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The Food Quality Protection Act:
Putting Kids First

By Susan H. Wayland, Acting Assistant Administrator
Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances, US Environmental Protection Agency

The FQPA Provides Special Protections
for Children

There is growing recognition with public health
protection that one size does not fit all. Children may
be especially sensitive to their environments, and that
sensitivity needs to be considered in public policy. The
Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA), passed

For this edition of The Ribbon, we seek to provide some information and perspectives on an important and
far-reaching piece of federal legislation, the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA). This legislation addresses
areas that are directly relevant to BCERF’s work in better understanding the relationship between
environmental exposures and breast cancer risk. For example, the legislation is designed to lead to a better
understanding in age-related differences in susceptibility to effects of pesticide exposure. FQPA also requires
a screening/testing program for endocrine effects of pesticide and other chemical exposures. Increased
information in these areas can help fill some of the knowledge gaps that BCERF identifies in its Critical
Evaluations. There are many more aspects and updates on this legislation than we can cover in one newsletter.
Below we have asked two organizations to provide their perspective on some aspects of FQPA: the Office
of Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic Substances at the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the
Cornell Pesticide Management Education Program (PMEP). The EPA article emphasizes the health
protective ideas behind the many provisions of FQPA and some of the agency’s current activities in meeting
its requirements. George Good, Director of PMEP, also provides some background and resources, while
discussing implications for the agricultural community in New York State and some opportunities for public
involvement.

unanimously by both Houses of Congress and signed
into law on August 3, 1996, is noteworthy because of
its explicit protection of children. The Act amended the
two primary statutes governing pesticide use in the
United States, the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) and the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act. Within this statutory framework, the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Office of
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Prevention, Pesticides, and Toxic Substances is
responsible for granting market approval for new
pesticides, reviewing older pesticides to ensure that they
meet current health and safety standards, and
establishing maximum allowable levels of residues for
food and feed (tolerances).

The genesis for many of FQPA’s provisions was the
National Academy of Sciences’ 1993 report entitled,
“Pesticides in the Diets of Infants and Children.”  That
report concluded that the federal government was not
differentiating clearly enough between pesticide risks
for children and adults. FQPA mandates that the EPA
make a specific determination that tolerances are safe
for children, and significantly amends the risk
assessment process to provide greater confidence in
those determinations. Specifically, FQPA requires
consideration of the aggregate risk from dietary and non-
occupational sources of exposure to a particular
pesticide, the cumulative risk of pesticides with similar
modes of action, and the use of an additional safety
factor to account for toxicity to children or for
incompleteness of the data. These requirements not only
apply to post-FQPA registrations, but to all tolerances
established prior to the law’s enactment.

Pesticide Exposures Should be Aggregated

While EPA traditionally assessed pesticide risk to a
number of human subpopulations, including infants and
children, FQPA challenges the Agency to refine risk
assessments and employ new areas of science in those
assessments. One new area is the aggregation of
pesticide exposures, not just from the diet but from other
non-occupational sources such as home and garden use,
and from drinking water. EPA has been working
internally, and with scientific organizations such as our
Scientific Advisory Panel and the International Life
Sciences Institute (ILSI), to develop an effective
approach to aggregate risk. Building on
recommendations resulting from an ILSI workshop, the
Agency anticipates publishing a final aggregate risk
policy in the Spring of 1999.

Pesticide Risks Should be Considered
Cumulatively

FQPA also requires that risks from pesticides with a
common mechanism of toxicity be considered
cumulatively. For example, since all the
organophosphate insecticides inhibit a key enzyme
responsible for nerve transmission, they share a
common mechanism of toxicity and need to be
considered collectively. While the Agency is developing
a methodology for  cumulative risk assessment, we are
conducting individual risk assessments for each
organophosphate.

Safety Factor for Infants and Children

To ensure that we are providing adequate protection,
EPA applies safety factors during its assessments. The
Agency has customarily applied a 100-fold safety
factor; 10-fold for the extrapolation of animal data to
human effects and 10-fold for the differences in
sensitivity among humans. In cases where the Agency
has concerns over the adequacy of a pesticide’s data
base, it uses additional factors. FQPA mandates that
every decision is protective of infants and children. The
law specifies that an additional factor of ten shall be
applied, unless another factor is shown to be protective
based on reliable data, evaluating pre- and post-natal
toxicity as well as the adequacy of the data available
on toxicity and exposure. EPA is actively reviewing its
use of the additional safety factors and evaluating the
current data requirements to determine what additional
information should be gathered to assist in evaluating
toxicity unique to infants and children.

Reassessment of Established Tolerances

FQPA not only changed the process of reviewing new
pesticides, but required EPA to review established
tolerances. Presently there are 9728 tolerances subject
to reassessment, with the first third scheduled for
completion by August 3, 1999. All existing tolerances
will be reassessed by August 3, 2006. FQPA requires
that the Agency give priority consideration to the
reassessment of tolerances for pesticides which appear
to pose the greatest risk to human health. In response
to this provision, EPA has been devoting a great deal
of resources to reassessing the tolerances for the
organophosphates. While reassessment of all
organophosphate tolerances may not be accomplished
by August 3, the Agency will meet its statutory
requirement to review one-third of pre-FQPA tolerances
and will be in position to move forward with cumulative
assessment of organophosphate risk.

The FQPA requires EPA to reassess within 10 years
all existing tolerances to ensure that they meet the
tougher new safety standard. In developing the
tolerance reassessment schedule, EPA is placing a
priority on pesticides (including organophosphates,
carbamates, probable and possible carcinogens,
organochlorine pesticides, and high-hazard inert
ingredients) that appear to pose the greatest risk to
the public.
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USDA Involvement

Vice President Gore has asked EPA and USDA to work
closely in implementing FQPA, and specifically
charged the agencies to use sound science, to consult
with stakeholders, to ensure openness and transparency
in everything we do, and provide for a reasonable
transition for agriculture. USDA is playing a vital role
by collecting improved data on foods consumed by
infants and children as well as providing critical
information to refine our preliminary risk assessments.
To assist with transition away from potentially risky
pesticides and uses, USDA and EPA will be working
together to identify risk mitigation and transition
opportunities, which will also involve all affected

stakeholders. In addition, EPA has established a
program to bring safer pesticides to the market faster.
Many components of that program are reflected in
FQPA, and around half of new registrations in the last
two years have been for reduced risk pesticides.

There is Widespread Consensus That Kids
Deserve Special Protections

The Clinton Administration places a high priority on
the protection of children. The tools FQPA provides
are essential in ensuring that protection. Under the new
law, EPA will enhance its scientific approaches, give
greater attention to the differences between children
and adults, and improve consumer confidence in the
safety of the food supply.

In 1996, the Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) was
unanimously passed by Congress and enthusiastically
signed by President Clinton. The purpose of this
legislation — which accounted for its widespread
support, including that of the agricultural community
— is to improve the quality of the nation’s food supply.
In particular, significant attention is given to the issue
of pesticide tolerances for raw (fresh, or non-processed
food, such as frozen vegetables) and processed
agricultural products that are included in the diets of
consumers in the United States. Below are some key
aspects of the reassessment of pesticide tolerances
within FQPA, followed by some of the New York State
agricultural community’s concerns and activities related
to this legislation.

Pesticide Tolerance Reassessment

All pesticide active ingredient tolerances  — over 9000
in all — for raw and processed agricultural products
will be reassessed by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) as per the new safety criteria established
by FQPA. (Tolerances are the allowable pesticide
residues in raw and processed food.) This review is to
be completed by the year 2006. For an overview of the
tolerance reassessment process, see the EPA’s “White
Paper” on this aspect of the legislation at: http://
www.epa.gov/pesticides/tolerance/white.html#

Currently, the organophosphates are under review, the
first class in the first “priority group” of pesticides.
Review of the carbamates will follow, after which
several suspected carcinogens will also undergo
scrutiny as per the new safety criteria. Special
consideration will be given to those tolerances
associated with agricultural products consumed
disproportionately by infants and children as compared
to adults. A 10-fold (10X) safety factor will be applied
to pesticide active ingredient tolerances, in addition to
the usual 100-fold (100X) safety factor, in situations
where risk to infants and children is deemed significant.
Exceptions will be made to this 10X factor in instances
where data demonstrates, “beyond a reasonable doubt”,
that a particular pesticide active ingredient residue
below an established tolerance poses no risk to infants
or children.

Aggregate Exposure

Future pesticide active ingredient tolerances will be
based on a new principle of “aggregate exposure.”
Instead of considering one pesticide active ingredient
and one product, determinations of exposure will be
based not only on the consumption of that product, but
also on other potential exposures to the same pesticide
active ingredient, including those through drinking

The Food Quality Protection Act:
Some Aspects of Pesticide Tolerance Reassessment and

Implications for the Agricultural Community
By George Good, Director

Cornell University Pesticide Management Education Program (PMEP)
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water, the residence and landscape. Other pesticide
active ingredients having similar modes of action will
also be factored into this equation.

The agricultural community is very concerned as to how
this aggregate exposure concept will affect the
availability of certain pesticide active ingredients used
to control critical pests that affect key crops. Thus, an
intensive dialogue between EPA and the agricultural
community has developed regarding the concept of
aggregate exposure.

Crop Profiles

The agricultural community’s concerns pertaining to
some of EPA’s interpretations of FQPA have prompted
the development of a mechanism for infusing good
science into the pesticide active ingredient review
process. Cooperative thinking between EPA and the
Office of Pest Management Policy (OPMP), United
States Department of Agriculture (USDA), has resulted
in the concept of “crop profile” development. Crop
profiles are documents that are being developed
cooperatively by crop protection researchers, extension
educators, individuals in the agribusiness community,
and agricultural producers. These are then forwarded
to OPMP which, in turn, will share the information

included in each profile with EPA. Most of the crop
profiles are being done by state because of differences
in the crop protection strategies between the different
regions of the country, but there have been a few that
have been developed on a regional and national level.

The contents of these profiles are crop specific and need
to include information regarding:

• economic impact
• production location
• cultural considerations other than pest management
• pests that negatively impact yield and quality
• pesticide active ingredients that are used for

managing these pests
• pesticide active ingredient use data
• the importance of these active ingredients relative to

alternative pest management approaches
• the outlook for future efficacious, low risk

management strategies that might temper the need
for existing pesticide active ingredients.

In New York State, research and extension faculty and
staff are engaged in the development of several crop
profiles in collaboration with individuals associated
with the Cornell Pesticide Management Education
Program (PMEP). Crop profiles are being developed
for fifteen vegetable crops that are of considerable
importance in the state. These efforts are possible
through a funded grant, which a Cornell Cooperative
Extension Vegetable Specialist prepared and submitted
to enable her to devote full time to the project for six
months. In the case of fruit crops, profiles are underway
for apples and grapes. The apple profile is being
prepared under the leadership of faculty at Cornell’s
Hudson Valley Laboratory in Highland, NY, and the
grape profile under the leadership of a Cornell
Integrated Pest Management staff member and the
National Grape Cooperative. Hopefully, the leadership
for several other crop profiles can be identified in the
near future since the EPA review of pertinent pesticides
is already underway.

Public Participation

In an attempt to create an atmosphere of openness, EPA
is publishing numerous statements associated with the
tolerance review process for public scrutiny and
response. These statements relate to the “Nine Science
Policies” which are key to the implementation of FQPA
and tolerance reassessment. These policies, all of which
are in varying stages of development and refinement,
address areas such as applying the FQPA 10-fold factor,
interpreting “no residues detected” in exposure
assessment, drinking water exposure estimates, and
assessing residential exposure. Responses to these
statements will be forwarded from Cornell in instances
where expertise within this academic community exists
to do so. Thus far, responding to statements released
by EPA requires considerable input from toxicologists,
statisticians and/or risk assessors. The identification of
such individuals within the university is underway. EPA
issues Federal Register notices announcing the
availability of the science policy documents for
comment. For more information on opportunities for
public involvement with regard to the FQPA science
policies, contact: Registration Division, Office of
Pesticide Programs, EPA (703) 305-5448; email
address: kempter.carlton@epa.gov

Despite EPA’s progress to date relative to FQPA, a great
deal more needs to be done before a complete story
can be told about the eventual impact of it. It will be
interesting to follow the interpretations that EPA gives
to the mandates of the legislation.

“Cooperative thinking... has resulted in the
concept of ‘crop profile’ development.”
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The Ribbon recently had the opportunity to speak with
Daryl B. Lund, the Ronald P. Lynch Dean of Agriculture
and Life Sciences at Cornell University (CALS), about
the College’s role and responsibilities with regard to
current issues, such as those that arise with the passage

of the Food Quality
Protection Act (FQPA)
(see related articles in
this newsletter). Dean
Lund is a food scientist
by training, whose career
thus far has included a
wealth of experience in
university teaching,
research, extension, and
policy. In addition, he is

currently Chair of the Board on Agriculture, National
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant
Colleges, Science and Technology Policy Committee.

CALS supports sixteen fields of study at the
undergraduate level, and numerous graduate programs,
including the range of earth, animal and plant sciences,
Entomology, Communication, Food Science,
Landscape Architecture, and Rural Sociology. What are
the common themes that bring these fields together?
“Traditionally,” Dean Lund tells us, “the unifying theme
has been the food system. The food system has provided
the link between these fields, from production
agriculture through and to the consumer.”

“However,” Dean Lund says, “more recently, we have
expanded the horizon beyond food production. I endorse
the perspective that the National Agricultural
Biotechnology Council – of which Cornell is a member
— has identified as their vision for the future of
agriculture. In the broadest sense, a College of
Agriculture and Life Sciences is not only about food
systems, but also the production of chemicals,
biochemicals, raw ingredients, fiber, and biofuels –
materials that go well beyond the nourishment of
animals and humans. In essence, we provide a research
and education base for production of renewable
resources for the planet, some for food and some for
other uses. CALS and other colleges of agriculture and
related sciences have a very big role to play, in this
broadest approach, to the ultimate survivability of
humankind and the health and vitality of the planet. To
complement production agriculture in this activity, we
must support enhanced understanding of the basic life

cycles and functions of plants and animals, including a
focus on environmental sciences.”

In addition to its activities on the Cornell campus, CALS
supports two state experiment stations and many more
off-campus research facilities, as well as statewide
extension and outreach programming. On-campus
research is integrated into these programs in a variety
of ways, and the flow of information to and from the
various researchers, educators, policymakers, industry
representatives, farmers, and members of the public
occurs in many forums. Firstly, explains Dean Lund, “I
believe every CALS faculty member has outreach
responsibility. As an employee of Cornell University,
for which funding is coming from the State of New
York, there is a responsibility to perform outreach
functions for the State of New York. One mechanism
to perform that outreach is to assure that good science
is the basis for personal and policy decisions.” The
science emerging from CALS provides the backbone
for diverse kinds of decision-making in the public realm
– from personal decisions to those that effect entire
ecosystems or economies — and researchers should
participate in the necessary forums to help with the
“extension” and interpretation of the science for that
decision-making.

A recent example is the highly interactive yearly
symposium of the Cornell University Institute for
Comparative and Environmental Toxicology, which
draws diverse groups of participants. This past year’s
topic, “Emerging Issues in Food Safety: Identifying and
Meeting the Challenges of the Next Millennium,”
featured CALS faculty and other scientists sharing
information and perspectives on current issues of
foodborne pathogens, pesticide and antibiotic residues
in foods, and topics in which farming and water quality
intersect. One current and one past CALS faculty
member also each addressed some aspects of the FQPA.

For the provisions of this new wide-reaching
environmental policy, the FQPA, science-based

New York State College of Agriculture and Life Sciences (CALS)
Responding to Pressing Issues

Daryl B. Lund

“In essence, we provide a research and
education base for production of renewable
resources for the planet, some for food and some
for other uses.”
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information is needed from agricultural crop protection
researchers and agriculture extension personnel, food
scientists, nutritionists, toxicologists, and water quality
specialists. Within CALS, a coordinating role is being
played by George Good, Director of the Pesticide
Management Education Program (PMEP) (see his
article on FQPA in this newsletter). Dean Lund says,
“Although much of the responsibility for FQPA in New
York lies with the state agencies, we have a role to play
with regard to data assembly and other science-based
feedback; for example, crop usage data. George Good
has been facilitating discussion amongst faculty and
staff across disciplines in Geneva and Ithaca over the
last six months.”

Aside from providing response to EPA’s need for
information, PMEP is helping those in agriculture
understand the provisions of, and progress carrying out,
the legislation, and its impact on the pesticide user.
Reassessed pesticide tolerances, for example, will have
an immediate effect on the user. On PMEP’s World Wide
Web site there is a searchable index of pesticide active
ingredients and trade names of some of the pesticides

affected by the FQPA. This database allows users to
find active ingredient information if they only have
trade name information, or to find some of the common
trade names that contain a specific active ingredient.
(see PMEP’s FQPA Pesticide Database http://
pmep.cce.cornell.edu/piap/fqpa-list.html

Another example is CALS involvement with BCERF.
This relationship characterizes well the ways that CALS
contributes to confronting contemporary, complex,
science and public policy problems. Likewise, the Water
Resources Institute (WRI), also an interdisciplinary
research, education, and outreach program and also part
of the Center for the Environment, engages many CALS
faculty in its approach to water problems. Dean Lund
points to WRI’s innovative New York City Watershed
projects as a particularly valuable example of bringing
together those involved in environmental issues,
biology, natural resources, agriculture, and community
and rural development. “These programs,” says Dean
Lund, “illustrate how a college could and should
respond to pressing issues, and I compliment the way
this college and individuals step forward and establish
the kind of collaborations that lead to solutions.”

Organochlorine Exposure and Risk of Breast
Cancer

A. P Høyer, P. Grandjean, T. Jørgensen, J. W. Brock
and H. B. Hartvig.The Lancet, 352: 1816-1820, 1998.

There had been considerable interest in the role that
certain organochlorine chemicals may play in breast
cancer risk. Much of this interest is because some of
these chemicals have been shown to act like weak
estrogens. The hormone estrogen has been shown to
play a role in breast cancer risk. Organochlorines
include environmental pollutants such as
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and some
insecticides that are banned from use, but that stay in
the environment for long periods of time.
Organochlorines can be stored in fat, and contaminated
fish and fatty meats can be a source of low-level
exposure to humans. Levels of organochlorines in the
blood can reflect the amount of organochlorines stored
in body fat.

Research Commentary

New Evidence on Dieldrin in Study of Danish Women

*To learn more about human epidemiological studies, please refer to the BCERF fact sheet #3 “Understanding Breast Cancer
Rates,” and an article by Banoo Parpia on “Fundamentals for Interpreting Breast Cancer Epidemiology ” (The Ribbon, Vol. 3,
No. 1, Winter 1998).

Researchers in Denmark worked with scientists in the
U.S. to see if there was a relationship between levels
of many different kinds of organochlorines in the blood
and the risk of breast cancer. This study obtained blood
samples from 7712 women from Copenhagen,
Denmark. The blood was frozen and stored for later
analysis. Over the next 17 years, 240 of these women
developed breast cancer.  From the larger group of
women (called a cohort), 477 women were selected that
did not have breast cancer, but that were the same age
as the women with breast cancer. This type of
epidemiological study is called a prospective, nested
case-control study*.

The blood samples from the women with and without
breast cancer were analyzed for many types of
organochlorines by scientists at the Centers for Disease
Control in Atlanta, Georgia. The researchers did not
find a significantly higher risk of breast cancer in
women with high serum (blood) levels of the
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organochlorine insecticide DDT or its breakdown
product DDE, or the insecticides beta-hexachlorocy-
clohexane, lindane, kepone, chlordane metabolites, or
various forms of PCBs.

They did, however, find that breast cancer risk was two
fold higher in women with the highest blood levels of
an insecticide called dieldrin compared to women that
had the lowest blood levels of this chemical. This is
the first report that has found an association between
the blood levels of dieldrin and breast cancer risk. There
are only two other very small studies that have looked
at breast cancer risk and body levels of dieldrin in
women. Neither study found significantly higher levels
of dieldrin in women with breast cancer compared to
women without breast cancer. One of these studies was
not able to detect dieldrin in any of the breast fat
samples.

Strengths of the Danish study are that it had moderately
high number of subjects, it determined the blood levels
of many types of organochlorines, and it obtained blood
samples before the women were diagnosed with breast
cancer. The researchers also looked at patterns of other
breast cancer risk factors, called confounding factors,
in the women with and without breast cancer.
Confounding factors that were considered in the study
included: weight, height, number of full-term
pregnancies, alcohol consumption, smoking, physical
activity, menopausal status and education. One
important confounder, history and duration of breast-
feeding, was not considered.

You can obtain a TOXFAQs sheet on the most
frequently asked health questions about dieldrin and
other organochlorine chemicals from the Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, Div. of
Toxicology, 1600 Clifton Rd. NE, Mailstop E-29,
Atlanta, GA 30222, phone 404-39-6000, URL: http:/
/atsdr1.atsdr.cdc.gov:8080/toxfaqta.html

This study begs the question, why would dieldrin affect
breast cancer risk? The authors of the Danish study
cited evidence from another study that showed that
dieldrin was a weak environmental estrogen when
evaluated in the “E-SCREEN” test. (The E-SCREEN
test measures estrogenicity by seeing if a chemical can
stimulate the growth of estrogen-dependent human
breast tumor cells.) Others have done additional tests
to see if dieldrin is an environmental estrogen.  These
other tests either did not show that dieldrin was
estrogenic or found that dieldrin was an extremely weak
estrogen. So, we really don’t know how dieldrin may
affect breast cancer risk.

It is not possible to conclude that breast cancer risk is
affected by levels of dieldrin in the body from the results
of the Danish study. More studies are needed to confirm
the results of this study. It also needs to be determined
if there are different patterns of dieldrin exposure in
Scandinavian countries compared to other countries.
It is possible that the high fish and fat consumption in
Denmark may result in a higher exposure to dieldrin
than in other countries where residents eat less fat and
less fish.

WHAT’S NEW “ON THE WEB”
http://www.cfe.cornell.edu/bcerf/

The New Year is seeing an expansion of the BCERF
website. If you haven’t checked us recently, look at
what we now have to offer:

Breast Cancer Maps.  We have added NYS Breast
Cancer Mortality and Incidence Maps by county for
the years 1991-1995. The maps are based on
information provided by the New York State
Department of Health and the New York State Cancer
Registry. To aid the reader, the maps are color coded
by county to quickly highlight the information.

Critical Evaluations. Four new Critical Evaluations
were posted in December as pdf files, addressing

Heptachlor and Heptachlor Epoxide, Cyanazine,
Chlordane and Simazine.

Fact sheets. The new fact sheet entitled “Fruits and
Vegetables and the Risk of Breast Cancer ” was added
in both HTML and pdf format.

Bibliographies. The bibliography for the fact sheet on
“Fruits and Vegetables and the Risk of Breast Cancer”
was posted. A Cyanazine bibliography was added, as
well as an updated version of the Simazine bibliography.

Marie Stewart, BCERF “Webmaster”

Prepared by Suzanne M. Snedeker, BCERF Research Project
Leader
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Cornell University Program on
Breast Cancer and Environmental Risk Factors
in New York State (BCERF)

—add me to your mailing list

—send me a copy of the BCERF Brochure

__remove me from your mailing list

Cornell University
Program on Breast Cancer and Environmental Risk
Factors in New York State
110 Rice Hall
Ithaca, NY  14853-5601
Phone: (607) 254-2893; FAX: (607) 255-8207
E-Mail: breastcancer@cornell.edu.
WWW:  http://www.cfe.cornell.edu/bcerf/

NAME________________________________________________

Address_______________________________________________

______________________________________________________

______________________________________________________

Telephone ____________ Fax ____________ Email ___________

FACT SHEETS
__FS #1--Phytoestrogens and Breast Cancer (no longer

available in printed form. Accessible on the BCERF web site)

__FS #2--DDT, DDE and the Risk of Breast Cancer

__FS #3--Understanding Breast Cancer Rates

__FS #4 --Reducing Pesticide Exposure in the Home and
Garden: Alternatives and Proper and Legal Use
Resource Sheet

__FS #5--The Biology of Breast Cancer

__FS #6--Tumor Suppressor Genes—Guardians of  Our
Cells

__FS #7A--Reducing Potential Cancer Risks from
Drinking Water--Part I: Contaminant Sources and
Drinking Water Standards

__FS #7B--Reducing Potential Cancer Risks from
Drinking Water--Part II: Home Water Treatment
Options

__FS #8--Childhood Life Events and the Risk of Breast
Cancer

__FS #9--Estrogen and Breast Cancer Risk: What Is The
Relationship?

__FS  #10--Estrogen and Breast Cancer Risk: What Factors
Might Affect a Woman’s Exposure to Estrogen?

__FS #11--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Chlordane

__FS #12--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Heptachlor

__FS #13--Alcohol and the Risk of Breast Cancer

__FS #14--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of 2,4-D

__FS #15--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Lindane

__FS #16--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Simazine

__FS #17--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Cyanazine

__FS #18--Fruits and Vegetables and the Risk of Breast
Cancer

__FS #19--Exercise and the Risk of Breast Cancer

__FS #20--Pesticides and Breast Cancer Risk, An
Evaluation of Dichlorvos

CRITICAL EVALUATIONS OF
PESTICIDES AND BREAST CANCER
Critical Evaluations are available on the BCERF web page as portable
document files (pdf), and can  be accessed on the BCERF web site at
http://www.cfe.cornell.edu/bcerf/. If you would like to order a hard copy
indicate below and send your check payable to Cornell University to
cover the costs for copying and mailing:

__ #1 — 2,4-D  ($3.00)

__ #2 — Lindane  ($3.00)

__ #3 — Heptachlor and Heptachlor Expoxide ($3.00)

__ #4 — Chlordane ($3.00)

__ #5 — Simazine ($3.00)

__ #6 — Cyanazine ($3.00)
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Ad Hoc Discussion Group
“We Need to Know”

“Learning Together”
On February 5, 1999 the Ad Hoc Discussion Group
meeting was held in Albany at the Legislative Office
Building, with 34 participants. The main agenda item,
a presentation by Dr. Charles Land, a Health Statistician
with the National Cancer Institute and a member of the
National Action Plan on Breast Cancer’s Etiology
Working Group, is part of BCERF’s response to address
the issue of medical ionizing radiation as a known risk
factor for breast cancer.

Update on BCERF Activities

June Fessenden MacDonald gave a general overview,
emphasizing BCERF products completed in the past
year. (See order form in this newsletter.) Carol Devine,
BCERF Education Project Leader, reviewed the
educational strategies of the program, and the activities
designed to carry out those strategies.

BCERF Educational Strategies
• Access to information
• Education for multipliers
• Partnering with multipliers
• Integrating and tailoring:

• Community Demonstration Projects
• Rural Initiative

Medical Ionizing Radiation and
Human Breast Cancer

Dr. Charles Land provided an overview of the
November 1997 National Action Plan (NAPBC) on
Breast Cancer’s Workshop on Medical Ionizing
Radiation and Human Breast Cancer workshop. He also
described his own conclusions based on his work
studying breast cancer risk among atomic bomb
survivors and as a participant in forums such as the
Breast Cancer Etiology Working Group. In covering
the workshop, he described the content of presentations
made by breast cancer advocates, working scientists in
the field of breast cancer and radiation (including
himself), professionals involved in the control of
radiation exposure, and an attorney discussing some of
the legal issues.  Space here will be used to review Dr.
Land’s own conclusions. An overview of the workshop
presentations is available on the NAPBC world wide web
site, also referred to in the previous Ad Hoc Discussion
Group column, http://www.napbc.org/napbc/wkshp/
wkshpsummary.html#  It contains this overview, as well
as comments and suggestions generated from the

roundtable discussion which followed the workshop. In
addition, Advocates’ Conclusions and Recommendations
are available at: http://www.napbc.org/napbc/irad/irad-
toc.html# Asked whether there would be a final report
issued from the workshop, Dr. Land replied that he did
not know of plans to publish a final report, but that he
thought it may be possible.

The following are Dr. Land’s overview conclusions
regarding medical ionizing radiation and breast cancer
risk.

• We know a lot about the causes of breast cancer,
although much remains to be learned, and breast
cancer rates remain unacceptably high.

• We know more about radiation as a cause of breast
cancer than we do about any other causes. This is
not because radiation causes a lot of breast cancer;
most people don’t get exposed to a lot. Our
knowledge is due to the circumstances of radiation
being a very easy to use experimental tool, and of
having these study populations that received a lot
of radiation for various reasons, like the a-bomb
survivors or those who received treatment for
tuberculosis.

• Radiation does not appear to be responsible for as
much of the cancer burden as claimed by some.

• Clearly though, radiation exposure from medical
radiation is a breast cancer risk factor, and needs to
be managed better to minimize risk, especially
when it involves exposure at young ages. Efforts
should be placed on limiting exposure at young ages
because that is where the biggest risk is.

• With mammography we have one example of how
radiation doses can be reduced, and a demonstration
of the level of the effort that is required.

• Much of medical radiography appears to operate
outside of the control of anybody except individual
practitioners. Firmer regulation and obtaining
compliance might require major shifts in public,
professional and governmental attitudes toward the
practice of medicine.

• As a first step, we need better information about the
magnitude and distribution of breast tissue dose for
medical radiography according to current practice,
so that we can see where the main problem lies. A
survey of current practice has been proposed to the
NAPBC; it has been approved.
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Update on Pesticide Sales and Use Reporting
(PSUR) Database

Bob Haggerty of the NYS Department of
Environmental Conservation (DEC) and Bill Smith of
the Cornell Pesticide Management Education Program
(PMEP) provided an update on the second year of the
Pesticide Use and Sales Database. Bob went over the
numbers of 1997 reports, and said that for the first
reporting year, compliance was fairly high (over 85%
of commercial applicators and over 93% of commercial
permittees, which are those that sell restricted use
pesticides.) He also reviewed for the group the kinds
of information required by the reporting law, using the
actual forms for the group to see. He mentioned some
of the problems experienced by both those needing to
report on the forms and those needing to interpret the
responses. An example of this is the problem of
responders reporting diluted amounts of pesticide,
instead of the undiluted amount. Another is the multiple
counting of sales of pesticides from one wholesaler to
another before it is used by the applicator.

Bill Smith gave an update on those aspects of the PSUR
for which Cornell is responsible. In the last quarter of

1998, the group at Cornell worked extensively at
preparations for processing the final 1997 data. He
estimated they would be finished in four to six weeks.
Bill also shared a paper on observations and suggestions
for the improvement of the database. This document
raises issues such as reporting ambiguities, the fact that
private applicators do not report their pesticide usage,
amount of active ingredient used is not reported, the
possibility of data entry by region, time constraints in
reporting to the Governor and legislature, and funding
problems. Bill pointed out that these comments are
intended to encourage dialogue, and that changes would
obviously require legislative approval.
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Next Ad Hoc Discussion Group Meeting

Feedback was requested from the group about the
number of meetings to be held, and topics for
discussion. Suggested topics were water quality,
diet (Cornell-Oxford-China Project) and growth
promoters in food as related to breast cancer. The
next meeting will be held in September, in Ithaca.


