
data to  apply for a "permanent" regis- 
tration. To  anticipate all the problems 
that might arise, EPA convened a special 
review conference in Atlanta in June. 
The final report,* now in press, was to  
represent the consensus of experts from 
the scientific and industrial communi- 
ties, state and federal officials, and envi- 
ronmentalists. 

During the conference, it became clear 
that Mississippi's point of view might not 
prevail. Ueltschey recalls that "Out of 
that symposium came a suggestion from 
EPA that we ask for an emergency use 
permit rather than a conditional label." 
Why? "EPA said we'd be in better shape 
to ask for that than to push for the 
conditional." H e  declines to name the 
officials who made the recommendation. 

Thus, before EPA had ruled on the 
conditional application, Mississippi filed 
in August for an emergency exemption 
under Section 18 of FIFRA to allow the 
use of Ferriamicide. On 29 September, 
EPA granted the emergency exemption 
in a telegram signed by John Todhunter, 
assistant administrator for pesticides and 
toxic substances. Arkansas and Texas 
received identical emergency waivers, 
all of which expire on 30 June 1983. 

Neither Todhunter nor the director of 
pesticide programs, Edwin Johnson, 
could be reached for comment. John- 
son's staff assistant, James Roelofs, told 
Science that EPA does not try to  decide 
whether o r  not an emergency is genuine 
if a state says one exists. That assertion 
is generally taken at  face value. EPA 
limits its review to technical issues: the 
extent of hazard posed by the use of a 
product and the availability of alterna- 
tives. Roelofs was asked why EPA over- 
ruled in-house objections to  the use of 
Ferriamicide. H e  answered that the 
staff's concerns were amply reflected in 
the restrictions on its use in Todhunter's 
telegram, the "tightest ever imposed," 
he said, on a Section 18 exemption. 

What is the nature of the emergency? 
In short, Ueltschey says, "There are 
more ants." This means "more emer- 
gency trips to  the health authorities," 
more broken farm equipment, and great- 
er economic losses. H e  mentions a sur- 
vey taken in 1980, showing that since 
Mirex use was stopped in 1978, the num- 
ber of anthills a t  selected sites had grown 
by 3 to  1000 percent. As for alternative 
pesticides, Ueltschey says they are all 10 
to  20 times more expensive than Ferria- 
micide and more difficult to  apply. Be- 
cause of their cost, they are not really 
available to Mississippi, he says. 

*Proceedings of the S>mposrum on the Imported 
F ~ r e  Ant, 5ponsnred by EPA and USDA, Atlanta. 
Georgia, 7-10 June 1982 

However strong the economic argu- 
ment may seem in Mississippi, it has not 
impressed outside observers. The draft 
executive summary of the proceedings in 
Atlanta notes: "Data concerning the ag- 
ricultural impact of the IFA [imported 
fire ant] d o  not support a conclusion of 
its being an economic pest, although 
reports indicate livestock losses from 
IFA stings." It  also mentions, in the 
ant's favor, that it is a predator of pests 
that attack cotton, soybeans, sugarcane, 
beets, and potatoes. Its greatest fault, 
the study notes, may be its sting, a 
hazard to  allergic humans. 

Turning to the options for treatment, 
the summary notes that Mirex is not the 
only chemical available: 

Ten insecticides are currently registered for 
IFA control by broadcast application on non- 
agricultural crops, for mound treatment, and 
for treatment of nursery stock; several have 
conditional registration or have registration 
pending. In addition, five insect growth regu- 
lators are being developed for possible use as 
IFA control agents. 

One of the symposium panels examined 
the options in detail and concluded that 
the cost of using American Cyanamid's 
rapidly degradable poison, Amdro, 
might be as  low as  $5 an acre if applied 
over a wide area. Using Ferriamicide 
would cost about $2.50 an acre under 
similar conditions, the panel concluded. 
If correct, Amdro might cost double, not 
ten times the price of the state-manufac- 
tured product. This issue is difficult to 
analyze because the state plays such a 
large role in determining price. 

EPA's handling of the matter has 
roused the old enemies of Mirex: the 
National Audubon Society, the Environ- 
mental Defense Fund, the National 
Wildlife Federation, and the Sierra Club. 
They brought the suit against EPA that 
resulted in the temporary restraining or- 
der. In Congress, they have gained the 
sympathy of, among others, Repre- 
sentative George Brown (D-Calif.), 
chairman of the House agriculture sub- 
committee on operations, research, and 
foreign agriculture. H e  called the EPA 
decision "a classic example of how gov- 
ernment actions dictated by political 
pressure can make a mockery of scien- 
tific principles and commonsense." 

Brown's staff on the subcommittee has 
begun a broad investigation of the possi- 
ble overuse of Section 18 waivers for 
hazardous pesticides. The number of 
state emergency applications has grown 
from 282 in 1979 to 749 in 1982. As 
subcommittee staffer Charles Benbrook 
says, "It's beginning to look like a na- 
tional emergency."-ELIOT MARSHAI'I, 
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IOM Votes Statement 
Against Nuclear War 

- -- 

The Institute of Medicine (IOM) has 
joined the ranks of physicians and 
scientists who have issued proclama- 
tions against the use of nuclear weap- 
ons. At its annual fall meeting in 
Washington, D.C., IOM members 
called for a halt to the "continued 
build-up of nuclear arms" and urged a 
"mutually verifiable" agreement be- 
tween the United States and the Sovi- 
et Union to stop the arms race. 

"Nuclear war is the single event that 
could terminate all our efforts to im- 
prove the human condition," the IOM 
statement says. "That possibility 
seems particularly ironic at a time 
when great strides are being made in 
alleviating human ills, and even great- 
er advances are in prospect. A nucle- 
ar war would instantly kill tens of 
millions of people. . . ," it continued, 
adding that no clvll defense programs 
proposed so far would do much to 
protect war's victlms. 

-BARBARA J. CULLITON 

NIOSH Backs Down on 
Portsmouth Study 

The Natlonal Institute for Occupa- 
tional Safety and Health (NIOSH) has 
withdrawn its proposal for a cytoge- 
netic study of nuclear workers at the 
U.S. Navy's shipyard in Portsmouth, 
New Hampshire. A highly critical re- 
view of the NlOSH protocol by a com- 
mittee of the National Academy of 
Sciences (NAS) apparently quashed 
any possibility that the Navy would 
agree to let NlOSH study the Ports- 
mouth workers (Science, 29 October, 
p. 454). 

In a letter to Vice Admiral E. B. 
Fowler, Philip J. Landrigan of NIOSH 
said, "We still s~ncerely believe the 
conduct of the proposed study would 
have generated occupational health 
data important to the [Portsmouth] 
workers, and other workers in similar 
occupations. However, since [the 
NAS] position clearly would not con- 
vince you that we should pro- 
ceed . . . , we will therefore not pursue 
this effort. . . ." From the start, the 
Navy has opposed the study. 
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