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Summary Of Major Permit Changes 
In finalizing this permit, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) 
considered all of the public comments received during the public comment period. 
Ecology received only written comments, as no comments were received during oral 
testimony at the public hearings held on December 19 and 20, 2023. 

This is a summary of the significant changes made to the Aquatic Mosquito Control 
General Permit (permit) in response to the public comments received between 
November 15, 2023 and December 29, 2023. 

• Revised Special Condition S4.C.1.d to say that in addition to the appropriate 
WSDA license the pesticide applicator must also have either a public health pest 
control or aquatic pest control classification as required by WAC 16-228-1545. 

• Clarified in Special Condition S5.B.4.b that map data is required “to the extent 
such data is available”. 

• Added language in Special Condition S6.A.5 that states “The permittee must 
provide public notices in English and other language(s) commonly spoken in the 
area(s) to be treated.”  

• Ecology has revised S8.A.2.c to say “Pesticide license number of the permittee or 
pesticide applicator”. 

Additional minor changes to permit wording and punctuation have been made to 
correct formatting, grammar and improve clarity. 
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COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Ecology published a draft Aquatic Mosquito Control General Permit on November 15, 
2023 for public comment. The public comment period ended December 29, 2023 at 
5PM. During the comment period, Ecology conducted two public hearings and workshop 
webinars. Ecology also accepted public comments via comment form on the permit 
website and email. 

Ecology considered all comments in preparing the final permit. The response to 
comments document describes Ecology’s response to each commenter and any changes 
to the permit that resulted from the comment. Ecology received 14 comments during 
the public comment period. Each comment is numbered. The comment number that 
corresponds to each commenter is given in Table 1. These numbers allow the 
commenter to find Ecology’s response to their comments. Comments may be 
summarized; full text of all comments received by Ecology can be found at the Aquatic 
Mosquito Control General Permit Public Comment Period1 web page. 

The response to comments is organized in two sections: 

Section 1: Table of Commenters 

Section 2: Ecology’s Response to Comments on the Permit and Related Documents 

  

 
 
1 https://wq.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=TQHdpuW9a 

https://wq.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=TQHdpuW9a
https://wq.ecology.commentinput.com/?id=TQHdpuW9a
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Section 1: Table of Commenters and Comment Numbers 

Table 1: Commenters 

Commenter 
Name 

Affiliation Comment 
Number(s) 

Ann Belchik-Moser, 
District Manager 

Grant County Mosquito Control 
District No. 1 

1-9 

Angela Beehler,  
District Manager 

Benton County Mosquito Control 
District 

10-14 
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Section 2: Comments on the Permit 

Comments and Responses 

1. S4.C.1.d –Applicators for mosquito control have a WSDA Public Operator license with 
a public health endorsement. It would be excessive to have an aquatic endorsement 
as well. Keeping the current requirement to have either a public health or an aquatic 
endorsement is sufficient. 
 
Ecology’s Response: After consultation with WSDA licensing staff, Ecology agrees that in 
addition to the appropriate WSDA license the pesticide applicator must also have either 
a public health pest control or aquatic pest control classification as required by WAC 16-
228-1545. 

2. S4.C.4.b – If this map is updated periodically, permittees should be notified each time. 
Also, in investigating the vulnerable habitat within GCMCD1 there appears to be 
privately owned property that is considered vulnerable habitat that restricts the use 
of adulticides and larvicides in those areas. That is unreasonable from a mosquito 
control and public health perspective. This map does not currently depict what has 
been provided to GCMCD1 from WDFW. 
 
Ecology’s Response: This comment refers to the WDFW map linked in S4.C.5.b. Ecology 
has forwarded this comment to the WDFW staff who maintain and update their online 
map showing Areas of Restricted Pesticide Use Due to Presence of Vulnerable Species.  

3. S5.B.4.b – Using ULV techniques to apply adulticides and applying them in the 
evening, there is a very low likelihood that schools or licensed daycare facilities would 
be occupied. Mosquito control districts are not provided the locations of schools or 
licensed day care facilities. 

WSDA is not the only entity that has the ability to certify organic farms. Currently, 
there are 17 entities that certify farms in WA state. According to WSDA, there is not 
one database that holds the location information of every organic farm in WA. It 
should be the responsibility of the certified organic producer to contact mosquito 
control districts on an annual basis to provide farm location. Another alternative is to 
have language in the permit that permittees are required to map organic farms that 
are certified by WSDA only. 

Mapping stationary apiaries is manageable, but tracking bee hives that move 
throughout the year is impossible. That information is not provided to mosquito 
control districts by WSDA or apiarists. 
 
Ecology’s Response: Ecology has revised the draft permit language to add “to the extent 
such data is available”. 
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4. S6.A.5 –Google translate might not be accurate or sufficient enough to get the 
message across to non-English readers. Can DOE provide a free service to do the 
translation appropriately? 
 
Ecology’s Response: Ecology has revised the permit language to say “The permittee 
must provide public notices in English and other language(s) commonly spoken in the 
area(s) to be treated.” 

Ecology will post resources for identifying languages on the AMC permit web site. 
Ecology has also provided translated versions of sign templates for other NPDES 
permits, and will investigate developing a public notice template related to mosquito 
control that we could then translate into Spanish and other languages common in 
Washington for permittees to use. 

5. S7.A.4.d – Requirements for pesticide resistance monitoring S4.B.7 does not exist, so 
there is no way to know what this is referencing. 
 
Ecology’s Response: Thank you for your comment. Ecology has revised the permit 
language to refer to the correct section, S5.B.7. 

6. S8.A.2.c – License number of pesticide applicator for each application would be 
challenging to report, especially with over 100,000 acres treated each year in 
GCMCD1. Reporting the license number of permittee in the annual report is more 
manageable and reasonable. 
 
Ecology’s Response: Ecology has revised S8.A.2.c to say “Pesticide license number of the 
permittee or pesticide applicator”. 

7. S8.A.2.f,g,h, & i – Federal reporting requires the amount of total product applied and 
the number of acres treated in an area/zone. This is obtainable because some 
products have multiple active ingredients. 
 
To further clarify, if an applicator applied Vectobac GS (Bti) and VectoMax in an area 
(Bti and Bacillus sphaericus) these products have different EPA numbers so breaking 
these applications out by active ingredient would be very challenging to document. 
Our recommendation is to require product applied, acres treated, and EPA registration 
number in annual reporting, instead of active ingredients. 
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Ecology’s Response: Reporting the amount of active ingredients used is not a new 
requirement for the AMC permit, and is consistent with other aquatic pesticide permits. 
The Excel conversion worksheet provided by Ecology on the AMC permit web page 
calculates the amount of active ingredients applied for different products, including 
Vectobac GS and several formulations of VectoMax. Please contact Ecology staff if this 
conversion worksheet needs to be updated with new product formulations. 

Ecology is also considering changes to our online reporting process that may make it 
easier to enter this type of data.  

8. Appendix C – Mapping (Special Condition S5.B.4); Location of cannabis grow 
operations: Permittees are not currently provided the location of cannabis grow 
operations by WSDA or the Liquor and Cannabis Board. These grow operations should 
be required to contact permittees on an annual basis to provide location and harvest 
time frame. 
 
Ecology’s Response: The mapping elements listed in Appendix C are recommendations, 
not requirements.  Ecology has added “to the extent such data is available” to further 
clarify. The goal of mapping the locations of areas like organic farms and cannabis grow 
operations is to reduce the risk of violating WAC 16-228-1200(1)2, which prohibits 
pesticide impacts to food and other products. 

9. The permit currently does not indicate a process to amend the permit for the addition 
of new active ingredients that get registered in WA state. The EPA is currently 
backlogged and there are a lot of new active ingredients becoming available for use at 
any time. To wait until the next permit cycle is undesirable to permittees especially 
when combating pesticide resistance. 
 
Ecology’s Response: The current AMC permit allows the use of additional active 
ingredients or products on a limited basis under a state or federal Experimental Use 
Permit (EUP). The 2024 AMC permit contains new Emergency Treatment language that 
could also allow the use of different active ingredients in specific circumstances. Other 
than these options, Ecology does not currently have a way to authorize additional active 
ingredients or products without going through the full permit modification process. If 
examples of different approaches exist in NPDES permits issued by other states, Ecology 
is willing to consider them for potential changes in the next version of the AMC permit. 

10. S4. A 3. – Comment bringing to your attention to an extra space and comma in this 
section after WDFW. 
 
Ecology’s Response: Thank you for your comment. Ecology has revised this section of 
the permit. 

 
 
2 https://apps.leg.wa.gov/WAC/default.aspx?cite=16-228&full=true#16-228-1200 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapps.leg.wa.gov%2FWAC%2Fdefault.aspx%3Fcite%3D16-228%26full%3Dtrue%2316-228-1200&data=05%7C01%7Csult461%40ECY.WA.GOV%7Cc506325f79164dcd65d808dbcf2ef50a%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638331572807106004%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Jnzrm9%2FsPPBpHKlTMRtkmXSV4XC88ogk%2BA55lAHBW3s%3D&reserved=0
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11. S4. B. – Question - Is it required that the Department of Ecology list each pesticide 
approved for discharge? There are other states, such as Illinois, that do not list the 
products in the permit. Product choices are tracked by the Pesticide Discharge 
Management Plans and the annual reports. 
 
Ecology’s Response: Please see Ecology’s response to comment 9. 

12. Comment - Removing the current list of products, and replacing it with language such 
as, “Permit coverage includes only products currently registered for use the state of 
Washington”, could reduce the administrative burden on the Department of Ecology. 

There are several new products coming to the mosquito control market in an effort to 
battle pesticide resistance. A couple of these are known, such as pyriproxyfen as a 
larvicide and ReMOA Tri as an adulticide. The use of these products is likely to be 
small in comparison to the active ingredients on the list, but it would be a mistake not 
to acknowledge the possible use of new formulations in a five-year permit. Pesticide 
resistance is a growing concern in the mosquito control community, especially in 2023 
when we saw local transmission of dengue and malaria in areas where these diseases 
have not occurred for decades. I strongly encourage Ecology to consider opening up 
the permit to all mosquito control products that are registered for use by the 
Washington Department of Agriculture, and using the annual reporting requirements 
and pesticide discharge management plan information to determine if there is a risk 
to water quality. The process of getting deltamethrin added to the list during the 
previous permit cycle was a drain on resources. 

Current research being conducted by the Centers for Disease Control and Preventions’ 
Regional Centers of Excellence for Vector Borne Diseases shows that pyriproxyfen 
applied as a larvicide to storm drains can significantly reduce the need to adulticide. 

ReMOA Tri is an adulticide with a novel combination of active ingredients. This 
product was brought to market specifically to combat pesticide resistance in 
mosquitoes. Washington is one of the few states still working through the details of 
registration, but we anticipate that will be resolved before the permit is finalized. 

The EPA announced in December of 2023 the existence of the Vector Expedited 
Review Voucher (VERV) program. This is an incentive for companies to find novel 
mosquito control products for EPA registration. 

Best management practices for mosquito control involves surveillance, monitoring 
and product rotation in order to avoid pesticide resistance. Pesticide registrants are 
working diligently to provide new tools and pesticide product formulations to combat 
resistance. If the goal of Ecology is to promote the advancement of science and 
encourage new tools to prevent resistance, new chemistries should be promoted, not 
restricted. 
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Ecology’s Response: The AMC permit authorizes active ingredients, not specific 
products. This approach recognizes that product formulations can change over time, 
and still be authorized for use under the permit. New active ingredients can be used on 
a limited basis under a state or federal Experimental Use Permit (EUP). The 2024 AMC 
permit contains new Emergency Treatment language that could also allow the use of 
different active ingredients in specific circumstances. For further discussion on this 
topic, please see Ecology’s response to Comment 9. 

13. Adding restrictions to specific active ingredients in the Aquatic Use Permit creates a 
public perception that these tools are increasingly toxic to aquatic organisms, 
contribute more to the environmental load of pesticides, or that they are to be used 
as a last resort. Benton County Mosquito Control strives to be a good steward of the 
environment and promotes judicious use of pesticides to protect our residents from 
mosquito-related illness and nuisance. I’m very concerned about the potential impact 
of the language in the draft permit relating to resistance management. I believe all 
tools registered in Washington should be equally available for use by mosquito control 
programs, should be used in accordance with each program’s IPM plan. 
 
Ecology’s Response: The additional restrictions on the use of some insecticides are 
based, in part, on their potential impact to non-target species. More detailed 
information on this topic is provided in the Fact Sheet for the Aquatic Mosquito Control 
permit, in sections 4.1 and 4.2. 

Ecology reviews and updates these restrictions during the permit reissuance process. 
For example, in June 2022 the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) completed an 
updated biological opinion on the potential effects of the pesticide malathion on 
threatened or endangered species and their critical habitats. Based on this new 
information Ecology modified the permit language in Special Condition S4.C.3.b, 
removing the restrictions on malathion related to Vulnerable Species shown under the 
"Restrictions for Mosquito Control" tab on the online WDFW map. These restrictions 
remain in place for Naled. 

14. Thank you again for the ability to provide written comments on the draft permit. I 
would like to take this opportunity to express my appreciation to the Department of 
Ecology staff for sustaining a continuous open dialogue with me and my staff each 
time we have a permit concern. I hope we can continue to work together to promote 
public health while conserving the natural resources we all enjoy in Washington state. 
 
Ecology’s Response: Thank you for your comment. Ecology staff will continue working 
with permittees and other stakeholders. 
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