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HORT[CULTURAL TRADES ASSOC[AT[ON lo@hort-trades.com www.landscapeontario.com
“Advancing the horticulture industry”





May 7, 2003
Urgent Message to: City of Toronto Councillors
From: Tony DiGiovanni Executive Director

Re: Pesticide Bylaw vote May 21, 2003 
Landscape Ontario represents the green industry. Our members design, supply, install and maintain green spaces. We are also co-founders and co-owners of Canada Blooms, The Toronto Flower and Garden Show.

The industry recognizes the concerns of the Board of Health. We understand, respect and share the desire to make Toronto a healthier place. We also agree with the city position with respect to reducing reliance on pesticides through a focus on plant health care practices. 

However we believe that a conflict producing bylaw approach is an ineffective, expensive economically damaging and unnecessary option. Please see our 14 point rationale below. 
As an industry (including Golf, Parks, Arboriculture, Structural, Vegetation Management Sports Turf and Arboriculture) we have developed a comprehensive, credible process and strategy to reduce reliance on pesticides. It will achieve and exceed all the goals of the board of health without costing the city a penny. Our IPM/Integrated Plant Health Care Accreditation program now accepted by the majority of lawn care operators and our public education strategy at the retail level will be far more effective than any bellicose bylaw could hope to be.
Please vote no for a bylaw and yes to IPM Accreditation and public education. For more information about IPM Accreditation please go to www.planthealthcare.ca or ask your own parks officials who have participated in the IPM Accreditation process. 

We would be pleased to meet with you in person to explain how our alternative process works. I will follow up with your office to see if you can spare the time to familiarize yourself with our alternative. 
Why take the aggressive, expensive, unnecessary and polarizing bylaw route when we have an alternative that will meet and exceed reduction and public information goals? 

A few months ago the Board of Health staff recommended a common ground approach that proposed the creation of a pesticide reduction partnership. In a world full of conflict, polarization and belligerence this common ground approach was sensitive and refreshing.  It had the seeds of a new way of governance based on mutual respect, empathy and the realization that confrontation and conflict will not achieve the results anticipated.

We respectfully ask for a return to a “common ground approach”. 

Thank you for the opportunity to communicate our views.

Reasons we believe that our IPM Accreditation and Public Education approach will be far more effective than a bylaw
1. Bylaws lead to a patchwork of different, expensive, confusing, ineffectual, unenforceable, confusing regulations that will not achieve the intended goals. 

2. Health Canada has almost completed its re-evaluation of the most common lawn and garden products.   Any product that does not meet its new standards will be discontinued.

3. Emerging products such as biological controls for dandelions and very low toxicity products will be entering the market in the next few years.

4. IPM Accreditation at the professional level and public education at the retail level will be far more effective than a bylaw. The vast majority of the industry is now committed to the third party audit based accreditation program. 

5. The Healthy Lawns Strategy a joint Federal/Provincial initiative based on IPM will be implemented soon. 
6. Bylaws will cause division, conflict and hardship not just between industry and city but also between residents who take great pride in weed and pest free gardens.  Consider the City Survey that pointed out that over 80% of residents feel that weed and pest free gardens are highly desirable.
7. The proposed bylaw will cost the city hundreds of thousands of dollars that should be spent on more pressing issues such as SARS and West Nile Disease.

8. Bylaws do not affect retail sales.  In effect a bylaw would restrict the commercial, licensed operator but would not control the homeowner who is able to legally purchase the same products at the local retail outlet.

9. Bylaws are difficult and expensive to enforce.  They will create a situation where neighbours will be complaining against neighbours. 
10. The most exposed target of bylaw enforcement will be the trained and licensed lawn care applicators. Homeowners will go to underground use.  The market for lawn care is driven by the fact that the majority of residents value weed and insect free lawns, gardens and golf courses. Many homeowners will still legally purchase the products and use them illegally.  You can verify this by going to a Hudson, Quebec retail outlet during the spring. 
11. A bylaw interferes with the right of the homeowner to use a legal product that Health Canada has said, "There is no unacceptable risk as long as the products are used as directed". Our IPM accreditation process insures that the products are used as directed. Our retail public information strategies will ensure that homeowners receive sound information.

12. A bylaw will harm the professional lawn care companies, arborists and golf courses. Over 30,000 jobs will be affected in some way.  Before resorting to an aggressive bylaw approach I urge you to be sensitive to the economic impact and potential job losses a bylaw would cause. Member companies that have gone completely pesticide free are finding that their renewal rates are not very high because of efficacy issues.
13. Science does not support a bylaw.  It must be remembered that lawn and garden use of pesticides represents 2% of the total sales. (1% by homeowners and 1% by parks, lawn care and golf courses) 96% is used by Agriculture.  Of the 2%, the vast majority of products used are the herbicides 2,4D and Roundup (Glyphosate). A careful unbiased study of peer-reviewed literature shows that these products are not very toxic. In fact they are far less toxic than many common household cleaners. Glyphosate is less toxic than vinegar.
14. Bylaws by their nature are enforced by complaint.  Industry IPM Accreditation would be enforced through an active audit process paid for by the applicators. 
Addendum

Economic Statistics affecting the Pesticide Issue
1. Job Losses

A conservative estimate is 30,000 jobs affected in some way. 

Sectors directly affected include:
Grounds Maintenance

Lawn Care

Independent Garden Centres

Mass merchant retailers

Nursery Growers

Greenhouse Growers

Parks Maintenance

Golf Courses

Forestry

Structural

Pesticide Manufacturers

Formulators

Ministry of Environment (MOE) Statistics

The Ministry of Environment obligates all companies that use pesticides for commercial purposes on land other that their own to:

1. Hold an Operators License ( This is a company licence)

2. Employ Licensed Exterminators

3. Employ Pesticide Technicians (They are supervised by Licensed Exterminators)

The following are Ministry of Environment statistics. 

1,683 Operators in Ontario 

13,000 Licensed Exterminators

4,000 Pesticide Technicians

In addition there are approximately:

500 Golf Courses

448 Park Systems (Source Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO))

600 Independent Garden Centres (Source, Landscape Ontario)

6,000 Landscape Companies (Source Workers Safety Insurance Board (WSIB) rate code 190 some of these are captured in the MOE numbers above)

435 Nursery Growers (Source: Statistics Canada)

1,355 Greenhouses (Source Statistics Canada)

Note: I do not know how many mass merchant stores (Canadian Tire, Wall Mart, Home Depot, Reno, Building Box etc) or Structural Pest Control companies.

The combined value of the horticultural industry is 5 Billon (Source Ken Nentwig University of Guelph.  knentwig@ridgetownc.uoguelph.ca (519) 674-1628 
There are:

4,210,680 Households in Ontario (Source Statistics Canada)

1,535,900 Households in Toronto (Statistics Canada)

Therefore to extrapolate Toronto is 36% of the Ontario market.  Toronto represents almost 2 billion of economic activity in general horticulture. However in this particular issue many municipalities are looking at what Toronto does.  A Toronto decision will impact Canada. 

2. Indirect Impact

Truck Sales

Computer Sales

Office Staff

Pesticide Product Sales

3. Economic Impact on City of Toronto

The Board of Health estimates a modest $400,000 enforcement cost.  What about the extra cost of vegetation management on Right of Ways that the City would incur?  In the absence of vegetation management, what about the repair costs on road works because of lack of vegetation management?  What about the loss of tourism that could ensue because of the City looks ill maintained?

4. Collateral Impacts

a) Heightened Fear

A bylaw will stimulate unwarranted fear of Lawn Care Pesticides.  This will add to the heightened anxiety already gripping the City because of SARS and West Nile.  In addition the Pesticides that the City is recommending for West Nile Control are more toxic than the lawn care products and the City is recommending that they be applied directly to water. The disinfectants recommended for SARS control are also Pesticides with far greater toxicity than Lawn Care Pesticides.  It is interesting to note that the City avoids using the word “Pesticide” when it is recommending them.  Instead they use Adulticide and Larvicide’s.  The truth is that they are more toxic than lawn care pesticides.

b) Heightened Conflict between Neighbours

A bylaw would certainly pit neighbour against neighbour as it relies on complaints for enforcement.

These are just rough calculations on some impacts.  The real question that needs to be answered is why the City should spend any money at all on this issue when there are far more pressing and important issues to be dealt with? The City should stop letting activists steer their agenda.

In this particular issue the industry can meet and exceed the minimization goals and the public information goals without the need to spend any public money.  

