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INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT FOR THE CITY OF EVERETT
Megan Dunn

ABSTRACT: The City of Everett would benefit from a policy creation plan for an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
program for the Parks and Recreation Department. In November 2011, a pilot program to maintain Everett’s Low-
ell Park without pesticides expired. This program should be replaced with a citywide management program to less-
en pesticide use in city parks in the form of an IPM designed by community stakeholders, crew members, and Parks 
Department leadership.  The policy implementation and main focus should mirror the best practices used by the 
City of Seattle.  Citizen support and agenda setting for an IPM are analyzed through a neighborhood survey and lo-
cal media coverage. Policy implementation suggestions are taken from decision-making steps outlined in IPM pro-
tocol for the Snohomish County park system and King County’s city of Seattle park system. The concluding poli-
cy recommendation will be presented to the Everett Parks Department and Everett City Council for consideration.

The Problem

The City of Everett does not have a pest manage-
ment policy. Though citizen efforts to maintain 

a local park without pesticide or herbicide chemicals 
have been met with support from the Parks Department, 
a lasting change is necessary to ensure the public health 
of the citizens of Everett. Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) is an established policy solution to controlling 
weeds or invasive species with limited pesticide inter-
vention. An IPM system ensures better, overall eco-
system health as chemical use is either eliminated or 
abated. Prominent cities in the Pacific Northwest have 
utilized this technique with success. This paper attempts 
to determine the optimal policy approach to abate Ever-
ett’s current pesticide use.

Topic and Rationale

City parks of Lynwood, Redmond, Edmonds and Se-
attle; and the county parks of Snohomish County have 
IPM systems to limit pesticide use in parks. The city of 
Everett has no such policy and seasonally sprays parks 
with pesticides or herbicides: chemicals used to kill 
weeds or other plant pests.  In 2010, Everett used 1,960 
pounds of a granular herbicide over 21 acres of land-
scaped beds in 52 locations (Smith, 2011). Pesticide use 
is a public health issue and the city council should be 
concerned: a number of the chemicals are possible car-
cinogens and safety standards are implemented based 
on the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) testing 
at one exposure, not long term or repeated exposure 
(Washington Toxics Coalition, 2011). A pilot program 
to maintain Lowell Park, replacing pesticides with 
volunteer labor, has been successful for the last three 
years. This program expired in November 2011 and the 
city council will review the program at a later date. 

The Everett Parks Department follows a basic safety 
protocol when using pesticide chemicals.  This includes 
maximum wind speed and basic safety measures such 
as wearing protective gear. The Everett Parks Depart-
ment notifies citizens with pesticide allergies one week 
before a spray application.  Access to the parks remains 
open during and after the application. The department 
places small flags in the contaminated areas. In order 
to avoid public health issues, the Everett Parks Depart-
ment needs to consider guidelines that question the use 
of pesticides around children, areas of repeated expo-
sure, and if manual pulling  or capital improvements 
can be first considered.  

This is an emerging policy issue as new studies have 
highlighted the susceptibility of the surrounding wa-
tershed. A recently completed multi-year study by the 
Department of Ecology evaluated the sources of toxic 
chemicals entering the Puget Sound. The study focused 
on a list of chemicals known to harm the local eco-
system. This list included copper, which is an ingredi-
ent in the granular pesticides used by Everett (Norton, 
2011; Lesco, 2006).  The study also included an assess-
ment of major delivery pathways and of the relative 
hazards posed by target chemicals. Recommendations 
for ecological improvement included pesticide reduc-
tion (Norton, 2011). According to handouts distributed 
by the Parks Department, Everett uses the pesticide 2, 
4-D (Lesco, 2006).  This pesticide has been shown to 
reduce fertility in animals and has been classified as 
a possible carcinogen by the International Agency for 
Research on Cancer (Cox, 2005). 

According to the EPA, because children’s major or-
gans are still developing, they are more susceptible to 
the chemicals found in pesticides (EPA website, 2011). 
Also, certain behaviors—such as playing in the grass 
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or putting objects in their mouths—increase a child’s 
exposure to pesticides (EPA website, 2011). In the case 
of city parks, there is a concern that long-term exposure 
has serious health effects such as birth defects, learn-
ing disabilities, and organ damage (EPA website, 2011). 
According to the Washington Toxics Coalition, an ad-
vocacy group working to remove toxins from homes 
and environments, the federal pesticide laws do not 
guarantee that allowable pesticides will not cause harm 
to people and other living things. Many hazardous pes-
ticides continue to be used by cities (Washington Toxics 
Website, 2011).

Pesticide toxicity is an issue of local concern. A 1998 
University of Washington study of Seattle-area toddlers 
found that nearly all of the children tested had metabo-
lites of toxic pesticides in their bodies.  According to 
the research, the long-term health effects of such expo-
sures are unknown (Lu et al., 2001).  The study recom-
mended that pesticide use be avoided in areas where 
children are likely to play (Lu et al., 2001, p. 5). 

Literature Review

A literature review of collaborative environmental 
management and pesticide reduction revealed mixed 
results. Collaborative environmental approaches and 
non-traditional approaches have been shown to improve 
environmental conditions and increase social learning 
and enhance social networks (Koontz, et al., 2004; Sa-
batier, et al., 2005). Studies have shown that bottom-
up and collaborative efforts have increased front-end 
transaction costs (Enegel et al., 2011).  However, city 
decision makers should consider the long-term benefits 
of a collaborative project.

The Advocacy Coalition Framework (ACF) as es-
tablished by Theodoulou & Kofinis (2004), utilizes the 
core beliefs as seen in this issue.  This includes: 

• An emphasis on the role of technical information 
on the understanding of the problem. 

• The new and emerging details of chemical com-
plications in a complex ecosystem.

• The time change for the policy to occur should be 
considered.   

• The policy subsystem will act as the analytical 
center; this includes the park workers responsible 
for the policy implementation on a day-to-day ba-
sis.   

This dynamic ACF method is appropriate as infor-
mation on chemicals is often changing, the department 

capacity changes seasonally, as well as the changing 
landscape of the parks themselves. The target of the 
campaign is the increased protection of families (Theo-
doulou & Kofinis, 2004, p. 138).

According to the theoretical framework analysis 
work by Sabatier et al. (2005), the most successful 
framework for this policy problem should include the 
ACF method. A best-case change for the most success 
would include a coalition group of legislators, agency 
officials, interest group leaders, researchers, and other 
intellectuals with similar core policy beliefs (Sabatier 
et al., 2005). Face-to-face interactions over an extended 
period of time is the best way to reduce mistrust and co-
ordinate behaviors to bring about a policy; but, more im-
portantly, these interactions bring fundamental changes 
to the behavior of the Parks and Recreation Department 
staff (Sabatier et al., 2005). Support from the bottom-
up, versus a top-down decision from a single decision 
maker, is necessary for a policy to succeed (Sabatier et 
al., 2005). Therefore, any new policy considered must 
include input from the Parks and Recreation staff.

Research Question and Methodology

Pesticide use at city parks is a matter of public safety. 
Other municipalities have eliminated or decreased pes-
ticide use in their parks system and still maintain high 
standards of appearance and usability without a great 
increase in the city budget (Simmons, 2011). The fol-
lowing is a comparison of important aspects from the 
agreements with the city parks systems of Seattle and 
Lynnwood; and the county parks system of Snohom-
ish County. The research will determine—by extracting 
best practice cases—if there is a policy answer to Ever-
ett’s current pesticide use at their city parks.

The first objective is to determine if there is citizen 
support for pesticide reduction. The second objective is 
to create nominal definitions of the necessary compo-
nents in an IPM policy. The third objective is to deter-
mine who the decision-maker or makers are for a city-
wide policy solution.  

In order to meet these objectives, a literature review 
of collaborative environmental management practices 
is presented. Research from city websites provided 
the decision making structure, determined stakehold-
ers, and determined the decision making process. A 
comparative case study of the IPMs from cities of the 
geographical and/or size equivalent provided the es-
sential components in an IPM. Personal experience for 
background information and in-person interviews with  
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Everett parks staff, the mayor and city council members 
provided additional input. 

In the fall of 2009, the author conducted a ten ques-
tion survey of Everett’s Lowell Neighborhood residents. 
The survey was administered after the local neighbor-
hood association maintained the local park without the 
use of pesticides. A total of 400 hard copy surveys were 
mailed to all known resident addresses. The printed sur-
vey included an online survey web address and the sur-
vey could therefore be completed online, mailed in, or 
dropped off at two indicated locations. As incentive, a 
chance to win prizes was offered for returned surveys to 
improve return rate and to encourage a wider response 
(See Appendix A). The response rate was low, eleven 
surveys, which is 2.75% of known neighborhood resi-
dent addresses (See Appendix B). The most likely re-
spondents were those already concerned about the park, 
and those already involved in the neighborhood asso-
ciation: which sponsored the pesticide free project and 
prepared the survey.

Results and Analysis

Results and analysis are presented concurrently for a 
more fluid understanding of the issues and in order to 
achieve the first objective of determining citizen sup-
port exists for a policy solution to pesticide use. “Pes-
ticide Free Everett!” was a pilot project initiated by the 
author with the collaboration of a neighborhood associ-
ation, the Lowell Civic Association (LCA), in the City 
of Everett, WA. The Lowell Civic Association’s pesti-
cide free committee was the result of a citizen-initiated 
response to local pesticide use. In 2009, the members of 
LCA formed a Pesticide Free Committee, which result-
ed in a memorandum of agreement between LCA and 
the City of Everett. This agreement was extended for a 
second year from November 2010 to November 2011. 
The community members maintain their ten-acre neigh-
borhood park without the use of pesticides. Each year, 
the author organizes volunteer groups who collectively 
accumulate between 100 to 150 hours for pesticide free 
related maintenance. The efforts are chronicled in an 
online blog at www.pesticidefreeeverett.blogspot.com 
(Dunn, n.d.).

The survey responses show an overwhelming support 
for the idea of a pesticide free park, the results of this 
primary data, collected by the author, are presented in 
Appendix B. Ninety-one percent of respondents rated 
the park’s appearance as “Pleasing and healthy.”  When 
asked how they describe the park, none of the responses 

included support for pesticide application. When asked 
what they see when they look at the park, the respons-
es included noting the beauty of the park and positive 
comments on neighborhood organization and personal 
ownership of the space. When asked if they are more 
likely or less likely to use the park since it is pesticide 
free, 91% responded they are more likely to use the 
park (See Appendix B).  

The “Lowell Pesticide Free” project has been high-
lighted in the local media: an indication of community 
interest for the project. A comprehensive article by the 
Everett Herald illustrated support by citizens and the 
struggles of maintaining a volunteer effort. Two region-
al newspapers, the Everett Herald and the Snohomish 
Tribune, and the local radio station, KSER, have pro-
vided media coverage of the community efforts.  

The second objective is to define the components of 
an IPM policy. Integrated Pest Management plans with 
pesticide free maintenance have been adopted by sur-
rounding cities, which are similar in climate, environ-
mental awareness, and geographic location. As defined 
by the Environmental Protection Agency, the formation 
of an IPM includes four steps: action thresholds, moni-
toring, prevention and control (EPA, 2011).

The Snohomish IPM policy includes two levels of 
decision making: an Action Level and a Threshold 
Level (Snohomish, 2004). An Action Level is the point 
at which action must be taken to prevent a vegetation 
or pest population at a specific site from reaching the 
Threshold Level (Snohomish, 2004). At the Threshold 
Level, the growth of a vegetation or pest population 
will cause unacceptable impact on public safety; recre-
ation; health; natural or managed ecosystems; aesthetic 
values; economic damage to desired plants; and the in-
tegrity, function or service life of facilities (Snohomish, 
2004). Least toxic chemical controls are used only after 
other options within this IPM approach have been ex-
plored (Snohomish, 2004).

If Snohomish County must spray pesticides, the 
agreement considers timing when exposure to the 
public would be at a minimum, timing to consider the 
susceptibility to pests, and weather conditions (Sno-
homish, 2004). Snohomish also created a High Hazard 
Criteria List where, if any active ingredients or other 
ingredients meet one of the criteria, then the product is 
a known high-hazard pesticide and will not be used on 
city property (Snohomish, 2004). Snohomish includes 
Notification Strategies that entails prior written noti-
fication to citizens with severe chemical allergies and 
signage to notify the public of an application (Snohom-
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ish, 2004). They also follow a standard determination 
questionnaire, to determine if there is a need for a pesti-
cide intervention, prior to any application (Snohomish, 
2004).

King County and the City of Seattle use “Pesticide 
Tier Tables” developed by the Washington Toxics Co-
alition to prioritize the phase-out of chemicals based on 
the level of threat they pose to human health and the en-
vironment. According to the city website, grounds staff 
were involved from the inception of the program (Sim-
mons, 2011). This resulted in a widely accepted ap-
proach that expanded the idea of what was possible and 
provided staff with other tools including the freedom to 
try approaches that might not work (Simmons, 2011). 
The employee driven innovations have resulted in the 
elimination of Tier 1 insecticides and herbicides and a 
reduction in overall pesticide use (Simmons, 2011).

The third objective is to determine the decision mak-
ers. The Everett City Council is the legislative branch 
of city government that represents city residents in es-
tablishing policy direction to the administrative branch 
of city government (Everett Website, 2011). The city 
council identifies priorities of the community and gives 
directions in addressing those identified priorities (Ev-
erett Website, 2011). City council approval requires 
simple majority vote of five out of eight council mem-
bers (Everett Website, 2011).  An eight person Board 
of Park Commissioners serves in an advisory capacity 
to the council for parks related issues (Everett Website, 
2011). The board includes one city council liaison.  Al-
ternatively, the Director of Parks and Recreation could 
make a unilateral decision to create an IPM and orga-
nize the shareholders (Everett Website, 2011).  

Other options considered, aside from an IPM, in-
clude a pesticide free approach as opposed to a con-
trolled pesticide use. The city could also do nothing and 
continue with the current protocol; but, if leadership 
changes in the parks department or horticulture practice 
change, there is no input from concerned citizens. If the 
city goes beyond compliance of the current regulations, 
new regulations implemented will be easier to meet. 
Another option is an incremental policy wherein some 
parks are listed as pesticide free and others are pesticide 
reduced (Theodoulou & Kofinis, 2004).  

Recommendations and Conclusion

As illustrated above, there is support among the citi-
zens for a policy solution. One community neighbor-
hood association has initiated a volunteer stewardship 

for park maintenance. Additionally, the local media at-
tention has also confirmed support. The City of Everett 
should mirror the best practice components and the ap-
proach of the IPM policy used by the City of Seattle and 
the County of Snohomish. A shareholder group could 
include Parks Department ground crews, local envi-
ronmental advocates, county water quality specialists, 
a parks board member, and appropriate city leaders.  

The components in a best practice IPM policy should 
include: a list of high hazard chemicals to avoid; second 
tier chemicals to use under very specific restrictions; 
and at what point the Threshold and Action levels have 
been reached, as decided by stakeholders. According to 
best practices from the Snohomish policy, Action and 
Threshold levels should be determined and exposure to 
the public should be at a minimum. According to best 
practices from the Seattle IPM, members of the mainte-
nance teams should be involved in the final policy deci-
sions. The Parks Department should consider preven-
tion tactics, such as soil preparation and mulching to 
avoid weed pests. This should be considered for exist-
ing parks as well as in the design stages of new parks.  

The final decision makers for a city-wide policy in-
clude the Everett City Council and the mayor with a 
recommendation from the parks board or the parks de-
partment director. An IPM procedure, as established 
by the surrounding cities and counties, would encour-
age community involvement and stewardship; and im-
prove the surroundings for the citizens of Everett.  

Current pesticide use has become a public policy 
problem, as there is a negative impact on all of the citi-
zens (Theodoulou & Kofinis, 2004, p. 111). It is the role 
of the city council to protect the citizens and this mat-
ter demands an optimal policy solution (Theodoulou 
& Kofinis, 2004). Everett leaders should create a task 
force of identified stakeholders to create a comprehen-
sive plan to reduce pesticide use in city parks. The IPM 
procedure is not a standardized policy for every city; 
this procedure would involve a consciousness raising 
and increasing education around pesticide use. The IPM 
program would involve stakeholders that determine 
what weeds are tolerable and when it is acceptable to 
intervene with chemicals, as defined by the Threshold 
and Action Level. This policy program would also give 
the citizens a sense that the city cares about community 
health and protection of its citizens and the program 
will give parents peace of mind to allow their children 
to play at parks without fear of chemical exposure.  

Dunn
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APPENDIX A

Lowell Neighborhood Pesticide Free Park Survey 2009

Since the spring of 2009, the city of Everett has al-
lowed the Lowell neighborhood to help maintain our park 
in a limited-term pilot program without the use of herbi-
cides and pesticides.  We have relied on volunteer sup-
port to offset increased manual labor.  This project was 
spearheaded by your neighbor, Megan Dunn and is sup-
ported by the neighborhood group, the Lowell Civic Asso-
ciation (LCA).  We would like to know how you feel about 
these efforts and the appearance and usability of the park.  

Please take 2 minutes to complete this short 10 question 
survey, a web address is below if you prefer to submit your 
answers online.  Thank you for your time!  Three completed 
surveys will be picked at random for a chance to win prizes!

Questions 1-4:  Circle the number that describes how you 
would rate your answers.

1. What is the usability of the park structures, such as the 
sand court?  

Perfect   1   2   3   4   5   Needs Improvement    

2.  What is the usability of the open field?  
Perfect    1   2   3   4   5   Needs Improvement

3.  How would you compare the usability to last year? 
Circle One:   

No difference     Big Difference      Didn’t Notice

4.  How would you rate the park appearance?  
Pleasing and healthy  1   2   3   4   5   In Disrepair

5.  How would you compare the appearance to last year? 
Circle One:   

No difference     Big Difference      Didn’t Notice

6.  Are you more likely or less likely to use the park since it 
is pesticide free?  
Circle One:  
     More Likely       Less likely           Doesn’t Matter  

7.  Do you use pesticides to maintain your home?    
 Circle One:
 Yes     No              Why or why not?

8.  Do you use pesticides to maintain your yard or garden?  
 Circle One:  
 Yes  No       Why or why not?

9.  How would you describe the park, circle all that apply:
I think I saw a few dandelions.

Pesticide free!  Great idea!  I want to help!
Spray those weeds and kill them quick.
I didn’t know the park was pesticide free.
I love this idea, I just don’t have time to help.
I don’t support this.   

10.  I see a beautiful field my children can run around in.  
What do you see?

To help make sure no one turns in more than one survey, 
please provide your name or address.  This survey will only 
be tabulated by one person and answers will be anony-
mous:
Do you want to help us next year?  Circle what you feel 
comfortable doing.

Weed pulling      
Help organize other volunteers
Be a monthly steward     
Ask businesses for in kind donations

Contact me to help more: 
Name
Address
Email
Phone

Best time to volunteer 
(weekends, weekdays, mornings, etc.)

Instead of submitting this survey on paper, visit the Pesti-
cide Free Everett blog for a link to an online survey:  www.
PesticideFreeEverett.blogspot.com

Thank you for taking the time to be involved in your com-
munity, you can bring the completed survey to our Lowell 
Community Association meeting on November 16th or to 
any of these drop off spots.

Drop Off Locations:
Lowell Community Association meeting November 16th 
Office of Neighborhoods, 2930 Wetmore Ave, 9th Floor, 
Everett
Everett 2nd Street Market (sealed box)

Three completed surveys will be picked at random to win 
one of the following prizes.  Please include your phone 
number if you would like to be entered into this drawing!

½ hour massage certificate (worth $35)
2 Silvertips tickets (game of choice-about $30 value)
2 Tickets for one performance of Everett Symphony Fam-
ily Series ($24 value) 

Winner contact phone number:
 

Dunn
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Deadline to drop off surveys or to complete online is No-
vember 20th, 2009

APPENDIX B

Lowell Pesticide Free Survey Results (2009)

1. What is the usability of the park structures, such as the 
sand court?

1-Perfect 36.4% (4)
2- 18.2% (2)
3 -18.2% (2)
4-18.2% (2)
5-Needs Improvement -9.1% (1)
Total responded:  11

2. What is the usability of the open field?
1-Perfect 54.5% (6)
2- 27.3% (3)
3-18.2% (2)
Needs Improvement 0% (0)
Total responded:  11

3. How would you compare the usability to last year?
No Difference  45.5%  5
Big Difference 27.3%   3
Didn’t Notice  27.3%   
Total responded:  11

4. How would you rate the park appearance? 
Rate your response

Pleasing and healthy: 90.9% (10)
In Disrepair  9.1% (1)
Total responded:  11

5. How would you compare the appearance to last year?
No Difference  36.4%  (4)
Big Difference  45.5%   (5)
Didn’t Notice   18.2%   (2)
Total responded:  11

6. Are you more likely or less likely to use the park since it 
is pesticide free?

More likely  90.9%  (10)
Less likely   9.1%   (1)
Doesn’t matter   9.1% (1)
Total responded:  11  

7. Do you use pesticides to maintain your home, yard or 
garden?

Yes  18.2%    2
No    81.8%   9
Why or Why not: Cat eats the grass/like organic
Causes cancer
Allergy and breathing issues

Only if necessary.
Better for fish
Don’t like ‘em, don’t trust ‘em. 
The pesticides are known to be found in certain cancers. 
I’ve got two kids and a history of cancer on my family so 
I do not use them in my yard.
Weed control
They are bad for my kids and pets!

8. How would you describe the park, select all that apply:
I think I saw a few dandelions.   9.1%   1
Pesticide free! Great idea! I want to help!  81.8%   (9)
Spray those weeds and kill them quick. 0.0% (0)
I didn’t know the park was pesticide free.    0.0%  (0)
I love this idea, I just don’t have time to help.   27.3%    
(3)
I don’t support this. 0.0% (0)

9. I see a beautiful field children can run around in. What 
do you see? Please type your answer below.

Beautiful park
Same
We had our Congregation picnic there!
A neighborhood that cares about its park and the people 
who enjoy it.
I see a beautiful field my grandchildren can run around 
in.
I see a local public space where neighbors take owner-
ship.
Grass has weeds but they are not toxic. Pesticides are.
A health environment and peace of mind.

10.  Do you want to help?
Yes, I want to help! Contact me with more information.  
72.7%  (8)
No, I’m not interested in helping but add me to the prize 
drawing.   27.3%   (3)
No, thanks, I don’t want to help and I don’t want to be in 
the drawing for prizes. 0.0% (0)

Integrated Pest Management


