
Living with gypsy mot~s..:.. 
an update from Audubon 

_As the gypsy moth season reaches its peak amid growing 
pubhc concern over the potential damage, Massachusetts 
~udubon speaks out again on this issue. Mass. Audubon con­
tinues to support an integrated approach to gypsy moth con­
t:o.1. This includes opposition to all aerial spraying of insec­
ticides as biologically and economically unsound. Instead, 
Mass. Audubon has encouraged the development of biologic-
al control of gypsy moths, further experimentation with the 
use of the virus which controls their population in the wild, 
and the mechanical destruction of gypsy moth eggs and cater- · 
pillars by homeowners withing to protect individual trees. 

Mass. Audubon supports the use of Bacillus thringien­
sis ("Bt") for localized spraying of individual trees if an in­
secticide is to be used. "Bt" (known commercially as Dipel, 
Biofed, or Thuricide) is a bacterial preparation which kills 
only the caterpillars of butterflies and moths. It should be 
noted that Mass. Audubon does not advocate the use of chem­
ical control agents, including Sevin (carbaryl). 

Mass. Audubon opposes the use of chemical insecticide~ 
as both ineffective and costly. Chemical <:ontrol agents inter­
fere with natural controls on gypsy moths, such as predators, 
parasites and disease . Since gypsy moths have been in Mas­
sachusetts for 100 years, we know that their population ex-, 
plosions are cyclical, and that such increases cannot be effec­
tively controlled by chemical agents- the greatest outbreaks 
of gypsy moths occurred during the years when DDT wa~ in . 
heavy use. We also know that they represent a nuisance rath­
er than a threat to our forests, since the Commonwealth has 
become far more extensively wooded during the period when 
gypsy moths have been present. . 
. Mass. Audubon's opposition to Sevin (carbaryl) is based 
in part on the factors ~entioned above. In addition ; Sevin is · 
very toxic to honeyl5ees, and kills or depresses populations of , 
some gypsy moth predators.'There are a)so unresolved ques­
tions regard_ing its safety to _humans. Seven has been under _ 
review as a potential_ health hazard since 1969. Although the . 
Massachusett's Audllbo.n Societ)'. is.unable to assess the spe­
cific health hazards associated with Sevin, the Society is con-
cern~d about this problem. . . 

There are several ~eans of limiting gypsy moth caterpil­
lars from late May to early July . Caterpillars can be trapped 
·in a piece of folded burlap wrapped around the tree (the cater­
pillars must then be destroyed). Tre~s can also be p.rotected _ . 
b a "moat"· an old halved tire with detergent and water at le base of the tree. ,Attaching a strip ot atumm~m toil, cov-

d with a sticky substance, around the trunk will serve the 
ere purpose (it must be changed when it beco_mes filled with same ' - . • . stuck caterpillars). It should be not~d that localtzed spraying 
with "Bt'', if used, must take place m May or early June to be 

effective. 
Mass . Audubon does not endorse or support any pro­

gram or policy for gypsy moth control except those contain~d 
in this statement. In this way, Mass . Audubon reaffirms its 
commitment to an lntegrated approach to gypsy moth sup­
pression that will result in the least damage to humat:i health , 
wildlife, and the natural environment. 


