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diag n o s is  of malaria reached a high level of pro­
fic iency. Numerous military and civilian tech­
nic ians received intensive training in specia l  
courses given by Miss Aimee Wilcox, CDC, and 
other governmental and p r i v a t e  institutions. 
Recently , practically  every major community in 
th is  country has had competent technicians capa­
ble of diagnosing malaria from thick blood films. 
It will be d iff icu lt  to maintain a high level of 
proficiency, but every effort should be made to 
do so. Laboratories in the United States currently 
have the u n i q u e  opportunity of taking part in 
eradicating one of the worst scourges mankind 
has  ever known, but if the program is  to succeed,

laboratories must do everything w i t h i n  their 
power to assure correct d iagnoses.
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While the Communicable D isease  Center and 
the various State health departments have been 
conducting extensive malaria-control programs in 
the Southern S ta tes ,  it  frequently has been indi­
cated that there was a definite need for a means 
whereby the control of mosquitoes and, possibly, 
a lso  f l ies ,  other arthropods, and domestic rodents 
could be provided in afflicted areas .  This  prob­
lem is being met satisfactorily  in several States 
by the creation of abatement d is tr ic ts  which per­
mit local financing of adequate control measures.

Copies of a ll  existing State laws which e s ta b ­
lish the procedure for creating mosquito abatement 
d is t r ic ts  within S tates therefore were secured, re ­
viewed, and analyzed. An attempt has been made 
to enumerate the better features of all existing 
State laws.

A brief summary of certain features of the vari­
ous State laws is presented in table 1. It will be 
noted tha t 20 States have m o s q u i t o  abatement 
laws, and approximately one hundred permanent 
mosquito-control d is tr ic ts  o p e r a t e  under these 
laws in various parts of the country. It a lso  will 
be noted that New Jersey and California were the 
first S ta tes  to promulgate State-wide laws pertain­

ing to mosquito abatement (1906 and 1915) while 
Minnesota and Texas passed  such laws during 
the past year.

D is tr ic t  Unit. The majority of abatement d i s ­
t r ic ts  embrace county-wide areas  throughout the 
State , but there are severa l exceptions: in A la­
bama, the law pertains only to one county; M assa­
chuse tts  limits greenhead-fly control projects  to 
loca lit ies  along the seaco as t ;  the T exas  law con­
cerns only counties bordering the Gulf of Mexico; 
and the Virginia law pertains to  c o u n t i e s  and 
towns in the tidewater sec tion  of the S tate . The 
Minnesota law is  unusual in that abatement d i s ­
t r ic ts  cannot be se t  up on a c o u n t y  b a s is ,  the 
“ governmental unit”  being defined as  “ any city, 
v il lage, borough, or town.”

There is unanimity of opinion among those who 
have had considerable experience with the opera­
tion of insect control d is tr ic ts  that a ll  laws should 
allow any community or county within a State to  
create an abatement d is tric t if there is  a problem 
of sufficient importance. The limiting of aba te ­
ment d is tr ic ts  to m unicipalities is an undesirable 
provision because many of the more troublesome
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F e a t u r e s  o i  S t a t e  Laws P e r t a i n i n g  t o  M osqu ito  A batement and 
Number o f  M osqu ito  D i s t r i c t s  in  E x i s t e n c e  Under Such Laws

TABLE 1

S ta te

Year
Laws
Approved

D i s t r i c t
Unit

Pes t  Em­
powered 
to  Con tro l

Mosquito
Control
Board

Abatement
Plans
Approved by

No. of 
D i s t r i c t s  
in S t a t e  
(1949)

Ala. 1 9 3 9 C o l b e r t
C o u n t y

M a l a r i a
m o s q u i t o e s

N o  s p e c i a l  
b o a r d

C o u n t y  C o u r t  
a n d  C o u n t y  
H e a l t h  D e p t .

1

C a l i f . 1 9 1 5 T e r r i t o r y  
i n  1 o r  
m o r e  c o u n ­
t i e s  w i t h  
p o p .  o f  1 0 0  
o r  m o r e

M o s q u i t o e s , 
f l i e s ,  o t h e r  
i n s e c t s ,  & 
r a t s

A t  l e a s t  
5  m e m b e r s

S t a t e  H e a l t h  
D e p t ,  a p p r o v e s  
i f  S t a t e  a i d  
i s  r e c e i v e d

4 1

Conn. 1 9 1 5 A n y
l o c a l i t y

M o s q u i t o e s S t a t e  B o a r d  
( 5  m e m b e r s )

S t a t e  B o a r d  o f  
M o s q u i t o  C o n t r o l

-

Del. 1 9 3 3 A n y
l o c a l i t y

M o s q u i t o e s N o  s p e c i a l  
b o a r d

S t a t e  H i g h w a y  
D e p t .

-

Fla. 1 9 2 9 A n y
c o u n t y

M o s q u i t o e s C o u n t y  C o m ­
m i s s i o n e r s  
i n  c o u n t i e s  
o v e r  6 5 , 0 0 0 ;  
o r  4  m e m b e r s  
( 3  a p p o i n t e d  

& S t a t e  h e a l t h  
o f f i c e r  i n  
s m a l l e r  c o u n t i e s )

S t a t e  H e a l t h  
D e p t .

1 3

111. 1 9 2 7 T e r r i t o r y  
i n  1 o r  
m o r e  
c o u n t i e s  
w i t h  p o p .
o f  3 0 0  o r  
m o r e

M o s q u i t o e s , 
f l i e s ,  & 
o t h e r  
i n s e c t s

5 m e m b e r s 6

Maine 1 9 3 3 A n y
l o c a l i t y

M o s q u i t o e s N o  s p e c i a l  
b o a r d

S t a t e  D e p t ,  
o f  H e a l t h

-

Mass. 1 9 2 9 G r e e n h e a d  
f l y  c o n t r o l  
l i m i t e d  t o  
l o c a l i t i e s  
a l o n g  s e a -  
c o a s t

M o s q u i t o e s  
& g r e e n h e a d  
f  l i e s

D a t a  n o t  
a v a i l  a b l  e

S t a t e  R e c ­
l a m a t i o n  
B o a r d

3

Minn. 1 9 4 9 A n y  c i t y ,  
t  o w n , o r  
v i l l a g e

M o s q u i t o e s , 
o t h e r  i n ­
s e c t s ,  & 
a r a c h n i d s  
( t i c k s ,  m i t e s ,  

& s p i d e r s )

4  m e m b e r s  
( 3  a p p o i n t e d  

& S t a t e  C o m ­
m i s s i o n e r  
o f  A g r i c . )

S t a t e  D e p t ,  
o f  A g r  i c  . & 
S t a t e  D e p t . 
o f  C o n s e r v a t i o n

0

Miss. 1 9 2 8 O n e  o r  
m o r e
c o u n t i e s

M o s q u i t o e s 4  m e m b e r s  
( 3  a p p o i n t e d  

& S t a t e
h e a l t h  o f f i c e r )

C o u n t y  B o a r d  
o f  S u p e r v i s o r s  
& S t a t e  H e a l t h  
D e p t .

0

N. J . 1 9 0 6 A n y
c o u n t y

M o s q u i t o e s 8  m e m b e r s  
( 6  a p p o i n t e d  
& D i r e c t o r  o f  
S t a t e  E x p .  S t a .  
& S t a t e  D i r .  
o f  H e a l t h )

S t a t e  A g r i c .  
E x p .  S t a .

1 4

(Table 1 continued on nex t  page.)
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( T a b l e  1,  c o n t i n u e d  f r o m  page  k . )

S ta t e

Year
Laws
Approved

D i s t r i c t
Unit

Pes t  Em­
powered 
to  Control

Mosquito
Control
Board

Abatement
Plans
Approved by

No. of 
D i s t r i c t s  
in  S t a t e  
(1949)

N. Y. 1 9 1 6 A n y  
c o u n t y  
( n o t  i n ­
c  l u d i n g  
N . Y . C i t y )

M o s q u i t o e s ,  
f l i e s ,  t i c k s ,
& o t h e r  “ h o m i -
n o x i o u s ”
a r t h r o p o d s

6  m e m b e r s  
( 4  a p p o i n t e d  
& c h a i r m a n  o f  
B o a r d  o f  
S u p e r v i s o r s  & 
1 m e m b e r  a p ­
p o i n t e d  b y  
S t a t e  h e a l t h  
o f f i c e r )

C o u n t y  B o a r d  
o f  S u p e r v i s o r s

1

Ohio 1 9 4 5 A n y
c o u n t y  o r  
p o r t i o n  o f

M o s q u i t o e s , 
f l i e s ,  & 
o t h e r  i n s e c t s

D a t a  n o t  
a v a i l  a b l e

S t a t e  D e p t ,  
o f  H e a l t h

1

Oreg. 1 9 3 9 A n y  c o u n t y  
o r  p o r t i o n  
o f  w i t h  
p o p . o f  
1 0 0 , 0 0 0  o r  
m o r e

M o s q u i t o e s 6  m e m b e r s  
( 5  a p p o i n t e d  
& D i r e c t o r  
o f  S t a t e  E x p .  
S t a . )

S t a t e  E x p .  
S t a .

0

Pa. 1 9 3 5 A n y  c o u n t y  
o r  p o r t  i  o n  
o f

M o s q u i t o e s 5  m e m b e r s C o u n t y  C o m m i s s i o n e r s 1

R. I . 1 9 3 4 A n y  c i t y  
o r  t o w n

M o s q u i t o e s N o  s p e c i a l  
b o a r d

S t a t e  D e p t ,  o f  
A g r i c .  & C o n s e r v a t i o n

-

Tex. 1 9 4 9 C o u n t  i e s  
b o r d e r i n g  
G u l f  o f  
M e x i c o

M o s q u i t o e s A d v i s o r y  C o m ­
m i s s i o n  o f  5 
m e m b e r s  m a k e s  
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s

C o u n t y  C o u r t 1

Utah 1 9 2 3 A n y  c i t y ,  
c  o u n t  y , o r  
p o r t i o n  o f  
w i t h  p o p .  o f  
1 0 0  o r  m o r e

M o s q u i t o e s , 
f l i e s ,  & 
o t h e r  i n s e c t s

A t  l e a s t  5 
m e m b e r s

4

Vt. 1 9 4 7 A n y
l o c a  l i t y

M o s q u i t o e s S t a t e  M o s q u i t o  
C o n t r o l  A d v i s o r y  
C o m m i t t e e  ( 4  
m e m b e r s  )

S t a t e  C o m m i s s i o n e r  
o f  A g r i c .

Va.

-

1 9 2 8 C o u n t i e s ,  
c i t i e s ,  & 
t  o w n s  i n  
t i d e w a t e r  
s e c t i o n  o f  
S t a t e

M o s q u i t o e s 3  m e m b e r s  
( 2  a p p o i n t e d  

& S t a t e  h e a l t h  
o f f i c e r  o r  h i s  
d e p u t y )

S t a t e  H e a l t h  D e p t . 1 2

abatem ent of arachnids (ticks), and in C alifornia 
severa l d is tric ts  are empowered to control ra ts .

It is highly desirable that d is tr ic ts  be granted 
authority to control a ll  spec ies  of insec ts ,  arach­
nids, and rodents which affect public health. This 
provision would permit the smaller d is t r ic ts  to 
maintain a better year-round program since  the 
abatement of certain p es ts ,  such as rodents, could 
be done during the nonmosquito-breeding months. 
Furthermore, in many sec tions of the c o u n t r y
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insec t  p es ts  breed in very extensive a reas ,  such 
as s a l t  marshes and flood plains, and frequently 
these  areas lie outside the city limits.

P e s t  Which a D is t r ic t  Is Empowered to Control.  
Most of the laws a u t h o r i z e  the control of all 
spec ies  of mosquitoes; however, Alabama limits 
control to malaria mosquitoes. Seven of the State 
laws permit the d is tr ic ts  to  engage in the control 
of mosquitoes and other in sec ts ,  particularly flies. 
The Minnesota and New York laws provide for the
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annoyance caused by gnats, sand f l ies , s table  
f l ies ,  and house flies  is ju s t  as  great as ,  or even 
greater than, that caused by mosquitoes. In such 
areas  the public demands control of these p es ts .

Mosquito Control Board. The administrative 
body for a d is tr ic t  is frequently designated  as  a 
“ Board of T ru s te e s”  or “ Mosquito Control (Ex­
termination) Commission.”  Most of the laws 
limit the board membership to three, four, five, 
s ix ,  or eight members. In California and Utah the 
board c o n s is ts  of at leas t  five members, but may 
be larger if incorporated municipalities are in­
cluded, since one member is  appointed from each 
city— e.g. the board of trustees  for the Alameda 
County Abatement Distric t in California consis ts  
of nine members. The State health officer is  ex 
officio member of the board in Florida, in M issis­
sippi, and in New Jersey , and is ex officio chair­
man of each commission in Virginia. The Director 
of the A g r i c u l t u r a l  Experiment Station is 

ex officio member of the board in New Jersey  and 
Oregon, while the Commissioner of Agriculture 
se rves  in th is  capacity  in Minnesota.

The F lorida law authorizes the Board of County 
Commissioners to serve as the governing body for 
antimosquito d is tr ic ts  in counties having more 
than 65,000 population.

It is believed that more public in terest in the 
d is t r ic t ’s abatement program would be aroused if 
the governing board consis ted  of more than three 
members. On the other hand a large board tends 
to be unwieldy. It is  our opinion that the board 
should consis t  of five or six  members.

D u tie s  and P o w e rs  of the Board. By the powers 
conferred under various State laws, the distric t 
board may:

1. l a k e  a ll  s teps  n e c e s s a r y  to abate pests  
within the d istric t.
2 . Purchase necessary  supplies, equipment, and 
material needed to control or abate p es ts .
3. When necessary  and proper in furtherance 
of the objectives of the act,  the board may build, 
construct, maintain, and repair: d ikes, levees, 
cu ts ,  canals , or ditches upon any land within 
the district.
4. Enter without hindrance any lands within the 
distr ic t  for the purpose of inspection to asce r­
tain whether pes ts  are breeding thereon.
5. Sell or lease any land, right-of-way, e a se ­

ment, p r o p e r t y ,  or material acquired by the 
district.
6 . Borrow money for operation of the distr ic t  
and repay in the same or the next f isca l  year.
7. Do any and all things necessary  or incident 
to the powers granted and to carry out the ob­
jec tives  specified in the act.
Powers se t  forth under the California and Utah 

ac ts  provide for inspection and performance of 
control work O U T S I D E  the distric t boundaries 
when such territory is  so situated that mosquitoes 
therefrom may migrate into the d is tr ic t .

The power to perform work o u t s i d e  d is tr ic t  
boundaries is  an excellent provision because the 
majority of d is tr ic ts  are concerned with the con­
trol of migratory mosquitoes — sa l t  marsh and 
floodwater species  -- and these  types are noted 
for f l y i n g  long d is tances  from their breeding 
source.

Guiding Agency. Most of the laws provide for 
State coordination or cooperation. In New Je rsey  
the work of the various commissions is supervised 
and directed by the Director of the Agricultural 
Experiment Station. In Florida, Maine, Ohio, and 
Virginia such supervision is u n d e r  t h e  S t a t e  
health  department. In M assachusetts , mosquito 
control projects are under the State Reclamation 
Board (this board of three members includes a rep­
resenta tive  from the State Department of Public 
Health and the State Department of Agriculture). 
In Connecticut, mosquito abatement projects are 
administered by a Board of Mosquito Control, con­
s is t in g  of: the Director of the State Experiment 
Station, the Director of the State Water Commis­
sion, the Superintendent of the State Board of 
F ish e r ie s  and Game, the Commissioner of Health, 
and one person appointed by the governor. In Min­
nesota , R h o d e  I s l a n d ,  and Vermont mosquito 
abatement projects are under the State Department 
of Agriculture. The Delaware law is unique in 
that mosquito control programs are under the su ­
pervision of the State Highway Department. Mos­
quito abatement d is tr ic ts  in Alabama, California, 
Pennsylvania, T exas,  and Utah lack State super­
vision.

It is believed that each mosquito control d is ­
trict should be under State supervision to p ro v id e  
for coordination of work of the various d is tr ic ts ,  
and in many ca se s  State participation gives tech-
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nical advice to d is tr ic ts  which they could not 
otherwise afford.

S ta te  A p p r o p r i a t i o n s .  In Virginia the State 
Board of Health contributes annually to the mos­
quito control commission a sum not more than 25 
percent of the gross amount obtained from tax levy 
and not to exceed $10,000 in any one year. In Del­
aware, Maine, and Rhode Island, the State Leg­
islature makes an annual appropriation for mos­
quito abatement. Any town in the last-named State 
desiring to make use of State funds must match 
such funds. Legislation passed in F lorida in 1949 
provides for State aid to organized mosquito con­
trol d is tr ic ts  and county health units, such funds 
being administered by the State Board of Health. 
D is tr ic ts  and county health units must match the 
State contribution which may not exceed $15,000 
per county per year. During recent years the S t a t e  
Legisla ture  of California has made substan tia l  ap­
propriations to the S t a t e  health department for 
a ss is tan ce  to local abatement d is tr ic ts  and health 
departments in the control of disease-bearing 
mosquitoes (vectors of encephalit is  and malaria).

S u g g es t io n s  for Inclusion  in S ta te  L e g is la t io n .
Provisions which would be desirable for inclusion 
in abatement laws are briefly s u m m a r i z e d  as 
follows:

1. Each d is tr ic t  should be under the technical 
supervision of an officer of a designated State 
agency who would approve plans, methods, and 
cost estim ates .

2 . The d is tric t should have the jurisdiction  to 
control p es ts  other than mosquitoes, such as  
f l ies , f leas ,  t icks, ra ts ,  and other vermin which 
affect the public health.

3 .  I t  s h o u l d  b e  p o s s i b l e  t o  o r g a n i z e  a n y  n u m b e r  

o f  a d j a c e n t  m u n i c i p a l  a n d  c o u n t y  g o v e r n m e n t a l  

u n i t s  i n t o  i n s e c t  a n d  p e s t  c  o  n  t  r  o  1 d i  s t r i c t s  

t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  S t a t e .

4 .  The administrative body (board) for the d is ­
tr ic t  should consis t  of a definite number of mem­
bers -- such as  five or six  -- and the board should 
include at  least  one member from a local health  
department. The State health officer should be 
ex officio member of each board.

5 .  The board should have the power to make 
inspections and to perform control work on terr i­
tory adjacent to the district.

6 . The State should render technica l a s s is ta n c e  
by making p r e l i m i n a r y  surveys, by preparing 
abatement plans, and by determining cost e s t i ­
mates of same.

7. Provision should be made for the enlargement 
by annexation or consolidation, and for d iscon­
tinuance of any insect and pest control d is tr ic t .

It is believed that these provisions would be 
of considerable help to States without enabling 
laws for insect and rodent control when they wish 
to promulgate this type of leg is la tion . Several 
S tates have already requested information from 
the Communicable D isease  Center concerning 
such legislation.

Some H ighlights 
of the 1949 Residual Spray Program

GENERAL

In the spring of 1945, when the residual spray 
ac tiv it ies  were inaugurated on what then was 
designated as  an Extended Malaria Control Pro­
gram, m a n y  problems c o n f r o n t e d  personnel 
engaged in those ac tiv i t ies .  Supplies of insecti-
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cidal chemicals were limited, suitable new com­
mercial type vehic les  were not availab le , and 
spray equipment designed specif ica lly  for re s id ­
ual spraying did not ex is t .  Hard and fas t  polic ies  
or rules were not e s tab lished  to unify or stand­
ardize program-wide operational procedures and


