Readers Speak Out:
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To the Editor: graphical error and would
The purpose of this letter is not be confused with some of
to complain about a poor and the dubious statistics and

potentially misleading job
done by one of your
reporters, Sara Robins.

When she called my home
twice on June 25 to request
an interview with me con-
cerning herbicides, I agreed
— with one contingency: that
she state clearly, and at the
outset,, of any article that
she might write that she had
called me for my opinion,
rather than my having
approached her. This was
important to me as I

wanted to awvoid

the appearance of actively
promoting herbicide usage.

Prior to beginning a dis-
cussion with her during my
lunch hour at the News-
Times office the next day, I
again told her that I would
give her my opinions only if
she adhered to that con-
tingency. Again, she readily
agreed. 45 minutes or an
hour later, as we finished our
talk, I again outlined our
agreement, with the added
facets of declining to have
my picture taken and asking
that my wife's name not be
used in any potential article
as she wished to avoid any
problems with our anti-spray
friends and acquaintances. (I
gave Miss Robins a docu-
ment showing my wife as
having taken part in a 1978
government study of 10
women in Oregon who were
directly exposed to 2, 4, 5-T
while pregnant). Again I was
reassured that there would
be no problem.

a humnrou.s-vg;m..

“Facts” that the herbicide
factions like to hurl at each
other,

But I was very u with
the final paragmpﬁﬂwhich
was either taken entirely out
of context, or was a manuy-
factureu:_l statement. This is
!:'he kind of titilating
s e
emotional. ik

As an amateur statisti-
cian, I do not use the word
average” lightly. I usually
only use gross generalities in

a lot of intelligent, sincere
anti-spray supporters would
be offended by this ‘“‘quote”
aslam.

When I stated that a major
faction of the anti-spray
people were supported by,
and included, wealthy
marijuana growers, I
referred directly to a May 19
article in the U.S. News and
World Report which con-
tained the paragraphs:

“For many in this area,
depressed by a slump in the
lmnlmr iﬂdm, “M" Ea ﬂ
simple matter of eco-
nomics", and,

“Growers were a major
factor in passage of a county
ordinance forbidding aerial
spraying of herbicide, which
kills marijuana plants as
well as the forest underbrush
at which the chemical is
aimed."

P Tl
When I stated that other
anti-spray government sub-
sidies (other than money
provided from the untaxed
marijuana crop) included
individuals being paid with
CETA funds, I quickly cor-
rected myself and provided
Miss Robins with a
seemingly accurate article
stating that at least %2 or the
1979 operating budget of

CATH (Citizens

Toxic Herbicides) came

from VISTA funds (not
CETA).

When 1 said that “a lot"
(not the “average') of anti-
spray people seemed to be
publicity seekers, I was
stating the obivous.

In 1976 1 had a crew of 10
men (myself included)
tested by OSHA for reactions
to the chemical Thiram by
giving blood samples over a
time period and by taking
physical examinations. In
1978 my wife, while pregnant
with our youngest son, was
working directly in sprayed
logging units. She volun-
teered as one of less than 100
women in the U.S. to have
her milk tested. Neither
testing demonstrated any
adverse reaction or showed
any bodily retention.

My motive for supporting
herbicide use in the forest is
that I believe them to be safe
(or only marginally detri-
mental), and immeasurably
valuable in coastal timber-
land management. The trees
will still be here when all the
tourists have gone south.
They are the most valuable
resource Oregon (and
Lincoln County ) possesses.

Bob Zybach
Eddyville




