’s Social Responsibility Report. 2014. http://responsibility.lowes.com/2015/wp-
content/uploads/Lowes_2014_SR.pdf.  
8 Home Depot Eco Options. 2015. http://www.ecooptions.homedepot.com/healthy-home/organic-
gardening/.  
9 White House Blog: New Steps to Protect Pollinators, Critical Contributors to Our Nation’s Economy 
http://www.whitehouse.gov/blog/2014/06/20/new-steps-protect-pollinators-critical-contributors-our-
nation-s-economy. 

http://responsibility.lowes.com/2015/wp-content/uploads/Lowes_2014_SR.pdf
http://responsibility.lowes.com/2015/wp-content/uploads/Lowes_2014_SR.pdf
http://www.ecooptions.homedepot.com/healthy-home/organic-gardening/
http://www.ecooptions.homedepot.com/healthy-home/organic-gardening/
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According to the Presidential Memorandum,10  

“Pollinator losses have been severe. The number of migrating Monarch butterflies sank to 
the lowest recorded population level in 2013-14, and there is an imminent risk of failed 
migration. The continued loss of commercial honey bee colonies poses a threat to the 
economic stability of commercial beekeeping and pollination operations in the United 
States, which could have profound implications for agriculture and food. Severe yearly 
declines create concern that bee colony losses could reach a point from which the 
commercial pollination industry would not be able to adequately recover. The loss of native 
bees, which also play a key role in pollination of crops, is much less studied, but many native 
bee species are believed to be in decline. Scientists believe that bee losses are likely caused 
by a combination of stressors, including poor bee nutrition, loss of forage lands, parasites, 
pathogens, lack of genetic diversity, and exposure to pesticides. 

Given the breadth, severity, and persistence of pollinator losses, it is critical to expand 
Federal efforts and take new steps to reverse pollinator losses and help restore populations 
to healthy levels.” 

Vermont can act now. We believe the responsible action for the state is to take the broad, 
impactful steps in SB 200, while the federal government continues its deliberations. It has never 
been the perspective of the Vermont legislature to wait for the federal government to protect 
Vermont’s resources, the health of its environment, and the well-being of its residents. 
 
Impact of Systemic Pesticides  
 
Systemic pesticides like the neonicotinoid class of insecticides have been shown, even at low 
levels, to impair foraging, navigational, and learning behavior in bees, as well as suppress their 
immune system to the point of increasing their susceptibility to pathogens and disease.11 A 
2015 study confirms previous findings that the levels of neonicotinoid pesticides bees are likely 
to encounter in the environment impair their brain cells, resulting in poor navigation and 
foraging, and eventually colony declines.12 Similarly, University of Minnesota entomologist Vera 
Krischik, PhD, found that butterfly larvae feeding on neonicotinoid-contaminated milkweed 
plants died soon thereafter.13 Dr. Krischik notes that the potential risks to monarchs and other 

                                                 
10 The White House. Presidential Memorandum -- Creating a Federal Strategy to Promote the Health of 
Honey Bees and Other Pollinators. June 20, 2014. 
 
11 Harriott, N. 2014, Bees, Birds and Beneficials: How fields of poison adversely affect non-target 
organisms. Pesticides and You. Vol. 33, No. 4 Winter 2013-14. 
12 Moffat C, Pacheco, J G, et al. 2015. Chronic exposure to neonicotinoids increases neuronal 
vulnerability to mitochondrial dysfunction in the bumblebee (Bombus terrestris). FASEB J fj.14-267179. 
doi:10.1096/fj.14-267179. 
13Krischik V, Rogers M, Gupta G, Varshney A. 2015. Soil-applied imidacloprid translocates to ornamental 
flowers and reduces survival of adult Coleomegilla maculata, Harmonia axyridis, and Hippodamia 
convergens lady beetles, and larval Danaus plexippus and Vanessa cardui butterflies. PLoS One. 
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butterfly species, when neonicotinoids are used in backyard plants near milkweed plants, are 
serious cause for concern. Butterflies like the North American Monarch butterfly saw 
population declines of 90 percent in the past 20 years, dropping from a high of 
approximately one billion in the mid-1990s to fewer than 35 million butterflies in the winter of 
2013-2014 –the lowest number ever recorded. 
 
Concentrations of neonicotinoids in soils, waterways, field margin plants, and floral resources 
overlap substantially with concentrations that control pests in crops, and commonly exceed 
levels that are known to kill beneficial organisms.14 Because these chemicals are broad-
spectrum insecticides, beneficial soil dwelling insects, benthic aquatic insects, grain-eating 
vertebrates, along with pollinators are also victims of these systemic chemicals. Birds are also at 
risk from neonicotinoids, as one study demonstrates that a single corn kernel coated with a 
neonicotinoid is toxic enough to kill a songbird.15 Further, research from the Netherlands has 
showed that the most severe bird population declines occurred in those areas where 
neonicotinoid pollution was highest.16 To compound these findings, new research by the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS), also documents similar risks from neonicotinoids in the rivers and 
streams of the Midwest.17 Recently, Morrissey at al. confirms all this in a review which finds 
that neonicotinoid concentrations detected in aquatic environments pose risks to aquatic 
invertebrates and the ecosystems they support.18 
 
In 2014, an international meta-analysis of approximately 800 peer-reviewed studies on the 
impact of systemic pesticides, conducted by the International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature, known as the Task Force on Systemic Pesticides (International Union for Conservation 
of Nature (IUCN) Task Force) found that:19 
 

-Neonicotinoids are present in the environment “at levels that are known to cause lethal 
and sublethal effects on a wide range of terrestrial (including soil) and aquatic 
microorganisms, invertebrates and vertebrates.”  
-The active ingredients persist, particularly in soils, with half-lives of months and, in 

                                                 
10(3):e0119133. 
 
14 Goulson, D. 2013. REVIEW: An overview of the environmental risks posed by neonicotinoid 
insecticides. Journal of Applied Ecology. 50: 977–987. doi: 10.1111/1365-2664.12111. 
15 Mineau P, Whiteside M. 2013. Pesticide Acute Toxicity Is a Better Correlate of U.S. Grassland Bird 
Declines than Agricultural Intensification. PLoS ONE 8(2): e57457. 
16 Hallmann CA, et al. 2014. Declines in insectivorous birds are associated with high neonicotinoid 
concentrations. Nature doi:10.1038/nature13531. 
17 Hladik ML, et al. 2014. Widespread occurrence of neonicotinoid insecticides in streams in a high corn 
and soybean producing region, USA. Env. Poll. 193:189-196. 
18 Morrissey, C. et al. 2015. Neonicotinoid contamination of global surface waters and associated risk to 
aquatic invertebrates: A review. Environment International. doi:10.1016/j.envint.2014.10.024. 
19 Van der Sluijs JP, et al. 2014. Conclusions of the Worldwide Integrated Assessment on the risks of 
neonicotinoids and fipronil to biodiversity and ecosystem functioning. Environ Sci Pollut Res. 
doi:10.1007/s11356-014-3229-5. 
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some cases, years, and they accumulate. This increases their toxicity by increasing the 
duration of exposure of non-target species.  
-The metabolites of neonicotinoids are often as or more toxic than the active 
ingredients.  
- The weight of the published evidence is very strong that the acute and chronic effects 
pose a serious risk of harm to colonies/populations of honey bees, bumblebees and 
other pollinators.  
-The most affected group of species include soil invertebrates and insect pollinators, 
with high exposure through air and plants and medium exposure through water.  
-Invertebrates exposed to contaminated pollen, nectar and fluids are harmed at “field-
realistic” concentrations.  
 

The European Food Safety Authority determined that the most widely used neonicotinoids –
imidacloprid, clothianidin and thiamethoxam– pose unacceptable hazards to bees, prompting 
the European Union to suspend their use on agricultural crops in 2013. This agency also 
published an opinion report linking two neonicotinoids to adverse effects on the developing 
human nervous system.20 According to the report, data suggests that the neonicotinoid 
chemicals (imidacloprid, acetamiprid) under review are responsible for the excitation or 
desensitization or both of nicotinic acetylcholine receptors (nAChRs), which may affect the 
developing mammalian nervous system, as is known to occur with nicotine. The agency 
concludes that the two neonicotinoid compounds may affect neuronal development and 
function. 
 
In recognition of the long-term impacts, systemic pesticides have on the environment, the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) announced in June 2014 its decision to phase out neonicotinoid 
use. National Wildlife Refuge System Chief James Kurth stated, “We have determined that 
prophylactic use, such as a seed treatment, of the neonicotinoid pesticides that can distribute 
systemically in a plant and can potentially affect a broad spectrum of non-target species is not 
consistent with Service policy. We make this decision based on a precautionary approach to our 
wildlife management practices and not on agricultural practices.”21 An earlier FWS 
memorandum stated that, “The prophylactic use of neonicotinoids and the potential broad-
spectrum adverse effects to non-target species do not meet the intent of IPM [Integrated Pest 
Management] principles or the Service’s Biological Integrity, Diversity, and Environmental 
Health (BIDEH) policy.” 22  

                                                 
20 EFSA Panel on Plant Protection Products and their Residues (PPR). Scientific Opinion on the 
developmental neurotoxicity potential of acetamiprid and imidacloprid. EFSA Journal 2013;11(12):3471. 
doi:10.2903/j.efsa.2013.3471. 
21 James Kurth, Chief, National Wildlife Refuge System, FWS, Use of Agricultural Practices in Wildlife 
Management in the National Wildlife Refuge System, July 2014. See 
http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/agricultural-practices-in-wildlife-management_20849.pdf. 
22 FWS. 2014. Memorandum: Guidelines regarding the interim use and phase out of neonicotinoid 
insecticides to grow agricultural crops for wildlife on NWRs in the Pacific Region. U.S. Dept. of the 
Interior. Portland Oregon. Available at http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/guidelines-for-interim-

http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/agricultural-practices-in-wildlife-management_20849.pdf
http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/guidelines-for-interim-use-and-phase-out-of-neonicotinoid-insecticides-in-refuge-farming-for-wildlife-programs-signed-kf-7914_67415.pdf
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Federal Regulatory Background 
 
EPA pesticide registration does not ensure that no harm will come to non-target insects such as 
honey bees. Pesticides are, by their very nature, poisons. The Federal Insecticide Fungicide and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), the law governing pesticide use in the U.S., relies on a risk-benefit 
statute, which allows the use of pesticides with known hazards, based on the judgment that 
certain levels of risk are acceptable. However, EPA, which performs this risk assessment, 
assumes that a pesticide would not be marketed if there were no benefits to using it and 
therefore a risk/benefit analysis is not evaluated by EPA as part of the pesticide registration 
process. The registration of a pesticide by EPA does not guarantee that the chemical is “safe.” 
In fact, the limitations in the registration process create the responsibility of states, which have 
explicit authority under federal law to adopt standards that exceed the federal standards,23 and 
in so doing provide more protective measures. Below are examples of regulatory deficiencies 
that threaten pollinators.  
 
Conditional Registration. EPA often approves the use of a chemical without all of the necessary 
data required to fully register the chemical, and will assign it a "conditional" registration. The 
agency assumes that while it waits for additional data the product would not cause adverse 
impacts that would prevent an eventual full registration. A recent report (2013) of the 
Government Accountability Office, entitled EPA Should Take Steps to improve Its Oversight of 
Conditional Registrations, strongly criticizes this process, citing poor internal management of 
data requirements, constituting an “internal control weakness.” The report states, “The extent 
to which EPA ensures that companies submit additional required data and EPA reviews these 
data is unknown. Specifically, EPA does not have a reliable system, such as an automated data 
system, to track key information related to conditional registrations, including whether 
companies have submitted additional data within required time frames.” However, these 
recommendations do not go far enough. Pesticides without all the data required for a full 
understanding of toxicity to wildlife species such as pollinators should not be allowed on the 
market.  
 
Pesticide Mixtures, Synergism Untested. There is a broad weakness in the federal review 
process when it comes to analyzing the environmental impacts of full pesticide formulations, as 
opposed to individual active ingredients. Pesticide products are made up of mixtures of 
pesticides and other ingredients used to form the liquid, dust, or granule in which the pesticide 
is delivered. Other ingredients, or so-called inert ingredients, that are not disclosed on the 
product label can be as or more toxic than the active ingredient. In addition, EPA does not 
consider the effect of exposures to mixtures of pesticide active ingredients and formulations.  
 
In 2014, researchers looked at the cumulative impact the numerous pesticides that may be 
found in honey bee hives in the 2014 paper Four Common Pesticides, Their Mixtures and a 

                                                 
use-and-phase-out-of-neonicotinoid-insecticides-in-refuge-farming-for-wildlife-programs-signed-kf-
7914_67415.pdf. 
23 U.S. Supreme Court. Ruckelshaus v. Monsanto Co., 467 U.S. 986, 1984. 

http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/guidelines-for-interim-use-and-phase-out-of-neonicotinoid-insecticides-in-refuge-farming-for-wildlife-programs-signed-kf-7914_67415.pdf
http://www.centerforfoodsafety.org/files/guidelines-for-interim-use-and-phase-out-of-neonicotinoid-insecticides-in-refuge-farming-for-wildlife-programs-signed-kf-7914_67415.pdf
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Formulation Solvent in the Hive Environment Have High Oral Toxicity to Honey Bee Larvae.24 The 
findings of the study sent no mixed messages —pesticides, whether looked at individually, in 
different combinations, or even broken down into their component parts have serious 
consequences on the bee larvae survival rates. The synergistic effects in most combinations of 
the pesticides amplified these mortality rates around the four-day mark. 
 
Label Restrictions Inadequate. From a public health and an environmental protection 
perspective, an inadequate regulatory system results in a pesticide product label that is also 
inadequate, failing to restrict use or convey hazard information. Although, as a result of 
growing scientific evidence showing harm to pollinators from neonicotinoid pesticides, EPA 
released revised labels to protect honey bees, their changes are widely criticized by beekeepers 
and environmentalists as inadequate. The agency has also proposed temporary prohibitions on 
spraying when managed bees are present. 
 
Under new guidelines, the label prohibits the use of some neonicotinoid pesticides when bees 
are present, and includes a “bee advisory box” and icon with information on routes of exposure 
and spray drift precautions. As mentioned above, scientists question the efficacy of the label 
change in curtailing a systemic pesticide that contaminates nectar and pollen, poisoning bees 
indiscriminately, and the enforceability of the label language, which is geared to managed, not 
wild bees. EPA is aware that label compliance problems in the real-world. Many beekeepers can 
attest to this and have repeatedly communicated their concern to EPA enforcement and 
registration officials. Unrealistic and/or unenforced label requirements do not offer proclaimed 
protections. For instance, after specifying that, “The product may not be applied while bees are 
foraging. Do not apply this product until flowering is complete and all petals have fallen,” EPA 
adopts the loophole: “If an application must be made when managed bees are at the treatment 
site, the beekeeper providing the pollination services must be notified no less than 48-hours 
prior to the time of the planned application so that the bees can be removed, covered or 
otherwise protected prior to spraying.” This puts the onus on the beekeepers to make sure their 
bees are safe. With such inadequate restrictions at the federal level, it is critical that Vermont 
lawmakers take swift action to lessen the impact on the state’s fragile pollinator populations.  
 
In recognition of continued honey bee declines and the need to take action to protect 
pollinators from harmful chemicals, the state of Minnesota in 2014, under HF2798, passed a 
law which identifies the class of neonicotinoid chemicals as a “pollinator lethal insecticides,” 
and amended state statutes to prohibit advertising plants or nursery stock that has been 
treated with systemic neonicotinoid insecticides as beneficial to pollinators. 25 Numerous 

                                                 
24 Zhu, Wanyi et al. 2014. Four Common Pesticides, Their Mixtures and a Formulation Solvent in the Hive 
Environment Have High Oral Toxicity to Honey Bee Larvae. PLOS One.      
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0077547. 
 
25 Minnesota State Legislature. HF 2798. 
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/text.php?number=HF2798&version=1&session=ls88&session_year=2
014&session_number=0&type=ue. 
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localities throughout the country have eliminated the use of neonicotinoids on their public land 
and encouraged residents to do the same, including Boulder, Boulder County, and Lafayette, 
CO; Seattle Thurston County, and Spokane, Washington; Andover, Minneapolis, Shorewood, 
Stillwater, St Louis Park, South St. Paul, and St. Paul, Minnesota; Portland and Eugene, Oregon; 
and Skagway, Alaska. In Maryland, the most populous county, Montgomery County, and the 
City of Takoma Park have effectively eliminated the use of neonicotinoids on public and private 
property for lawn care purposes.  
 
Conclusion 
 
We urge the swift adoption of SB 200. This legislation is about advancing principles of 
environmental protection and sustainable land management as it restricts a class of pesticides 
that is having a deadly impact on bees, butterflies, and birds. In passing this legislation, this 
legislative body is effectively creating the necessary incentive for a more ecological-based 
approach to land and plant management that respects nature, builds and improves soil health, 
and removes a toxic chemical threat.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of these issues. We look forward to working with you to 
advance legislation within the state of Vermont to protect pollinators.  
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