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P* Blood sample

Date of report: 12 September 2002

Organization:

C.l:

Signature:

CLINICAL TOXICOLOGICAL SHEET

First names: Lucelia

Age: 53 Nationality: Colombian

County/Municipality:
Occupation: Farmer

[Signed]

Last Names: Torres Garcia

Parish/Village: Puerto Nuevo

Province/Department:

Place of work:

Signs and symptoms

Gastrointestinal X Abdominal Pain Diarrhea X Nausea
Vomiting Intestinal Spasms Hyperistalsis
Burning Rectal incontinence
Other:
Cardio-circulatory Bradycardia Tachycardia: ........ Arrhythmias
........ ppm ppm Pallor
Hypertension Hypotension
Cyanosis
Other:
Neurological- mental X Chronic Headache Behav. Alteration Epileptic Convulsion
Insomnia Drowsiness Anxiety
Depression Euphoria / Salivation
X Vertigo/dizziness Sweatiness Arreflexia
Disorientation X Paresthesia Shock
temp/esp Unconsciousness
Other:
Neuro-muscular Paralysis Loss of strength Speech disorder
Others:
Ocular X Ocular irritation Visual Alteration X Teariness / Myosis
Mydriasis Ocular pain
Other:
Respiratory X Cough: dry/ X Dysnea Wheeze
productive Other:
Pulmonary edema
Skin Dermatitis Ulcers Sweatiness with
X Other: General blood
Pruritus
Renal / Urinary Albuminuria Anury Hematuria
Urinary incontinence Other:
Hematological Leukocytosis Thrombocytopenia Anemia
Hyperglycemia Other:
Hepatic Other:
Other and
Observations:
What activity do you perform in your farm:
Agricultural What type of crops? Livestock What type of cattle?
Aviculture What type of birds? Aquaculture What type of fish?
Other Please specify:

Do you use any of the following pesticides on your lands? Please indicate which one

ECUADOR COLOMBIA
Roundup Clyphosate Roundup Glyphosan (Agroser)
Glyphosate Mon 0139 Rocket Glyphosol (Coljap)
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Glyphonox Candela Super Rocky Stelar (Dow)
Pillaround Caldeon Faena Panzer
(Invechemical)
Glyphosate 480 g/l Glyalca Patrol Glyphogan (Magan)
Glyphogan Glyphosan Squadron Faena (Proficol)
Ranger Banox Ranger Regio (Quimor)
Rodeo Super Source Sunup (Sundat)
Atila Rondo Batalla (Bayer) Glyphosate Agrogen
Arbex Rocket Glifonox (Crystal) Agrochemicals of
Cauca)
Glyfoagri (Disagri) Tunda (coffee
fertilizers)
Socar (Agrevo)
¢ Crossout (Agroser)
Candela (Agroser)
Please specify other pesticides that you use
Have you noticed any changes, disorders or effects on your health?
When did you start noticing them?
What do you think the cause is?
Have fumigations been conducted in your area?
X Yes Please specify at what distance 200 meters

No
When did the events occur? 1 month

How many times a day did the aircraft pass over?

How many days were the fumigations conducted?

What could you see was affected by the fumigations?

Sources of water
X People
Others: (please specify)

X Crops
Houses

Other affected parties

Other family members affected: They all suffered the same
effects
Name Age Effects
Alberto 52 Fever, Strong Dysnea
Jovana 7 Fever, Strong Dysnea
Soraida 32 Fever, Strong Dysnea
Marcelo 22 Fever, Strong Dysnea
R N Andrea 10 Fever, Strong Dysnea
Any pregnant women?
Name Age Effects
Other effects
Animal Type Effects Plant Type Effects
Quantity Quantity

OBSERVATIONS: Received “rain water” from the planes.
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HOJA CLINICA TOXICOLOGICA
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Provincia/ Departamento:

Lugar de trabajo:

{ Gastrointestinales

MKlDolor abdominal

FlDiarrea

[Jvémitos Espasmos intestinales
[1Quemazén [incontinencia rectal

.
Lictros:| |

Cardio - circulatorio

[[]Bradicardia:
[[IHipertension
[Cianosis

ppm

[ElTaquicardia: .
[AHipotension

..ppm

Flotres:!

Neurc!—igfcos - psiquicos

BdCefaleas - - !

[_‘ins mMnio

[[1Depresison
BgVértigos/mareos
I:]Demi,entacmn tem/esp

[[jAlter. Compcrramiento
E]Som'\olencu
ElEuforia f Sudcraciéon
*arestesias
Inconsciencia

rrefiexia
Fock

DOUUS.E

Neuro - Musculares [Jraralisis [FPerdida de fuerzas [Trast. del lenguaje

[7]Otros:| -
culares Irritacién conjuntival [JAlterac. Visuaies ﬂLag:imeo { Migosis
Midriasis {-]Doior oculat ) _ v

[E10tros: | - - o

Respiratorios MTO» vshca / pruductlva [Z)Sibitancias

' |_||:dema pulmonar :
Piel [FIDermatitis udoracion con sangie

Hotros: [flv sy g eV

Renales / Urinarios

[JAtbuminuria

[JHematuria

Incontinencia urinana EOtros:|
Hematologicos [CiLeucocitosis Trombocitopenia [JAnemia
N [z Hiperglucemia R Otros:| -
Hepaticos '

J0tros:|

l Ctros y Observaciones:
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{A qué actividad se dedica en su finca?

[} qué tipo de cultivos?.

[]Agricultura

[ ]Ganaderia [[] qué tipo de ganados?

Avicultura [J qué tipo de aves?

[IPisicultura [[Jqué tipo de peces?

L.Otros

‘especifique |

‘ECUADOR . A EOMB
JRoundup []Clifosato [JRoundup
Glifosato [[IMon 0139 [JRocket
[1Glifonox [[]Candéla Super [.JRocky
[_]Pillaround [[Jcaldeon [[JFaena
[ IGlifosato 480 g/ [lGtialca Patrol
[ 1Gliphogan [lGlifosan Squadron
Ranger F1Banox Ranger
Rodeo [lsuper JFuente
Atila [Jrondo [_[Batalla (Bayer)
[ JArbex [JRocket [_IGlifonox (Cristal)
Glyfoagri (Disagri)
l"iSocar (Agrevo)
| :|Crossout (Agroser)
Candeta (Agroser)

Especifique otros plaguicidas que usted utiliza

. Usa alguno de los siguientes plaguicidas en sus tierras?. Seiale cual de ellos

Glyfosan (Agroser)
[ Glifosol-(Coljap)
Stelar (Dow)
Panzer {Invequimica)
Glyphogan (Magan) »
Faena (Proficol)

Regio (Quimor)

Sunup (Sundat)
Glifosato Agrogen
(Agroquimicos del
Cauca)

Tunda (Fertizantes
[Z]cafeteros)

iHa notado cambios, molestias o efectos en la salud?

;Desde hace cuanto tiempo?

i Cuédl cree que es la causa?

;5e han realizado fumigaciones aéreas en su zona?
g
{INo

A e A

(En qué fecha sucedieron los hechos?

Especifique a qué distancia

?@O N~

¢{Cudntas veces al dia sobre volaron las avionetas?

¢Por cuantos dias se realizaron las fumigaciones?

;Qué pudo verse afectado por las fumigaciones?:

[ZlFuentes de agua
Cultivos
Personas
Viviendas

Otros (especifique)

Otras personas de la familia afectados.
Nombre Al \)nVLU

Nombre JoUsra Edad z_Efectos
Nombre e, : Edad gaEfectos
Nombre Ve Edad Efectos
| Alguna mujer embarazada? RM Anclre,. . -
 Nombre ’ Edad

Edad 5, Efectos \?> M Se

Lo
e

vobu

-

S

.

ANIMALES:

PLANTAS:
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo

Efectos -

Efectos

Efectos

Efectos .

OBSERVACIONES: X




* Blood sample

Date of report: 12 September 2002

Organization:

C.l.:

Signature : [Signed]

CLINICAL TOXICOLOGICAL SHEET

First names: Sabina

__Last Names: Encarnacién

Age: 37

County/Municipality: Cayasu

Occupation: Farmer

Nationality: Ecuadorian _ Parish/Village:Playera Oriental(18 families)

Province/Department: Sucumbios

Place of work: Owned farm

Signs and symptoms

Gastrointestinal X Abdominal Pain X Diarrhea Nausea
X Vomiting Intestinal Spasms Hyperistalsis
Burning Rectal incontinence
Other:
Cardio-circulatory Bradycardia Tachycardia: ........ Arrhythmias
........ ppm ppm Pallor
Hypertension Hypotension
Cyanosis
Other:
Neurological- mental X Chronic Headaches Behav. Alteration Epileptic Convulsion
Insomnia Drowsiness Anxiety
Depression Euphoria / Salivation
Vertigo/dizziness Sweatiness Arreflexia
Disorientation Paresthesia Shock
temp/esp Unconsciousness
Other:
Neuro-muscular Paralysis X Loss of strength Speech disorder

X Others: Bone ache

Ocular X Ocular irritation Visual Alteration X Teariness / Myosis
Mydriasis Ocular pain
Other:
Respiratory X Dry cough/ Dysnea Wheeze
productive X Other: Burning
Pulmonary edema throat
Skin X Dermatitis Ulcers Sweatiness with
X Other: Rashes all blood
over the body
Renal / Urinary Albuminuria Anury Hematuria
Urinary incontinence Other:
Hematological Leukocytosis Thrombocytopenia Anemia
Hyperglycemia Other:
Hepatic Other:
Other and She only has the headaches remaining, and a lack of appetite
Observations:
What activity do you perform in your farm:
Agricultural What type of crops? Livestock What type of cattle?
Aviculture What type of birds? Aquaculture What type of fish?
Other Please specify:

Do you use any of the following pesticides on your lands? Please indicate which one

Annex 31



Annex 31

ECUADOR COLOMBIA
Roundup Clyphosate Roundup Glyphosan (Agroser)
Glyphosate Mon 0139 Rocket Glyphosol (Coljap)
Glyphonox Candela Super Rocky Stelar (Dow)
Pillaround Caldeon Faena Panzer
(Invechemical)
Glyphosate 480 g/l Glyalca Patrol Glyphogan (Magan)
Glyphogan Glyphosan Squadron Faena (Proficol)
Ranger Banox Ranger Regio (Quimor)
Rodeo Super Source Sunup (Sundat)
Atila Rondo Batalla (Bayer) Glyphosate Agrogen
Arbex Rocket Glifonox (Crystal) Agrochemicals of
Cauca)
Glyfoagri (Disagri) Tunda (coffee
fertilizers)
Socar (Agrevo)
¢ Crossout (Agroser)
Candela (Agroser)

Please specify other pesticides that you use
Have you noticed any changes, disorders or effects on your health?
When did you start noticing them?
What do you think the cause is? _
Have fumigations been conducted in your area?

X Yes Please specify at what distance

No

When did the events occur? 2-7 September and Friday 6 September
How many times a day did the aircraft pass over? 3 hours of fumigating (5-6 planes)
How many days were the fumigations conducted? 2-7 September and Friday 6 September
What could you see was affected by the fumigations?

200 meters

Sources of water Crops

People Houses

Others: (please specify)

Other affected parties

Other family members affected:
Name Age Effects
Marcelino Riveda 38 All the same, no variation.
Nelson Riveda 15 All the same, no variation.
Mauricio Riveda 13 All the same, no variation.
Nelly Riveda 9 All the same, no variation.
Glenda Riveda 8 All the same, no variation.
Any pregnant women?
Name Age Effects
Other effects
Animal Type Effects Plant Type Effects
Quantity Quantity

OBSERVATIONS: They do not use chemicals.
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| e ' Fechadereporte: / Z/ @a/ o s _ C/
' - ' Oganizacion: / /
| ' T Cl
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Gastrointestinales Qéolor abdominal iarrea [Nauseas ?%%
AVomitos [JEspasmos intestinales ElHiperperistaltismo
2 ~1Quemazon [dincontinencia rectal
| Hlotros:| J
Cardio - circulatorio [TiBradicardia: ......... ppm [[jTaquicardia: ......... ppm [JArritmias -
b {_lHipertensidn [CHipotensién [lpralidez =
[CiCianosis ) ) e
[*lotros:| N
E Neurologicos - psiquicos [Z_Cefaleas filAiter. Comportamiento [FlConvulsiones epileptifor.
- : : [Z]insomnio [Jsomnoiencia’ ,_'__]An5|edad
E [#]Depresion [FtEuforia i Sudoracién
E []vértigos/mareos [drarestesias [FlArreflexia
[1Desorientacién tem/esp [dinconsciencia {"]shock -
[Jotros:| l j
T
Neuro - Musculares []Paralisis i (BdPerdida de fuerzas | [JTrast.del lenguaje ]
[FJOtros:| D0 Lo FnedaX B : | [
“culares {@flm’tacic’)n conjuntival [CJAlterac. Visuales [Rlagrimeo { Miosis
[IMidriasis {IDolor ocular - '
Flotres: [ . R j
Respiratorios glos :seca / productiva [IDisnea ’ [sibilancias
Edema pulmonar [otros: [ardow ;a:,.tnu-/)b— . i i
DPiel ermatms l Sudoracion con sangfe
[10tros: CLAHCATY KON Moo G Lt O |
Renales / Urinarios [JAlbuminuria HAnuris Hematuria
. Elincontinencia urinaria EHotros: [ ;
I
Hematologicos - [ClLeucocitosis A Trombocitopenia g MAnemia
‘o . ~ | [JHiperglucemia 1 [Hotros: [ — ]
. |
Hepaticos l . .
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[Z] qué tipo de cultivos?

[]] qué tipo-de aves?

qué tipo de ganados?

qué tipo de peces?

especifique

oundup
[Glifosato
- [Glifonox
[Jpiliaround

[L]Gliphogan

. [lclifosato 480 g/

| ICandela Super
[ jCaldeon
lialca
Glifosan

[JArbex

;(Desde hace cuanto tiempo?

iCudl cree que es la'causa?

iEn qué fecha sucedieron los hechos?

Otros (especifique)

l-1Rocket

Especifique otros plaguicidas que usted utiliza

-¢Ha notado cambios, molestias o efectos en la satlud?

Glyfoagri (Disagri)
Socar (Agrevo)

Candela (Agroser)

Glyfosan (Agroser)
[]Gtlifosol (Coljap)
Elstelar (Dow)
ElPanzer (Invequimica)
lyphogan (Magan)
Faéna (Proficol)
egio (Quimor)
Sunup (Sundat)
Glifosato Agrogen
(Agroquimicos del
Cauca)

[dTunda (Fertizantes
[Flcafeteros)

iCuantas veces al dia sobre volaron las avionetas?
¢Por cuantos dias se realizaron las fumigaciones?

iQué pudo verse-afectado por las fumigaciones?:

;Se han realizado fumigaciones aéreas en su zona?

EiNo

Especifique a qué distancia

Zoo maéwl

~ Otras persox{as de Ia familia fectaﬂ
&\Me, O] é

Nombre
“ Nombre
Nombre
Nombre

Alguna mujelf\e{ﬁ{g
N

Nombre

Edad Efectos
Edad  __Efectos
Edad |4 Efectos
Edad lS Efectos

Edad Efectos

A
Q

ANIMALES: LANTAS:

o # Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos

OBSERVACIONES: __ Af) ¢ Sain 2o e Y

=




Date of report: 12 Sept 2002

Organization:

Cl.:

Signature: SIGNED

CLINICAL TOXICOLOGICAL SHEET
First names: Santa Angelina Last Names: Calero
Age: 40 Nationality: Ecuadorian Parish/Village: La Playera Oriental
County/Municipality: Province/Department: __
Occupation: Farmer Place of work: Owned farm

Annex 31

Signs and symptoms

X Others: Bone pain

Gastrointestinal Abdominal Pain Diarrhea Nausea
Vomiting Intestinal Spasms Hyperistalsis
Burning Rectal incontinence
Other:
Cardio-circulatory Bradycardia Tachycardia: ........ Arrhythmias
........ ppm ppm Pallor
Hypertension Hypotension
Cyanosis
Other:
Neurological- mental X Chronic headache Behav. Alteration Epileptic Convulsion
Insomnia Drowsiness Anxiety
Depression Euphoria / Salivation
X Vertigo/dizziness Sweatiness Arreflexia
Disorientation Paresthesia Shock
temp/esp Unconsciousness
Other:
Neuro-muscular Paralysis X Loss of strength Speech disorder

Ocular X Ocular irritation X Visual Alteration Teariness / Myosis
Mydriasis Ocular pain
Other:
Respiratory Dry cough/ productive Dysnea Wheeze
Pulmonary edema Other:
Skin Dermatitis Ulcers Sweatiness with blood
X Other: General
Pruritus
Renal / Urinary Albuminuria Anury Hematuria
Urinary incontinence Other:
Hematological Leukocytosis Thrombocytopenia Anemia
Hyperglycemia Other:
Hepatic Other:
Other and Fatigue
Observations:
What activity do you perform in your farm:
Agricultural What type of crops? Livestock What type of cattle?
Aviculture What type of birds? Aquaculture What type of fish?
Other Please specify:
Do you use any of the following pesticides on your lands? Please indicate which one
ECUADOR COLOMBIA
Roundup Clyphosate Roundup Glyphosan (Agroser)
Glyphosate Mon 0139 Rocket Glyphosol (Coljap)
Glyphonox Candela Super Rocky Stelar (Dow)
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Pillaround Caldeon Faena Panzer (Invechemical)

Glyphosate 480 g/l Glyalca Patrol Glyphogan (Magan)

Glyphogan Glyphosan Squadron Faena (Proficol)

Ranger Banox Ranger Regio (Quimor)

Rodeo Super Source Sunup (Sundat)

Atila Rondo Batalla (Bayer) Glyphosate Agrogen

Arbex Rocket Glifonox (Crystal) Agrochemicals of Cauca)
Glyfoagri (Disagri) Tunda (coffee fertilizers)
Socar (Agrevo)

¢ Crossout (Agroser)

Candela (Agroser)

Please specify other pesticides that you use
Have you noticed any changes, disorders or effects on your health?
When did you start noticing them?
What do you think the cause is? _
Have fumigations been conducted in your area?
X Yes Please specify at what distance
No
When did the events occur? 6 September
How many times a day did the aircraft pass over? 10 to 2 in the afternoon_/ 6 planes, 5 helicopters

200 meters

How many days were the fumigations conducted? 2 days
What could you see was affected by the fumigations?

X Sources of water X Crops
X People Houses
Others: (please specify)
Other affected parties
Other family members affected:
Name Age Effects
Hernan Calero 22 All had the same symptoms
Maria Calero 17 All had the same symptoms
Vicente Encarnacién 15 All had the same symptoms
Pedro 10 All had the same symptoms
Juan 5 All had the same symptoms
Rosa Encarnacién 21 All had the same symptoms
Roberto Encarnacion 6 months All had the same symptoms. Plus
Vomiting.
Jacinto Encarnacion 5 All had the same symptoms. Vomiting;
rashes, Boils; and later
Segundo Encarnacién 27 All had the same symptoms
Any pregnant women?
Name Age Effects
Other effects
Animal Type Effects Plant Type Effect
Quantity Quantity

OBSERVATIONS:
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Oganizacioén:

C.l.:

1/

ir

"HOJA CLINICA TOXICOLOGICA

‘.

CALEK O

Provincia/ Departamento:

Ocupacion:

Co

el lNera

Lugar de trabajo: |/

Gastrointestinales

Dolor abdominal
Elvémitos

Quemazoén

Diarrea
Espasmos intestinales
ncontinencia rectal

t

O 0%

Nauseas
Hiperperistaltismo

Otros:|[

Cardio - circulatorio

[F]Bradicardia: ......... ppm
Hipertensién
Cianosis

Taquicardia: ......... ppm
Hipotensién

Arritmias
Palidez

[ 0tros: |

]

Neurolégicos - psiquicos

4 Cefaleas

insomnio

Depresién
Vértigos/mareos
Desorientaciéon tem/esp

Alter. Comportamiento
Somnolencia

Euforia i Sudoracién
Parestesias
nconsciencia

Convulsiones epileptifor
Ansiedad

Salivacién

rrefiexia

hock

Otros:|

I

Neuro - Musculares A Paratisis / 7 i erdida de fuerzas rast. del lenguaje

[Otros:[ DA v fiarego K ]
Oculares PlIrritacién conjuntival Iterac.VisuaIes agrimeo i Miosis

Midriasis EDolor ocular

EHotros: [ ‘ ]
Respiratorios ITos : seca / productiva ElDisnea ] ibilancias

YlEdema pulmonar Eotros:| ]
Piel Dermatitis Sudoracién con sangre

Otros: CEVAIM TS GpAl

Renales / Urinarios

Albuminuria
Incontinencia urinaria

Hematuria

Hematologicos

Leucocitosis
ElHiperglucemia .

Hepaticos

Ty

Otros:[ -

Otros y Observaciones: )L\
—1; = ?o .
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gricultura
[]Ganaderia

qué tipo de cultivos?
[l qué tipo de ganados?
[JAvicultura 7] qué tipo de aves?
“|Pisicultura [ qué tipo de peces?
“40tros especifique [_

Usa alguno de los siguientes plaguicidas en sus tierras?. Sefiale cual de ellos

SECUADOR: %
[Z]JRoundup
[]Glifosato
[[]Glifonox
[Elrillaround
[lGlifosato 480 g/}
[]Gliphogan
[Ranger

[[JRodeo

A ST

lyfosan (Agroser)
Glifosol {Coljap)
Stelar (Dow)

anzer (Invequimica)
Glyphogan (Magan)
aena (Proficol)
Regio (Quimor)
Sunup (Sundat)

[FlArbex

Rocket

4Glifonox (Cristal)

= Glyfoagri (Disagri)
[Flsocar (Agrevo)
[ZlCrossout (Agroser)

[i]Atila : lifosato Agrogen

(Agroquimicos del
Cauca)

unda (Fertizantes
cafeteros)

andela (Agroser)

Especifique otros plaguicidas que usted utiliza

i{Ha notado cambios, molestias o efeétos en la salud?

i{Desde hace cuanto tiempo?

;Cual cree que es la causa?

iSe han realizado fumigaciones aéreas en su zona?

200 .

Eéi Especifique a qué distancia

[ZINo

(En qué fecha sucedieron los hechos? g —g\r’ yz

[f
iCudntas veces al dia sobre volaron las avionetas?i&_ﬂéﬁbé_ﬁlﬁmws_ﬁd
oL

iPor cuantos dias se realizaron las fumigaciones? 2 1725,

;{Qué pudo verse afectado por las fumigaciones?:

Otros (especifique)

Otras personas de la familia afectados.

Nombre W&ENNAN  Calerlo Edad 2 Efectos
Nombre Mayu'a i N Edad t F Efectos
Nombre WCeNTE ENVCcanpALb0 Edad / Efectos
Nombre £épyio Edad 490 Efectos
Alguna mujer embarazada? JuANn 5"

Nombre Re sa @Nmnwi‘;ojw Edad 24 Efectos

ANIMALES:

# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
C# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos

OBSERVACIONES:
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Date of report: 12 Sept 2002

Organization:
Cl:
Signature: SIGNED
CLINICAL TOXICOLOGICAL SHEET
First names: Lucia Last Names: __Calero
Age: 40 Nationality: Ecuadorian Parish/Village: Playera Oriental
County/Municipality: Province/Department: __
Occupation: Farmer Place of work:
Signs and symptoms
Gastrointestinal Abdominal Pain Diarrhea Nausea
Vomiting Intestinal Spasms Hyperistalsis
X Burning Rectal incontinence
Other:
Cardio-circulatory Bradycardia Tachycardia: ........ Arrhythmias
........ ppm ppm Pallor
Hypertension Hypotension
Cyanosis
Other:
Neurological- mental X Chronic headache Behav. Alteration Epileptic Convulsion
Insomnia Drowsiness Anxiety
Depression Euphoria / Salivation
X Vertigo/dizziness Sweatiness Arreflexia
Disorientation X Paresthesia Shock
temp/esp (Hands)
Other: Unconsciousness
Neuro-muscular Paralysis Loss of strength Speech disorder
Others:
Ocular Ocular irritation Visual Alteration Teariness / Myosis
Mydriasis Ocular pain
Other:
Respiratory X Cough: dry/ Dysnea Wheeze
productive Other:
Pulmonary edema
Skin Dermatitis Ulcers Sweatiness with blood
Other:
Renal / Urinary Albuminuria Anury Hematuria
Urinary incontinence Other:
Hematological Leukocytosis Thrombocytopenia Anemia
Hyperglycemia Other:
Hepatic Other:
Other and Observations: Fatigue, Burning throat
What activity do you perform in your farm:
Agricultural What type of crops? Livestock What type of cattle?
Aviculture What type of birds? Aquaculture What type of fish?
Other Please specify:
Do you use any of the following pesticides on your lands? Please indicate which one
ECUADOR COLOMBIA
Roundup Clyphosate Roundup Glyphosan (Agroser)
Glyphosate Mon 0139 Rocket Glyphosol (Coljap)
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Glyphonox Candela Super Rocky Stelar (Dow)

Pillaround Caldeon Faena Panzer (Invechemical)

Glyphosate 480 g/l Glyalca Patrol Glyphogan (Magan)

Glyphogan Glyphosan Squadron Faena (Proficol)

Ranger Banox Ranger Regio (Quimor)

Rodeo Super Source Sunup (Sundat)

Atila Rondo Batalla (Bayer) Glyphosate Agrogen

Arbex Rocket Glifonox (Crystal) Agrochemicals of Cauca)
Glyfoagri (Disagri) Tunda (coffee fertilizers)
Socar (Agrevo)

¢ Crossout (Agroser)

Candela (Agroser)

Please specify other pesticides that you use
Have you noticed any changes, disorders or effects on your health?
When did you start noticing them?
What do you think the cause is?
Have fumigations been conducted in your area?

X Yes Please specify at what distance 2000 m — 3000 m

No

When did the events occur? 6 September

How many times a day did the aircraft pass over? _
How many days were the fumigations conducted?
What could you see was affected by the fumigations?

X Sources of water X Crops
X People Houses
Others: (please specify)
Other affected parties
Other family members affected:
Name Age Effects
Maria Encarnacién 15 Fungus
Angel 50 Healthy, they don't have anything.
Francisco 20 Healthy, they don't have anything.
Victor Antonio 14 Healthy, they don't have anything.
Maria 15 Healthy, they don't have anything.
Silvio 10 Healthy, they don't have anything.
Olger 7 weeks Healthy, they don't have anything.
Elsa 1 Healthy, they don't have anything.
Any pregnant women?
Name Age Effects
Other effects
Animal Quantity Type Effects Plant Type Effects
Quantity

CH)

OBSERVATIONS: “We are poor people working and we don't feel anything
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Fechadereporte:
Oganizacion:

C.l:

HOJA CLINICA TOXICOLOGICA

Nombres: Al CA//\

C.IﬂL(//Zn

Apellidos:

Edad: .__10_0____ Nacionalidad: .C_/.Z{A_&é__ Parroquia/Vereda:

Cantén/Municipio:

Ocupacidn:

Provincia/ Departamento:

Lugar de trabajo:

Cem pedy_
/

Z.

{0

Gastrointestinales

[[1Dolor abdominal

Nauseas

Elvémitos spasmos intestinales iperperistaltismo
RiQuemazén Eincontinencia rectal
K Otros:|

Cardio - circulatorio

Bradicardia: .........
Hipertension

ppm

aquicardia: ......... ppm
ipotensién

Arritmias
Palidez

Neuroldgicos - psiquicos

AVértigos/mareos
1Desorientacion tem/esp

Iter. Comportamiento
omnolencia
uforia i Sudoracién

arestesias KA S,
nconsciencia

onvulsiones epileptifor.]
nsiedad

alivacién

Arreflexia

hock

[zlOtros: [

Neuro - Musculares

[FParalisis

Perdida de fuerzas

rast. del lenguaje

Otros:|

Oculares [Elrritacién conjuntival Alterac. Visuales Lagrimeo { Miosis
Midriasis Dolor ocular
Otros:| ] ]
Respiratorios [B4Tos : seca / productiva l ibilancias
Edema_pulmonar ]
. T
Piel ElDermatitis I udoracién con sangre

Otros:|

Renales / Urinarios

ElAlbuminuria
Fdincontinencia urinaria

Hematuria

Hematologicos

Leucocitosis
Hiperglucemia

Hepaticos

Otros:|

Otros y Observaciones: ﬁ—
y &)(‘)“7//\
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¢A qué actividad se dedica en su finca?

EdAgricultura qué tipo de cultivos?
Ganaderia qué tipo de ganados?
Avicultura [F] qué tipo de aves? L

[dPisicultura (5] qué tipo de peces?

jOtros especifique [_

Usa alguno de los siguientes plaguicidas en sus tierras?. Sefale cual de ellos

ECUADOR COLOMBIA: :

[ JRoundup Glyfosan (Agroser)

[7]Glifosato on 0139 B Glifosol (Coljap)

Glifonox andela Super telar (Dow)

Pillaround EdPanzer (Invequimica)

[ Glyphogan (Magan)
aena (Proficol) »
egio (Quimor)

Batalla (Bayer)

Glifonox (Cristal) Agroquimicos del
Glyfoagri (Disagri) auca)

Socar (Agrevo) unda (Fertizantes
Crossout (Agroser) afeteros)
Candela (Agroser)

Especifique otros plaguicidas que usted utiliza

iHa notado cambios, molestias o efectos en la salud?

iDesde hace cuanto tiempo?

i{Cudl cree que es la causa?

iSe han realizado fumigaciones aéreas en su zona?
Si Especiffque a qué distancia
[FNo

(En qué fecha sucedieron los hechos? (‘Kr'@ V] PZ

;(Cuantas veces al dia sobre volaron las avionetas? p)

/

iQué pudo verse afectado por las fumigaciones?: /

(X]Fuentes de agua
‘9< Cultivos

2-3-®eo (a__

(Por cuantos dias se realizaron las fumigaciones?

Otros (especifique)

Otras person s de la familia afectados.

Nombre w,""&\C‘\_M Edad /J:.Efectos - ¢
Nombre jé{ ad Efectos

Nombre 500\) W’é VY, dad Efectos

Nombre V{‘c\[odb/m[‘d /L(t—),(l/lho Edad Efectos —A(fov;«OAA
Alguna mujer embaraza a" S AN P )
Nombre . 07’!‘, &) %’“(/)Edad Efectos

ANIMALES: PLANTAS:

# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos

OBSERVACIONES: o oA aobeed  Ohvn Ao Lo /u o Lokt R/
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Date of report: 12 September 2002
Organization:

CLINICAL TOXICOLOGICAL SHEET
Last Names: Maiiay

First names: Rosa Elvira
Nationality: Ecuadorian _ Parish/Village: Playera Oriental

Age: 26

County/Municipality:

C.l:

Signature:

[Signed]

Occupation: Farmer

Province/Department: __

Place of work: Owned farm

Signs and symptoms

Gastrointestinal Abdominal Pain Diarrhea Nausea
X Vomiting Intestinal Spasms Hyperistalisis
Burning Rectal incontinence
Other:
Cardio-circulatory Bradycardia Tachycardia: ........ Arrhythmias
........ ppm ppm Pallor
Hypertension Hypotension
Cyanosis
Other:

Neurological- mental

X Chronic Headache

Behav. Alteration

Epileptic Convulsion

Insomnia Drowsiness Anxiety
Depression Euphoria / Salivation
X Vertigo/dizziness Sweatiness Arreflexia
Disorientation X Paresthesia Shock
temp/esp Unconsciousness
Other:
Neuro-muscular Paralysis X Loss of strength Speech disorder
Others:
Ocular X Ocular irritation Visual Alteration X Teariness / Myosis
Mydriasis Ocular pain
Other:
Respiratory X Cough: dry/ X Dysnea Wheeze
productive Other:
Pulmonary edema
Skin X Dermatitis Ulcers Sweatiness with
X Other: Pruritus blood
Renal / Urinary Albuminuria Anury Hematuria
Urinary incontinence Other:
Hematological Leukocytosis Thrombocytopenia Anemia
Hyperglycemia Other:
Hepatic Other:
Other and
Observations:
What activity do you perform in your farm:
Agricultural What type of crops? Livestock What type of cattle?
Aviculture What type of birds? Aquaculture What type of fish?
Other Please specify:
Do you use any of the following pesticides on your lands? Please indicate which one
ECUADOR COLOMBIA
Roundup | Clyphosate Roundup | Glyphosan (Agroser)
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Glyphosate Mon 0139 Rocket Glyphosol (Coljap)
Glyphonox Candela Super Rocky Stelar (Dow)
Pillaround Caldeon Faena Panzer
(Invechemical)
Glyphosate 480 g/l Glyalca Patrol Glyphogan (Magan)
Glyphogan Glyphosan Squadron Faena (Proficol)
Ranger Banox Ranger Regio (Quimor)
Rodeo Super Source Sunup (Sundat)
Atila Rondo Batalla (Bayer) Glyphosate Agrogen
Arbex Rocket Glifonox (Crystal) Agrochemicals of
Cauca)
Glyfoagri (Disagri) Tunda (coffee
fertilizers)
Socar (Agrevo)
¢ Crossout (Agroser)
Candela (Agroser)
Please specify other pesticides that you use
Have you noticed any changes, disorders or effects on your health?
When did you start noticing them?
What do you think the cause is? _
Have fumigations been conducted in your area?
X Yes Please specify at what distance 400 meters
No
When did the events occur? 6 September
How many times a day did the aircraft pass over?
How many days were the fumigations conducted?
What could you see was affected by the fumigations?
X Sources of water X Crops
X People Houses
Others: (please specify)
Other affected parties
Other family members affected:
Name Age Effects
Angel Naigua 37 Chronic Headaches, Dizziness
Micay Edison 3 Fever
Miriam 7 Healthy
Wilmer 5 Healthy
Juan Pasa 6 Healthy
Any pregnant women?
Name Age Effects
Other effects
Animal Type Effects Plant Type Effects
Quantity Quantity

OBSERVATIONS:



accidén ecolégica

Oganizacién:
C.l:

Annex 31

HOJA CLINICA TOXICOLOGICA

Nombres: WOJ&\

M%L/\e,—

%M&;(I

Apellidos:

- 3
Edad: .____ZQ_____ Nacionalidad: MParroquia/Vereda: lPL@é‘M or2 /WL

Provincia/ Departamento:

Cantén/Municipio:

Ocupacién: A,

Gastrointestinales

Lugar de trabajo:

[BlEspasmos intestinales
Incontinencia rectal

=
a

EHiperperistaltismo

Cardio - circulatorio

Bradicardia: ......... ppm
Hipertension

Taquicardia: ......... ppm
[#Hipotension

Arritmias
Palidez

]

Neuroldgicos - psiquicos

Alter. Comportamiento
omnolencia

Euforia { Sudoracién
dAParestesias
[Elinconsciencia

Ansiedad
Salivacion
Arreflexia
Shock

Convulsiones epileptifor. k

Neuro - Musculares

T
I Perdida de fuerzas

Trast. del lenguaje

Oculares

Iterac. Visuales
Dolor ocular

Lagrimeo i Miosis

@J’os :seca / productiva
Edéma pulmonar

B Disnea

1
I [Esibilancias

EXDermatitis

Sudoracién con sangre

Otros: [FYRHZLY 1D

Renales / Urinarios

Albuminuria
ncontinencia urinaria
LS

Hematuria

Hematologicos

Leucocitosis
[FlHiperglucemia

Trombocitopenia

nemia

Otros:|

Hepaticos

Otros y Observaciones:

e e

T TR

TeCRer
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qué tipo de cultivos?

] qué tipo de ganados?
[] qué tipo de aves?

P

[ qué tipo de peces?

Ldotros especifique |

Usa alguno de los siguientes plaguicidas en sus tierras?. Sefale cuaj de ellos

ECGUADOR""
[JRoundup
[[]Glifosato
lifonox
Pillaround
lifosato 480 g/!

[ IMon 0139
[Z]Candeta Super
[[lcaldeon

[ ]Glialca

[IGlifosan

[Super
[JRondo

[FIRocket

[F]squadron

L Ranger
[F]Fuente

Batalla (Bayer)
Glifonox {Cristal)

Glyfoagri (Disagri)
Socar (Agrevo)

Crossout (Agroser)
andela (Agroser)

Glyfosan (Agroser)
Glifosol (Coljap)
Stelar (Dow)
ElPanzer (Invequimica)
Glyphogan (Magan)
Faena (Proficol)
Regio (Quimor)
Sunup (Sundat)

(Agroquimicos del
Cauca)

Tunda (Fertizantes
cafeteros)

Especifique otros plaguicidas que usted utiliza

iHa notado cambios, molestias o efectos en la satud?

;Desde hace cuanto tiempo?

;Cudl cree que es la causa?

;Se han realizado fumigaciones aéreas en su zona?

sa

Especifique a qué distancia

Yoo b~ .

FNo
¢{En qué fecha sucedieron los hechos? é Ig - §,7

;Cuantas veces al dia sobre volaron las avionetas?

iPor cuantos dias se realizaron las fumigaciones?

;Qué pudo verse afectado por las fumigaciones?:

KJFuentes de agua —2
A Cultivos

Otros {especifique)

Otras personas de la familia afectados.

Nombre AL .A/Zl\ﬁd}.\ Edad 2:F'Hectos
Nombre H/‘CAX e ilor Edad gagfectos
Nombre MIRiAN Edad —fo-Efecios
Nombre Wl 4 Edad 4 FEfectos
Alguna mujer embarazada? JV“AJ 734 S;Ab\e{
Nombre ~ . Edad Efectos

: : e
ANIMALES: PLANTAS:
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo
# Tipo Efectos # Tipo

Efectos
Efectos
Efectos
Efectos

OBSERVACIONES:




First names: Carmen

Date of report: 12 September 2002

Organization:

C.l:

Signature: [Signed]

CLINICAL TOXICOLOGICAL SHEET

_Last Names: Pineda

Age: 33
County/Municipality:

Occupation:Farmer

Nationality: Ecuadorian

Parish/Village: Playera Oriental

Province/Department: __

Place of work:

Signs and symptoms

Gastrointestinal Abdominal Pain Diarrhea Nausea
Vomiting Intestinal Spasms Hyperistalsis
Burning Rectal incontinence
Other:

Cardio-circulatory Bradycardia Tachycardia: ........ Arrhythmias

........ ppm ppm Pallor

Hypertension Hypotension
Cyanosis
Other:

Neurological- mental

X Chronic Headache

Behav. Alteration

Epileptic Convulsion

X Insomnia (stress) Drowsiness X Anxiety
Depression Euphoria / Salivation
Vertigo/dizziness Sweatiness Arreflexia
Disorientation Paresthesia Shock
temp/ esp Unconsciousness
Other:
Neuro-muscular Paralysis Loss of strength Speech disorder
Others:
Ocular Ocular irritation Visual Alteration Teariness / Myosis
Mydriasis Ocular pain
Other:
Respiratory Dry cough/ Dysnea Wheeze
productive Other:
Pulmonary edema
Skin Dermatitis Ulcers Sweatiness with
Other: blood
Renal / Urinary Albuminuria Anury Hematuria
Urinary incontinence Other:
Hematological Leukocytosis Thrombocytopenia Anemia
Hyperglycemia Other:
Hepatic Other:
Other and
Observations:
What activity do you perform in your farm:
Agricultural What type of crops? Livestock What type of cattle?
Aviculture What type of birds? Aquaculture What type of fish?
Other Please specify:
Do you use any of the following pesticides on your lands? Please indicate which one
ECUADOR COLOMBIA
Roundup Clyphosate Roundup Glyphosan (Agroser)
Glyphosate Mon 0139 Rocket Glyphosol (Coljap)

Annex 31
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Glyphonox Candela Super Rocky Stelar (Dow)
Pillaround Caldeon Faena Panzer
(Invechemical)
Glyphosate 480 g/l Glyalca Patrol Glyphogan (Magan)
Glyphogan Glyphosan Squadron Faena (Proficol)
Ranger Banox Ranger Regio (Quimor)
Rodeo Super Source Sunup (Sundat)
Atila Rondo Batalla (Bayer) Glyphosate Agrogen
Arbex Rocket Glifonox (Crystal) Agrochemicals of
Cauca)
Glyfoagri (Disagri) Tunda (coffee
fertilizers)
Socar (Agrevo)
¢ Crossout (Agroser)
Candela (Agroser)

Please specify other pesticides that you use

Have you noticed any changes, disorders or effects on your health?

When did you start noticing them?

What do you think the cause is?
Have fumigations been conducted in your area?

X Yes Please specify at what distance 1000m to 2000m

No
When did the events occur? 6 September

How many times a day did the aircraft pass over?

How many days were the fumigations conducted?

What could you see was affected by the fumigations?

X Sources of water

X People
Others: (please specify)

X Crops
Houses

Other affected parties

Other family members affected:
Name Age Effects
Sergio 16 Healthy
Patricio 14 Dizziness
Angelita 12 Healthy
Jaqueline 10 Healthy
Diana 7 Healthy
Freddy 4 Healthy
Robinson 2 Skin boils
Any pregnant women?
Name Age Effects
Other effects
Animal Type Effects Plant Type Effects
Quantity Quantity

OBSERVATIONS:
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Fecha de reporte:
Oganizacion:
C.l:

12/ < /%/Q&Q_L

/4
b

HOJA CLINICA TOXICOLOGICA

Nombres:

Qﬂ,\e Q/s

»

Cantén/Municipio:

(c‘/a/m/m

Edad: _zlL Nacionalidad: M____ Parroquia/Vereda:

Apellidos:

Provincia/ Departamento:

(-

Ocupacién:

Lugar de trabajo:

Gastrointestinales

Dolor abdominal
omitos
Quemazoén

Néuseas
Hiperperistaltismo

spasmos intestinales
Incontinencia rectal

Otros:|[

Cardio - circulatorio

radicardia:......... ppm
Hipertension

Arritmias
Palidez

Taquicardia: ......... ppm
Hipotension

ianosis
[Z]Otros:| ]
Neurolégicos - psiquicos efaleas Alter. Comportamiento Convulsiones epileptifor.
Insomnio omnolencia YAnsiedad
/ Depresién Euforia i Sudoracion Salivacién

S

Vértigos/mareos
iDesorientacion tem/esp

Arreflexia
Shock

Parestesias
Inconsciencia

Neuro - Musculares

erdida de fuerzas

Trast. del lenguaje

[ Otros: [ ]
Oculares Edirritacién conjuntival Iterac. Visuales Lagrimeo i Miosis
E]Midriasis olor ocular
Flotros: | ]
Respiratorios Tos : seca / productiva Sibilancias
Edema pulmonar ]
Piel Sudoracion con sangre

Renales / Urinarios

Incontinencia urinaria

Hematuria

Hematologicos

Leucocitosis
Hiperglucemia

L
I FElAnemia

Hepaticos

Otros y Observaciones:

FLA/V/QA PRTAIA L,
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Agricultura
Ganaderia

qué tipo de cultivos?
qué tipo de ganados?

Avicultura qué tipo de aves?

[olpPisicultura [ qué tipo de peces?
[Hotros especifique

Usa alguno de los siguientes plaguicidas en sus tierras?, Sefiale cual de ellos

ECUADOR"™
ocundup
lifosato

lifonox
illaround
lifosato 480 g/i
liphogan

oundup

[JRocket

[]Clifosato
[[Mon 0139
[[]Candela Super
[]caldeon
[(Glialca
LilGlifosan
[{Banox
[]Super
[Z]Rondo
[IRocket

atalla (Bayer)
[HGlifonox (Cristal)
lyfoagri (Disagri)
ocar (Agrevo)
rossout (Agroser)
andela (Agroser)

Especifique otros plaguicidas que usted utiliza

Glyfosan (Agroser)
Glifosol (Coljap)
Stelar (Dow)
Panzer (Invequimica)
Glyphogan (Magan)
Faena (Proficol)
Regio (Quimor)
Sunup (Sundat)
Glifosato Agrogen
(Agroquimicos del
Cauca)

Tunda (Fertizantes
cafeteros)

. . £
(Ha notado cambios, molestias o efectos en la salud?

i(Desde hace cuanto tiempo?

iCuél cree que es la causa?

;Se han realizado fumigaciones aéreas en su zona?

Especifique a qué distancia

¢{En qué fecha sucedieron los hechos?

//@ ©-o— Z%OW

;Cuéntas veces al dia sobre volaron las avionetas?

;Por cuantos dias se realizaron las fumigaciones?

(Qué pudo verse afectado por las fumigaciones?:

Fuentes de agua

A cCultivos
ersonas

[7]Viviendas

Otros (especifique)

Otras personas de la familia afectados. .506}?6(‘0 — 16o—

Nombre - dad ! Efectos — %m;&

Nombre E’H:Li: dad l{":{’ Efectos / S‘{\U‘OS’.——
Nombre "“/ —3Fplad <Ffectos

Nombre o ¢ —Bdad [ & e Efectos

Alguna mujer embarazada? ﬂ\‘ o

Nombre Eve ] ., Edad U/ , Efectos P

& R

PLANTAS:

ANIMALES:

# Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
L # Tipo Efectos # Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efectos # _Tipo Efectos
# Tipo Efecto # -Tipo Efectos

OBSERVACIONES:




* Blood sample

Date of report: 12 September 2002

Annex 31

Organization:

C.l:

Signature: [Signed]

CLINICAL TOXICOLOGICAL SHEET

First names: Benilde

Last Names: Pineda

Age: 40
County/Municipality:

Nationality:

_ Parish/Village: Palma Seca (18 Families)
Province/Department: __

Occupation: Farmer

Place of work: Owned farm

Signs and symptoms

Gastrointestinal Abdominal Pain X Diarrhea Nausea
X Vomiting Intestinal Spasms Hyperistalsis
X Burning Rectal incontinence
X Other: Sore throat
Cardio-circulatory Bradycardia Tachycardia: ........ Arrhythmias
........ ppm ppm Pallor
Hypertension Hypotension
Cyanosis
Other:

Neurological- mental

X Chronic headache

Behav. Alteration

Epileptic Convulsion

X Insomnia (Stress) Drowsiness Anxiety
Depression Euphoria / Salivation
X Vertigo/dizziness Sweatiness Arreflexia
Disorientation Paresthesia Shock
temp/esp Unconsciousness
Other:
Neuro-muscular Paralysis X Loss of strength Speech disorder

X Others: Bone ache

Ocular X Ocular irritation Visual Alteration Teariness / Myosis
Mydriasis Ocular pain
Other:
Respiratory Dry cough/ productive Dysnea Wheeze
Pulmonary edema Other:
Skin X Dermatitis Ulcers Sweatiness with blood
X Other: Boils with
general pruritus
Renal / Urinary Albuminuria Anury Hematuria
Urinary incontinence Other:
Hematological Leukocytosis Thrombocytopenia Anemia
Hyperglycemia Other:
Hepatic Other:
Other and Discomfort when urinating
Observations:
What activity do you perform in your farm:
Agricultural What type of crops? Livestock What type of cattle?
Aviculture What type of birds? Aquaculture What type of fish?
Other Please specify:

Do you use any of the following pesticides on your lands? Please indicate which one

ECUADOR

COLOMBIA

Roundup

Clyphosate

Roundup |

Glyphosan (Agroser)
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Glyphosate Mon 0139 Rocket Glyphosol (Coljap)

Glyphonox Candela Super Rocky Stelar (Dow)

Pillaround Caldeon Faena Panzer (Invechemical)

Glyphosate 480 g/l Glyalca Patrol Glyphogan (Magan)

Glyphogan Glyphosan Squadron Faena (Proficol)

Ranger Banox Ranger Regio (Quimor)

Rodeo Super Source Sunup (Sundat)

Atila Rondo Batalla (Bayer) Glyphosate Agrogen

Arbex Rocket Glifonox (Crystal) Agrochemicals of Cauca)
Glyfoagri (Disagri) Tunda (coffee fertilizers)
Socar (Agrevo)

¢ Crossout (Agroser)

Candela (Agroser)

Please specify other pesticides that you use

Have you noticed any changes, disorders or effects on your health?

When did you start noticing them?
What do you think the cause is?

Have fumigations been conducted in your area?

X Yes Please specify at what distance 200 meters
No
When did the events occur? 6 September and all of the prior week
How many times a day did the aircraft pass over? 10 in one afternoon.
6 planes and 5 helicopters.
How many days were the fumigations conducted?
What could you see was affected by the fumigations?
X Sources of water X Crops
X People X Houses
Others: (please specify)
Other affected parties
Other family members affected:
Name Age Effects
Angel Salazar 50 They all have the same symptoms
Victor Salazar 24 They all have the same symptoms
Olger Salazar 18 They all have the same symptoms
Angel Salazar 15 They all have the same symptoms
Susana Salazar 12 They all have the same symptoms
Veronica 10 They all have the same symptoms
Carlos 8 They all have the same symptoms
Marcelino 5 They all have the same symptoms
Marco 3 They all have the same symptoms
Any pregnant women?
Name Age Effects
Other effects
Animal Type Effects Plant Type Effects
Quantity Quantity

OBSERVATIONS: Treatment is only water based. There is no money.
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Nombres:

Fechadereporte: -

CC.l:

/@UX gmyé{ I
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Oganizacién:

2 )Co T S0 2
V4 / 4 / .

Apellidos:

Edad: ._\iﬂ_____ Nacionalidad:

Pra) eoh

[

Parroquia/Vereda:

. Cantén/Municipio:

CaNPeS A

Provincia/ Departamento:

Ccupacién:

FALNL S 4

Lugar de trabajo:

Fineca Pro®id,

" Gastrointestinales

[Z]Dolor abdominal

%Diarrea

Nauseas

Vémitos spasmos intestinales Hiperperistaltismo
Quemazdn [FJincontinencia rectal
Clotros:__DBred  GAR §AITA ]
Cardio - circulatorio [jBradicardia: ......... ppm [FTaquicardia: ......... ppm [EJArritmias
[_]Hipertension [CJHipotensién [F]Palidez
[:]Cianosis )
JOtros:| i
Neuroiégicos - psiquicos | (A Cefaleas [JAiter. Comportamiento [ZlConvulsiones epileptifor.
) insomnio [.]Somnolencia Ansiedad
A / tiDepresion [Z]Euforia i Sudoracién Sativacion
>1L,—M - | Dhwértigos/mareos [IParestesias Arreflexia
.1Desorientacion tem/esp [inconsciencia [Fshock
LiOtros:[ ]
T : T
. . ! —
Neuro - Musculares [C1Faratisis s | }I{erdtda de fuerzas | Trast. dellenguaje -
fJotrosi [ Do law hinedob . . i i
culares Irritacion conjuntival [JAlterac. Visuales [@\Lagrimeo i Miosis
Midriasis [“iDolor ocuiar . )
[Fotros:[- ' | i
Respiratorios DTos seca / productiva [[Ipisnea [Esibilancias
{"1Edema pulmonar 0otros:| - |
Piel %L’ermatit:s ) sudoracién ¢on sangre |}
dotros: (S eaNeX (oAl Py P BIALT ] ]
Renales / Urinarios QAlbuminuria I Hematuria
L.jincentinencia urinaria 14
§ i .
Hematologicos TLeucocitosis E_‘}_‘_Trombocgcopenia I T]Ar'emta
~ 1 LlHiperglucemia 2 Eiorros: i )
! ) ) -
. Hepaticos .- E ! -
. ) [Hotros: [ .

P
Otros y Observacionés: m Eé' M J oN eV [
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i{A qué actividad se dedica en su finca?’

[ JAgricultura [] qué tipo de cultivos?
[ 1Ganaderia [} qué tipo de ganados?
[LIAvicultura -] qué tipo de aves?
[ IPisicultura - [:]qué tipo de peces?
L_lOtros especifique |

a alguno de los siguientes plaguicidas en sus tierras?. Sefale cudl de ellos

ECUADOR. T 5 N i 4 LOMB! :
[-JRoundup ) lifosato []Roundup lyfosan (Agroser)
Glifosato "[JMon 0139 [JRocket . ’ ’ lifosol (Coljap)
L 1Glifonox , Candela Super [ JRocky [F]stelar (Dow)
[TIPillaround 1Caldeon [ ]Faena [FlPanzer (Invequimica)
Glifosato 480 g/} Glialca [Z]Patrol lyphogan (Magan)
Gliphogan Glifosan [ ]Squadron aena (Proficol)
| {Ranger Banox [JRanger egio (Quimor)
_IRodeo JSuper ClFuente unup (Sundat)
L_lAtila Rondo []Batalla (Bayer) lifosato Agrogen
[JArbex [CTRocket [lGlifonox (Cristal) Agroquimicos del
[LIGlyfoagri (Disagri) auca) .
[“Isocar (Agrevo) [FlTunda (Fertizantes
[.ICrossout {(Agroser) [Fcafeteros)
[lcandela (Agroser)

Especifique otros plaguicidas que usted utiliza

i{Ha notado cambios, molestias o efectos en la salud?

;Desde hace cuanto tiempo?

;Cudl cree que es ta causa?

iSe han realizado fumigaciones aéreas en su zona?

@i Especifique a qué distancia 290 Uu&—e_dd\@ c
[JNo

:En qué fecha sucedieron los hechos?

iCudntas veces al dia sobre volaron las avionetas?

i(Por cuantos dias se realizaron las fumigaciones?

;Qué pudo verse afectado por las fumigaciones?:

Otros lespecifique)

Otras personas de la familia afectados. ' v l—rﬂ Dot {\KJAL el
Nombre AN EL SALAZATL Edad 50 Efectos
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Sogove
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Association of American Jurists, et al., Report on Verification Mission, “Impacts in Ecuador of
Fumigations in Putumayo Department under Plan Colombia” (Oct. 2002)
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0. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The constant concern about the hazards of spraying the herbicide glyphosate and its effects
on Ecuador's border territory has brought together various organizations to conduct a
verification mission aimed at determining how it has affected the population in Colombia
and Ecuador living alongside the San Miguel River, in the sectors of Aguas Blancas, La
Pedregosa, Nueva Granada, and Los Cristales, in Colombia, and Chone 2 and Puerto Nuevo,
in Ecuador (see map). The results of this verification are as follows:

The new fumigation period to eliminate illicit crops that started on July 28 in the
Department of Putumayo, in Colombia, and on the border zone, in Ecuador, has
triggered severe impacts on the population's health and on crops, animals, and ways
of living.

The work done by the multidisciplinary and inter-institutional team in the border
zone and the calculation of distances with GPS from the points where there were
fumigations up to the San Miguel River have made it possible to corroborate that no
attention has been paid to the requests made by Ecuador's Ministry of Foreign Affairs
or by the Ecuadorian Ambassador to Colombia, regarding the establishment of a
buffer zone for the fumigations, preventing fumigation within a perimeter of 8 to 10
km from the San Miguel River (binational limit) inside Colombian territory.

Regarding this, it was confirmed that fumigations are affecting Ecuadorian territory.
In some cases, spraying extends up to the bank of the San Miguel River, and planes
are infringing upon Ecuador's air space. In addition, because of the air currents
chemicals drift into Ecuador and severely damage the way of life of Ecuador's border
population.

Medical tests have established a relationship between the symptomatology described
by the population and that stemming from the inactivation of cholinesterase, which is
the effect coming from organophosphates. The central nervous system is
overstimulated, which causes the following: headache, dizziness, nausea, vomiting,
stomachache, and weakness. To these symptoms must be added others that are
specific to Roundup Ultra, characterized by intense eye and skin irritation.

Blood samples drawn from inhabitants of the border zone call attention to the risk
involved in fumigating a population that has chromosome fragility levels that are 17
times higher than normal. This situation poses questions about the incidence of
recent fumigation in increasing chromosome aberrations that have been detected or,
if they are due to other factors that have not as yet been determined, about the
negative influence on a population that is already at risk. This situation is extremely
sensitive, because chromosome vulnerability implies that cancer, mutations,
malformations, and abortions may appear more easily.

Inhabitants of the area reported having seen two different types of fumigations (one
involving a whitish liquid and the other brown dust), and this has led us to analyze
plant samples to discount the possibility that the biological agent Fusarium
oxysporum is being used despite prohibitions currently in force. Should this be the
case, it would mean that biological agents identified as biological weapons were
being used, which would evidently have severe international implications. Although
constraints for the technical analysis for detection prevented us from determining the
species, the genus Fusarium was found in all of the samples that were taken,
whether roots, leaves, or soil.

The damage to both subsistence and cash crops, whether entire crops or a very large
share of them, has affected this region's population, bringing it to the brink of a food
crisis and forced displacement. These peoples are not receiving any health support
or compensations to offset their losses.
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1. BACKGROUND

Aerial fumigations, as part of the Plan Colombia, officially started in the Department of
Putumayo on December 22, 2000. By January 28, 2001, about 29,000 hectares had been
fumigation; during 2001, according to the U.S. Embassy in Colombia, 94,000 hectares were
fumigated. The U.S. Administration is planning to expand the fumigation area to 150,000
hectares during 2002 and to 200,000 hectares during 2003, which will heighten socio-
environmental and health impacts on the people in the border area.

1.a The chemical formula used
Although it has been impossible to confirm the chemical mix that is being sprayed,

according to the technical parameters of the National Narcotic Drugs Council for the aerial
fumigation of illicit crops,_[1] the following amounts are being applied in the mix:

Plan load 300 - 450 gallons 1137 - 1705 liters
Effective unloading (of Roundup Ultra, with 43.9%23.4 liters/hectare (10.3 L/ha of
of glyphosate) glyphosate
(30 tp 50
drops/cm?
Deposit of mix 0.4 - 0.740 - 70 liters/ha
mm?3/cm?

The mix used contains: 44% of Roundup Ultra, whereas the label for use in the United
States for Roundup Ultra permits concentrations of between 1.6% and 7.7% for the
majority of uses and a maximum concentration of 29%. The U.S. label indicates that, under
most conditions, the aerial application should not be over 1 liter (quart) per acre of the
formulated product. In Colombia, the rate is equivalent to almost 4.5 times this amount.

[21

If it is estimated that a 300-gallon plane (1,137 liters) drops 40 L/ha of mix, with an
effective drop of 23.4 L/ha of Roundup Ultra; this drop is equivalent to 10.3 L/ha of
glyphosate in the form of IPA salts. This means that the glyphosate is applied in
concentrations of 26%, not at the 1% rate recommended in the United States for land
applications, with protection gear and aimed at farm weeds. To this situation must be
added the fact that Cosmo Flux 411F multiplies the biological action of glyphosate fourfold.

1.b Impacts of fumigations in Colombia in 2001

The fumigations in Colombia have sparked a major debate, in view of the many reports of
damage to licit crops and especially to the health of the population living in the areas
adjacent to the areas of fumigation.

In the Municipality of Valle del Guamuez, which lies on the Ecuadorian border, a
consolidated report on the impacts stemming from fumigations was issued: 1,551 persons
had their health affected, 3,174 hectares of licit crops were destroyed, and 55,045 animals
were affected or died, distributed across 44 precincts.

This report, prepared by the Police Station,_[3] focuses on damage to crops and animals,
broken down as follows:
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Damage to crops and animals in the Valle del Guamuez (Colombia)- 2001

Crops Has % Animals N° %
Grasses 1,308 41.0% Fish 34,150 62.0%
Banana 229 7.2% Hens 8,632 15.7%
Corn 188 5.9% Cows 1,038 1.9%
Yucca 163 5.1% Guinea pigs 980 1.8%
Fruits 138 4.3% Ducks 365 0.6%
Others 1,148 36.0% Horses 155 0.3%

Others 9,725 17.7%
Total 3,174 100% 55,045

1.c Impacts on Ecuador of the fumigations in Colombia in 2001

In October 2000, the press reported the first impacts on health in Mataje (Esmeraldas)
associated to the fumigations in the Department of Narifio, with 44 persons falling sick after
the first fumigation (E/ Comercio, Quito, October 22, 2000).

In January, E/ Comercio reported on the impacts in the province of Sucumbios stemming
from fumigations in December (E/ Comercio, Quito, January 12, 2001).

Months later, 188 campesinos from different communities filed a report with the Office of
the Human Rights Ombudsman in Lago Agrio, which was transferred to the Ombudsman in
Quito, where its processing came to a standstill. The report set forth the claims of the
campesinos of the parishes of General Farfan, Nueva Loja, Pacayacu, Dureno, and Tarapoa.
The claim noted the following losses:

Damage to crops and animals in Sucumbios (Ecuador)- 2001

Crops |No. of hectares Percentage Animals No. of dead Percentage
damaged animals
Coffee 1,215 47.4% Fish 6,355 53.7%
Grasses 785 30.6% Hens 4,681 39.6%
Bananas/182 7.1% Pigs 315 2.7%
Rice 103 4.0% Cows 188 1.6%
Corn 87 3.4% Guinea 117 1.0%
pigs
Cacao |79 3.1% Ducks 73 0.6%
Fruit 53 2.0% Dogs 49 0.4%
Yucca |51 2.0% Horses 43 0.4%
Total 2,560 Total 11,828

Despite huge loses for subsistence and household farming, no government official has
traveled to the areas to check, in the field, the damage reported in this claim.

1.d Impacts of fumigations in Colombia in 2002

The second phase of fumigations started on July 28, 2002. Despite the short time that has
elapsed, reports are piling up in the following institutions:
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- The Municipality of Puerto Asis_[4] reported that, since August 11, 2002, it has been
fumigated, and this has “affected more than 2,254 families (from 58 precincts), some of
whom are beneficiaries of the Manual Eradication Program."

- A report from Agroamazonia_[5] dated September 23, 2002 describes how palm
heart plantations have been affected in the Valle del Guamuez, Puerto Asis, and Orito. Out
of 32 palm heart growers covering 54.8 hectares of sown crops, damage has been reported
in 43.8 hectares, which accounts for 80% of farmed area.

- The Office of the Human Rights Ombudsman for the Colombian People_[6] asserted
the following on October 9: “3.9.5 In addition to the previous reports, in the department
there have been complaints about harm to the health of the inhabitants, presumably caused
by fumigations. The report of the Deputy Department of Public Health of the Department of
Putumayo on the impacts of fumigations in various municipalities of this territorial institution
informed that “(...) 4,883 (85%) of the 5,929 persons referred to in the complaint forms and
interrogated by the officials of the Technical Assistance Unit of Orito and coming from
46.4% of the 282 precincts comprising the three municipalities, spoke about symptoms that
can be attributed to the fumigation. The symptoms were associated to respiratory problems
29% (964), gastrointestinal problems 26.4% (876), skin problems 15.8% (524),
psychological problems 1.9% (64), fever 15.5% (516), general indisposition 5.4% (179),
dizziness 4.1% (32) and others 0.9% (29)”. This report adds that, in the Hospital de la
Hormiga, there was “a statistically significant rise in episodes of fever, diarrhea, abdominal
pain, acute respiratory infections, and skin infections.” The report concludes: “An
epidemiological surveillance system for acute intoxication caused by pesticides and a
nutritional surveillance system are required.” [7]

1.e Impacts on Ecuador of fumigations in Colombia 2002

The “Santa Marianita” Association of Campesinos_[8] of the Parish of General Farfan,
comprised of 27 members, reported that after the recent fumigations in Colombia they have
suffered from “skin and eye diseases, respiratory infections, fevers like those resulting from
malaria, but tests turn out to be negative. Females animals have problems when giving
birth and we have noted a fall in the production of corn, cacao, rice, bananas, to such an
extent that we cannot get our investment back.”

The Chone 2, Puerto Nuevo and La Playera communities on the Tetetes road, in the parishes
of Pacayacu, reported damage to their crops and animals. Likewise, they spoke of severe
damage and health problems in the border community of Cohembi.

1.f Government actions

On July 2, 2001, the Ecuadorian Government requested the Colombian Government:

- “that the applications of chemical formulas used on its territory take place at least
10 kilometers away from the Ecuadorian border, so as to prevent the dispersion

caused by winds from reaching Ecuadorian territory and producing toxic effects on persons
and plant life.” [9]

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Colombia replied to this request [10] on July 14, 2001 and
stated:
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To check the distance of the fumigations made on the border, the verification mission
entered Colombian territory and, with GPS equipment, proceeded to identify the zones
fumigated in Colombia and their distance from the San Miguel River. It obtained the
following results:

GPS points and distance to the border from Colombia

Place PointElevation18° NorthUTM Distance to Ecuador
La Pedregosa (Col)7 248 m 0317989 00296016 m

Nueva Granada (Col)8 266 m 0318341 100310951,412 m

Nueva Granada (Col)9 275 m 0318295 /00313181,635 m

La Pedregosa (Col)10 270 m 0318088 0030359706 m

Los Cristales (Col)14 270 m 0333976 00375158,285 m

Aguas Blancas (Col) 15 276 m 0332612 /00354596,981 m

Aguas Blancas (Col)|16 292 m 0332616 |0035463/6,986 m

- In Pedrera (point 7), six meters from the San Miguel River, signs of crops destroyed
by fumigation, possibly from wind drifts, were found.

- At point 10, severe impacts were observed, since the area was sprayed directly at
706 meters away from the border.

- In the precinct of Nueva Granada (points 8 and 9), at 1,600 meters from the border,
eye-witness accounts by the population reported that, between August 30 and September
6, planes fumigated directly onto their houses. As proof of this, on the football field, located
in the middle of the town, there were large rings of chlorosis. The schoolteacher stated that
her 35 students fell ill with headaches, sore and runny eyes, and fever.

- In Aguas Blancas (points 15 and 16), at a distance of 7 to 8 km from the border,
there were clear signs that all kinds of crops had been destroyed.

- In Los Cristales (point 14), there were eye-witness accounts of airplanes flying over
the houses and spraying them on August 1 and 18, 2002, without any consideration for how
it would be affecting homes, food crops, and water sources.

GPS points and distance to border from Ecuador

Place PointElevation18° NorthUTM Distance to Colombia
Frente La Pedregosa12 257 m 0318397 |0028996/186 m

Puerto Nuevo 17 276 m 0327151 |0027838/13 m

Chone - 2 18 260 m 0331636 0025646(1,236 m

Chone - 2 19 255 m 0331462 0026463584 m

Playera Oriental 20 263 m 0330474 10027463526 m

Playera Oriental 21 257 m 0329942 0027781743 m

Playera Oriental 22 253 m 0330071 0027817622 m

Playera Oriental 23 277 m 0330098 10027662702 m

Playera Oriental 24 256 m 0331031 0027533 Reference river 0 m
Chone - 2 26 261 m 0331624 0025628/1,257 m

- In La Playera Oriental and Chone 2 (between 1 and 1,257 m from the bank of the San
Miguel River, evident damage from the fumigation of September 6, 2002 on the Colombian

-7-
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side of the banks of the San Miguel River was observed. At all points, soil and plant
samples were taken, health data on the population were gathered, and eye-witness
accounts on social impacts were recorded.

- In front of La Pedregosa (point 12, at 186 m inside Ecuadorian territory) damage was
found in the banana plantations and other crops, which showed signs of chlorosis
(yellowing), as a result of the proximity of fumigations in Colombia. The accounts pointed
out that these impacts stemmed from the fumigations done on the Colombian side between
August 30 and September 6, 2002.

What was observed by the verification mission, the results from the samples that were
taken, the eye-witness accounts that were recorded, and the interviews that were
conducted enable us to assert that the fumigations in Colombia are taking place less than
10 kilometers away from the Ecuadorian border. On the basis of the above, it can be
concluded that, at the time of the mission, the request made by the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs and the Ecuadorian Ambassador to Colombia had not been met.

In some cases, there were fumigations as close as the banks of the San Miguel River. The
drifting of sprayed products has caused severe harm to the Ecuadorian border population.

3.b Objective 2: Check the reports of impacts of fumigations on the health of the
inhabitants of the zone and corroborate a report on the death of five persons in
Cohembi (Ecuador).

In June 2001, Ecological Action published a Research Report_[16] on the impacts of
fumigations of January 2001 on the border of Sucumbios. The report showed that:

- 100% of the population living in the border zone had been intoxicated by the
Roundup Ultra fumigations over a 5 km strip, and 89% of the population, if the strip is
extended to 10 km.

- Three months after the fumigations, the population up to 5 km kept showing
symptoms of chronic intoxication with signs of neurological impairment, skin problems and
conjunctivitis.

- There is a direct linkage, in terms of time, between fumigations and the appearance
of disease.

- There is a direct linkage between the distance of site that was fumigated and
symptomatology. The symptomatology in the population declines in proportion to the
distance of the fumigated site.

- The possibility of new fumigations on the population that is already suffering from
symptoms of chronic intoxication may cause an impact of incalculable consequences for
their lives.

- The population, which has suffered from the impacts of the fumigation, has become
frantic. They do not benefit from any economic support, compensation, or suitable care for
their health, which has been undermined by a fumigation program that renders them
invisible.
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can be appreciated in the chart on the “Impacts of fumigations on health in Ecuador and
Colombia”.

From the clinical histories that were examined, we can infer the following:

- A large majority of the population after the fumigations has felt adverse impacts
such as headaches and eye irritation and tearfulness. In the Colombian communities that
were more intensely fumigated, it was common to find digestive problems, with dizziness,
abdominal pains, vomiting and nausea, diarrhea, fatigue and loss of energy. This
symptomatology is typical of organophosphates, which is the group that Roundup Ultra
belongs to. The presence of fever in Colombia is also significantly more widespread than in
Ecuador.

- Another group of symptoms appears because of skin diseases. A great deal of
pruritus (itchiness) is associated to different diseases, ranging from dermatitis
(inflammation) to the appearance of pimples for different reasons. The irritation caused by
the chemical is evident in this symptomatology, which also occurs in the eyes, which has a
higher incidence on the Ecuadorian side than the digestive symptoms.

- Some campesinos indicated that there are two types of fumigations: one involving
a whitish or transparent fluid and the other a dark color, after which there is a powerful
"itch."

- The psychological impact that the fumigations exert on the campesinos of Ecuador is
different from that on Colombia. Whereas the former display stress which leads to
insomnia, the Colombians are depressive as a result of the complex reality that the
inhabitants of this zone have to live through, heightened by the impacts of fumigations.

The symptomatology described by the population is consistent with what is produced as a
result of the inactivation of cholinesterase, which is the impact of the organophosphates.
The central nervous system is overstimulated, which in turn causes: headaches, dizziness,
nausea, vomiting, stomachaches, and fatigue. This symptomatology is accompanied by the
specific components of this product, which produces acute eye and skin irritation.

-10-
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Letter from Victor Velasco Tapia, Government of Sucumbios, Republic of Ecuador, to Lourdes
Luque, Minister of Health, Republic of Ecuador (Oct. 2002)
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Republic of
Governorship of Sucumbios

Ecuador

Proceeding No. 511-GS-2002
Nueva Loja, 16 October 2002

Eng. Lourdes Luque
MINISTER OF ENVIRONMENT
In your Offices

Dear Madam:

With the present letter, I allow myself to express my cordial greetings to you and to wish you
much success in your job functions. At the same time, I would like to take advantage of this
opportunity to notify you of the following:

In light of the wvarious complaints, in writing as well as through various means of
communication, with respect to damages caused to peasants in the bordering area with
Colombia, especially from peasants who are located on the riverbanks of Rio San Miguel, in the
province of Sucumbios, due to anti-narcotic fumigations conducted in neighboring Colombia as
part of Plan Colombia, for this reason I personally visited the area on 15 October of this year at
these locations and was able to confirm that as a result of the fumigations the orito, plantain,
banana, corn, and yucca crops, and, in general, all the different agricultural crops that are basis of
sustenance for peasants in the area were burnt. Similarly, the fish in pools, which comprise part
of the sector’s industry, have died. Barnyard fowl has also been affected. As a result, negative
effects exist which harm the inhabitants of the Border with Colombia. I was also able to confirm
the effects caused to individuals’ health, such as itchiness, boils on their bodies, skin affectations
and respiratory problems.

For your heightened awareness, I hereby enclose copies of the complaint filed by Mr. Victor
Mestanza with the Ombudsman of the Village of Sucumbios.
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I allow myself to inform you of this situation, awaiting your instructions, which will be fulfilled
by this Governorship.

Sincerely,
GOD, COUNTRY AND FREEDOM

Signed

Mr. Victor Velasco Tapia
Governorship of Sucumbios
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Memorandum from Peter P. Trent, INL/RM/ASD, PSC Bogota, to Grant Harden,
INL/RM/ASD, COR (4 July 1996)
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UNCLASSIFIED

RELEASED IN PART
B4, B6

T0: Grant Harden, INL/RM/ASD, COR
FROM: Peter P. Trent, INL/RM/ASD,PSC Bogota
SUBJECT: Monthly Evaluation -~ JUNE 1996
MANAGEMENT o
The overall rating for June 1996 is E;zcelleﬁt.,'

Business Management CA 1

This area is graded Excellent. Contractor respamden;) Fo} 2

resolved, a number of high visibility problems|THRat-werelbeyxond
his control or ability to forecast. Repositiofring-ef
equipment to handle heavy maintenance reguirembnts, main
personnel realignment, and active interaction with host nEEIo
customs personnel all combined to turn a problem beset month of

operations into a reasonably successful effort. Improvements in

methods of operation and administration were undertaken to Adﬁhm
increase efficiency and daily operations and to improve 2 Bressere

performance standards. Detailed in the remainder of this monthly
evaluation, these efforts demonstrate the contractor’s desire to 4;%54)
preempt problems and achieve high quality standards. This

month’s supply difficulties with engine serial numbers, lost oil ,
coolers, and poor pre-shipment inspections of items. sent down p /Z;?-
range, made life for the Colombian operation more difficult than

it had to be. Manning shortfalls in maintenance and operations
showed significant improvement at month’s end and will do much in
the way of insuring accomplishment of program objectives. -

Contract Management

This area is rated Excellent. The critical review of methods of
operation and prograf requirements netted gains in several areas.
Renewed focus in the areas of manpower utilization and equipment
needs and availability have brought local operations to a higher
level of contract management. This management has taken the form
of not simply insuring contract standards are maintained, but
that they are maximized. The requests for additional personnel,
test equipment, and aircraft equipment upgrades were all geared
to ensuring the government receives the capabilities it expects,
These types of initiatives are just as valid as indicators of
contract management, as they are of business management., Cost
control and resource monitoring remain excellent, and calls for
expenditures to increase capability are in line with value for
the dollar thinking. Examples of this are the request for analog
data modification to PR-1000. This is a contractor initiative
and is an attempt to provide a means of early detection of engine
abuse and the preempting of expensive overhaul requirements,
spend a little and save a lot approach.

REVIEW AUTHORITY: CLARKE N ELLIS

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE UNCL A S S]FIED
DATE/CASE ID: 12 FEB 2009 200103928 . :
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UNCLASSIFIED

Schedule

Scheduling is graded Outstanding.. The scheduling of aircraft
this month was extremely challenging and the contractor maximized
the regources at his disposal. The return of the C-208 and
windfall of additional support aircraft flying time was £ully
exploited. Judicious use of the airframe allowed- full support of
the PR-1000 repair, engine change requirement on T-02 and the
intensified San Jose FOL effort. Battle damage repairs and
resulting T-65 shortfalls were handled as effectively as possible
given the shared scheduling authority of the T-65 aircraft.

-

TECHNICAL

Operations

This area was graded Excellent. There still are no standard
operating procedures published for the Colombian operation.

This is offset, to a high degree, by the fact that the ‘level of
effort required to ensure host nation procedures remain within
acceptable limits has been enormous. Active participation by
operations personnel in assisting and guiding host nation
personnel in operational planning and procedures was
indispensable and the PSC’s number one priority. The contractor
responded very well to the challenge.

-~

1. Operation Planning: This area was the focus of attention
this month. The development of operational plans and standards
has become a critical area of concern for the program. The
employment of INL aircraft, once students have been qualified, is
a central issue in the overall success of the program. The push
by the CNP to increase the overall effectiveness of the counter
narcotics effort has resulted in their call to evolve ox improve
employment tactics and expand operations. These new concepts of
operation have in some cases caused serious difficulties because
the concepts have not fully addressed T-65 operational
capabilities and limitations. Operations personnel have
responded to these new CNP initiatives by producing upgraded
briefing guides, operational plans and methods of operation.
Rules of engagement that detail operational standards have served

. to define operational limits and give both the CNP and NAS
personnel a common, and firm, guide from which to woxk.

2. Operational Readiness: Excellent. Aircraft are in flyable
condition and available if it is physically possible to do so.
Battle damage or lack of parts are the only things that prevent
an aircraft from being mission ready. Oversights and lack of
effort do not exist in this team.

3. Training: Training operations continued to grow this month
despite the lack of new students. The expansion of operations,
detailed in the Operation Planning paragraph, has brought with it
associated problems in Colombian contract pilot capability. The

UNCLASSIFIED
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Memorandum from David Johnson, INL/C/ASD, to Grant Harden, INL/C/ASD (14 Nov. 1996)
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- ' UNCLASSIFIED

RELEASED IN FULL
Unclassified :

MEMORANDUM : November 14, 1996

FROM: INL/C/ASD -David Johnson .

TO: INL/C/ASD - Grant Harden
SUBJECT:  Safety Award Fee Evaluation for October 1996

The overall rating for this period is excellent.

a. 4.3.1 Safety personnel ratiizg is excellent.

e The PSD Safety Manager and Safety Specialist are highly qualified and proactive in their
duties.
o All sights have trained and qualified safcty representatives,

b. 4.3.2 The Flight Safety Program is rated low acceptable

» The monthly aviation safety topic “Hazard of Hedge Hopping” was trained at all sights and
provided in both English and Spanish.

Safety could be improved with the OV-10 pilots. An incident occurred that revealed pilots lack of
experience in the OV-10 and discipline in following published checklist procedures were at fault.
This incident resulted in a precautionary landing but results could have been catastrophic. Pilot’s
management also did not adequately deal with the pilots lack of dlsc1plme Corrective actions did
not deal with individual system inadequacies.

¢. 4.3.3 Ground Safely Program is rated excellent. )
*  Weekly safety topics were trained at all sights and provided in both English and Spanish.

d. 4.3.4 Safety inspections/Surveys are rated excellent.

s PSD Safety Specialist conducted safety inspections of the hangar, block house, and logistics
warehouse with no major shortcomings being identified.

¢ Safety surveys were completed at all down range sights.

e. 4.3.5 Incideni/Accident Reporling is rated excellent.
All reports have been submitted in accordance with DoS / ASD directives.
The PSD Safety Manager reviews all incident reports to search for trends.
The PSD Safety Manager is currently using the automated incident reporting system and
maintaining all related data tables.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE
REVIEW AUTHORITY: CLARKE N ELLIS
DATE/CASE ID: 13 FEB 2009 200103928 UNCLASSIFIED



Annex 35



Annex 36

Memorandum from David Johnson INL/C/ASD to Grant Harden, INL/C/ASD (12 Dec. 1996)
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MEMORANDUM _ ’ December 12, 1996 .

TO: INL/C/ ASD Grant Harden
FROM: INL/C/ASD -David Johnson
SUBJECT:  Safety Award Fee Evaluation for November 1996

The overall rating for this period is 'acceptable.

a. 4.3.1 Safety personnel rating is outstanding.

* The PSD Safety Manager and Safety Specialist are highly qualified and proactive in their
duties. .
* All sights have trained and qualified safety representatives.

The PSD Safety Manager has aggressively worked to improve program safety. He has made

tough recommendations that may not have been what management wanted to hear; but, these

recommendations were in the best interest of the program and were the right and safe things to
" do. He is critical to the flight safety of this program and has done an outstanding job.

b. 4.3.2 The Flight Safely Program is rated marginal,

° The'monthly aviation safety topic “Visual Illusions” was trained at all sights and provided in
both English and Spanish.

The contractor developed pilot training program for the OV-10 does not yet meet FAR
requirements. Since there is no FAA or DoS approved pilot training program, pilots with less
than 50 airframe hours are signed off as instructor pilots. These instructor pilots are in turn
training other instructor pilots and plans are to sign them off as instructor pilots with the same
minimum training. .

The pilots being trained are also demonstrating lapses of pilot discipline, professionalism, and
ability to follow published guidance. Early in the month, three T-65 aircraft were shot because

- they were not following established operational procedures. These same pilots are scheduled for
OV-10 training. This apparent lack of discipline is singularly the most dangerous safety of ﬂlaht
issue in the OV-10 program,

These issues have been brought to PSD management attention by the PSD Safety Manager but
management has maintained their focus on meeting deadlines while sometimes jeopardizing
safety. Management is not adequately supporting program safety

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE
REVIEW AUTHORITY: CLARKE N ELLIS . ‘
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Unclassified
MEMORANDUM . May 28, 1997
TO: DYNCORP -] IPSD MANAGER ‘ B4,B6

FROM: INL/RM/AS -TIMDOTY, COR
SUBJECT: MONTHLY EVALUATION - March 1997

This is the consolidated monthly evaluation of DynCorp’s and it’s subcontractors performance
for the month of March 1997. Please contact the COR if you have any comments or questions
about the evaluation.

MANAGEMENT
Excellent

BUSINESS MANAGEMENT

Excellent :
The contractor continued to work a host of management and technical issues involving the
OV-10 such as ejection seats, propellers and engines and management issues with the
expansion of the eradication program in Colombia. The eradication program in Colombia
continues to be very dynamic, especially the growth of the program, The contractor and
subcontractors resolved all problems associated with this expansion in an excellent manner.
This growth continues to strain personnel resources. The effective use of available
manpower for March was outstanding especially recognizing that the contract calls for a main
base and two forward operating locations, yet the contractor has been spreading personnel
across as many as six locations simultaneously. In Bolivia, the contractor recently has been
inundated with engine work and management decisions in prioritizing the work load
minimized the impact on the flow of the engines undergoing the ASAM modification. The
PASA in Peru rated management of the program in Peru as satisfactory and perceives that the
contractor is not moving towards the goal of Peruvianization as quickly as possible, Peru
also experienced a few problems with parts being received from Patrick Support Division
which were not in working order and the contractor personnel in Peru not catching it until the
parts were installed on an aircraft. This cansed delays in getting aircraft back to mission
ready status.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 1
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Operational Planning
Excellent

Bolivia

There have been some problems with operational planning resulting in non-optimum use of
the aircraft. This problem is now reflecting in the operational readiness rate and aircraft
availability for missions (too many aircraft in phase inspection or about to go into phase
inspection, at the same time). The contractor has now realized there are some areas for
improvement and is addressing the issue,

Colombia

Mission planning in Colombia was executed successfully in the face of numerous
unprogrammed requircments and operational changes created by the CNP. At the FOLs,
mission planning was accomplished prior to each day’s reconnaissance.and eradication
missions. Although some difficulties were encountered when host nation escort aircraft
ignored previously agreed to operational plans, contractor personnel took swift and decisive
action to correct these situations,

Peru

The contractor continued to assist the NAS and PNP in planning operational deployments,
with appropriate mixes of aircraft, personnel, and spares to permit continuous operations.

Operational Readiness
Satisfactory

Colombia

The contractor’s performance at the main El Dorado base was commendable, especially given
the prograny’s rapid expansion during this rating period. At the FOLs, reconnaissance and
eradication missions were accomplished successfully; however, it was noted that some CNP *
pilots operating out of the San Jose base were flying too fast and too high on spray passes.
This substandard performance was compounded by a lack of positive control by the
contractor IP who was flying in the same formation. The contractor has taken steps,

however, to correct this situation and to prevent its reoccurrence.

Training
Excellent

Bolivia
The contractor has developed a CASA training program and is prepared to provide pilot
training for two RDTF copilots. '

3 .
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strived to make real improvements in these programs. The overall safety and envn'onmental
records attest to thls .

FLIGHT SAFETY PROGRAM

Low Excellent ) ~
The monthly aviation safety topic “When Your Plane Goes Down” was trained at all sites'and
provided in both English and Spanish.

The contractor was directed by the DoS/AD Chief in February 1997 to further develop recon
with FLIR tasks. They were also directed to take advantage of spray testing to develop OV-
10 spray tasks. In reviewing the OV-10 ATM and discussions with the contractor, no
progress has been made in this area. The OV-10s are apparently operating in Colombia
without a base of reference to operate from and are developing tasks as they need.
Considering the hostile environment and the harsh operating conditions, this seems to be the
least safe approach and dramatically increases the risk associated with the mission.

. Contractor operations should have taken a more proactive approach as directed by the
DoS/AD Chief to prevent this situation.

GROUND SAFETY PROGRAM
Excellent
Weekly safety topics were trained at all sites and provided in both English and Spanish.

Developed procedures and identified required equipment to be used with the prop erosion
control kit to be used on the OV-10 in order to meet respiratory protection requirements.

SAFETY INSPECTIONS / SURVEYS

Low Excellent
PSD Safety Specialist conducted safety inspections of the hangar blockhouse, and logistics
warehouse with no major shortcomings being identified.

Safety surveys were completed at all down range sites.

Though monthly safety inspections are being completed at all sites, findings are not being
forwarded to DoS for review. All findings that cannot be corrected at the local level must be
forwarded to prioritize program corrective actions and also to track trends for analysis.

INCIDENT / ACCIDENT REPORTING -

Outstanding
All reports have been submitted ahead of required time lines and in all cases have exceeded
repoiting requirements. Notification of incidents occurs immediately with hard copy reports
following usually within 24 hours, The contractor has fully implemented the automated
safety management system. The program is working very well and valuable data is being
obtained and analyzed

9
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Memorandum from Tim Doty, COR, INL/RM/AD, to Dyncorp, PSD Manager (Aug. 1997)
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RELEASED IN PART
B4, B6

TO: DYNCORP-|

PSD MANAGER

FROM: INL/RM/AD - TIM DOTY, COR
" SUBJECT: MONTHLY EVALUATION - AUGUST 1997

MANAGEMENT
Low Outstanding

BUSINESS MANAGEIMENT
Excellent

CONTRACT MANAGEMENT
Outstanding

SCHEDULE
Outstanding

TECHNICAL

OPERA TIONS
Excellent

Operational Planning
Outstanding

Bolivia

The Contractor is not normally responsible for operational planning and execution, except in
the case of the CASA 212 crew. Performance in this area continued to be outstanding.

DATE/CASE ID: 05 FEB 2009 200103928
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Colombia

Operational planning perfonnance continued to be strong. Plannmg and preparations for
unprogrammed requirements was outstanding, and coordination with host nation personnel
was very effective. The Operations Manager and Operations Coordinators at the two FOL’s
should be commended for their exceptional performance in this area,

Peru

The OPSCOs continued to provide operational advice and council to the PNP leadership.
The site additionally advised the PNP on planned deployments to a variety of locations to
support simultaneous eradication and enforcement activities.

Operational Readiness
Excellent ’

‘Bolivia and Peru
In Bolivia and Peru, the availability of qualified contractor personnel and equipment support
necessary to meet operational requirements was superior.

Colombia -

Despite the fact the site experienced shortages in personnel during the month, the Contractor
was able to satisfy mission requirements through creative scheduling, All aspects of
readiness were performed in an outstanding manner, with the exception of the performance of
some of the spray pilots. Recent verification of a series of complaints by local farmers in the
“Caqueta Department of Colombia provided clear examples that some spray pilots were using
poor judgment. This, combined with unacceptable techniques resulted in collateral damage
to legitimate crops and pastures. The overall damage to the image of the program this month
by these pilots was significant.

Training
Acceptable

Bolivia

Rotary wing pilot training has been slow. The single contractor standardization pilot has
been kept busy performing administrative duties which distracts him from his other
responsibilities. He has additionally been instructed to complete the unit SOP, which
includes'night operations, external load operations, multi-ship operations, and search and
rescue operations. In order to meet real time demands the SP should be augmented by an
administrative person or an additional Standardization Pilot.

Colomnbia

L too -
The training program was both responsive and productive in most areas. However, more
training is needed in the area of fumigation techniques and coca crop recognition, and the
Contractor has been proactive in addressing this issue.

2
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Unclassified
MEMORANDUM
' 21 Tune 1999
In reply refer to:
990621.3043
TO: DYNCORP-| IPSD MANAGER . B4, B6

FROM: INL/RM/AD - STEPHEN H. HARRIS, COR
SUBJECT: MONTHLY EVALUATION - MAY 1999

MANAGEMENT

Excellent . .
DynCorp did an outstanding job in responding to a short term request to provide support for a
visit by a senior State Department official, Under Secretary Frank Loy. The visit
demonstrated the effectiveness of the training and eradication program in Latin America and
provided the Under Secretary with first hand knowledge of the complicated mission the
Aviation Division performs.

State is pleased with the management attention that is finally being placed in improving the
logistics system with a bar-coding system. This has been a requirement that has been too
long being implemented. We are expecting significant progress in the near furture and expect
to be rewarded with improved inventory control and property accountability.

We commend management on the operational success of the RARE deployments during this
period. All of the posts have provided excellent results and are looking forward to future
deployments. We expect RARE missions to become more frequent and a permanent mode of
operation in the future, However, State encourages a stronger supervisory chain for RARE
deployments. Many problems that arise could be prevented with clearer lines of
communication and RARE leads with the authority to make decisions.

Management has taken excellent steps towards exploring a new Management Information
. System. We look forward to your proposal in the near future.

Colombia

The contractor has continued to support all aspects of the contract in an excellent manner.
The contractor supported 3 FOL’s, a prolonged RARE deployment to Latin America and the
-Bogota Main Base. The contractor sprayed 7040 hectares (unadjusted) of coca during this
period, is about twice as much as was sprayed in April. However, it still reflects continued
marginal weather conditions for spraying. The contractor accomplished this despite splitting

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 1
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’

contractor. Special care must be taken that institution building initiatives are not disrupted by
hiring personnel that the host nation is counting on being part of their long term program.

Effective Assignment and Utilization of Manpower
Bolivia
The site manager has kept the PASA staff fully informed during his search for avionics,
engines, and structural technical advisors. We are very pleased with his initial selection and
look forward to other recruits of similar caliber.

CONTRACT MANAGEMENT

Excellent
Colombia

The contractor has continued to place emphasis on efficiency and cost accountability. The
contractor has continued to conduct 100% inventory audits and cyclic inventories in Bogota
and the FOL’s. The May inventory of Bogota parts showed a 94% accuracy.] | B4, B6
conducted a spot inventory check in San Jose and found that all items that he checked were
100% accurate. The contractor continues to look for ways to reduce costs and improve
efficiency to the program. The contractor personnel have identified a potentially new Bogota
facility with hangar. This new location would be perfect for our future operations. NAS
Admin Officer has been introduced to the current owner of the facility and the '
procurement/rental process has started. This section is being rated satisfactory for two
reasons: first, the contractor (PSD and Bogota) failed to provide adequate OV-10 experience
level at the Larandia FOL, second, for almost six months the contractor has not provided
adequate OV-10 standardization oversight of the OV-10 program, which may have
contributed to the OV-10 incident.

Effectiveness of Property and Material Control to Include Overall Management of
Property Such as Minimizing Loss and Damage to Property and Property Accountability

Bolivia
The following is a correction to the April report: Last month’s mention was made of the

discovery of five stored fuel blivets. There are actually only two fuel blivets in storage here,
the other items being ground sheets for use with blivets.

Quality of Management Reports (Substantive, Accurate, Comprehensive, Clearly Written
with Facts Documented) ’

Bolivia
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Aviation Resource Management Inspection

of A PART
Air Wing Colombia Site gELE , SED IN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A six-member team composed of representatives from operations,
maintenance, safety and management performed an inspection of the
Colombia site March 12-18, 2000. The team visited the FOLs at Larandia,
San Jose, Tolemaida and the MOB at Bogota. The team was well received
at all locations and the interviews conducted were frank and very
informative. General conclusions indicate a well-motivated, interested
workforce who believe and understand the mission of the Air Wing in -
Colombia. The quality of the personnel is outstariding and the success of the
operations in Colombia can be attributed to them. However, deficiencies

~ were noted that indicate a need for improvement and requires immediate
attention by management. These areas are the overall organization and
chain of command which have led to several complications and an overall
confusion about duties and responsibilities. Overall complacency towards
safety is a primary concern and needs to be corrected immediately.

The report will address all areas inspected in the following format.
Findings will be identified with recommendations for corrective action and a
timeline for corrective action. General observations will be provided with.
recommendations as required. The issues addressed in order will be
management, operations, standardization, logistics, maintenance, quality
control and safety.

B4

I
- Team Chief
23 March 2000
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1. MANAGEMENT
1.1 Findings

1.1.1 Finding: , .
Job descriptions for the majority of personnel are non-existent at all levels of
the work force - management and line level.

1.1.1 Discussion: . .
Interviews were conducted with FOL Mangers at Larandia, San Jose,
Tolemaida; logistics personnel and managers at Larandia, Tolemaida and
Bogota; Site Manager in Bogota; maintenance managers at Larandia,
Tolemaida and Bogota; safety manager at Tolemaida. FOL managers and
logistics personnel had no record of a job description or briefings as to duties
and responsibilities. Maintenance manager at Bogota had recently been
provided a job description and the maintenance lead-at Larandia declared
that he had a job description.

1.1.1 Recommendation:

Provide job descriptions to all personnel and have supervisors brief them on
their duties and responsibilities. Update job descriptions as needed.
Completion date: 30 days from date of this report.

1.1.2 Finding:. '
The chain of command is confusing and leads to ineffective decision-
making.

1.1.2 Discussion:
Interviews with the various managers indicates a reporting chain that in
most cases leads directly back to Patrick, by-passing the FOL Manager and

Site Manager. This chain of command causes micro management from

Patrick directly to the FOL Leads and often causes contradictory information
and, in.some cases, policy making at the lowest level.

1.1.2 Recommendation: X -

Establish a formal chain of command that includes the FOL manager in the
rating chain for all leads at the FOL. The Site Manager must be included in
the chain for the FOL Managers. _ :
Completion date: 15 days from date of report

2
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1.1.3 Finding;
Span of control is too large for several managers.

" 1.1.3 Discussion:

Interviews with several mangers indicates that the span of control is too
large for several of the mangers. The span for the maintenance lead at
Larandia at the time of the interview was 22 personnel, the Site Manager
rates 12 personnel, the logistics manger rates 12-14 personnel. These large
. spans of control make it difficult to efficiently supervise personnel.
Additionally, breaking down the duties and responsibilities will allow for
development of supervisors. '

- 1.1.3 Recommendation: ~
Review the spans of control of all supervisors to determine the validity of
developing smaller span of control for efficiency and task assignments.
Completion date: 30 days from date of report

1.1.4 Finding:
There are no in-processing checklists at the FOLs or Site.

1.1.4 Discussion:

Personnel amvmg at the Colombia Site or FOLS are not provided any formal
in-processing. Local rules and procedures are not briefed, provided or
discussed. Any in-processing is done by the leads but is dependent on the
lead on duty at the time and thoroughness depends on the time he has
available.

1.1.4 Recommendation:

Develop and in-processing checklist for the Colombia Site in Bogota and for
each FOL. When personnel have completed the checklist it should be placed
in his training/personnel folder.

Completion date: 30 days from date of this report

1.1.5 Finding:
Personnel at various sites did not have the appropriate Plans, SOPs or LOIs.

1.1.5 Discussion:
FOL Managers at Larandia and San Jose did not have copies of the
Operations, Program Management, Maintenance or Quality Control Plans.

3
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1.1.5 Recommendation:

Provide copies of all approved plans, SOPs, LOIs ATMs, etc. to the Site
and the FOLs on CD. .

Completion date: 30 days from date of this report

1.1.6 Finding:
No suggestion program exists.

1.1.6 Discussion:

A suggestion program allows line personnel to identify areas of concern or
make suggestions for changes or improvement. No process exists for
personnel to make these recommepdatlons

‘1.1.6 Recommendation:

Study the feasibility of establishing a suggestion program.
Completion date: 60 days from date of this report

1.1.7 Finding:
No self-inspection program exists except for a limited quality control audit

program:.

1.1.7 Recommendation:

Develop self-iispection program for all the functional areas — operations,
logistics, maintenance and safety.

Completion date: 60 days from date of this report

1.1.8 Finding:
Several FOLs are short of spares/parts for GSE, fire bottles are missing,
ramp and storage facilities are inadequate.

1.1.8 Recommendation:

Review all issues that require NAS action. Provnde written requests to AJI‘
Wing Aviation Advisors for needed support.

Completion date: 60 days from date of this report

1.1.9 Finding:
Computer support equipment is outdated and inefficient.

1.1.9 Recommendatmn
Coordinate with Patrxck to update equ1pment

4
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Completion date: 60 days from date of this report
1.2 Observations

1.2.1 Observation:
All personnel interviewed have received a performance feedback and were
generally satisfied with their feedback. ‘

1.2.2 Observation:
Supervisory personnel generally felt well trained for their positions but
acknowledged a need for more training as supervisors.

1.2.3 Observation:
Managers are unfamiliar with the contract and technical directives.

1.2.4 Observation: .
Managers appear to be taking a reactive, somewhat complacent view
towards safety rather than being truly proactive.

1.2.5 Observation:

Tolemaida FOL has taken several steps to be proactive in establishing the
training program for the COLAR. In some cases they have gotten ahead of
the program and created SOPs that were already established.

1.2.6 Observation: :

There is a need for all personnel to be briefed on general policies and
procedures in country such as medical benefits, individual status and
medevac procedures. .

1.2.7 Observation:

Information on professional training should to be provided to all personnel.
This should be worked through the training officer. A review on ancillary
training (HAZMAT, CPR, First Aid, special handling — ammo, etc.) should
be made and provided to all pertinent personnel.

1.2.8 Observation:

Spanish langunage ability needs to be reviewed and care must be taken to
ensure positions that require daily use of the language have qualified
personnel.

5
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1.2.9 Observation: _
Documents that need to be translated into Spanish for training or daily use
(ATMs, SOPs, Plans, MSDS) should to be identified and translated.

1.2.10 Observation: -
Scheduling calendar published on a weekly basis at Tolemaida is an
excellent tool for keeping personnel informed. ' :

1.2.11 Observation:
Consideration should be taken to institute an individual safety award

" program — certificates, T -shirts, etc for each year of safe operations.

2. OPERATIONS

The INL/OA Director of Operations inspected the INL Aviation Program in
Colombia for compliance with INL requirements in two broad areas. These
areas are compliance with the administrative requirements as set forth in the
INL/OA Operations directive and INL Operations Plan; and compliance of
procedures as directed by or in operational guidance provided to the
contractor on a daily basis by INL PASA’s, by INL/OA Task Orders, Task
Directives, and contract modifications, and of INL approved procedures
such as tactics and actual conduct of missions. Generally speaking,
compliance with administrative requirements is good. Compliance with
procedures, while good, has some areas that need to be improved to increase
both safety of personnel involved and effectiveness of our mission.

Administrative Requirements.

The following items were inspected at Larandia, San Jose, Tolemaida, and
Bogota: Colombia SOP, Aircrew Individual Reading File, Mission Briefing
sheets (for the past 30 days) and Risk Assessment sheets.

2.1 Findings

2.1.1 Finding: o

" The reading file and SOP at Tolemaida have been constructed as “stand

alone” documents, and do not contain the same material as the other FOL’s
or MOB. \ '

6
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maximum employee participation without impeding the mission. (Both
rotations require coordination).

(d) FOL Managers read and understand the requirements of the DynCorp
Safety Plan as it applies to required safety training. :

() Site Safety Manager documents all monthly safety training with memo
" listing the topics covered and an attached attendance roster.

(f) Site Safety Manager maintains a file copy all training memo’s and
forward a copy to the PSD Program Safety Manager.
Completion Date: 30 days from date of report

7.1.3 Finding: ,

The Site Safety Manager in Colombia is not conducting required safety
inspections, surveys and hazard analysis in Larandia and San Jose, TAW,
DynCorp Safety Plan, PSS-2606, Page 1 of 6, Section III, Paragraph A (1)
(c &1).

7.1.3 Discussion:

Although there were some hazard surveys conducted by FOL, QC personnel,
I found there were erroneous findings made and that there was little or no
follow-up or corrective action taken by the site safety manager or FOL
managers. : :

7.1.3 Recommendation:
(a) The site safety manager accomplishes monthly safety inspections
surveys and hazard analysis. ' :

(b) The site safety manager takes immediate, corrective action to rectify all
noted deficiencies and hazards.

(c) The site safety manager coordinates with and involves the PSD safety
manager, ariy managers and/or leads at any level for support, if needed to
correct deficiencies.

(d) Site safety manager coordinates with QC to accompany them
periodically while they conduct their surveys.

H
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COLOMBIA COCA VERIFICATION MISSION
APRIL-MAY 2001

S ()

Agricultural Research 'Sevn;ice, U.S. Department of Agriculture
Beltsville, Maryland USA

July 7, 2001
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This contains basic findings and conclusions from the Coca Verification Mission conducted in
Colombia, April 22-May 4, 2001. It also includes imagery of coca leaf tissue collected; selected
photographs of field sites; data compilations and statistical evaluations; and additional
recommendations not available in the Draft Report released to NAS/Bogota on 5/7/01. Al
conclusions and recommendations are those solely of the author unless otherwise stated.
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Colombia Caca Verification Mission: April-May 2001 2
Report of SRS
eport o ™ N6

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Recent coca eradication effectiveness, in Colombia, was evaluated via a Coca Verification Mission
conducted on April 22-May 4, 2001. The illicit crop had been sprayed with glyphosate herbicide
within the period of June 2000 through January 2001. Seventy-four fields were rated in southermn
Colombia (50 in Putumayo, 14 in Caqueta, 10 in Cauca) and 15 fields in northem Colombia
(Antioquia).

Coca Control

For southern Colombia, the mean coca control within the spray swath (using aerial or, when
available, ground-based ratings) was 87%, or ca. 5% lower effectiveness than achieved 1-2
years ago. Part of this decreased efficiency may be due to spraying under less than optimal weather
conditions, and in at least one case, at too high an altitude. Aggressive action by growers to
counteract spraying, especially by timely plant pruning, seems to account for no more than 2% of
this decrease.

The nortivestern coca production nucleus near Caucasia, Antioquia was sprayed for the first
time in November-December 2000, using T-65 aircraft only. Control based on this verification
mission was a disappointing 57%; however, for reasons discussed, this estimate of swath control
has amuch higher degree of uncertainty (standard deviation of 38%) than did that for the other ficlds
(sb =17%). The Antioquia coca is grown entirely in very steep, high-altitude terrain similar to that
of opium poppy produced in Huila and Tolima Departments. Marijuana was being grown on at least
one field.

The mean coca swath control for all 89 fields rated on this Mission was 82% (SD = 25%).
runi mpact

Pruning by growers soon after coca is sprayed with glyphosate is used increasingly as a method to
save their crop. Of 89 rated fields, 26 (or 29%) were pruned, at least partially; 44% of those in
Putumayo had been pruned. Verification Raters differed in their estimates of the success of this
technique, but in general, it seems that growers were successful about 1/3 of the time. However,
even those pruned fields are out of production for at least 9 months, so cocaine production is
reduced. Coca swath control ratings were not significantly reduced by pruning, so no special
adjustment to eradicated acreage (as “compensation” for pruning’s impact on leaf supply) is
recommended at this time,
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APPENDIX E

ecial servations: llateral Damage to Forest or Non-Coca Crops

This documents any mention of coilateral damage (to forest, pasture, trees within coca fields, or
legitimate crops within or near coca fields) that was associated with eradication of glyphosate-
sprayed coca crops. It is based on field notes reported during debriefings of the April-May 2001
Verification Mission. In one instance, major environmental damage (soil erosion) caused by the land
clearing and cultivation for coca is also reported.

Listings are in order of site visitation. Overspray refers to damage (normally to forest) at beginning
and/or end of spray swath.

i‘;e Department Rater Observation

83 . Caqueta Very narrow row of trees between base of eradicated
coca field and pasture was injured or killed.

Minor tree damage; damage to guinea grass in pasture
just beyond the coca field.

75 Caqueta Overspray, with some collateral damage to trees.

71 Caqueta Some collateral damage to natural vegetation and grass.

79 Caqueta Significant tree damage at swath end (overspray).

76 Caqueta Very heavy soil erosion in isolated field (start of a
watershed) surrounded by forest. Damage caused solely
by deforestation and coca production. See Figs. HGA-
C.

84 Caqueta Minor overspraying into forest.

81 Caqueta Serious overspraying, in this area of small fields.
Recommends use of T-65 (rather than OV-10) for such
fields), to avoid overspraying.

34 Putumayo Minor overspray damage.

9 Putumayo Near target, significant tree damage in swath (overspray),
coca 100% controlled in the swath.
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Site .

o Department Rater Observation

10 Putumayo Some damage to bananas within coca field.

18 Putumayo Moderately severe damage to trees.

Much collateral damage to trees. Believes that com
planted adjacent to coca field was sprayed and killed.
Damage to jaruma and balsa trees [susceptible species,
carly succession plants after forest clearing].

48 Putumayo Very small com field likely had been sprayed and killed.
Although it might simply have matured, heavy weed
regrowth strongly suggested that plant death had

'; occurred much earlier, [Field was sprayed on 1/9/01.]
S3A Putumayo Minor damage to fringe trees; however, no damage to
(Site in MDIS large tree within spray swath, in the field.
“Area Alpha”] ) )
Minor drift damage.
29 Putumayo Believes that com had been intercropped with coca, and
killed. [Coca control on this site was 96%, mean rating.]
65A Putumayo Minor collateral damage.
(Site in MDIS
“Area Alpha”)
124 Cauca Some overspray and drift.
122 Cauca Overspray damage to trees (end of swath).
Overspray damage to trees (end of swath).
Drift and overspray, in this ca. 20-ha field.
125%* Cauca I Probable damage to trees.
i comment: Sites 125 and 123 were part of the
same coca field complex. The tree damage reported by
i in Site 125) is very likely to be the same as
reported b y\iilliand for Site 123).
123* Cauca ' Tree damage along spray swath pathway, between fields.
| Believes pilot did not shut off spraying.
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Site .

o, Department Rater Observation

Collateral damage.

153 Putumayo Damage to small bananas (natural) in field.
I
67 Putumayo Collateral damage to trees in ravine (within coca field),
[Site in MDIS along spray swath; very steep field site. See Fig. H5A.

“Area Alpha”]

154 Putumayo Collateral damage to trees in ravine (within ﬁe‘ld) in
.| swath; very large, hilly site.

50 Putumayo | Exactly one-half of a large tree, apparently directly under
! one side of the spray swath, was entirely defoliated; the
other half grew normally. The tree was inside the coca
field (which itself was totally eradicated).

147 Putumayo Minor overspray damage to native vegetation.
88 Antioquia Very minor damage to trees on fringe of field.
90 Antioquia Minor collateral damage.
87 Antioquia Minor collateral damage.
96 Antioquia Slight collateral damage in an area with much
deforestation.
85 Antioquia Some collateral damage.
85 to Antioquia Enroute from Site 85 to Site 98, passed area of killed
98 coca that also had a substantial swath of killed native
vegetation.
97 to Antioquia Enroute from Site 97 to Site 92, passed small area of
92 remaining natural vegetation and susceptible trees that

«were mnjured. Within a complex of killed coca, and by a
small laboratory.

95 Antioquia | Within swath, a tree was damaged [yet field ratings of
coca control were all 0%].
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United States Congressional Research Service, Andean Regional Initiative (ARI): FY2002 Assis-
tance for Colombia and Neighbors (14 Dec. 2001)
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Appendix D. Controversy over Spray Eradication
Efforts in Southern Colombia

The following discussion of the controversy over spray eradication (i.e., fumigation)
of illegal coca crops in southern Colombia was prepared in response to the controversy
over this effort in southern Colombia. This short synopsis of available information on the
effects of fumigation of coca crops in Colombia is only meant to provide a summary of
various claims; it is not a judgment on their validity.

In its U.S.-supported coca eradication program, the government of Colombia
sprays coca crops from aircraft with a mixture of the herbicide glyphosate,
manufactured by the U.S. company Monsanto and marketed as “Roundup,” and two
additives or “adjuvants.”® According to the State Department (in its report of
January 23, 2001, submitted to Congress consistent with the provisions of the
Statement of Managers accompanying Title III, Chapter 2 of the Emergency
Supplemental Appropriations Act. P.L. 106-246, which provided funding for Plan
Colombia), the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has found that “the use of
glyphosate, as labeled for use in the U.S., is acceptable provided that the regulatory
controls required by the EPA — the labeled instructions — are followed.” The State
Department also claims that the ingredients in the two additives (COSMO FLUX-
411F, a surfactant, and COSMO-iN-D, an anti-foaming additive'®), both produced in
Colombia, are on an EPA list of acceptable chemicals “for use on food crops when
the label instructions are followed.” This report states an EPA review of “adequate
scientific studies” shows that when properly used glyphosate “will not cause adverse
effects in humans,” and “does not cause risks of concern for birth defects, mutagenic
effects, neurotoxic effects, reproductive problems, or cancer.” It does, however, state
that “splashes” of glyphosate “can cause transient irritation to skin and eyes, ’although
at the same level of irritation as baby shampoo according to one cited study. For its
conclusion that there are “no grounds to suggest concern for human health” from the
spray mixture used in Colombia, the State Department cited a recent study published
in Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology."’

1% The active ingredient in Roundup is isopropylamine salt of N-(phosphonomethyl) glycine,
commonly known as glyphosate, Chemical Abstract Registration Number 38641-94-0, EPA
Registration Number 000524-004445. “Adjuvant” is a term for an ingredient that facilitates
or modifies the action of the principal ingredient.

16 COSMO FLUX-411F, according to the State Department report, “increases the herbicide
penetration through the waxy layer of the coca leaf by allowing ore of the spray to stick to the
plant. When more of the spray solution sticks to the plant, the herbicide becomes more
effective which means it can be applied in smaller doses.” COSMO-IN-D “is used to
minimize the foam created by the mixture-circulating pump inside the aircraft spray hopper”
in order to avoid the creation of a vacuum within the spray pressure pump which could shut
off the spray system during flight.

17 Gary M. Williams, Robert Kroes, and Ian C. Munro. Safety Evaluation and Risk
Assessment of the Herbicide Roundup and its Active Ingredient, Glyphosate, for Humans.
Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology. Vol. 31, No. 2, April 2000. Available through
[http://www.ciponline.org/colombia/12301.htm] from a hyperlink at the bottom of the text of
the State Department’s January 23, 2001 report. This publication is the official journal of the

(continued...)
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Since spraying began in December 2000 in Colombia’s Putumayo province
(where it is now indefinitely suspended), however, there have been many allegations
that the spray mixture has caused extensive harm to humans, other crops, and
livestock. The ill health effects on thousands of children and adults most commonly
reported in the areas of Putumayo fumigation include fever, eye and gastrointestinal
irritation, and skin and bronchial irritation and infections. There have also been
allegations of increased incidence of brain damage in children in these areas since
fumigation was started. In addition, critics claim, many crops other than coca have
been sprayed, depriving peasants of food crops and other sources of income, and
livestock reportedly have suffered ill effects, including hair loss in cattle from
moderate exposure, abortion among pregnant cows (possibly due, one source notes,
from stampedes caused by the noise of overhead helicopters) and the death of fowl
from spraying or drinking contaminated water. (The effects on livestock and fowl are
taken from the “Counter-Fact Sheet” of February 9, 2001, prepared by Accién
Andina, a non-governmental organization, and posted at
[http://usfumigation.org/Literature/FactSheets/ContraDoS/AA-IPS-RAPAL%20F
act%20Sheet%20-English.htm].) Supporters of aerial fumigation, however, state
that negative health and environmental effects can be attributed to drug producers
themselves, whom, they claim, also use Roundup to suppress weeds around coca
bushes, and who pollute Colombian rivers with chemicals used in processing and
refining coca into cocaine in their drug labs.

Some U.S. officials assert that many of the complaints come from those with an
interest in continuing coca production, especially as aerial spraying of coca crops has
taken place for many years in other areas of Colombia without the outcry that the
spraying in Putumayo has produced. However, according to a Washington Post
article of January 7, 2001, about the spraying in Putumayo: “Until recently, spraying
focused almost entirely on remote industrial-sized coca and poppy plantations....Now
the planes are targeting more populous farming areas...where coca...is often grown
side by side with corn, yucca, pineapple and livestock. Often it shares a plot next to
the farmer’s tin-roofed shack.” (“Aerial Attack Killing More than Coca,” by Scott
Wilson.) Regarding crop damage, the Post reporter stated that his “inspection of
fields in the area suggested that food crops have been hit at least as hard as coca.”
Critics have attributed food crop damage to the side-by-side plantings of legal and
illegal crops in Putumayo, but also charge that spray planes fly higher than normal for
crop dusting operations elsewhere in order to avoid ground fire, and under
unacceptable wind conditions, thus leading to the dispersion of spray beyond intended
targets.'®

17 (...continued)
International Society of Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology.

'® One website’s ([http://www.farmsource.com]) discussion of the use of Roundup (accessed
through the Monsanto website, [http://www.monsanto.com]) notes that Roundup should “only
be applied from aircraft when the potential for drift to adjacent sensitive areas (e.g. residential
areas, bodies of water, known habitat for threatened or endangered species, non-target crops)
is minimal (e.g. when the wind is blowing away from sensitive areas).” It gives detailed
instructions for aerial applications, including the maintenance of an appropriate buffer zone
from “any desirable vegetation or crops,” i.e., normally some 100 feet, but 500 feet if the wind

(continued...)
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Some analysts, however, have noted that complaints of ill effects to humans and
animals may not be entirely inconsistent with State Department assertions of safety
under controlled circumstances as the health and environmental effects could vary
depending on the exact formulation of the spray mix, the manner of its application,
and the conditions under which it was used. Some critics have argued that Roundup
is not being applied in a manner consistent with U.S. usages and with the
manufacturer’s recommendations, and that not all issues related to ingredients used
in the mixture applied in Colombia have been explored.

+ The World Wildlife Fund, in an October 30, 2000 statement,
“Comments on Glyphosate,” states that existing studies “may not be
adequate to assess the impacts resulting from Plan Colombia’s actual
use of glyphosate (aerial applications, product formulation, frequency
and rate of application, etc.), especially given the soils, topography,
climatic conditions (temperature, rainfall, etc.) plant and animal
species found in Colombia.” (Online at:
[http://www.ciponline.org/colombia/103001.htm]).

« In a February 9, 2001 statement calling for the end of aerial
eradication, representatives of three non-governmental organizations
claimed that “there is evidence that herbicide concentrations much
higher than ones recommended are being applied in Colombia” and
that “there are no toxicological studies...regarding the effects of
mixing the Cosmoflux-4111F surfactant with pesticides.”® The
statement also noted that Roundup Ultra (which opponents say is the
actual variety of Roundup being used in Colombia, although the
State Department report cited above does not refer to either trade
name) “contains other ingredients besides glyphosate and the two
adjuvants.” The World Wildlife Fund, in the October 2000 statement
cited above, found that studies on the effects of Roundup “focus on
the pesticide active ingredient alone, not the combination of inert
ingredients actually applied, thereby giving an incomplete assessment
of the toxic threat,” and asserted that “the inert ingredients mixed
with the Roundup to increase its effectiveness can be as, or more,
toxic to humans, wildlife and foodwebs than the pesticide itself.” The
Monsanto website states that the “new ingredients” in Roundup Ultra
are on an EPA approved list (#4B), but the specific “new”
ingredients are not named.

+ An analysis by agronomist Elsa Nivia, identified as associated with
the non-governmental Red de Accion en Plaguicidas y Alternativas -
Ameérica Latina, RAP-AL. PAN-Colombia (Pesticide Action
Network), claims that the aerial fumigation of illegal crops in

18 (...continued)
is blowing up to five miles an hour, and more at greater windspeeds.

1 Forced Aerial Eradication of Illicit Crops: A Reply to the State Department, signed by
Ricardo Vargas M. of Acciéon Andina Colombia, Martin Jelsma of Transnational Institute,
TNI, and Elsa Nivia of RAPALMIRA. Posted at [http://www.usfumigation.org].
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Colombia with Roundup is “very different from the recommended
agricultural use in the United States,” citing the concentration as 26
times greater than that recommended, with negative effects
intensified by the use of Cosmoflux 411F. Even though the authors
ofthe report cited by the State Department had found glyphosate and
Roundup to be at most mildly toxic, Ms. Nivia’s conclusion from
their discussion of the effects of accidental and occupational
exposures to higher concentrations, and of the doses that proved
lethal in people attempting suicide, is that higher than recommended
concentrations or applications could help to explain the severe ill
effects reported in the fumigated areas. (See Las fumigaciones
aéreas sobre cultivos ilicitos si son peligrosas - Algunas
aproximaciones, by Elsa Nivia. Paper given at a conference on The
Wars in Colombia: Drugs, Guns and Oil, held at the University of
California at Davis, May 17-19, 2001, accessible through
[http://www.usfumigation.org].)

The State Department is funding a study, with design assistance supplied by the
Center for Disease Control (CDC) and the EPA, of the health effects of aerial
eradication in Putumayo Department. Results are anticipated by late 2001.
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Memorandum from Stephen H. Harris, COR, DoS/INL/A, to
Dyncorp, PSD Manager (Dec. 2001)
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UNCLASSIFIED
RELEASED IN PART
B4, B6
Unclassified L‘ 3 Q
MEMORANDUM '
XX XXX XXXX
In reply refer to:
TO: bYNCORP - PSD MANAGER B4, B6

FROM: DoS/INL/A - STEPHEN H, HARRIS, COR

SUBJECT: MONTHLY EVALUATION - December 2001

MAIN OPERATING BASE (MOB) DEPLOYMENTS
OVERALL RATING:

Management
Overall Rating:

Technical
Overall Rating:

Operations
Overall Rating;

Operational Planning
Rating:

Operational Effectiveness

Rating:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 1 :
REVIEW AUTHORITY: HOWARD H LANGE

DATE/CASE ID: 27 MAY 2009 200103928 - UNCLASSIFIED
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Business Management
Rating: Excellent

During November 2001;

Supported four FOL’s and main Base (Bogota, Villa Garzon, Tolemaida and Larandia).
Flew 2106.6 total flight hours on all aircraft.

OV-10 and T-65 sprayed a‘total of 6584 hectares of coca and zero hectares of Poppy

The COLAR N model unit flew over 1371,3 hours of flight time moving over 2,754 pax
and 44,450 pounds of cargo.

The C-27 moved over 53,037 pounds of cargo and over 1,612 pax total

The Site completed 6 phase and 22 intermediate inspections and 11 depot repairs

T-65 operated from Villa Garzon in a satisfactory manner. _

Site Manager continues to provide outstanding leadership, and management of his staff.

® & & o

Contract Management
Rating: Satisfactory

* Maintenance, and Logistics has been excellent during this period.

e The C-27, a workhorse program, continues to be managed in an excellent manner and
flew a total of 94.5 hours this month,

¢ Outstanding management of the UH-IN program continues to provide excellent support
to COLAR counter narcotics operations, both in training and operafional support. The
COLAR program supported 3 MEDEVAC missions and numerous drug interdiction
operations.

¢ Operations personnel providing oversight of the T-65 program failed to enforce/or at least
notify SAA of problems with INL policies.

Schedule
Rating: Excellent
® Scheduling in all areas—flight operations, maintenance, production control and
training—performed satisfactorily during this rating period.

Technical
Overall Rating: Excellent

Operational Planning .
Rating: Excellent

» The Contractor managed to spray 3657 Hectares of coca in Larandia (unadjusted) and
provided oversight to the PNC T-65 program, which sprayed 2927 hectares of coca in
Villa Garzon for a total of 6584 hectares. This is a slight decrease over the previous
month but was affected by weather and OV-10 maintenance and pilot problems.

¢ Contractor support and planning for night spraying was excellent. .

11
UNCLASSIFIED ¢
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Memorandum from Lowell E. Neese, SAA, DoS/INL/A (Bogota), to Stephen H. Harris,
COR, DoS/INL/A (13 Mar. 2002)
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Unclassified Memorandum ) March 13,2002

To: DoS/INL/A - Stephen H. Harris, COR
From: DoS/INL/A (Bogota) —Lowell E. Neese, SAA
Subject: Monthly Evaluation — Miirch 2002

‘ . COLOMBIA
Overall Rating: Excellent

1. Management
. Rating: Excellent

. The contractor coordinated COLAR Program operations under severe financial restrictions
imposed by the funding problems and managed to complete all missions requested.

The management of the COLAR Program eamed an excellent this reporting period.
Meanagement was down graded from what would have been an outstanding due to the key
position of the COLAR Operations Manager remains unfilled. The contractor did fill the vacant
Operations Coordinator position in Larandia.

Key critical problem area was identified by the FOB Manager in the area of care for Ground
Support Equipment (GSE). Due to current fiscal constraints additional GSE personnel cannot be
l (3 d .

Although management cuzrently is undermanned due to the lack of an effective operations
manager, the FOB manager has done an exemplary job and has taken on many of the task
himself. He has been involved and is partly responsible for the detailed mission planning and
execution of one of our most complex joint (UN-1N and Eradication) operations ever conducted
by the Air Wing, Planning consisted in the movement of over 600 counter-narcotics soldiers into
a hostil area of southem Colombia in support of an aggressive spray program along the eastern
side of the River Caguan.
Management completed the sight survey of the Port of Santa Marta which led to success in the
delivery, preparation, nationalization, flight planning and movement of six COLAR Huey s and
one Eradication UH-1N to Tolemaida without incident. .

_ The Site Manger continued to demonstrate excellent judgment and management capability in his

- handling of the OV-10 accident, the memorial service and transporting of the deceased pilot’s,
* to Argentina. _ .

- UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 1
REVIEW AUTHORITY: HOWARD H LANGE

;DATE/CASE ID: 29 MAY 2009 200103928 UNCL AS SIFIED
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The Communications Manager,[ |continued to work as the Operations Manager for the

majority of the month as !was getting his feet on the ground. [ Hid a great job in
member 10 .

the position and is a key s DynCorp team in Colombia.
The Eradication Program helicopter and SAR crews performed exemplary recovery operation
after the fatal OV-10 accident. All actions were conducted as outlined in the Pre-Accident Plan.

2.2 Training and Institution Building

Rating: Satisfactory

The Contractor continues with flight and academics training for the COLAR. Over 240 flight
hours were flown in mission training of new COLAR pilots. Academics training consisted of
classes in cockpit resource management, night vision goggles and théory of operation, and
maintenance. The Contractor completed training on one Air Wing Instructor Pilot and one
COLAR Unit Trainer. Six gunners completed mission training as well. The Standardization
Instructor Pilot continues to do an outstanding job in the areas of no-notice evaluations,
maintenance of aircrew training folders and his effective overall oversight of the training process
which has led to an exemplary COLAR safety record. .

The contractor failed to notify the Advisor Staff of two major engine problems in the T-65
program, the staff was notified two days after the event when the PNC was looking for
replacement engines. These engine problems were a major cost impact on the program; they
affected T-65 eradication operations and reflect 2 systemic failure in following of aircraft
operational procedures, )

2.3 Quality Control

Rating: Satisfactory

Quality Control is being down graded from excellent to satisfactory due to some safety issues at
Tolemaida and Larandia. General house keeping of the grounds and maintenance hangers is
unsatisfactory. Trash, unserviceable equipment, GSE and such are scattered in both locations. I
have directed the FOB manager to ensure the problem area is resolved. Quality Control and
Safety have a substantial quantity of safety equipment which was requested and purchased which
has yet to be put to use.

Quality control continues to be excellent in the maintenance of aircraft log books and
implementation of the quality control plan.

4
UNCLASSIFIED
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United States Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic
Substances, Report on Issues Related to the Aerial Eradication of Illicit Coca in Colombia,
Response from EPA Assistant Administrator Johnson to Secretary of State (19 Aug. 2002)
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| ULS. DEPARTMENT OF STATE 4 5 sl
DIPLOMACY IN ACTION */ * g’

Response from EPA Assistant Administrator Johnson to Secretary of State, August 19,
2002

Report on Issues Related to the Aerial Eradication of Illicit Coca in Colombia
BUREAU FOR INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS AND LAW ENFORCEMENT AFFAIRS
September 2002

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF
PREVENTION, PESTICIDES AND
TOXIC SUBSTANCES

The Honorable Colin L. Powell, Secretary
U.S. Department of State
Washington, D.C. 20520

Dear Secretary Powell:

We are enclosing our consultation review as per your request to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator Christine Todd
Whitman, for consultation on the potential human health and environmental effects of the aerial coca eradication program in Colombia,
pursuant to the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriation Act (P.L 107-115). Administrator Whitman has
asked me to respond on her behalf because my office has primary oversight responsibility for pesticides, and the nature of this
consultation centers around the technical aspects of chemicals used in the aerial fumigation of coca.

The Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriation Act specifically requires the Department of State to
consult with EPA on whether (1) "aerial coca fumigation is being carried out in accordance with regulatory controls required by the EPA as
labeled for use in the United States .... ; and (2) whether the chemicals used in the aerial fumigation of coca, in the manner in which
they are being applied, do not pose unreasonable risks or adverse effects to humans or the environment..."

As part of our consultation review, we considered the full range of available scientific information from laboratory and field testing and
incident reports. Our consultation review evaluates the potential impact to human health and the environment from the eradication
program, based on information provided by Department of State, on the pesticide used (glyphosate), inert ingredients, and the
application rates and methods, In addition, Agency scientists reviewed scientific studies on glyphosate, conducted a limited literature
search for human health incidents related to glyphosate use, and examined information on glyphosate use conditions in the United
States. We also considered information provided by non-governmental organizations, concerning effects reportedly connected to coca
eradication in Colombia.

Glyphosate is widely used in the United States. Based upon EPA reviews of domestic use conditions, glyphosate appears to be one of the
most safely-used pesticides in the U.S. EPA's regulatory authority for domestic pesticide use allows significant controls through pesticide
labeling and compliance and enforcement infrastructure implemented with the states and other federal agencies. Recognizing that these
mechanisms are not available to EPA in Colombia, the Agency has evaluated potential risks associated with the coca eradication program
and identified areas where Department of State should pay particular attention to minimize the potential for adverse effects.

I trust that the attached document will assist you in preparing your response to Congress. Please let me know if you have additional
questions concerning this consultation review.

Sincerely,

Stephen L. Johnson
Assistant Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Office of Pesticide Programs Details of the Consultation for Department of State Use
of Pesticide for Coca Eradication Program in Colombia, August 2002

Table of Contents
Executive Summary
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CONSULTATION REVIEW OF THE USE OF PESTICIDE FOR COCA ERADICATION IN COLOMBIA
BACKGROUND

The Department of State currently assists the Government of Colombia with training, contractor support, financial assistance, and
technical and scientific advice for an aerial pesticide spraying program designed to eradicate illicit crops (coca and poppy). In accordance
with a provision in its 2002 Appropriations Bill, Department of State has consulted with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
on two specific questions: that fumigation is "...being carried out in accordance with regulatory controls required by the Environmental
Protection Agency as labeled for use in the United States" and, that the chemicals being used "...in the manner they are being applied, do
not pose unreasonable risks or adverse effects to humans or the environment."

FINDINGS

EPA has reviewed information provided by Department of State concerning the pesticide formulation applied (combination of the pesticide
active ingredient, glyphosate, and inert ingredients), and application rates and methods. According to the most recent figures (1999 sales
and usage) glyphosate is the most widely used conventional pesticide in the United States. The Agency evaluates all pesticides used in
the U.S. to determine whether they meet the U.S. safety standard of no unreasonable adverse effects. Consequently, EPA has a
significant amount of information about glyphosate from a health and environmental standpoint because of our reviews of use conditions
in the U.S. In the U.S., the Agency can assure significant controls on use and potential health and environmental impacts through the
pesticide label, and through a state infrastructure which governs label compliance to address issues such as drift and worker and
bystander exposure.

Based on a comparison of the glyphosate use pattern in Colombia, as described by the Department of State, and use in the U.S., EPA
determined that the most equivalent U.S. uses of glyphosate would be forestry or rights-of-way. The glyphosate product which has been
identified to us as used in Colombia is registered in both the U.S. and Colombia, although it has never been marketed in the U.S. The
Agency found application rates described as used in Colombia to be within the parameters listed on U.S. labels. The addition of a spray
adjuvant (to facilitate the formulation adhering to and penetrating the coca plant) is also in keeping with U.S. practice. While the specific
spray adjuvant product identified as that used in Colombia is not sold in the U.S., similar substances and products are commonly used.
Most U.S. labels for forestry and right-of-way use of glyphosate suggest application by helicopter. Since application in Colombia is done
by fixed-wing aircraft, it is likely conducted at a higher speed and from a greater altitude, than would be typical in the U.S. Department
of State has assured the Agency that mixers/loaders and applicators of the glyphosate formulation receive training comparable to U.S.
label requirements for glyphosate products including the use of personal protective equipment such as gloves and goggles.

As for potential human health effects of the coca eradication program, there are no risks of concern for glyphosate, per se, from dermal
or inhalation routes of exposure, since toxicity is very low. There is concern for acute eye toxicity due to an inert ingredient in the
glyphosate formulated product used to treat coca. The potential eye effects are related to an inert ingredient, not the glyphosate itself,



Annex 45

3

and greatest potential for exposure is expected for workers mixing and loading the concentrated glyphosate product. The components of
the spray adjuvant, Cosmoflux 411F, are substances with low oral and dermal toxicity that have been approved for use in/on food by EPA
and the Food and Drug Administration. There are no expected toxicological effects of concern for acute (short-term) or chronic (long-
term) dietary exposure through food and water from the coca eradication program. Incident data from Colombia involving humans,
livestock, mammals and birds, are based on potential exposure to glyphosate from fumigation of poppy fields, which may differ from use
of and exposure to glyphosate from coca eradication, so conclusions should be made cautiously.

Relative to the potential environmental effects of the spraying program based on U.S. data, phytotoxicity to non-target plants outside of
the application zone would be expected, since glyphosate is a broad spectrum herbicide. Given the application method described by
Department of State, offsite exposure from spray drift is probable, as it would be under similar uses in the U.S. This proposed use of
glyphosate itself does not appear to pose a significant direct risk to terrestrial or aquatic animals, although secondary adverse effects
from the temporary loss of habitat in the spray area could occur. EPA would not expect any risk to birds and mammals, including
livestock, based on dietary exposure to the active ingredient glyphosate. Anticipated effects to animals are based on an extrapolation of
data related to North American species. Glyphosate does not have a high potential to leach to ground water or reach surface water as
dissolved runoff but does have potential to contaminate surface water as a result of residues suspended in runoff water. A more refined
assessment is difficult due to uncertainty regarding the exact formulation of the spray solution.

As part of its consultation, EPA reviewed available scientific studies and information on the human health and environmental effects of
glyphosate and the inert ingredients and on exposure pathways; conducted a literature search for human health incidents related to
glyphosate use in the U.S.; and summarized use patterns for glyphosate in the U.S., including use sites, methods and rates of
application, and differing formulations. In addition, the Agency considered information, provided by non-governmental sources,
concerning adverse effects reportedly connected to the eradication program.

Details of the Agency's findings are provided in the attached document.

SECTION 1. Description of Glyphosate Use in the U.S. for Comparison to Use in Colombia for Coca Eradication

INTRODUCTION: The Biological and Economic Analysis Division (BEAD) within the Office of Pesticide Programs, Environmental
Protection Agency, has been asked to describe the use of glyphosate within the United States with a more detailed description of its use
in forestry sites so that methods of use in the United States may be used as a basis for comparison for coca eradication in Colombia (1).

SUMMARY: Glyphosate is the herbicide most widely used in the United States! (2). In agriculture this popularity is due, in large part, to
the development of crops that are highly tolerant to broadcast applications of glyphosate which allows growers to use this non-selective
herbicide as their principal method of weed control in certain crops. Growers have rapidly adopted glyphosate-based weed control
programs with glyphosate tolerant crops because they are simple and economical (3). In addition, due to it's unique properties,
glyphosate is also widely used for non-agricultural weed control situations including home lawns and gardens, forestry and other non-
crop sites where total vegetation control is desired.

1EPA's (BEAD's) biannual pesticide sales and usage report estimates that in 1999, glyphosate was the most used conventional pesticide in the U.S. (83 to 95 million pounds of
glyphosate applied) in all markets. It was second behind atrazine in the agricultural market (67 to 73 million pounds of glyphosate applied); and second behind 2,4-D in the non-
agricultural market (16-22 million pounds of glyphosate applied). In the agricultural market, data for 2000 and 2001 suggest that the usage of glyphosate has increased to as much

as 100 million pounds. Data is not yet available for 2000 and 2001 for the non-agricultural market.

Glyphosate must be applied to the target plant's foliage to be effective. Glyphosate is non-selective in action, controlling a wide variety of
plants. Once absorbed, it circulates to untreated portions of the plant; and it has no residual activity after contact with soil. Glyphosate
may be applied using hand-held, ground-driven or aerial equipment; the choice of equipment is determined by the site to be treated.
Although higher rates of application are allowed, actual rates per application in agricultural sites average less than 0.75 pounds of the
active ingredient glyphosate per acre (Table One). For the non-agricultural site, forestry, use is allowed at rates per application ranging
from 2 to 10 pounds per acre (2.2 to 11.2 kilograms of active ingredient/ hectare) of glyphosate in the form of the isopropylamine salt
(6). This rate of use may also be expressed as 1.5 to 7.5 pounds per acre of acid equivalent (pure glyphosate; not a salt). A more
detailed discussion of the use of glyphosate in the U.S. follows.

USE OF GLYPHOSATE IN THE UNITED STATES: Products containing glyphosate are registered with the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, which means they may legally be used within the United States if used in accordance with label instructions.

Glyphosate may be used on over 400 crop and non-crop sites. The largest agricultural use sites include soybeans, cotton and field corn.
The following table summarizes estimates the use of glyphosate in three primary agricultural use sites.

Table One. 2000 Glyphosate Use in U.S. Agriculture: In Total and for the Three Major Use Sites

Site Acres Base Percent |Total Pounds |Avg. Avg.
Grown |Acres of Crop |Acres Applied [Number |Application
(million |Treated |Treated? |Treated |(million |of Apps |Rate (lbs

acres) (million (million |lbs ai) ai/acre/app)
acres)?! acres)?
All Ag. - - - 102.7 73.5 - -
Sites

Corn 73.8 6.6 9% 7.3 4.4 1.1 0.59
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Cotton 14.4 8.1 56% 13.8 9.5 1.7 0.67
Soybeans |71.0 44.0 62% 57.2 41.8 1.3 0.68

Source: USDA, National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) 2000 field crop chemical use (May, 2001), and EPA proprietary data.
1Base acres treated = acres treated 1 or more times with glyphosate.

2percent of crop treated = base acres treated with glyphosate divided by acres grown.

3Total acres treated = based acres treated with glyphosate multiplied by the average number of applications of glyphosate.

In addition to agricultural use, EPA estimates that 16-22 million pounds of the technical grade active ingredient were applied to non-
agricultural sites in 1999 (this is the most recent year for which adequate data are available). The estimate includes both home owner
and professional applications as well as use on forested lands (11). Based on EPA data for 1999, an estimated 1-2 million pounds of
glyphosate was applied to forest acres, with more than 650,000 forest acres treated.

AGRICULTURAL SITES: In certain annual crops, glyphosate may be applied before planting (preplant) to control existing weeds; often
replacing tillage as a weed control measure in "no-till" crop culture systems designed for reducing soil erosion. However, most of the
glyphosate currently used in agricultural sites is used in a cropping system employing crop varieties that have been developed to be
resistant to glyphosate so that glyphosate may be applied "over-the-top" of the resistant crop to kill susceptible weeds. The most
prevalent of these systems is the Round-up Ready Soybean® system. These soybeans, which are highly tolerant to glyphosate, were
marketed starting in 1996. Since then this system has been widely and rapidly adopted; in 1990-1991, glyphosate ranked 11t among
conventional pesticides used in the U.S. with annual use estimated to be 18.7 million pounds (4). In 2000, glyphosate was the most
widely used herbicide in soybeans; nearly 42 million pounds of glyphosate were applied to soybeans alone (2) with over 60 percent of
soybeans surveyed by USDA's National Agricultural Statistical Service treated with glyphosate (5). Round-up®, a glyphosate product
marketed for agricultural use is formulated with a surfactant during manufacture to facilitate foliar absorption. The following table (Table
Two) summarizes the use rates specified in label instructions for Roundup Original™ product herbicide concentrate (12) which contains
the isopropylamine salt of glyphosate for use in glyphosate-tolerant soybeans.

Table Two. Allowed Rate of the Isopropylamine Salt of Glyphosate Per Application in Tolerant Soybeans

Maximum for Quarts of Pounds of Active Kilograms of Active
Application Timing Product/Acre Ingredient/Acre Ingredient/Hectare
For Entire Season 8 8 9

Before Crop Emergence |5 5 5.6

In Crop 3 3 3.4

Up to Two Weeks Prior |1 1 1.1

to Harvest

NON-AGRICULTURAL USES INCLUDING FORESTRY: BEAD has been asked to describe the use of glyphosate in U.S. forestry sites
since that use most closely corresponds to the use of glyphosate in Colombia for coca control. For simplicity this document only refers to
Accord® which is intended specifically for forestry use (6). This product contains the isopropylamine salt of glyphosate (41.5%), and is
labeled for non-agricultural uses including Forestry Site Preparation and Utility Rights-of Way, Forestry Site Conifer and Hardwood
Release, and Wetland Sites in the U.S. Table Three describes the rates at which it may be used. It is recommended for use in site
preparation prior to planting any tree species, including Christmas tree and silvicultural nursery sites (7). Specific methods of application
for forestry uses include: aerial spraying; spraying from a truck, backpack or hand-held sprayer; wipe application; frill treatment; cut
stump treatment (7).

For forestry site preparation it may be applied using either ground or aerial equipment at rates from 2 to10 pounds glyphosate active
ingredient per acre which is equivalent to 2.2-11.2 kilograms of active ingredient per hectare (Table Three). It may also be applied using
hand-held equipment. Product instructions specify that a non-ionic surfactant be added to the spray mixture for all forestry uses at a rate
of 0.5 to 1.5 percent by spray volume (2 to 6 quarts of surfactant per 100 gallons of spray solution). It may also be combined with
certain residual herbicides to extend the period of weed control beyond that obtained with glyphosate alone.

The isopropylamine salt of glyphosate may also be used in forestry conifer and hardwood release as a directed spray or by using selective
equipment. This product may also be used in or around wetland sites generally at no more than 5 quarts of product per acre (5 Ibs
isopropylamine salt of glyphosate per acre which is equal to 5.6 kg/ha) using over-water broadcast application (5).

Table Three. Rate of Isopropylamine Salt of Glyphosate Per Application For Certain Use Sites

Quarts of Pounds of Active | Kilograms of Active
Use Site Product/Acre Ingredient/Acre Ingredient/Hectare
Forestry Site Preparation 2-10 2-10 2.2-11.2
and Utility Rights-of Way
Forestry Site Conifer and 2-10 2-10 2.2-11.2
Hardwood Release
Wetland Sites 2-5 2-5 2.2-5.6
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PROPERTIES OF GLYPHOSATE: Glyphosate is a foliar-active herbicide; to exert herbicidal properties it must enter the plant through
foliage (or in some cases, the stem). Glyphosate applied to foliage is absorbed by leaves and rapidly moves through the plant. It acts by
preventing the plant from producing an essential amino acid. This reduces the production of protein in the plant, and inhibits plant
growth.

Glyphosate has systemic activity, meaning that it circulates through the plant's vascular system; affecting the entire plant, not just the
treated foliage. Other foliar-active herbicides, like paraquat for example, are contact herbicides; affecting only the portion of the plant
onto which they are applied. After treatment with a contact herbicide, a plant may then regrow from untreated portions, often
necessitating re-treatment for complete control. The advantage to a systemic herbicide is that if applied at an appropriate dose, it can kill
an entire plant, thus preventing regrowth from an untreated plant part such as a root.

Glyphosate has no residual activity, once adsorbed to soil it quickly becomes unavailable to plants and no longer has herbicidal activity.
This means that a plant that would ordinarily be susceptible to glyphosate can be planted shortly after an application of glyphosate; this
is common practice in U.S. agriculture. In contrast, some herbicides have month-long or even year-long residual activity which limits the
plants that may be grown following their use.

Glyphosate is non-selective. Some herbicides are selective in their action, controlling only grassy weeds in a broadleaf crop like soybeans,
for example. However, glyphosate exerts herbicidal action on a variety of plants; it is active on grasses, herbaceous plants including deep
rooted perennial weeds, brush, some broadleaf trees and shrubs, and some conifers. However, glyphosate does not control all broadleaf
woody plants. Plants vary in their susceptibility to glyphosate, so the treatment of dose in important. Plants of certain species and older
plants are less susceptible to glyphosate Timing is critical for effectiveness on some broadleaf woody plants and conifers.

FORMULATIONS OF GLYPHOSATE: Glyphosate and four salts of the parent glyphosate molecule are currently used as active
ingredients in registered pesticide products in the U.S.(9). These products are registered with the U.S. EPA for use in the U.S. in many
different crop, non-crop, industrial and residential sites.

Table Four. Number of Products and Sites for Different Formulations of Glyphosate

Active Ingredient Number of Products Number of Sites
Glyphosate acid 28 more than 250
Ethanolamine salt 2 more than 200
Ammonium salt 16 more than 300
Isopropylamine salt 237 more than 400
Trimesium salt 6 more than 100
Sesquisodium salt no currently active products no active sites

GLYPHOSATE USED WITH SURFACTANT FOR FOLIAR ABSORPTION: Since glyphosate is only effective if absorbed by plant foliage,
glyphosate is combined with a surfactant to facilitate its absorption. Many herbicide concentrates, including glyphosate, are mixed with
water before application. Without a surfactant, the aqueous spray mixture is repelled by the plant's waxy cuticle layer ("beads up"), and
quickly runs off the plant's surface, preventing absorption.

Surfactants are commonly used as wetting agents with herbicides and in other products such as laundry and dishwashing detergent. Non-
ionic surfactants, which are comprised of alcohols or fatty acids and considered an all-purpose surfactant are commonly used with
glyphosate-containing products. Surfactants are frequently added during manufacture of the herbicide concentrate. If not, a non-ionic
surfactant is generally mixed with the herbicide and water before spraying to enable the liquid to make better contact with the waxy
cuticle of the plant. These glyphosate products, which are formulated without a surfactant, are considered "non-loaded" (10).

A short description of international usage of glyphosate, including Colombia, appears after the following references to the above
discussion.

REFERENCES:

(1) Description of Use of Glyphosate in Coca Eradication in Colombia in attachment to a letter from Secretary of State Colin Powell
to Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Governor Christine Whitman.

(2) Donaldson, D., T. Kiely, and A. Grube. Pesticide Industry Sales and Usage, 1998 and 1999 Market Estimates. June 2002.
Biological and Economic Analysis Division, Office of Pesticide Programs, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

(3) Gianessi, L.P., Silvers, C., Sankula, S., and Carpenter, J. Plant Biotechnology: Current and Potential Impact for Improving Pest
Management in U.S. Agriculture - An Analysis of 40 Case Studies. June 2002. National Center for Food and Agricultural Policy.

(4) Glyphosate - Reregistration Eligibility Decision. United States Environmental Protection Agency. September 1993.

(5) Agricultural Chemical Usage - 2000 Field Crops Summary. May 2001. United States Department of Agriculture. National
Agricultural Statistics Service.

(6) Accord® Herbicide Specimen Label. Available on-line from CDMS.
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(7) Pesticide Fact Sheet. Prepared for the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service.

(8) D. Lantagne., M. Koelling, and D. Dickman. Effective Herbicide Use in Christmas Tree Plantations. Michigan State University
Extension.

(9) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Pesticide Programs. Search of the Reference Files System dated June 11, 2002.
(10)Miller, P., and P. Westra. Crop Series: Production. Colorado State University.
(11) EPA Proprietary Information

(12) Roundup Original Herbicide™ Supplemental Labeling for Postemergence Applications to Soybeans with Roundup Ready®
Gene. Available online from CDMS.

BEAD was asked to report on the use of glyphosate in forestry sites since it seemed similar to the use pattern for coca eradication.
However, it is not clear how closely this use approximates that for coca eradication. Glyphosate is typically applied to forestry sites using
helicopters at air speeds of 50-70 knots (about 60-80 miles per hour). Application to forestry sites by fixed wing aircraft, if practiced at
all, is extremely rare (1). The recommended rate of application for pine release (conifer release) is 1.5 to 2 pounds active ingredient per
acre.

Aerial application to other sites comprises less than one percent of the total amount of glyphosate applied in the United States (3).

In addition to surfactants, drift control agents may be added to the spray mixture for forestry uses in an effort to prevent drift to off
target sites. BEAD has not investigated the prevalence of use or the effectiveness of these products.

BEAD estimates total global use of glyphosate to be between 350 and 360 million pounds of glyphosate per year. Annual use in the
United States is approaches 100 million pounds of active ingredient and an estimated 250 to 260 million pounds of glyphosate is used
outside of the United States. Use of glyphosate in Colombia accounts for between four and five million pounds of this use. Primary sites in
Colombia include coffee, bananas, pasture-land and rice (3).

REFERENCES:

(1) Personal communication between Virginia Werling, United States Environmental Protection Agency and John Taylor, United
States Forest Service on August 9, 2002.

(2) Hamilton, R.A. "2002 North Carolina Agricultural Chemicals Manual - Chemical Weed Control In Forest Stands" Extension Forest
Resources Department, North Carolina State University. Available on-line at http://ipm.ncsu.edu/agchem/chptr8/821.pdf

(3) United States Environmental Protection Agency Proprietary Data.

SECTION 2. Human Health Risk Assessment for the Use of Glyphosate Herbicide as Part of the Aerial Eradication Program of
Coca in Colombia, S.A.

I INTRODUCTION

The Department of State has requested that the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) provide a
human health risk assessment for the aerial coca eradication in Colombia. The Department of State (DoS) has requested that the risk
assessment address whether or not the aerial eradication program in Colombia is being carried out in accordance with regulatory controls
required by the EPA as labeled for use in the United States, and the chemicals used, in the manner in which they are being applied, do
not pose unreasonable risks or adverse effects to humans and or the environment. According to information provided by DoS, the
eradication program, includes the use of a spray mixture of a glyphosate containing pesticide product, an adjuvant (Cosmo-Flux 411F)
and water. The glyphosate tank mixture is applied in an over the top aerial foliar application in certain provinces within Colombia. To
facilitate the request, the DoS met with members of OPP on April 18 and sent a written request, dated May 8, 2002, with documentation
on the coca eradication program, including a description of the pesticide spray mixture components, application methods, target site
identification, and potential exposures. DoS also supplied EPA with incident reports for aerial eradication of illicit poppy in Colombia.

The Field and External Affairs Division (FEAD) of OPP, which has the responsibility of managing the EPA's role of providing technical
information and assistance to DoS for this program, forwarded the DoS request to Health Effects Division (HED), the Environmental Fate
and Effects Division (EFED), and the Biological and Economics Assessment Division (BEAD) for scientific assessments. The HED of OPP is
charged with estimating the risk to human health from exposure to pesticides. Registration Action Branch 1 (RAB1), Reregistration
Branch 1 (RRB1) and the Chemistry and Exposure Branch (CEB) of HED as a team have performed the assessment requested by the
Department of State and have evaluated the potential hazard, exposure, and risk to human health from the U.S. supported coca
eradication program Colombia.

A summary of the findings and an assessment of human risk resulting from the use of glyphosate in Colombia to eradicate coca is
provided in this document.

Unless otherwise specified, all information pertaining to the U.S. supported coca eradication program in Colombia was provided to the
Agency from two sources: (1) Department of State (DoS) Presentation, DoS Coca Eradication Program, 4/18/02, (2) DoS document
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entitled Chemicals Used for the Aerial Eradication of Illicit Coca in Colombia and Conditions of Application.

II EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

USE PATTERN

According to the State Department, the glyphosate tank mixture is applied as an over the top aerial foliar application to coca in certain
provinces within Colombia. The tank mixture sprayed for eradication of coca in Colombia contains 55% water, 44% of glyphosate
herbicide product, and 1% adjuvant (Cosmo-Flux 411F). Up to two applications of the glyphosate tank mixture are sprayed over coca
crops at a maximum of 1.25 gallons of product/Acre. In order to assess the hazard of what was sprayed in Colombia, components of the
mixture were evaluated separately.

HAZARD ASSESSMENT

The Cosmo-Flux 411F adjuvant used in the glyphosate tank mix is produced by a Colombian company and is not sold in the U.S. All
ingredients identified as contained in this product are substances that are not highly toxic by oral or dermal routes. They may cause mild
eye and skin irritation. Cosmo-Flux 411F consists mainly of (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment) with
a nonionic surfactant blend primarily composed of (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment).

The available hazard data base on experimental animals indicates that the Glyphosate technical grade active ingredient (TGAI) has low
acute toxicity via the oral and dermal routes. It is a mild eye irritant and a slight dermal irritant. It is not a dermal sensitizer. The
requirement for an acute inhalation study was waived since no respiratory or systemic toxicity was seen following subchronic inhalation
exposure in rats. In the subchronic and chronic oral toxicity studies (1-year dog, 24-month mouse, 2-year chronic/carcinogenicity rat,
and 2-generation rat reproduction), systemic toxicity manifested most commonly as clinical signs, decreases in body weight and/or body
weight gain, decreased food consumption, and/or liver and kidney toxicity at doses equal to or above the limit dose (1000 mg/kg/day).
No dermal or systemic toxicity was seen following repeated dermal exposures. There was no quantitative or qualitative evidence for
increased susceptibility in fetuses following in utero exposure to rats and rabbits in developmental toxicity studies or following pre/post-
natal exposure to rats in the 2 generation reproductive toxicity study in rats. Effects in the offspring were observed only at or above
treatment levels which resulted in evidence of appreciable parental toxicity.

The Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) Safety Factor Committee (SFC) concluded that the safety factor, to protect infants and children,
of 10x be removed (reduced to 1x). The Hazard Identification Assessment Review Committee (HIARC) met on March 26, 1998 and,
again, on November 20, 2001. The most recent report of the HIARC for glyphosate has the complete assessment of the endpoints
selected for dietary exposure and residential/occupational exposure. No endpoints were selected for the acute Reference Dose (RfD) since
no hazard attributed to a single dose was identified from the oral toxicity studies, and there are no concerns for developmental or
reproductive toxicity. In addition, the HIARC did not identify endpoints of concern for dermal and inhalation exposures for any exposure
period (short term 1-30 days, intermediate term- 1 to 6 months, or long term- 6 months to lifetime) since no hazard was identified due
to the low toxicity of glyphosate. HIARC did identify an incidental oral endpoint for short- and intermediate-term exposure. The chronic
dietary RfD of 1.75 mg/kg/day was based on diarrhea, nasal discharge, and mortality in a rabbit developmental toxicity study.
Glyphosate was not mutagenic in a full battery of assays. Based on the lack of evidence for carcinogenicity in two acceptable studies in
mice and rats, glyphosate is classified as a "Group E" chemical (no evidence of carcinogenicity to humans).

EXPOSURE

An exposure and risk assessment is required for an active ingredient if: (1) certain toxicological criteria are triggered and (2) there is
potential for exposure. Upon review and analysis of the hazard database in total, the Agency's HIARC did not identify a hazard of concern
for acute dietary, dermal, or inhalation exposures. Therefore, quantitative estimates of risk for these exposure durations have not been
conducted (TXR No. 0050428, W. Dykstra, 22-JAN-2002).

Acute dietary exposure is possible for persons consuming livestock or food crops which have been inadvertently sprayed as a result of
the aerial eradication program in Colombia. However, since glyphosate is a contact herbicide that systemically kills plants after absorption
through leaves, dietary exposure due to consumption of treated crops is expected to be limited. In addition, since an acute dietary
endpoint was not identified in the hazard database, no significant risk due to acute dietary food exposure to glyphosate residues is
expected. Based on the fact that a coca field is sprayed no more than twice to eradicate the crop, no chronic food exposure is expected.

Handler (e.g., individuals mixing the concentrated formulated product to prepare the tank mix and loading the tank mix in
the aircraft) exposure is anticipated for short-term (1-30 days) and, possibly intermediate-term (1-6 months) durations based on the
frequency of application and duration of the spray program.

Based on the use pattern described by the DoS, short-term dermal post-application exposures are expected for persons pruning, or
leaf pulling treated coca plants immediately after spray events. In cases such as glyphosate, where the vapor pressure is negligible, OPP
experience with post-application data suggests that inhalation exposure is minimal and OPP does not quantitatively assess post-
application inhalation exposure. Intermediate- and long-term post-application exposures are not expected due in part to the fact that a
coca field is sprayed twice to eradicate the crop. Additionally, glyphosate is a translocated herbicide which is rainfast within 48 hours after
spraying. Therefore, potential exposure to dislodgeable residues of glyphosate after 48 hours is expected to be minimal.

DoS states that pilots are instructed not to spray fields where people are present. Therefore, incidental oral exposure (hand-to-mouth)
resulting from individuals being directly sprayed by glyphosate was not assessed. Non-dietary incidental oral exposure was not
quantitatively assessed for the use of glyphosate in Colombia.
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There is potential for exposure to bystanders in areas near those targeted for spraying. However, the technology and other safeguards
described by DoS as being used in this program are consistent with common approaches in the United States for reducing spray drift.
Therefore, it is likely that drift is minimized in this program if all procedures are adhered to and operational equipment is in working
order.

From the review of Colombian glyphosate product human incident reports for poppy eradication, it should be emphasized that the
overwhelming majority (95%) of the illnesses reported are likely background incidents unrelated to the spraying of herbicide to poppy.
The remaining 5% increase could be due to a variety of causes and do not support a conclusion that the spraying of the glyphosate tank
mixture was responsible for these complaints. Furthermore, the individual with the highest potential for exposure would be the mixer
loader. They are handling the concentrated glyphosate product and the tank mix. The incidence data that has been submitted to the
Agency by DoS, does not include any incident reports for those individuals. There are data to suggest that the poppy spray eradication
program could have resulted in minor skin, eye, or respiratory irritation, and perhaps headache or other minor symptoms. However, the
detailed information on timing of application, history of exposure, and medical documentation of symptoms related to exposure to
glyphosate tank mix were not available. Given the limited amount of documentation, none of the data in the report from Colombia
provide a compelling case that the spraying of the glyphosate mixture has been a significant cause of illness in the region studied.
Prospective tracking of reports of health complaints, documenting times of exposure and onset of symptoms, are recommended during
future spray operations to evaluate any potential health effects and ameliorate or prevent their occurrence.

A direct comparison of the epidemiological data in Colombia (which is from aerial application to poppy) to the conditions of use, (as
presented at the April 18, 2002 briefing for aerial application to coca by DoS to OPP risk assessors), would be limited. The briefing and
the materials provided did not address the conditions of use for poppy. Nor was the Agency provided any human incident data for the
coca eradication program. Subsequent to the April 18 briefing HED received an e-mail communication from OPP/Field and External Affairs
Division, stating that DoS informed EPA that the application rate for poppy was lower than that for coca. According to the DoS, the use
pattern of the glyphosate mixture on poppy differs from the use on coca. Other details of the differences between the two spray
programs have not been supplied to the Agency. Specifically, the Agency has no information as to the exact makeup of the tank mixture
sprayed on poppy, or whether the same glyphosate product and adjuvants used in the coca eradication program were used in the poppy
eradication program. The Agency also has questions as to the geographical area differences, the frequency of repeated applications, and
the size of the area treated on each spray mission. Therefore, generalized conclusions drawn from human incident data as a result of
application to opium poppy, in comparison to conditions of use for the coca eradication program should be made with caution.

The glyphosate formulated product used in the coca eradication program in Colombia contains the active ingredient glyphosate, a
surfactant blend, and water. The acute toxicity test of the glyphosate technical is classified as toxicity category III for primary eye
irritation and toxicity category IV for acute dermal and oral toxicity, and skin irritation. It is not a dermal sensitizer. However, the
surfactant used in the formulated product reportedly can cause severe skin irritation and be corrosive to the eyes, as would be expected
for many surfactants. The label for the formulated product used in the coca eradication program in Colombia includes the "Danger" signal
word. These findings suggest that any of the reports of toxicity to the eye may be due to the surfactant, not glyphosate per se. The
product has been determined to be toxicity category I for eye irritation, causing irreversible eye damage.

There may be a correlation between the ocular toxicity caused by the surfactant and reported incidents of ocular effects. This is
supported by data obtained from the California Pesticide Iliness Surveillance Program (1982-2000). In 1992 the glyphosate product was
reformulated in the US to reduce the amount of surfactant which posed a hazard to the eye. From 1982 through 1991, there were 221
ilinesses involving the eye or 22.1 cases per year. From 1994 (allowing 2 years for the product to be introduced into trade and
widespread use) through 2000, there were 65 ilinesses involving the eye or 9.3 cases per year, a decline of 58%. Therefore, these data
support the finding that use of the reformulated glyphosate product since 1992, has resulted in a significant drop in illnesses. Overall, the
total illnesses due to glyphosate declined by 39% from the 1982-1991 time period to the 1994-2000 time period, largely due to reduction
in eye injuries.

The greatest potential for eye exposure is expected for workers mixing and loading the concentrated glyphosate product. There is also
the potential for eye exposure as a result of entering treated fields after treatment to perform pruning or harvesting activities.

During an April 18 briefing, the Department of State agreed to supply the Agency with a full battery of the six acute toxicity tests on the
tank mix. To date this information has not been received. Until such information is supplied to the Agency, EPA cannot evaluate the
potential ocular or dermal toxicity resulting from direct contact with the tank mixture. Therefore, due to the acute eye irritation caused by
the concentrated glyphosate formulated product and the lack of acute toxicity data on the tank mixture, the Agency recommends that
DoS consider using an alternative glyphosate product (with lower potential for acute toxicity) in future coca and/or poppy aerial
eradication programs.

111 BACKGROUND
EPA regulates pesticides under two statutes, the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) and the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act (FFDCA). FIFRA provides the authority to register and review pesticides as well as the authority to suspend and cancel
if use poses unreasonable risks. FFDCA provides authority to set maximum residue levels (tolerances) for pesticides used in or on foods
or animal feeds.

Section 3 of FIFRA provides authority to register (license for sale and distribution) pesticide products. The label of the pesticide product
specifies the use (pest and crop/site), amount of product to be applied, frequency, timing of use, restrictions, storage and disposal
practices and precautionary statements. The active ingredient in a pesticide product is the "ingredient which will prevent, destroy, repel,
or mitigate any pest." The inert or other ingredient(s) in a pesticide product is "an ingredient which is not active." The registrant must
provide data for the Agency to assess potential environmental and human health risks. The data required to make a safety finding are
dependent on the intended use, e.g., food use vs non-food use. The data requirements for pesticides may be found in 40 CFR Part 158.
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For human health risk assessment, data is required to permit characterization of hazard and exposure.

Data requirements on the chemical identity and composition of the formulated pesticide product, may be found in 40 CFR 158.150. The
list of ingredients for a pesticide product and the percent of each ingredient in the formulation are contained in the confidential statement
of formula (CSF). The CSF is FIFRA confidential business information (CBI) and is entitled to treatment as trade secret or proprietary
information. Agency risk assessments do not typically contain this information. In finalizing the current document, FEAD and HED
consulted with OPP's Information Resources and Services Division/Public Information and Records Integrity Branch
regarding CBI. It was determined that the document did contain some CBI and therefore, some sections have been
adapted.

Residue chemistry data required as per 40 CFR 158.240 support the ability of the Agency to estimate the amount of pesticide that will
result in food as a result of application of the pesticide according to the product labels directions for use. The magnitude of the residue
studies for crop field trials use the typical end use product as the test material. The livestock feeding studies are required whenever a
pesticide residue will be present in livestock feed. The livestock feeding studies evaluate the magnitude of the resulting pesticide residue
in meat, milk, poultry, and eggs. The studies are conducted with the technical grade of the active ingredient or the plant metabolites
Residue chemistry data are also required to identify any potential metabolites of concern. These data are used to determine the
tolerances for the parent and or metabolites. Additional data is required on environmental fate, degradation, metabolism, and dissipation.

Hazard data required for human health risk assessment are provided in 40 CFR 158.340. The use of the active ingredient (i.e., food use
or non-food use) will determine what studies are required. The acute toxicity data on the technical grade of the active ingredient are used
for classification and precautionary labeling for protective clothing requirements, and worker reentry intervals. The only studies that are
required to be conducted on the manufacturing use product or end use product are the acute toxicity studies. The remaining toxicology
studies (e.g., developmental toxicity, reproduction, subchronic, chronic feeding, or carcinogenicity studies) require that the test
substance is the technical grade of the active ingredient. Subchronic toxicity studies provide data on potential target organ toxicity and
are also used to select dose levels for long term or chronic toxicity studies. Chronic toxicity or carcinogenicity studies are conducted for
food use chemicals to determine potential effects following prolonged or repeated exposure that may have a latency period for
expression. The test animals are exposed orally for a significant portion of their life span. Developmental toxicity studies are required in
two species (usually the rat and rabbit) for food use chemicals. They are conducted to detect alterations in the normal development of
fetuses following in utero exposure. The 2-generation rat reproductive toxicity study is required to assess potential alterations in gonadal
function, estrus cycles, mating, conception, birth, lactation, weaning, as well as growth and development of offspring. The Agency also
requires a battery of mutagenicity studies to assess the potential induction of changes in the genetic material of cells. The above studies
are required for food use active ingredients. In general, less data is required for non-food use active ingredients and inerts unless a
concern has triggered additional testing.

The Agency conducts separate risk assessments for all pesticide active ingredients and has conducted risk assessments for some inerts.
The remaining inerts are cleared by the Agency. It should be understood that whenever the inert ingredient was cleared, whenever the
tolerance exemption was established, the inert met the standards of the time. Inert ingredients, also known as "other ingredients," are
the carrier for the active ingredients which allow the product to deliver the active ingredient at a specific rate and ensure proper
distribution during application. Currently there are over 3200 inert ingredients cleared by EPA for use in various domestic pesticides
products. There are two major classifications: non-food use (such as lawn care products and bathroom cleaners), and food-use, which
require an exemption from the requirement of a tolerance and can also be used in non-food products.

The Agency has a newly developed methodology for evaluating low or low/moderate toxicity chemical substances by way of a screening
process that incorporates elements of a tiered approach (US EPA, May 2002). Use of this process will permit the Agency to clear more
chemicals of low to moderate toxicity for use in pesticide products. The Agency is aware that some chemicals may be used as inert
ingredients in some formulations and as active ingredients in other formulations. EPA believes this methodology is appropriate for
evaluating some low toxicity chemicals regardless of whether they are categorized as active or inert ingredients. The new process will
permit the Agency to be able to conduct more in-depth evaluations of other ingredients that are of potentially higher toxicity. Chemicals
of higher toxicity that can not be appropriately addressed in the lower tiers would be evaluated in @ manner substantially similar to that
of an active ingredient. Later as the Agency begins to review chemical-specific or surrogate information in the open literature, the
preliminary tier determination may be revised (US EPA, May 2002).

Inert ingredients that are exempt from tolerance are listed in 40 CFR 180.1001 (c). The inert ingredients in the glyphosate formulation
have been approved by the Agency. The components of the adjuvant (Cosmo-Flux 411F), that DoS indicates have been sprayed on coca
plants in Colombia have also been determined to be approved for use on food by the Agency.

The two federal statutes for regulating pesticides in the US give EPA limited authority to regulate the sale, or use of adjuvants in the US.
EPA only has authority to regulate the pesticide product itself. For example, if a chemical in an adjuvant was intentionally included in the
formulation of a pesticide product, the chemical would be regarded as an inert ingredient. In the US as with all countries, adjuvants are
commonly used and added to pesticides as wetting agents, spreaders. emulsifiers, antifoamers, penetrants, or for other purposes. These
may contain surfactants, solvents, or other types of chemicals to achieve the desired purpose.

An adjuvant is a subsidiary ingredient or additive product added to a pesticide in a mixture that aids the effectiveness of the primary or
active ingredient. Adjuvants are most commonly added to tank mixes of pesticide products prior to application to the site to be treated.
Adjuvants are not directly subject to FIFRA registration if no pesticidal claims are made. Pesticide manufacturers choose whether or not
to address on their product labels the use of adjuvants with their product(s). However, when added to a tank mix for application to a food
or feed crop/site, the individual components must be cleared under FFDCA. While adjuvant products are not registered on the federal
level, they are subject to registration under some state laws. The states of Washington and California are two states that register
adjuvants. The adjuvant (Cosmo-Flux 411F) used in the glyphosate tank mix is produced by a Colombian company and is not sold in the
U.S. The Department of State has agreed to provide the Agency with acute toxicity data performed on the actual tank mix that has been
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sprayed in Colombia.

IV HISTORICAL REGULATORY INFORMATION

The glyphosate product used in Colombia according to the Department of State was registered in the US in April 1974. From 1974-1992
the product was registered for use on a number of agricultural and nonagricultural sites. The product had a "Warning" signal word for eye
irritation. In 1992, the registrant submitted an eye irritation study that was categorized as Toxicity Category I and required a "Danger"
signal word. The registrant decided that they did not want to market a glyphosate product with a "Danger" signal word. Around July
1992, the registrant registered a reformulated glyphosate product for use in the United States that had the percentage of surfactant
reduced to a level that produced Toxicity Category II eye irritation. The original product was re-labeled - "Not for use in the United
States". Because the Agency never rescinded the registrations for the use sites that were on the initial label before it was changed, the
product technically remains registered for use on numerous agricultural and nonagricultural sites although it is not currently labeled for
these uses. In November 2001, the Company submitted a label for the original product for ground and aerial application to control
undesirable vegetation in nonagricultural sites. This registration was intended to register a glyphosate product that corresponds to the
product being used in Colombia. In February 2002 the product name was changed and the maximum application rate was reduced as per
the request of the registrant.

V HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

Hazard identification is the first step in the risk assessment process. The objective is to qualitatively characterize the inherent toxicity of a
chemical. Scientific data are evaluated to establish a causal relationship between the occurrence of adverse health effects and exposure
to a chemical. Because high quality controlled toxicology studies on humans are frequently unavailable, regulatory scientists rely on
animal data to estimate hazard to support regulatory decision making. Prior to and subsequent to initial registration, the Agency has
required the registrants of glyphosate products to submit appropriate studies according to contemporary study requirements and testing
protocol requirements.

Glyphosate

The available hazard data base on experimental animals indicates that glyphosate has low acute toxicity via the oral and dermal routes
with LDgys > 5000 mg/kg. It is a mild eye irritant and a slight dermal irritant. It is not a dermal sensitizer. The requirement for an acute
inhalation study was waived since no respiratory or systemic toxicity was seen following subchronic inhalation exposure in rats. In the
subchronic and chronic oral toxicity studies (1-year dog, 24-month mouse, 2-year chronic/carcinogenicity rat, and 2-generation rat
reproduction), systemic toxicity manifested most commonly as clinical signs, decreases in body weight and/or body weight gain,
decreased food consumption, and/or liver and kidney toxicity at doses equal to or above the limit dose (1000 mg/kg/day). No dermal or
systemic toxicity was seen following repeated dermal exposures. There was no quantitative or qualitative evidence for increased
susceptibility in fetuses following in utero exposure to rats and rabbits in developmental toxicity studies or following pre/post-natal
exposure to rats in the 2-generation reproductive toxicity study in rats. Effects in the offspring were observed only at or above treatment
levels which resulted in evidence of appreciable parental toxicity. Glyphosate was not mutagenic in a full battery of assays. Based on the
lack of evidence for carcinogenicity in two acceptable studies in mice and rats, glyphosate is classified as a "Group E" chemical (no
evidence of carcinogenicity to humans).

Components of the Glyphosate Product

1. Polyoxyethylene alkylamine (POEA). POEA is a compound that is used as a surfactant with many glyphosate formulations. In a
safety evaluation and risk assessment of glyphosate, the Roundup formulation and the surfactant POEA, Williams et al. (2000) reported
that POEA can cause severe skin irritation and be corrosive to the eyes. In subchronic oral studies, POEA was mainly a gastrointestinal
irritant in rats at high doses (~ 100 mg/kg/day) and in dogs at lower doses (30 mg/kg/day). In a developmental toxicity study in rats,
POEA did not cause any developmental effects up to 300 mg/kg/day, but did induce maternal toxicity at 100 and 300 mg/kg/day (Farmer
et al., 2000). The concentrated formulated Roundup product can also be strongly irritating to the eyes and slightly irritating to the skin
(Williams et al., 2000).

2. (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment) are substances that are not highly toxic by oral or
dermal routes and are not irritating to the skin. They may cause mild, transient eye irritation. Many (information not included as it may
be entitled to confidential treatment) are known not to be sensitizers (study citation not included as it may be entitled to confidential
treatment). The molecular weight of a (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment) determines its biological
properties, and, thus, its toxicity. The lower molecular weight (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment)
tend to be more toxic than the higher-weighted (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment) and are
absorbed by the digestive tract and excreted in the urine and feces, while the higher molecular weight (information not included as it
may be entitled to confidential treatment) are absorbed more slowly or not at all (study citation not included as it may be entitled to
confidential treatment). (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment) have low acute and chronic toxicity in
animal studies. No significant adverse effects have been noted in inhalation toxicology studies, carcinogen testing, or mutagen assays.
High oral doses have resulted in toxic effects to the kidneys and loose feces (study citation not included as it may be entitled to
confidential treatment). Topical dermal application of (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment) to burn
patients with injured skin has resulted in toxicity (study citation not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment).

Cosmo - Flux 411F (Adjuvant)

The Cosmo-Flux 411F adjuvant product used in the glyphosate tank mix is produced by a Colombian company and is not sold in the U.S.
The Agency is not in possession of toxicity data from direct dosing of test animals with Cosmo-Flux 411F. However, the Agency has made
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a hazard assessment based on the toxicity of the individual components. As stated above, sale or use of spray adjuvant products in the
U.S. are generally not regulated by EPA. However, the DoS has provided the EPA with a copy of this product's label and a description of
the product ingredients. To be able to provide an opinion on hazard characterization of the Cosmo-flux ingredients, the EPA relied on
available technical information from various sources. Cosmo-Flux 411F consists mainly of (information not included as it may be entitled
to confidential treatment) with a nonionic surfactant blend primarily composed of (information not included as it may be entitled to
confidential treatment). All ingredients of this product are substances that are not highly toxic by oral or dermal routes. They may cause
mild eye and skin irritation. All components of the adjuvant have been approved for use in/on food by EPA (40 CFR 180.1001, Letter from
R.Forrest/EPA, to R.Woolfolk/DoS, 7/30/2001).

Components of Cosmflux

1. (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment). The (information not included as it may be entitled to
confidential treatment) can cause dermal and ocular irritation and, in high doses orally, can cause significant toxicity. However, small
amounts are not a concern and these substances have been approved as food additives by the FDA and are exempt from tolerances by
EPA on certain commodities.

2. (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment). The other major component of Cosmo-Flux 411F,
(information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment), is not considered highly toxic. It may cause mild eye and skin
irritation. The corresponding (information not included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment), has low subacute, subchronic and
chronic oral toxicity and is used as a direct food additive and a component in cosmetics. The higher molecular weight (information not
included as it may be entitled to confidential treatment) is less likely to be absorbed orally or dermally and most likely of less
toxicological concern. The other minor components, are not known to be highly toxic compounds and would not be of toxicological
concern at the concentrations and conditions in which they are used.

VI DOSE RESPONSE ASSESSMENT

Dose response analysis is the second step in the risk assessment process i.e.; characterization of the quantitative relationship between
exposure (dose) and response based on studies in which adverse health effects have been observed. The objective is to identify
endpoints of concern which correspond to the route and duration of exposure based on the exposure patterns.

HED selects doses and endpoints (effects of concern) for risk assessment via an internal peer review process. HED uses a standing
Committee - the Hazard Identification Assessment Review Committee (HIARC), to consider the available hazard data (studies required to
be submitted by registrants in 40 CFR part 158 and open peer reviewed literature) to identify endpoints for use in risk assessment.

Ideally, each safety study identifies a dose level that does not produce a biologically or statistically significant increased incidence of an
adverse effect or no observable adverse effect level (NOAEL). The threshold dose is the smallest dose required to produce a detectable
effect. Below this dose, there is no detectable response. Glyphosate

On March 26, 1998 and, again, on November 20, 2001 the HED HIARC met to examine the hazard data base and identify dietary
endpoints for Females 13-50 years old, as well as the General Population, the chronic reference dose. The HIARC also considered
toxicological endpoints for incidental oral exposure (on 20-NOV-01) appropriate in residential exposure risk assessments.

The most recent report of the HIARC for glyphosate has the complete assessment of the endpoints selected for dietary and
residential/occupational exposures (W. Dykstra, 01/22/02; TXR# 0050428). OPP calculates acute (24 hour or single day) and chronic
(continuous lifetime exposure) RfDs for the purposes of calculating dietary risk for food and drinking water. The RfD is calculated by
dividing the appropriate no observed adverse effect level by a ten fold factor for interspecies variability ("average" human sensitivities
might be up to 10 times that of lab animals) and a ten fold factor for intraspecies variability (i.e., some individuals within a population
might be 10 times more sensitive than the "average" person).

For glyphosate, no endpoints were selected for the acute RfD since no hazard attributed to a single dose was identified from the oral
toxicity studies, and there are no specific concerns for toxic effects on the developing fetus or infants and children. In addition, the HIARC
did not identify endpoints of concern for dermal and inhalation exposures for any exposure period (short term- 1 to30 days, intermediate
term- 1 to 6 months, or long term- 6 months to lifetime) since no hazard was identified due to the low toxicity of glyphosate (TXR No.
0050428, W. Dykstra, 22-JAN-2002). The chronic dietary RfD of 1.75 mg/kg/day was based on diarrhea, nasal discharge, and mortality
in a rabbit developmental toxicity study. A summary of doses and toxicological endpoints selected for various relevant exposure scenarios
are summarized in Table 1.

Table 1. Glyphosate Endpoint Selection Table

EXPOSURE DOSE ENDPOINT STUDY
SCENARIO (mg/kg/day)

Acute Dietary |An effect of concern attributable to a single dose was not identified
(24 hour or single [from the oral toxicity studies; there are no concerns for

exposure) developmental or reproductive toxicity.
Chronic Dietary NOAEL = |Maternal toxicity based on clinical Developmental
175 signs (diarrhea and nasal discharge) | toxicity -Rabbit
(continuous resulting in mortality of some dams

lifetime exposure) | uncertainty |at 350 mg/kg/day
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Occupational Handler and Post-application Exposure
Use Pattern Information

The tank mixture sprayed for eradication of coca in Colombia contains 55% water, 44% of glyphosate herbicide product, and 1%
adjuvant (Cosmo-Flux 411F). No more than two applications of the glyphosate tank mixture are sprayed over coca crops at a maximum
of 1.25 gallons/Acre (equivalent to 1.1 gallons/Acre of glyphosate product, 0.03 gal/Acre of Cosmo-Flux 411F, and 0.12 gal/Acre of
water). DoS also stated that the average field size for coca in Colombia is 3-5 hectares (approximately 7-12 acres). The program for
aerial eradication of coca treats a maximum of 1000 Acres/day, during 3-5 missions/day.

Handler Exposure

Exposure is expected for workers mixing and loading the glyphosate formulated product and tank mix, and applicators applying the
pesticidal mixture via fixed-wing aircraft. Mixers, loaders, and applicators (handlers) have the potential for dermal exposure to the
concentrate glyphosate formulated product or tank mix from droplets contacting the skin. There is also the potential for inhalation

exposure to the concentrated glyphosate formulated product or mixed formulation from breathing in aerosolized spray droplets.

According to the DoS, the mixer/loaders are trained on the label requirements for handling the chemicals in the spray mixture, first aid,
and use of personal protective equipment (PPE). The required PPE according to the label includes long-sleeved shirts and long pants,
waterproof gloves, shoes and socks, and protective eyewear. PPE is expected to mitigate potential exposure to handlers. Exposure to
handlers is anticipated for short-term (1-30 days) durations. There also may be the possibility for intermediate-term(1-6 months)
handler exposure for individuals mixing, loading, and applying the glyphosate mixture to multiple fields for more than 30 days. However,
the Agency does not have information pertaining to the duration of coca spray programs or number of days spent mixing, loading, and
applying the glyphosate mixture.

An occupational handler exposure and risk assessment is required for an active ingredient if: (1) certain toxicological criteria are
triggered and (2) there is potential exposure to handlers (i.e., mixers, loaders, applicators, etc.) during use. Upon review and analysis of
the hazard database in total, the Agency's HIARC did not identify a hazard of concern for dermal or inhalation short- and intermediate-
term exposures. Therefore, quantitative estimates of risk for short-term dermal and inhalation have not been conducted (TXR No.
0050428, W. Dykstra, 22-JAN-2002). No significant handler risk is expected.

Post-application Exposure

According to the DoS, Colombian coca plants (Erythroxylum species) are woody perennial shrubs native to the Andean region. Coca
plants have leaves with waxy cuticles which retard herbicide uptake in the plant. The coca bushes grow to approximately chest level and
are harvested mainly by leaf pulling, 4 to 5 times per year. Coca plants grow from seedlings to a harvestable plant in 12 to 18 months.
Representatives from DoS indicated that, growers will prune the coca plants, immediately after spraying, in order to salvage the coca
crop. Specifically, since glyphosate is a contact herbicide that works systemically to kill the plant after absorption through the leaves,
workers may enter fields immediately after spraying in order to prune or pull off the coca leaves in order to prevent the coca plant from
dying. In the US, most uses of glyphosate are applied to kill weeds - which are the target. In general, glyphosate is not applied in the US
to destroy or kill the raw agricultural commodity. The intended US uses are for undesired vegetation in and around crop fields, forests,
industrial areas and residential areas (for more detailed information, please refer to the June 28, 2002 memorandum entitled Description
of Glyphosate Use in the U.S. for Comparison to Use in Colombia for Coca Eradication from Virginia Werling and Timothy Kiely to Jay
Ellenberger).

DoS states that pilots are instructed not to spray fields where people are present. Therefore, based on the use pattern described by the
DoS, potential short-term dermal exposures are expected for persons pruning, or leaf pulling treated coca plants immediately after spray
events. These activities are expected to result in dermal exposure from treated foliage contacting the skin. In cases such as glyphosate,
where the vapor pressure is negligible, HED experience with post-application data suggests that inhalation exposure is minimal and
therefore, HED does not quantitatively assess post-application inhalation exposure. Intermediate- and long-term post-application
exposures are not expected due in part to the fact that a coca field is sprayed no more than twice.

Additionally, glyphosate is a translocated herbicide which is rainfast (unable to be rinsed off by water) within 48 hours after spraying.
Therefore, potential exposure to dislodgeable residues of glyphosate after 48 hours is expected to be minimal. Glyphosate has no residual
soil activity. Results from the first 12 months of bareground field dissipation trials from eight sites show that the median half-life (DT50)
for glyphosate (Roundup) applied at maximum annual use rates (7.95 Ib a.i./acre, 10.7 Ib a.i./acre) was 13.9 days with a range of 2.6
(Texas) to 140.6 (Iowa) days. Acceptable aerobic soil, aerobic aquatic and anaerobic aquatic metabolism studies demonstrate that under
those conditions at 25°C in the laboratory glyphosate degrades rapidly with half-lives of approximately 2, 7 and 8 days respectively. The
reported half-lives (DT50) from the field studies conducted in the coldest climates, i.e. Minnesota, New York. and Iowa, were the longest
at 28.7, 127.8, and 140.6 days respectively indicating that glyphosate residues in the field are somewhat more persistent in cooler
climates as opposed to milder ones (Georgia, California, Arizona, Ohio, and Texas) (Memo, J.Carleton, 10/26/98, D238931). The climate
in Colombia would favor a shorter half life than the colder regions of the US. Thereby, HED believes glyphosate would not be persistent or
be available for intermediate-term or long-term post-application exposures in the Colombian climate.

A post-application exposure and risk assessment is required for an active ingredient if: (1) certain toxicological criteria are triggered and
(2) there is potential exposure. Upon review and analysis of the hazard database in total, the Agency's HIARC did not identify a hazard of
concern for these durations or routes of exposure. Therefore, quantitative estimates of risk for short-term dermal and inhalation have not
been conducted (TXR No. 0050428, W. Dykstra, 22-JAN-2002). No significant post-application risk due to glyphosate exposure is
expected as a result of this use.
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X RISK CHARACTERIZATION

Risk characterization combines the assessments of the first three steps to develop a qualitative or quantitative estimate of the
probability, that under the assumed conditions or variables of the exposure scenario, that harm will result to an exposed individual. Risk
is equal to hazard multiplied by exposure. For the scenarios that are relevant to the subject use, the Agency has not identified toxic
effects attributable to a single oral exposure, short- or intermediate-term dermal, or short- or intermediate-term inhalation exposures
(TXR No. 0050428, W. Dykstra, 22-JAN-2002). Therefore, no quantification of exposure or risk was performed. Nonetheless, it is
appropriate to qualitatively characterize the potential for risk concerns for this use.

From the review of glyphosate product incident reports for the use on poppy, it should be emphasized that the spraying reported to have
occurred in 2000 and not in 1999 suggests, that the overwhelming majority (95%) of the illnesses reported would be background
incidents unrelated to the spraying of herbicide. The remaining 5% increase could be due to a variety of causes and do not support a
conclusion that the spraying of the glyphosate tank mixture was responsible for these complaints. Furthermore, the individual with the
highest potential for exposure would be the mixer loader. They are handling the concentrated glyphosate product and the tank mix. The
incident data that has been submitted to the Agency by DoS, does not include any incident reports for those individuals. There is some
data to suggest that the poppy eradication program could have resulted in minor skin, eye, or respiratory irritation, and perhaps
headache or other minor symptoms. However, the detailed information on the use, timing of application, history of exposure, and
medical documentation of symptoms related to exposure to glyphosate tank mix were not available. The evidence collected and
presented in the epidemiology report cannot confirm that the glyphosate tank mixture used in Colombia as the likely cause of a single
iliness. There is suggestive evidence in the form of reported increases of morbidity and reports from municipalities that some cases of
relatively mild complaints could have occurred in relation to the spraying eradication program. Some of the reports appear to be similar
to those reported in the literature and by California. These cases report irritation to skin, eyes, and respiratory passages and suggest that
the Cosmo-Flux 411F added to the glyphosate product in Colombia has little or no effect on the overall toxicity of the formulated product.
The information so far collected indicates that any increase in health problems is likely to be relatively small at most and the severity of
those symptoms is likely to be minor to moderate at most. The Amazon Alliance and Earth Justice submission provided little, if any,
information on the number of persons affected, age and sex, symptoms of illness, or diagnosis or treatment received. Without such
information EPA cannot even begin to characterize the extent and pattern of the health effects claimed to result from glyphosate
application. Given the limited amount of documentation, none of the data in the report from Colombia provide a compelling case that the
spraying of the glyphosate mixture has been a significant cause of illness in the region studied. Prospective tracking of reports of health
complaints, documenting times of exposure and onset of symptoms, are recommended during future spray operations to evaluate any
potential health effects and ameliorate or prevent their occurrence.

The glyphosate formulated product used in the coca eradication program in Colombia contains the active ingredient glyphosate, a
surfactant blend, and water. The acute toxicity test of the glyphosate technical is classified as category III for primary eye irritation and
category IV for acute dermal and oral toxicity, and skin irritation. It not a dermal sensitizer. However, the surfactant used in the
formulated product reportedly can cause severe skin irritation and be corrosive to the eyes, as would be expected for many surfactants.
The label for the formulated product used in the coca eradication program in Colombia includes the "Danger" signal word. The product
has been determined to be toxicity category I for eye irritation, causing irreversible eye damage. Some of the findings reported in the
incident data are in alignment with that, reports of toxicity to the eye due to the surfactant, not glyphosate per se. This is supported by
data obtained from the California Pesticide Iliness Surveillance Program (1982-2000). As stated previously, in 1992 the glyphosate
product was reformulated in the US to reduce the amount of surfactant which posed a hazard to the eye. From 1982 through 1991, there
were 221 illnesses involving the eye or 22.1 cases per year. From 1994 (allowing 2 years for the product to be introduced into trade and
widespread use) through 2000, there were 65 ilinesses involving the eye or 9.3 cases per year, a decline of 58%. Therefore, these data
support the finding that the use of the reformulated glyphosate product since 1992, has resulted in a significant drop in ilinesses. Overall,
the total ilinesses due to glyphosate declined by 39% from the 1982-1991 time period to the 1994-2000 time period, largely due to the
reduction in eye injuries.

The acute toxicity of the undiluted glyphosate product is most pertinent to mixers and loaders, who are potentially exposed to that form
of the glyphosate product. On April 18, 2002, during a consultation with the DoS, in preparation for the current risk assessment, the DoS
agreed to supply the Agency with a full battery of the six acute toxicity tests on the tank mix. To date, the Pesticide Program has not
received this data. Until such information is supplied to the Agency, EPA cannot evaluate any potential acute toxicity effects resulting
from direct contact with the tank mixture. Therefore, due to the acute eye irritation caused by the concentrated glyphosate formulated
product and the lack of acute toxicity data on the tank mixture, the Agency recommends that an alternative glyphosate product (with
lower potential for acute toxicity) be used in future coca and/or poppy aerial eradication programs.

A direct comparison of the epidemiological data in Colombia (which is from aerial application to poppy) to the conditions of use, (as
presented at the April 18, 2002 briefing for aerial application to coca by DoS to OPP risk assessors), would be limited. The briefing did not
address the conditions of use for poppy. Subsequent to the April 18 briefing HED received an e-mail communication from OPP/ Field and
External Affairs Division, stating that the application rate for poppy was lower than that for coca. According to the DoS, the use pattern of
the glyphosate mixture on poppy differs from the use on coca. Other details of the differences between the two spray programs have not
been supplied to the Agency. Specifically, the Agency has no information as to the exact makeup of the tank mixture sprayed on poppy,
or whether the same glyphosate product and adjuvants used in the coca eradication program were used in the poppy eradication
program. The Agency also has questions as to the geographical area differences, the frequency of repeated applications, and the size of
the area treated on each spray mission. Therefore, generalized conclusions drawn from human incident data as a result of application to
opium poppy, in comparison to conditions of use for the coca eradication program should be made with caution.

In summary, HED concludes that:

e There are no risks of concern for glyphosate, per se, from the dermal or inhalation routes of exposure, since toxicity is very low.
e The identified components of the adjuvant Cosmoflux 411F are not highly toxic by the oral and dermal routes; they have been
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approved for use in/on food by the Agency.

Glyphosate is not highly toxic. Based on the conditions of glyphosate use described by DoS, there is likely minimal exposure or

concern for acute and chronic dietary or incidental oral risks.

e The incident data from Colombia based on the poppy use may differ from use of glyphosate as part of the coca eradication
program, so conclusions should be made with caution.

e There is concern for acute eye toxicity because of an inert ingredient present in the glyphosate formulated product used to treat
coca. The potential for eye effects is primarily for mixers/loaders of the concentrated glyphosate product, which should be mitigated
by protective eye wear which DoS states is being used.

e Due to the acute eye irritation caused by the concentrated glyphosate product and the lack of acute toxicity data on the tank
mixture, the Agency recommends that DoS consider using an alternate glyphosate product in future coca and/or poppy aerial
eradication efforts.

REFERENCES
HIARC Report for Glyphosate (TXR No. 0050428, W. Dykstra, 22-JAN-2002)

Glyphosate in/on Pasture and Rangeland Grasses, Roundup Ready® Wheat, and Nongrass Animal Feeds. (DP Barcode: D280831, 20-
FEB-2002)

Farmer, D.R., T.A. Kaempfe, W.F. Heydens and W.R. Kelce. 2000. Developmental toxicity studies with glyphosate and selected
surfactants in rats. Teratology 61(6): 446.

US Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Pesticide Programs May 9, 2002: Guidance Document on Methodology for Determining the
Data Needed and the Types of Assessments Necessary to Make FFDCA Section 408 Safety Determinations for Lower Toxicity Pesticide
Chemicals.

Williams, G.M., R. Kroes and I.C. Munro. 2000. Safety evaluation and risk assessment of the herbicide Roundup and its active ingredient,
glyphosate, for humans. Reg. Toxic. Pharm. 31: 117-165.

Certain references deleted for protection of CBI.

SECTION 3. Review of Glyphosate Incident Reports with special reference to aerial spraying in Colombia

BACKGROUND

On May 8, 2002 the U. S. Department of State requested that the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency provide consultation on the
U.S.-supported aerial coca eradication program in Colombia. Specifically, the Department of State requests advice on whether the aerial
application program may pose unreasonable risks or adverse effects to humans or the environment. This review is part of a health risk
assessment performed by the Health Effects Division of the glyphosate product used in Colombia. This review will focus on reports of
human health effects reported from the leading pesticide poisoning surveillance data sources in the United States, which include Poison
Control Centers and the California Pesticide Iliness Surveillance Program. The California data source is especially useful for this review
because of it's high quality, documentation going back to 1982, and because glyphosate is the second most widely used pesticide in
California affording ample opportunity for unintentional exposures. The world scientific literature on glyphosate and a report from
Colombia examining reports of the adverse health effects are also reviewed.

The aerial spray mixture used in Colombia consists of water, glyphosate formulation, and 1 percent Cosmo-Flux 411F. According to
documentation supplied by the Department of State, this diluted mixture is applied to coca at the rate of 2.53 gallons per acre (U. S.
Department of State 2002). "The commercial glyphosate formulation used in the spray mixture is registered with U. S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) for sale in the United States for non-agricultural use and contains 41 percent glyphosate salt and 59 percent
inert ingredients. Approximately three fourths of the inert ingredient content are water and the remainder is a surfactant blend. A
surfactant is essentially a soap that enhances the ability of the herbicide to penetrate the waxy cuticle of the leaf surface."(U. S.
Department of State 2002).

This review will not be able to fully assess the formulation containing 1 percent Cosmo-Flux 411F because that particular surfactant has
not been used in the United States. Nevertheless, it will consider the summary of the investigation in Colombia of the formulation which
does contain this additional surfactant. Though all aspects of glyphosate human poisoning data will be considered, this review will focus
on one particular scenario, namely the effects of dermal and inhalation exposure from spray drift or residues, that result from aerial
application.

The following data bases have been consulted for the poisoning incident data on the active ingredient glyphosate (PC Code: 103601):

1) Poison Control Centers - as the result of a data purchase by EPA, the Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) received Poison Control
Center data covering the years 1993 through 1998 for all pesticides. Most of the national Poison Control Centers (PCCs) participate in a
national data collection system, the Toxic Exposure Surveillance System which obtains data from about 65-70 centers at hospitals and
universities. PCCs provide telephone consultation for individuals and health care providers on suspected poisonings, involving drugs,
household products, pesticides, etc. Note that Poison Control Center data does not have information on the type of application. So it is
not possible to limit the review to the aerial application scenario or to limit it to only those persons secondarily exposed to drift or
residue. However, it will be possible to exclude oral exposures which are inconsistent with the focus of the present review.
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and §158.590 (Nontarget insect data requirements).

All non-target terrestrial and aquatic animal toxicity studies, and aquatic plant studies, are performed using the technical grade active
ingredient (TGAI). Non-target terrestrial plant toxicity tests are performed with pesticide in a formulated product (as sold to users).
Aquatic fish and invertebrate toxicity studies using formulated product are also required if the use of the formulation is expected to lead
to transport to water bodies, either directly or through runoff. The potential exposure and toxicity of each pesticide are considered to
characterize the potential of ecological risk.

The present environmental fate assessment is based on regulatory environmental fate studies submitted to the Agency to support the
registration of glyphosate salts and their formulated pesticide products. These studies were conducted under Good Laboratory Practices
(GLP), as required under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). The studies used in the assessment have been
deemed acceptable and have served to generate previous environmental and ecological risk assessments for glyphosate.

The number and types of environmental fate studies required for each pesticide depends on its proposed use pattern (terrestrial, aquatic,
forestry, indoors, greenhouse). The required studies consist of a series of core laboratory studies for all pesticides and field dissipation
studies for pesticides used on outdoor crops (terrestrial/aquatic), non-crops (terrestrial/aquatic), and forestry. Each study provides
specific data that, together with the physical and chemical properties of the pesticide, are then combined to produce an integrated
environmental fate assessment and to identify the potential of the pesticide to leach to groundwater, and/or reach surface water, and/or
bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms. The data are also used as input parameters in models to estimate exposure concentrations in the
environment. Monitoring data, if available, are also incorporated into the assessment.

The limited number of species and environmental systems tested can introduce a degree of uncertainty when attempting to extrapolate
the data outside the experimental conditions of the studies, such as different soils, geographical regions, and ecosystems. As part of the
overall risk characterization of a pesticide, the Agency also identifies uncertainties associated with the available data and those
introduced by the assumptions needed to estimate concentrations using models.

III Ecological Risk Assessment
Glyphosate
Terrestrial

The Agency does not expect any risk to birds and mammals based on dietary exposure to active ingredient glyphosate. Acute avian
dietary studies using bobwhite quail and mallard ducks resulted in no mortality at concentrations up to 5200 ppm, and no reproductive
effects were seen up to 1000 ppm, the highest levels tested. Toxicity tests involving feeding or direct contact of honey bees to glyphosate
also resulted in no mortality at the highest rate tested (100 micrograms/bee). Acute LD, values could not be established in oral and
dermal mammalian studies at concentrations up to and including 5000 mg/kg, and chronic mammalian effects were only seen in a series
of studies at 1000 mg/kg/day or higher. The Agency waived the requirement for an acute inhalation study for mammals with active
ingredient glyphosate since no respiratory or systemic toxicity was seen following subchronic inhalation exposure in rats.

Risk to non-target terrestrial plants is likely from exposure to glyphosate as a result of its use in the coca eradication program.
Glyphosate is a foliarly applied, broad spectrum herbicide effective at very low exposure rates. Vegetative vigor studies for North
American crops reviewed by the Agency in 1999 indicate that 25% of exposed plants can be damaged by exposure to glyphosate applied
at rates as low as 0.07 Ib ai/A.

Table 1. Vegetable Vigor Toxicity of Glyphosate Wettable Powder to US Crops

EC,s NOEL
Species Parameter (Ibs ai/A) (Ibs ai/A)
Cucumber phytotoxicity 0.074 0.049
Lettuce dry weight 0.217 0.148
Oilseed rape phytotoxicity 0.098 0.049
Okra dry weight 0.172 0.049
Radish phytotoxicity 0.235 0.148
Soybean dry weight 0.126 0.049
Sugarbeet " 0.277 0.148
Corn phytotoxicity 0.227* 0.148
Oat dry weight 0.201 0.148
Purple nutsedge " 0.805" 0.445
Winter wheat " 0.176" 0.049

*Determined by linear interpolation.

The application rate of glyphosate recommended by the State Department for the coca eradication program is 3.34 Ib ai/A in acid
equivalents. This is well above the rates listed in the table above. AgDrift modeling of potential spray drift from the use in Colombia
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(detailed below) simulates that non-target plants hundreds of feet away may be exposed to a fraction of this glyphosate application.
Based on the toxicity data for North American crops, AgDrift indicates the possibility that 50% of young crop plants would be expected to
show measurable reductions in dry weight from150 to nearly 600 feet downwind (depending on spray and wind conditions). Some
affected plants would likely recover while more sensitive plants may die, have reduced reproductive success, or reduced yields (crop
plants).

Aquatic

Laboratory studies indicate glyphosate is slightly toxic to fish, invertebrates and aquatic plants. The lowest resulting acute LC values
(concentrations at which half the test animals died) were in parts-per-million (ppm) for active ingredient glyphosate. For instance, the
most sensitive freshwater fish (fathead minnow) had an LCg, of 85 ppm, while chronic effects were not seen in another study at the
highest test concentration of 26 ppm. The ECy, (level at which adverse effects are seen in half the test animals) for the freshwater
invertebrate Daphnia magna was 134 ppm, and the chronic NOEL 50 ppm.

OPP exposure models indicate that surface-water exposure in the parts-per-billion could be expected from the use on coca. OPP also
considered a more conservative exposure scenario of the direct application of 3.75 Ib acid eq./acre of glyphosate to a 1-acre, 6-foot deep
pond?. The calculated maximum concentration of 230 ppb is well below the glyphosate toxicity values measured for aquatic organisms in
the laboratory. Therefore, aquatic organisms should not be at risk from exposure to glyphosate. The environmental fate assessment
which is the basis of this exposure calculation is described in the following section.

2salts of glyphosate (isopropylamine, diamine, and trimesium) are registered in the United States for a wide variety of agricultural and non-agricultural uses. All of the salts of
glyphosate generate the "free acid of glyphosate" (glyphosate acid), the actual herbicide-active chemical. The glyphosate acid equivalents vary from salt to salt to salt, as it depends

on the ratio of the molecular weight of the glyphosate free acid to that of the salt. For this reason, application rates are generally expressed in terms of "glyphosate acid equivalents"
when estimating exposure concentrations of glyphosate in water and soil. The ratio of glyphosate acid to the glyphosate isopropylamine salt is 0.75. Thus, each pound of this salt is

equivalent to 0.75 pounds of glyphosate acid (or 1 g of the salt is equivalent to 0.75 g of the acid)

It is possible that much greater exposure could occur from direct overspray of water bodies much smaller than a 1-hectare, 6-foot deep
pond, but such simulation is not a standard component of Agency risk assessments. The product label of the specific glyphosate product
DoS indicates is being used against coca, and the DoS application guidelines, prohibit direct overspray of water bodies. It is possible that
some ecologically important water bodies too small to appear on maps could be sprayed directly in a project as large as the coca
eradication program. EPA has registered other glyphosate products for direct application to aquatic sites to kill undesirable vegetation.

Freshwater aquatic plants also seem unlikely to be at risk from exposure to active ingredient glyphosate. Submitted studies resulted in
EC5, values of 12.5 ppm for green algae (Selenastrum capricornatum), 21.5 ppm for duckweed (Lemna gibba) and 38.6 ppm for the
freshwater diatom Navicula pelliculosa. These values are well beyond the 230 ppb exposure calculated for direct overspray in the pond
simulation described above.

Risk Specific to Formulations of Glyphosate

Ecological toxicity studies submitted to EPA for some of the formulations of glyphosate products that EPA has registered have shown
them to be more toxic than glyphosate alone. The results of these studies indicate that the formulations will pose a risk primarily to non-
target plants, as described above. For instance, the minimum bluegill sunfish LC;, of 5.8 ppm reported for a 41.8% glyphosate
formulation in EPA's glyphosate reregistration eligibility document (RED, 1993) is 20 times more toxic than the bluegill sunfish LCg,
observed for technical glyphosate, but is still much higher than exposure levels expected in the environment. The bluegill sunfish LCg, for
a test with surfactant MONO818 by itself was 1.0 ppm.

The risk to non-target terrestrial and aquatic animals from formulated glyphosate used for coca eradication is uncertain because the
Agency does not have relevant toxicity data for the Colombian formulation, nor for the adjuvant Cosmo-Flux 411F. An adjuvant is a
subsidiary ingredient or additive in a mixture that adds to the effectiveness of the primary or active ingredient. Adjuvants are most
commonly added to tank mixes of pesticide products before they are applied. Further discussion is provided in the Health Effects
Division's assessment of the coca eradication program.

Potential Spray Drift of Glyphosate

The AgDrift model (version 2.01) was used to estimate downwind deposition of aerial applications of herbicide sprays during coca
eradication efforts. The aerial part of the AgDrift model, which was used in this assessment, was developed from USDA Forest Service
models designed to estimate deposition of forestry applications. The model has been the subject of a Scientific Advisory Panel (SAP)
meeting® and showed a good correlation with field trial data of downwind deposition. Reviews and descriptions of AgDrift have been
published.4

AgDrift uses a number of input parameters associated with the application equipment and the meteorology during application in
calculating deposition levels. An attempt was made to enter important input parameters appropriate for coca eradication applications in
Colombia as described by the Department of State (DoS) in their presentation5 to the Office of Pesticide Programs (OPP) or in documents
provided by DoS to OPP. Many input parameters in AgDrift do not greatly affect deposition levels and a number of default inputs were
used for these parameters. The inputs considered to be more important in determining drift levels that were used to model coca
eradication spraying are listed in Table 1 below.

3http://www.epa.gov/scipoly/sap/l997/december/spraydrift.htm
“Hewitt AJ, DR Johnson, JD Fish, CG Hermansky, and DL Valcore. 2002. Development of the Spray Drift Task Force database for aerial applications. Environmental Toxicology and
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range. In the DoS presentation the VMD was stated to be 200 to 300 microns during application conditions. In addition to the wide range
of VMD values presented, VMD is not a good descriptor of droplet size spectra for estimating spray drift. Spray drift is predominately
associated with finer sprays and VMD does not define the amount of small droplets contained in spray. Although specific data on droplet
size under application conditions was not provided, it is unlikely that very coarse sprays would be achievable due to shearing effects of
releasing droplets at high airspeeds. Large droplets released into the turbulence created by an aircraft traveling in excess of 120 mph
tend to break into smaller more driftable droplets.

SChemicals Used for the Aerial Eradication of Illicit Coca in Colombia and Conditions of Application. An undated, unsigned, 9-page document provided to OPP by the State
Department.

Other uncertainties associated with inputs include inputs for meteorology and release height. AgDrift modeling requires site-specific
inputs for meteorology. In coca eradication efforts (as well as agricultural applications in the US) wind speed, temperature and humidity
are measured at the airport which may not be representative of these parameters at the application site. The applicator is ultimately
given the responsibility of determining if conditions at the target site are acceptable. DoS reports that the coca eradication program
selects experienced applicators for spray missions with the expectation they will better be able to identify unacceptable conditions and
make applications within specified parameters.

In order to capture the range of deposition values expected during coca eradication applications, AgDrift was run with two droplet size
spectra and at two wind speeds. The droplet size spectra were extremely coarse to very coarse and medium. The definitions refer to the
American Society of Agricultural Engineering (ASAE) Standard 572 definition of droplet size spectra. The wind speeds used were 3 mph
and 10 mph. AgDrift was run in tier 3 to estimate downwind depositions shown in Figure 1 below.

Coca Eradication:
Downwind Herbicide Deposition
Varying Droplet Size and Wind Speed

1.1
1.0 4
09

I| extremely coarse-very coarse spray, 3 mph wind

medium spray, 3 mph wind

extremely coarse-very coarse spray,
10 mph wind

Deposition
(fraction of application rate)

medium spray, 10 mph wind

effect level for 50%
of young plants

Downwind distance (ft)

Figure 1 shows the lowest levels of drift are associated with applications using the extremely coarse to very coarse sprays at a 3 mph
wind speed. The highest levels of drift are associated medium sprays at wind speeds of 10 mph. Downwind deposition levels from coca
eradication spraying is likely to be bounded by these estimates. The effect level for 50% of young plantse is based on glyphosate toxicity
studies on ten crop plants. At the level corresponding to approximately 11% of the application rate, 50% of plants species would be
expected to show measurable reductions in dry weight. Of the affected plants some would likely recover while more sensitive plants may
die, have reduced reproductive success, or reduced yields (crop plants).

V. Environmental Fate and Transport Assessment of Glyphosate
Integrated Environmental Fate Assessment- Summary

The major route of transformation of glyphosate identified in laboratory studies is microbial degradation. In the field, glyphosate
dissipation appears to correlate with climate, being more persistent in cold than in warm climates. Dissipation of glyphosate in Colombia
may therefore be more rapid than in the U.S. Glyphosate was not observed in laboratory studies to break down by abiotic processes such
as hydrolysis and direct photolysis.

Glyphosate is very soluble, and has a low potential to volatilize, but adsorbs strongly to soils and sediments. Therefore, glyphosate does
not have a high potential to leach to ground water or reach surface water as dissolved runoff. However, glyphosate has the potential to
contaminate surface water as a result of residues adsorbed to soil particulates suspended in runoff water. Offsite exposure is also
possible due to spray drift or inadvertent direct overspray.

Physical and chemical properties of glyphosate acid

Glyphosate belongs to the glycine family of herbicides. Glyphosate is a phosphono derivative of glycine, the simplest of all of the amino
acids. It works as an herbicide by inhibiting the enzyme a5- enolpyryl-shikimate-3-phosphatee synthase (i.e., it is an ESPS inhibitor).
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Memorandum from Lowell Neese, Senior Aviation Advisor, DoS/INL/A (Colombia),
to Paul O’Sullivan, COR, DoS/INL/A (21 Apr. 2003)
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TO: DoS/INL/A Panl O’Sullivan, COR
FROM: DoS/INL/A (Colombia) Lowell Neese, Senior Aviation Advisor
SUBJECT: MONTHLY EVALUATION ~ March 2003

COLOMBIAX

As areminder, we are doing the evaluation separately for both programs.
COLAR Program

Overall Rating: Satisfactory

1. MANAGEMENT .

Rating: Satisfactory

¢ The continued lack of an in-country SIP remains a concern to the COLAR Aviation
Advisor. No positive steps have been taken this month to ensure that an SIP for the
Colombia Program is available at all times. This caused a downgrade from excellent to
satisfactory.

* Of the three K-Max helicopters recently received by the contractor, two are presently
located in Tolemaida, and one was deployed forward to Larandia to conduct external load
operations in support of the CD Brigade and the continuing SAR operation; their use is
resulting in significant cost savings in UH-60 and UH-IN blade hours,

* The lack of DOS INL/A approved ATP, ATM, checklist and SOP is hindering K-MAX
operations. Contractor lacked foresight in the development of the required documents and
SOPs knowing full well that the aircraft were arriving and would immediately go into
operations,

2. TECHNICAL
Overall Rating: Satisfactory .

2.1 Operations

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE
REVIEW AUTHORITY: HOWARD H LANGE

DATE/CASE ID: 01 JUL 2009 200103928 UNCLASSIFIED
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.3 Quality Conirol:
Rating: Excellent

UNCLASSIFIED

e Provided Special inspection support for the airworthiness inspection for the C-208
Caravan as required by the U.S. Embassy and provided QC support to 4 eradlcatxon sites

despite not having the personnel to do so.

* Provided research and support to correct T-65 SHADIN installation and ITT warning

discrepancies.

2.4 Maintenance:
Rating: Excellent

¢ With the exception of the AT-802s, all aircraft met or exceeded the customer requirements
regarding Operational Readiness rates. One Air Tractor continued NMC for the entire
month with low engine torque. The aircraft was flown to Bogot4 and the engine removed
for inspection by a Pratt & Whitney representative. The remaining three 8025 maintained

an O.R. rate of 89%.
» Non-Mission Capable due to Maintenance

o 4 AT-802 67% O.R. while flying 216 hours. 75% O.R. required.
98% O.R. while flying 40 hours.  50% O.R. required,
50% O.R. while flying 89 hours.  50% O.R. required.

o 1 C-208
o 2 C27

4 T-65

0o O 0 o

10 OV-10 82% O.R. while flying 335 hours. 80% O.R. required

95% O.R. while flying 150 hours. 75% O.R. required

8 UH-IN 80% OR. while flying 404 hours. 80% O.R. required
Eradication average: 80% mission capable while flying 1,234 total hrs.

* During the month, there were 16 incidents of hostile fire resulting in 47 individual small
arms hits. Approximately 2,000 maintenance man-houts were devoted to repairing these
battle damage incidents.

2.5 Material Support
Rating: Excellent

Non-Mission Capable Supply

¢ The following NMCS rates apphed to the various Eradlcatlon aucmf!

o AT-802 - 15%
o C208 -~ 0%
o C27A - 3%
o OV-10 .- 1%
o T-65 - 1%
o UH-IN - 6%.

UNCLASSIFIED
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Memorandum from Lowell Neese, Senior Aviation Advisor, DoS/INL/A (Colombia),
to Paul O’Sullivan, COR, DoS/INL/A (9 May 2003)
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TO: DoS/INL/A Paul O’Sullivan, COR
FROM: DoS/INL/A (Colombia) Lowell Neese, Senior Aviation Advisor
SUBJECT: MONTHLY.EVALUATION ~ April 2003

COLOMBIA

As a reminder, we are dping the evaluation separately for both programs.

COLAR Program

Overall Rating: Outstanding

1. MANAGEMENT
Rating: Outstanding

¢ The lack of in-country SIPs, reported previously, has finally been addressed by the
Contractor. Two IPs are in CONUS at this time undergoing flight training to prepare
them to be SIPs. These IPs, for the UH-1H Huey II and UH-1N programs, should be
returning within two weeks to assume their new duties. Their arrival will give the
Contractor and INL/A much better control over the individual flight programs should
speed up flight training. Their arrival will also help to ensure that all required flight
records are kept updated according to DOS standards.

* The lack of DOS INL/A approved ATP, ATM, checklist and SOP that was hindering K-
MAX operations has now been fully addressed. The factory checklist has been approved
for pilot’s use. The factory training guide was also approved by PSD for use as the
aircraft’s ATM.

» The management team for the COLAR program demonstrated superior flexibility and
adaptability. This was demonstrated by the Contractor providing full logistical support to
aircraft deployed forward to four different geographical locations (San Jose, San Vicente
del Caguan, Tumaco and Cali) while maintaining a high OPTEMPO at the two main
operating bases in Tolemaida and Larandia. The Contactor’s dedication and ability to
provide full support to all these bases allowed forward deployment of Plan Colombia
aircraft namely K-MAX, and Huey IIs to support aerial eradication in San Jose and
Miraflores. This capability permitted PC/COLAR to begin planning the long awaited
move of the 1% CN Battalion to the department of Narino to begin counter narcotics
operations.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 1

REVIEW AUTHORITY: HOWARD H LANGE UNCL AS SIFIED

DATE/CASE ID: 01 JUL 2009 200103928
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The QC department has been in constant communication with the company that installed
the Shadin system in the lone T-65. Concern has been raised by QC that the Shadin
system will not allow for an audible tone in the pilot’s helmet in the event of an over
torque. Several solutions have been suggested to Shadin to resolve the issue and the
decision remains outstanding.

2.4 Maintenance;
Rating: Excellent

]

Colombia’s eight OV-10 recorded 1,989 depot hours (83 days) for battle damage repairs.
These repairs required assigning OV-10 mechanics to both San Jose and Larandia. The 83
days equates to almost 3,000 maintenance man-hours. The four T-65 recorded 169 depot
hours (seven days) for battle damage repairs requiring almost 100 maintenance man-
hours. The 3000+ maintenance man-hours detracted from aircraft availability and
increased the time required to complete routine scheduled maintenance.

Even with the high severity of the battle damage sustained taking maintenance personnel
away from the normal maintenance, the O.R. rates exceeded all expectations.

Non-Mission Capable due to Maintenance
Four AT-802 78% O.R. while flying 218 hours. 75% O.R. required.

One C-208 72% O.R. while flying 44 hours. 50% O'R. required.
Two C-27 70% O.R. while flying 89 hours. 50% O.R. required.
Ten OV-10 83% O.R. while flying 335 hours. 80% O.R. required
Four T-65 84% O.R. while flying 150 hours. 75% O.R. required
Eight UH-IN 81% O.R. while flying 404 hours. 80% O.R. required

One T-65 was lost from the fleet due to a fatal accident while spraying poppy near Pasto.

2.5 Material Support
Rating: Excellent

Non-Mission Capable Supply
The following NMCS rates applied to the various Eradication aircraft:
AT-80 - 12%
C-208 - 11%
C-27A - 4%
OV-10D -~ 0%
T-65 - 5%
UH-1N - 1%

L ]

The waiting for engine parts caused the high NMCS rate for the AT-802,

9 A
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Memorandum from David A. Campbell, COR, DoS/INL/A,
to Dyncorp, PSD Manager (Feb. 2004)
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February 2004

Unclassified
MEMORANDUM
: XX XXX XXXX
In reply refer to:
TO: DYNCORP — | PSD MANAGER
FROM: DoS/INL/A - DAVID A. CAMPBELL, COR :
SUBJECT: MONTHLY EVALUATION — FEBRUARY 2004 ' B4,B6

MAIN OPERATING BASE (MOB) DEPLOYMENTS

Management:

Business Managemént: Excellent

The program Vice President traveled to the Fixed Wing training site at Kirtland AFB to ad upper
management emphasis in assisting identify and resolve issues found as a result of the accident in
January. His Assistant,[ |traveled to Colombia to inspect and assist resolve issues,

Air Wing is in an ongoing dialogue with DynCorp Management over slow hiring to fill open
positions from extension 2. We understand the difficulty in attracting personnel during the
contract re-compete process, but strongly encourage DynCorp Management to push as hard as
possible to fill the numerous vacant slots impacting on performance right now.

DynCorp is being very proactive with the newly-identified issue of ITAR and technology export
licensing, and this month brought a subject matter expert from Dyn Ft, Worth to assist address
the problem with Dyn PSD. This is an excellent initiative on their part of the contractor, and is
in fact ahead of the government on it.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE {
REVIEW AUTHORITY: HOWARD H LANGE

'DATE/CASE ID: 02 JUL 2009 200103928 UNCL AS SIﬁIIED
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recommended systems are cost effective, and consist of units currently standardized throughout
the program, and repairable locally. This is an example of the Contractor’s ability to devise
cteative, inexpensive solutions.

Operations Planning: Excellent

The Contractor was suffering from incomplete and inaccurate cartographic data and was
highlighted in January’s award fee input. The Contractor has taken positive steps to correct the
errors and product quality is improving. The Contractor has taken on the additional responsibility
for the threat data on the maps and ensuring that all intelligence arrives in the FOL’s without
delay. Although there are obstacles to negotiate the Contractor continues to make progress in all
aspects related to ensuring that all information is accurate and timely.

Operational Effectivenesé: Excellent -

A total of 12,569 hectares of coca and 110 hectares of poppy were eradicated for the month
compared to 15,822 hectares for coca and 0 hectares for poppy for the same period of the

. previous year, While this is not a record pace, set backs due to weather and aircraft availability
have been overcome to meet and exceed requirements. Coca goal for the month of February was
12,000 hectares. While still early in the year, the contractor is on track to meet and exceed 2004
goal of 130,000 hectares of coca and 3,000 hectares on poppy.

Training and Institution Building: Satisfactory

INL/A would encourage the Contractor to continue to fill needed positions in the standardization
arena with highly-qualified personnel. With the immense size of the program in Colombia key
positions cannot continue to go unfilled. INL/A is sensitive however to the Contractor’s mablhty
to recruit at present due to the status of the current contract and the recompete.

-~

Quality Control: Satisfactory

Maintenance: Satisfactory

While maintenance Operational Readiness rates here show that the Contractor is within contract
requirements bar the OV-10’s, the number of hours for depot repair is extremely high. Battle
damage is considerably down this year in comparisons to last and yet aircraft availability is
decreasing. The cause is the aging fleet of helicopters and OV-10’s. Immediate steps will need to
be taken to keep the aircraft serviceable for future operations and to reduce cost with commercial
aviation upgrades and retrofits. The Contractor however must fill approved and open
maintenance positions to ensure continued spray mission success.
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MEMORANDUM
XX XXX XXXX
In reply refer to:
TO: DYNCORP . PSD MANAGER ‘ B4, B6

FROM: DoS/INL/A - STEPHEN H. HARRIS, COR
SUBJECT: MONTHLY EVALUATION — OCTOBER 2001
MAIN OPERATING BASE (MOB)Y DEPLOYMENTS

Overall Rating: Excellent

Management
Overall Rating: Excellent

Technical
Overall Rating:

Operations
Overall Rating: High Satisfactory

Operational Planning |
Rating: Excellent '

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE 1
REVIEW AUTHORITY: HOWARD H LANGE
DATE/CASE ID: 27 MAY 2009 200103928 UNCLASSIFIED
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Accuracy of Maintenance reports . -
Rating: LOW SATISFACTORY :

The focal point during this reporting period has been the implementation of AERO -DYN. Down
range sites continue to report critical shortcomings, not user friendly features, and time
consuming tasks that continue to consume valuable time during the course of their duty day.

A timeline and specific goals need to be reviewed, defined, and accomplished in order to
implement successfully the new system. It is understood that connectivity and other complex
issues affect implementation of IN-AJR’s product. An aggressive program and definition of end
goals is recommended.

Subcontractor / DOD Maintenance
Rating: EXCELLENT

The contractor continues to review and audit vendor practices and have managed well all related
internal and external support requirements on this period.

Maintenance
Overall Rating: SATISFACTORY

Not Mission Capable Maintenance -NMCM
Rating: LOW SATISFACTORY

The composite NMICM rating with Depot for the month of October was 11.5 %. In Colombia,
the OV-10 NMCM rate was an unsatisfactory 24.5 %. 1243. 0 NMCM hours were reported
for engine change, surge, torque control unit, and flameout problems. Last month NMCM
rate was reported at 25.9 %. On both reporting periods the OV-10 fleet continues to have
problems associated with engines. The C-27 reported a 17. 6 % NMCM rate which is 2.6 % over
the allowed standard, however the C-27 achieved the required OR for the reporting period. Last
month, the reported NMCM rate for the C-27 was 23.9 %. The C-208 reported a 26.3 %
NMCM rate. A phase was accomplished on the aircraft while deployed. It is apparent thata
trend is developing. Improvement for the NMCM rates on the OV-10 and the C-27 is expected.
Additionally, it was observed in COLAR that controlled substitutions are on the rise.
Management is expected to take corrective measures to remedy this trend.

NOTE: For a second month in a row, a shortage of maintenance technicians has been reported in
the UH-1N Eradication program. The NMCM rate and the observed substandard condition of the
aircraft are a direct reflection of being understaffed as described in the monthly report.
IMMEDIATE attention in this area is recommended!

4
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Operations

Operations is rated excellent. In Colombia, the Contractor continued to
press ahead, increasing the optempo. The net result was the fumigation
of 4334 hectares of coca, up some 200 hectares from the previous month's
total, and up approximately 1800 hectares from February. Although some -
difficulties were noted with certain pilots flying faster than
prescribed airspeeds, the Opscos took appropriate action in correcting
this situation.

In Peru, the Opscos continue to perform in an outstanding mannexr despite
numerous challenges created by continuocus deployments to and from
Tarapoto. A

In Bolivia, operations have remained stable and the Contractor has
_continued to support as required.

Operations Planning

Operations planning is rated excellent. In Colombia, operational and
training missions were planned with great success. 2An important factor
in this success was the assignment of Opsco’s at the main base and two
Fols, which dramatically improved mission. planning, host nation
coordination, crew selection, and mission briefings.

In Peru, operations continued in normal fashion, with the Contractor
- providing the appropriate mix of personnel and equipment to conduct
operations while maintaining contractual maintenance standards.

Operational Readiness

Operatioqal readiness is rated excellent.
NSTR.

Training

Training is rated excellent. There was a distinct emphasis on flight
training during April, with new Bell 212 and T-65 pilots being brought
on board the program. All training was accomplished in an outstanding
manner. Flir training was also accomplished for selected CNP operators.

In Peru, the majority of training conducted was in the area of mission
planning. The contractor also took action to correct observed
deficiencies in performance planning on the part of some PNP pilots.
Remedial training in the form of classroom and practical application was
conducted with positive results. . '

In Bolivia, the Contractor has completed the first two phases of
training on the two Bolivian student pilots and are preparing to proceed
to the next.phase, which is instrument gualification.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE

REVIEW AUTHORITY: CLARKE N ELLIS '
DATE/CASE ID: 19 FEB 2009 200103928 UNCLASSIFIED
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Unclassified memorandum . ' . L ) y
To: INL/RM/AD/COR Steve Harris (COR) :

George Arzente

From: INL/RM/AD Michael J Kenna
Senior Aviation Advisor

Subject: Monthly Award fee evaluation for the month of
January 2001.

The overall evaluation for this reporting period is Excellent.
Management Overall -Excellent

Business Management- Satisfactory

The contractor has continued to support most aspects of the contract in an excellent -
manner. The contractor’s performance during this period included his continuing support
to 4 FOL'’s, and the Bogota Main Base. In addition, the contractor has tasked all
DynCorp in country managers to file written trip reports associated with their travel to the
field. In preparation for the “INAIR” program, contractor has set up new Internet access.
However, even though the contractor is paying for this new access we have not been able
to use the capability due to a software problem. The Management Information folks here
have requested help from PSD for almost a month to resolve the software issue; nothing
has been forthcoming from PSD DynCorp. Contractor has finally filled the FOB manager
and the production control position in Tolemaida. Furthermore, contractor has filled
several other positions that had been vacant in the UH-1N project. This will facilitate the
assimilation of the additional 15 UH-1N helicopters. Additionally, several months ago
Site Manger attempted to discipline an employee with a suspension and two months
without pay, PSD allowed the employee to return after one-week suspension and has
returned the employee to Colombia this month. '

Contract Management-Excellent

Contractor, specifically the Logistics Office, completed ten LDD’s during this period.
Contractor has continued to manage the C-27 hours in an excellent manner. While the
new C-27 schedule is in place adhering to the schedule continues to be a challenge.
Contractor has continued to excel in management of the UH-1N program. For example,
‘they successfully supported the Anti-narcotics Brigade, the 12™ Brigade and Joint Task
Force South. While this exceeds the support laid out in the LOA (only to the Anti-
Narcotics Battalions) this has been directed by the Embassy. Contractor was also pro-
active in setting up the maintenance-training course in Tolemaida. Bottom-line is that the
UH-1N program has continued to support the requirements of the DOS in an outstanding
manner, Kudos to the Contractor, Contractor also successfully renewed the contracts in
the UH-1N program.

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF STATE
REVIEW AUTHORITY: HOWARD H LANGE

DATE/CASE ID: 27 MAY 2009 200103928 UNCLASSIFIED
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Schedule- High Satasfactory .

The contractor has improved on his bx-weekly schedule and now provides a weekly
schedule. As mentioned previously this schedule needs to be adhered to as much as
possible. An OV-10, UH-1N and C-208 schedule now needs to be accomplished.
Maintenance scheduling, that includes phase scheduling, TBO's etc., in both programs is
managed in an outstanding manner. We are working close with the Colombian Army to
put the UH-IN’s on a schedule. So far this has been a challenge but we are making

progress.
Technical Overall- Qutstanding

Operational Planning-Excellent
Contractor for the month of J anuary sprayed 8722 hectares of coca and prov1ded

. oversight of the PNC coca operation that sprayed 12,621 hectares of coca. Execution of

the OV-10 spray program continues to need oversight; we had a recent case where we
sprayed in one of the no spray zones. However, it appears that the majority of the spray
was accomplished in an excellent manner. Furthermore, the technical support in planning
provided to the Counter-narcotics battalions was accomplished in an outstanding manner.
MIS personnel adroitly handled the transfer of the 6 UH-1N"s. MIS personnel also
handled the visit of PSD personnel to evaluate the VSAT telecommunications upgrade.
MIS personnel continue to provide outstanding service to the PASA’s and the contractor.
In the UH-1N program the contractor has implemented a new mini-gun checklist that has
been approved pending final approval from AW. Contractor has accomplished minor
miracles with new communications in Villa Garzon,

They have brought new hardware and improved our capability, cudos to the Contractor
for this initiative. ALSE personnel have installed three active noise reduction Kits,
completed 6 NVG inspections and inventoried new shipments of ALSE equipment.

Operational Effectiveness-Excellent

This month the Contractor has continued to place emphasis on safety, compliance with
procedures, and safety management. Operations generated 1539 sorties for a total of
2171 flight hours. Operations supported the Putumayo push with additional aircraft,
pilots and mechanics. Maintenance supported this effort by working 7302 man-hours and
corrected 3552 discrepancies. . In addition, maintenance supported operations by repairing
a total of 12 aircraft, some that required extensive. The C-27 program, despite some
maintenance problems, continues to provide excellent support to both the eradication and
UH-1N program. However, on several occasions the C-27 crews have not been provided
adequate guidance from Operations. For example, on a day prior to a rotation Operations
allowed the C-27 crew to accomplish some night training. Needless to say, this delayed
the next day rotation by about 5 hours. On the other hand, the contractor was extremely
effective in managing the UH-1N program. They supported the Colombian Army with
730 hours of airlift, moving 2190 passengers. In addition, the Contractor received six
additional UH-1N’s in Tolemaida and started training new pilots and additional
crewmembers. In addition, the contractor continues to effectively manage the UH-1N
fuel accountability program with a 100% accountability rate. Furthermeore, the contractor
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