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REGULATORY UPDATES 

Special Local Needs (SLN) 

NEW PRODUCT 
 
For beekeepers with honey bee colonies infested 

with varroa mites—use of the pesticide Mite-Away 

Quick Strips (NOD Apiary Products USA, Inc.)—

requires having a copy of HI-090002, valid 

10/19/2009–10/18/2014—some notes: Corrosive, 

hazardous to humans and domestic animals. • Re-

quires coveralls, acid-resistant gloves, protective 

eyewear and respirator. • Sign-posting, reporting and 

disposal required as specified. • REI 72 hours. 

 

 

Key to Pesticide Safety 

and Education 

RECERTIFICATION CREDITS may be earned by 

certified applicators that score at least 70% on the set 

of comprehension evaluation questions about the "re-

certification" articles in this newsletter. These articles 

have a title which ends with "(recertification)". How-

ever, credits may not necessarily be applicable for the 

following categories: Private 2, Private 3, Commercial 

7f, and Commercial 11. The question sets (quizzes) are 

written and administered by the Hawaii Department of 

Agriculture (HDOA) staff. Ask about earning recertifi-

cation credits at one of these HDOA offices: Kauai 

274-3069, Oahu 973-9424/9409, Maui 873-3960, Ha-

waii 974-4143. The area code for all offices is 808. 
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SOIL FUMIGANT REGULATIONS: 

EPA RESPONDS TO STAKE-

HOLDERS (recertification) 

In July 2008, EPA published a set of new, aggres-

sive soil fumigation safety standards. We included a 

summary of these changes in the July to December 

2008 issue of The Pesticide Label. The changes were 

to become effective sometime in 2009, and targeted 

the soil fumigants chloropicrin, dazomet, metam 

sodium, metam potassium, and methyl bromide. The 

changes included: establishment and posting of buf-

fer zones; increased respirator requirements and 

training programs for handlers and applicators; 

amendments to good agricultural practices, applica-

tion methods and rate restrictions; classification of 

all soil fumigants as ‗restricted use pesticides‘; fu-

migant management and emergency response plans; 

and community outreach and education programs.  

In the June 3 2009 issue of the Federal Register 

(Vol. 74, No. 105), however, the EPA stated that in 

response to public comment and new data supplied 

by the Chloropicrin Manufacturers‘ Task Force and 

the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, 

these risk mitigation measures were being modified. 

The changes appear in the new Reregistration Eligi-

bility Decisions (REDs) for chloropicrin, dazomet, 

metam sodium, metam potassium and methyl bro-

mide. 

The following information has been extracted from 

an EPA website summarizing the new revisions. 

Most measures apply to all of the soil fumigants 

listed, but if you intend to use a specific product 

look for new labeling instructions scheduled to be 

available in 2010 (see timetable). For more informa-

tion and links to the amended REDs for each of the 

soil fumigants, visit 

http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/soil_fu

migants/index.htm . 

2009 modifications of 2008 soil fumigant Reregistration Eligibility Decisions 

Mitigation 2008 REDs 2009 Amended REDs 

Buffers 
Buffer zones based on availa-

ble data 

• New chloropicrin data support smaller buffers and 

increased confidence in safety  

• New dazomet data support larger buffers 

Buffer credits* 
Credits allowed based on 

available data 
New data support more credits for most fumigants 

Rights of way 

Permission from local authori-

ties must be granted if buffers 

extend onto rights of way 

Permission from local authorities is only required 

when sidewalk is present 

Buffer overlap Buffers may not overlap Buffers may overlap; separate applications by 12 h 

Restrictions for 

difficult-to-

evacuate sites 

¼ mile restriction around hard-

to-evacuate areas including 

day care centers, nursing 

homes, schools 

Maintain ¼ mile restriction but allow a reduced 

restricted area of 1/8 mile for applications with 

smaller buffers (less than 300 feet) 

Respiratory pro-

tection 

Required monitoring devices 

to trigger additional measures 

• Allow sensory irritation properties to trigger extra 

measures for MITC (metam sodium), chloropicrin 

• Device required for methyl bromide formulations 

with <20% chloropicrin 

Emergency re-

sponse and prepa-

redness 

If neighbors are near buffers, 

they must be provided with 

information or buffer zones 

must be monitored every 1-2 h 

over a 48 h period with moni-

toring devices 

• Same basic measures 

• Monitoring is required only during peak emission 

times of the day; irritation acceptable trigger for 

MITC and chloropicrin in lieu of devices; methyl 

bromide requires devices 

http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/soil_fumigants/index.htm
http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/reregistration/soil_fumigants/index.htm
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Summary of risk mitigation measures 

and changes 

Buffer zones. Buffer zones around treated fields 

protect workers and bystanders from the fumigant. 

Their size has been reduced to allow the continued 

use of fumigation without causing acute health prob-

lems. Buffer size is based on application rates, field 

size, equipment and methods, and emission-control 

measures (e.g., tarps). Buffer Credits: if certain 

measures are applied or specified field conditions 

exist, credits are given that allow for a reduction in 

buffer zone width. For example, if certain high bar-

rier tarps are used with chloropicrin, buffer zone 

width may be reduced by up to 60%; buffers may be 

reduced by 10-30% for soils with high organic mat-

ter and 10% for soils >27% clay content. The credit 

cap, or maximum possible buffer credit available, 

has been raised from 50 to 80% for chloropicrin. 

Posting requirements. The time and location of 

buffer zones must be posted in order to effectively 

reduce risk. Posting is not necessary if a barrier 

keeps people out of the zone, or if all of the area 

within 300 feet of the buffer is controlled by the 

owner or operator. Otherwise, signs must be posted 

with ―do not walk‖ symbols plus the fumigant name 

and contact information. 

Agricultural worker protections. Handlers are 

workers that apply or monitor fumigants, or manage 

the tarps. They are protected by the following: 

 Respiratory protection: Many current labels re-

quire handlers to wear respirators when certain 

action levels are reached, but do not require 

monitoring of these levels. New labels will re-

quire respirators when ―sensory irritation‖ is ex-

perienced. Air purifying respirators are often 

sufficient, but if irritation still exists, handlers 

must stop work and leave the area. Handlers 

must also be fit-tested, trained in proper use of 

the respirator and determined physically fit to 

work while wearing it. 

 Tarp perforation and removal: Fumigants 

trapped under tarps can be harmful to handlers 

responsible for perforating and removing them. 

To reduce this risk: 1) there must be a minimum 

of 5 days between application and perforation; 

2) a minimum of 2 hours is required between 

perforation and removal; 3) work must be 

stopped or a respirator used if irritation is de-

tected or if mechanical devices such as ATVs 

with attached cutting implements are used. 

 Entry-restricted period: New labels will extend 

the period of time non-handlers must wait before 

reentering a field from the previous 2 to 5 days. 

In general, the minimum period for reentry will 

be 5 days. 

 

Applicator and handler training programs. Fumi-

gant registrants will still be responsible for providing 

applicator training programs on good agricultural 

practices and fumigation management. This includes 

training materials and safety information for han-

dlers. The main purpose is to inform handlers so 

they can work more safely with fumigants by reduc-

ing their exposure. 

Good agricultural practices. Practices formerly 

recommended on labels to reduce fumigant drift 

(off-gassing) will become requirements on the new 

labels. Some examples include proper soil prepara-

tion, proper sealing techniques and equipment cali-

bration 

Application method, practice, and rate restric-

tions. Application methods that lack data for deter-

mining the proper protections will be restricted. This 

includes certain untarped applications. Maximum 

application rates will be lowered to those needed for 

effective use of the product. 

Restricted use pesticide classification. Metam 

sodium/potassium and dazomet will be reclassified 

and join the other restricted use soil fumigants: me-

thyl bromide, 1,3-dichloropropene, iodomethane, 

and chloropicrin. 
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Site-specific fumigant management plans 

(FMPs). The individual circumstances under and by 

which these volatile, toxic pesticides are applied are 

numerous and complex. The new risk mitigation 

regulations allow for these specific conditions, but 

require fumigant users to prepare a written, site-

specific FMP before fumigation begins. Elements of 

an FMP include: site information, application me-

thods, buffer zone determination and posting, 

record-keeping, emergency plans, etc. 

Emergency preparedness and response re-

quirements. In spite of mitigation efforts incidents 

are likely to occur due to accidents, errors and/or 

unpredicted weather. Early detection and response 

can avoid or reduce injury. EPA is therefore mandat-

ing the following: 

 First responder education: Registrants are re-

quired to provide training information to first 

responders (police, fire, EMS) in high fumigant 

areas in order to correctly identify and respond 

to exposure incidents. 

 Site-specific response and management activi-

ties: In areas with neighbors near the buffer 

zone, fumigators must either monitor the peri-

meter of the zone or provide emergency re-

sponse information directly to the neighbors. 

 

Compliance assistance and assurance meas-

ures. For the new EPA regulations to be effective, 

fumigators must comply with them. Some states 

have methods established to ensure this compliance 

and in these states fumigators must notify the local 

agencies responsible for pesticide enforcement about 

their planned applications. 

Community outreach and education programs. 

Fumigant registrants must provide community out-

reach programs that inform communities about fu-

migant safety. These programs will include risks to 

bystanders, buffer zones, how to recognize early 

signs of fumigant exposure, and how to respond in 

case of an incident. 

Implementing the new fumigant miti-

gation measures 

Currently, research is attempting to close the data 

gaps and better understand factors affecting fumi-

gant emissions. New technologies are also being 

developed to reduce off-gassing. EPA is planning to 

move up registration reviews from 2017 to 2013.  A 

timeline and schedule for implementation of the re-

vised risk mitigation measures for follows. 

 

 

Timeline for revised REDs 

Time Action 

Summer 2009 EPA sends letters to fumigant registrants outlining label schedule 

Fall 2009 Registrants submit revised labels to EPA 

2010 EPA reviews, approves new soil fumigant labels before the growing season, imple-

ments most measures (except relating to buffer zones) to achieve improved protections 

2011 EPA implements remaining measures relating to buffer zones to gain fill protections 

2013 EPA begins reevaluating all soil fumigants under the Registration Review Program 
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Schedule for implementing soil fumigant risk mitigation measures 

Risk Mitigation Measure Currently 2010 2011 

Restricted use (now only methyl bromide and chloropicrin) ¤ • • 

New good agricultural practices  • • 

Rate reductions  • • 

Use site limitations  • • 

New handler protections  • • 

Tarp cutting and removal restrictions  • • 

Extended worker reentry restrictions  • • 

Training information for workers  • • 

Fumigant Management Plans  ◦ • 

First responder and community outreach  ◦ • 

Applicator training  ◦ • 

Compliance assistance and assurance measures  ◦ • 

Restrictions on applications near sensitive areas   • 

Buffer zones around all occupied sites   • 

Buffer credit for best practices   • 

Buffer posting   • 

Buffer overlap prohibitions   • 

Emergency preparedness measures   • 

¤ = applies to some chemicals, ◦ = under development, • - adopt completely 

 

 

 

 

 

PESTICIDE MISBRANDING 
(recertification) 

 

The EPA Label Review Manual, Chapter 12, refers 

to statements of fact or assertions used on labels that 

might be challenged. We have divided these chal-

lenges from the EPA website 

http://www.epa.gov/oppfead1/labeling/lrm/chap-

12.htm  into: 1) general claims, 2) organic claims, 3) 

product claims, 4) efficacy-related claims, and 5) 

warranty and disclaimer statements. The following 

presents only portions of the full text of Chapter 12. 

1. General claims 

All pesticides registered by EPA must have labeling 

before sale or distribution. The Federal Insecticide, 

Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) defines 

labeling as, ―. . . labels and all other written, printed, 

http://www.epa.gov/oppfead1/labeling/lrm/chap-12.htm
http://www.epa.gov/oppfead1/labeling/lrm/chap-12.htm
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or graphic material accompanying a pesticide or de-

vice at any time or to which reference is made on the 

label or in accompanying literature‖. Misbranding is 

defined by FIFRA as product labeling that contains 

any statements, designs or graphics which are false 

or misleading. It is illegal to sell or distribute mi-

sbranded products. 

Some examples EPA regards as misbranding include 

false or misleading: 

 Statements about the ingredients of a product; 

 Statements on the effectiveness of the product as 

a pesticide or device; 

 Statements regarding the value of the product 

other than as a pesticide or device; 

 Comparisons with other pesticides or devices. 

 

Misbranding would also include: 

 Statements implying that the pesticide or device 

is recommended or endorsed by the Federal 

Government; 

 A true statement that gives a false or misleading 

impression; 

 Label disclaimers or warranty statements that 

conflict with labeling statements required by FI-

FRA and EPA; 

 Safety claims for the pesticide such as ―safe‖, 

―harmless‖, ―nontoxic to humans or pets‖ used 

with or without a qualifying phrase such as 

―when used as directed‖; 

 Use of the terms ―natural‖ or ―naturally‖ on 

labeling of biopesticides as these terms cannot 

be well defined. 

 

Some examples of unacceptable claims: 

 Statements implying that the product can or will 

prevent or control disease or protect health; 

 ―Commercial Size‖, ― Institutional Size‖, ―Gar-

den Center Size‖ used on products clearly in-

tended for household use; 

 ―Kills Many Insects‖, ―Kills all Insects‖ implies 

a greater range of effectiveness than the label; 

 Claims about the absence of an ingredient can be 

misleading if they imply that the product is 

somehow safer, more effective, etc. than it ac-

tually is. A product must not claim that it does 

not contain an ingredient if it never contained or 

was likely to contain that ingredient to begin 

with; 

 ―Organic‖, ―Organic Disease Control‖, ―An Or-

ganic Alternative to _______‖ are all examples 

of misleading label claims to safety. However, 

―For Organic Production‖ and ―For Organic 

Gardening‖ are allowed if located on the front 

panel of the label close to, but not above, the 

product name; 

 ―Biodegradable‖ may be used in reference to the 

packaging but not to the pesticide product; 

 Claims like ―Prevents Infection‖, ―Controls In-

fection‖, or that the product will control or re-

duce disease or infection constitute public health 

claims and are not acceptable; 

 Statements implying indefinite or all encompass-

ing protection against bacteria, fungi, etc. such 

as ―germ-free‖ or ―algae-free‖ are not accepta-

ble.  

 

2. Organic claims 

Some labels contain information to help growers 

identify products meeting the requirements of the 

National Organic Program (NOP) Rule. If certain 

criteria are met, a pesticide may carry the following 

phrases: ―For Organic Production‖, ―For Organic 

Gardening‖, ―For Organic Lawn Care‖, ―and ―For 

Use in Organic Production‖. 

Label language or logos from other organic agricul-

ture groups may also be considered as long as they 

are not false or misleading.  

3. Product claims 

The name, brand, or trademark under which the pes-

ticide product is sold must be on the front panel of 

the label. It must not be false or misleading or make 

false or misleading claims. Some examples of false 

or misleading product names include: 

 Product names, claims, or statements that ex-

press or imply greater antimicrobial activity than 

testing demonstrates; 

 Superlative terms such as ―super‖ or ―ultra‖ do 

not have to be qualified by the word ―brand‖ in a 

product name, but they must not imply heigh-
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tened efficacy, as in ―hospital strength‖ or ―pro-

fessional strength‖; 

 It is the responsibility of the registrant to make 

sure of the proper use of trademark
™

, regis-

tered
®
, and copyright

©
. 

 The identical name cannot be used for different 

products registered by any registrant. The name 

must be different enough to clearly distinguish 

one product from another. 

 

4. Efficacy-related claims 

Although registrants must perform efficacy studies, 

EPA only routinely requires them for certain prod-

ucts. EPA reviews these data if a pesticide claims to 

control pests that threaten human health. These in-

clude but are not limited to 1) microorganisms infec-

tious to humans, 2) vertebrates (e.g. rodents, birds, 

dogs) that may directly or indirectly transmit diseas-

es to or injure humans and 3) insects that carry hu-

man diseases (e.g. mosquitoes, ticks). Claims for 

termite control must also be accompanied by effica-

cy data. Labels bearing public health efficacy claims 

need to consider the following: 

 The terms ―microbiocide‖ and ―microbiostat‖ 

are usually not accepted on a public health prod-

uct. If the claim is made on a non-public health 

product it must be qualified to indicate there is 

no public health benefit from use of the product. 

 The term ―biocide‖ is usually unacceptable on a 

public health product as it assumes all living 

things will be killed. It may be used on a non-

public health product if the organisms controlled 

are specified. 

 True claims regarding the effectiveness of a 

product against target pests such as ―kills roach-

es‖ or ―kills pests on contact‖ are acceptable. 

The claims may not be exaggerated or used in a 

way that makes them misleading or EPA may 

require efficacy data to substantiate the claim. 

 Terms describing a specific level of efficacy and 

are standard EPA-accepted claims (e.g. ―bacte-

riostatic‖, ―sterilant‖) are acceptable when data 

support their use. 

 Implied claims that exaggerate a product‘s effi-

ciency either by itself or in comparison with 

another product may be required to submit sup-

porting data (see Product Names). 

 Terms that define a use site but do not claim in-

creased efficiency such as ―hospital use‖ may be 

acceptable if they do not imply ―hospital 

strength‖ and are not highlighted on the label to 

the exclusion of other acceptable use sites. 

 Words or phrases that imply a product has 

unique characteristics due to its composition are 

not acceptable (e.g. ―unique formula‖, ―strongest 

on the market‖). The term ―new‖ may be used 

on the labeling of a product of new composition 

for a period of six months; however, the word 

―new‖ may not be part of the product name. 

 Claims of efficacy must be supported by estab-

lished testing. 

 Claims of efficacy based on untested or improb-

able site/pest relationships are unacceptable, for 

example, a claim to control termites by spraying 

an agricultural crop. 

 

5. Warranty and disclaimer state-

ments 

Most pesticide labels have a warranty disclaimer 

statement that tries to limit the liability of the regi-

strant or act as a disclaimer. These statements are 

generally covered by state law or possibly the Feder-

al Trade Commission. EPA also evaluates these 

statements for their impact on FIFRA label stan-

dards. In general, EPA finds the following unaccept-

able, but pursues them on a case-by-case basis: 

 Broad statements that negate or detract from the 

Directions for Use or other language, e.g. a 

statement that the product does not work against 

cockroaches when the Directions for Use ex-

plain how to use it to control cockroaches. 

 Statements that the buyer has accepted the man-

ufacturer‘s statement of his or her rights, be-

cause these statements are almost always in-

complete. For example, the manufacturer states 

the buyer‘s rights are extremely limited and 

therefore the buyer has no legal remedies. 

 Overly broad language implying the buyer has 

no legal right to recover damages from the man-

ufacturer, e.g. ―all such risks shall be assumed 

by the buyer‖. 
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 Experimental Use Permit labels must follow the 

requirements of the EUP program, so EUP la-

bels may not disclaim control over use (see 

second bullet above). 

 
 

 

 

 

 

HERBICIDE FLASHBACK 
(recertification) 

 
Have you ever heard the word ―flashback‖? Do you 

know what it means in regards to herbicides? We 

consulted several general references and they de-

fined flashback as: 1) a method sometimes used in 

literature or the movies of inserting an earlier event 

into a chronological narrative; 2) an unexpected re-

currence of the effects of a hallucinogenic drug long 

after its original use; 3) a reoccurring, intense mental 

image of a past traumatic experience—but nothing 

relating to herbicides.  

Reviewing publications on the use of herbicides, 

however, turned up numerous referrals to flashback. 

Based on their descriptions, we can define flashback 

as unintended damage to non-target vegetation when 

an herbicide it applied to target plants. Several ques-

tions arise from this definition, such as: Does flash-

back occur with all types of plants? How are the 

nearby plants damaged? Can all herbicides cause 

flashback? 

Most of the literature describes flashback as occur-

ring when certain herbicides are used to kill trees or 

woody shrubs. It may occur when: removing inva-

sive species from natural or planted forests; thinning 

trees in a plantation; removing persistent woody 

plants or unwanted trees from a landscape or garden; 

or controlling vegetation along forest roads or rights 

of way, around buildings, etc.  

There are several means by which an herbicide ap-

plied to a tree by foliar spray, trunk injection, basal 

spray, stump application, or by application into gir-

dling or frilling can affect a nearby tree.  

 Root grafting. Root grafting occurs when the 

roots of one tree contact the roots of a tree of the 

same or closely related species and grow togeth-

er. The grafted trees then share the same water- 

and food-conducting tissues. Herbicides can 

move through the phloem (translocate) to the 

roots of the treated tree, through the root graft, 

and up into the non-target tree. 

 Exudate. Herbicides applied to a target species 

can ooze from its roots into the soil. If it is a 

soil-active herbicide, such as dicamba, picloram, 

or iamzapyr, it can be taken up by the roots of 

surrounding vegetation. 

 External flow. Excess herbicide applied to 

leaves, bark, or cut stumps can flow into the soil, 

be transported in soil or soil water, and cause 

damage to non-target plants. 

 Decomposing roots. Soil-active herbicides 

with a long half-life can be released into the soil 

from rotted roots of target trees. 

Three herbicides registered in Hawaii most likely to 

cause flashback through soil uptake are Tordon
™

 

(picloram), Arsenal
®
 (imazapyr) and Banvel

®
 (di-

camba). Following aboveground application, Roun-

dup
®
 (glyphosate) and Garlon

™
 (triclopyr) can cause 

flashback through root grafts. 

Selected References 
Cut stump application of herbicides to manage woody vegeta-

tion. University of Arizona Cooperative Extension. Viewed 

on 30 July 2009 at 

http://ag.arizona.edu/pubs/garden/az1401.pdf  

Forest pest control: Commercial pesticide applicator training. 

University of Missouri Extension. Viewed on 30 July 2009 at 

http://extension.missouri.edu/explorepdf/manuals/m00094.pdf  

Hawaii Pesticide Information Retrieval System (HPIRS), Uni-

versity of Hawaii at Manoa, at 

http://state.ceris.purdue.edu/doc/hi/statehi.html  

Use of herbicide to reduce stump-sprouting following thinning 

of an eastern black walnut agroforestry planting. Viewed on 

29 July 2009 at 

http://www.ncrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr_nc243/gtr_nc243_106.

pdf  

 

 

 

 

http://ag.arizona.edu/pubs/garden/az1401.pdf
http://extension.missouri.edu/explorepdf/manuals/m00094.pdf
http://state.ceris.purdue.edu/doc/hi/statehi.html
http://www.ncrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr_nc243/gtr_nc243_106.pdf
http://www.ncrs.fs.fed.us/pubs/gtr/gtr_nc243/gtr_nc243_106.pdf
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WEEDS: AGRICULTURAL PEST 

NO. 1 

An article by Ricardo Labrada-Romero of the Food 

and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations 

(FAO) makes some important points about agricul-

ture‘s No. 1 pest, weeds. This 20-year veteran weed 

expert says that a number of factors are responsible 

for the more than one billion underfed people in the 

world. They include weather extremes, pests and 

diseases, revolutions and flawed policies. He be-

lieves, however, the importance of weeds goes 

―largely unnoticed‖ because they are ―not very spec-

tacular‖. The other problems come and go, but 

weeds are a constant problem—month after month, 

year after year. 

According to Land Care of New Zealand, an envi-

ronmental research organization, weeds cause about 

$95 billion per year in lost food production world-

wide, compared with $85 billion for disease-causing 

pathogens, $46 billion for insects, and $2.4 billion 

for vertebrates (excluding humans). In 2009, this is 

equivalent to 380 million tonnes (419 million U.S. 

tons) of wheat, more than half of this year‘s pro-

jected world production. Of the $95 billion, at least 

$70 billion in production could be lost in the poorer 

countries. This is due to the need for farmers to 

spend more than half of their time in weed control. 

To increase productivity, says Labrada-Romero, 

weed management must improve. 

With only manual labor, small farmers in Africa 

must weed every day. This is the major limiting fac-

tor in farm size and productivity: a family can sel-

dom manage more than 1-1.5 hectares (3.7 acres). 

Modern integrated weed management (IPM for 

weeds) does not revolve around chemical control. It 

makes use of other tactics, such as crop rotation, the 

use of non-contaminated seed, and soil solarization.  

Though herbicides may be needed to meet the grow-

ing demand for food its limitations, especially in 

poorer countries, are significant. The escalating cost 

of pesticides is an obvious consideration, but so is 

potential environmental damage and the ever-present 

problem of pesticide resistance. In the U.S. alone, 13 

weed species are said to be resistant to the most 

widely used herbicide, glyphosate. 

See this article at 

http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/29402/icode/  

 

 

 

 

ARSENIC IN TREATED WOOD 

A well-written article in the Honolulu Weekly re-

cently (August 19-25, 2009), responded to a ques-

tion about arsenic in the wood of elevated gardening 

beds. The summary included results from two sepa-

rate experiments using arsenic-treated, aged wood 

that found small amounts of arsenic in the soil, espe-

cially next to the treated wood. Recommendations 

included planting at least 15 inches away from the 

wood, lining the bed with plastic, or replacing the 

bed with untreated wood. 

The product in question, chromated copper arsenate, 

or CCA, was one of the most-used wood treatment 

compounds in the U.S. Wood treated under high 

pressure with CCA is very resistant to insect and 

fungal attack and is excellent for telephone poles, 

pilings, fence posts, marine plywood, outdoor furni-

Treated (rear) and untreated lumber 

http://www.fao.org/news/story/en/item/29402/icode/
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ture—almost any place where moisture will be in 

prolonged contact with the wood. Arsenic deep in 

the wood can leach out slowly over time, however, 

and is a known carcinogen. Concern was raised in 

the 1990s about the possibility of harm to people 

coming into contact with CCA-treated wood prod-

ucts; for example, children playing on outdoor 

equipment or patio decks. 

In 2002, the manufacturers of CCA voluntarily re-

quested EPA to restrict the uses of CCA-treated 

wood products. Though EPA had not concluded 

there was any undue health hazard, the Agency be-

lieved that any reduction in exposure to a known 

carcinogen was desirable. Uses for which CCA-

treated lumber was banned included play structures, 

decks, picnic tables, landscaping timbers, residential 

fencing, patios, and walkways or boardwalks (CCA 

Compliance Strategy 2004). If you have a wood 

structure with a greenish tint to the wood and sus-

pect CCA, there are a number of sealants, including 

oil-based stains that can greatly reduce the leaching 

of arsenic from the treated wood. 

 

For information on uses and handling of CCA-

treated products see EPA‘s Consumer Safety Infor-

mation Sheet at 

http://www.epa.gov/oppad001/reregistration/cca/cca

_consumer_safety.htm  

 

Other References 
Adams, C. The Straight Dope. Honolulu Weekly, 19-15 August 

2009, p. 22. 

EPA. 2004. Chromated Copper Arsenate Compliance Strategy. 

Viewed on 25 August 2009 at 

http://www.epa.gov/oppad001/reregistration/cca/cca_strategy

5.pdf  
 

 

 

 

 

WESTERN CORN ROOTWORM  

BIOATTRACTANT 
 

In spring 2008, more than 330 million bees were 

killed in Germany by the accidental release of a po-

tent insecticide. The target insect in this report was 

Diabrotica virgifera virgifera, the Western corn 

rootworm. This insect is an important pest of corn 

(maize) in Europe and the most damaging pest of 

corn in the U.S. The development of reduced risk 

pesticides and pesticide alternatives is fueled by 

such accidents.  

The adult beetle of D. virgifera emerges from the 

soil during early summer and feeds on the corn silks, 

pollen and kernels at the tip of the cob. This feeding 

usually interferes with pollination. After a few 

weeks of feeding, the female bores deep in the soil 

and lays her eggs. The eggs hatch during the follow-

ing spring and the larvae feed on corn roots, causing 

severe damage to the plant and making it susceptible 

to fungal and bacterial diseases. The larvae form 

Western corn rootworm 

(adult) 

Photo by Scot Bauer, 

ARS 

http://www.epa.gov/oppad001/reregistration/cca/cca_consumer_safety.htm
http://www.epa.gov/oppad001/reregistration/cca/cca_consumer_safety.htm
http://www.epa.gov/oppad001/reregistration/cca/cca_strategy5.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/oppad001/reregistration/cca/cca_strategy5.pdf
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pupa in the soil in late spring and adults emerge 

again in the summer.  

 

In 2005, researchers at the University of Neuchatel, 

Switzerland, found that corn roots attacked by corn 

rootworms released (E)-beta-caryophyllene (EBC). 

This chemical attracts nematodes that feed on the 

rootworms. Another surprising finding was that most 

North American corn varieties no longer secrete 

EBC and are more susceptible to the corn rootworm.  

A potential biological control strategy based on 

these findings was just reported that makes use of 

this natural chemical. The Swiss group and the Max 

Planck Institute for Chemical Ecology, in Germany, 

have transformed corn plants that do not emit EBC 

with a gene that triggers its production. In field tri-

als, 60% fewer Diabrotica beetles (adult rootworms) 

emerged from soil around the transformed corn 

plants than soil around the non-transformed plants.  

The EBC-producing trait is present in many Euro-

pean corn varieties and could be reintroduced into 

U.S corn by either traditional breeding or genetic 

engineering.  

Article viewed on 7 Aug 09 at 

http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2009-

08/mpif-ran073009.php 

 

 

 

LITTLE FIRE ANTS ON THE MOVE! 

It took just a couple of stings from Little Fire Ants 

(LFAs) to convince a Maui farmer that these ants 

were different. State agriculture officials took the 

report and quickly confirmed the first known infesta-

tion of Little Fire Ant on Maui. As their common 

name implies, LFAs are small—about as long as a 

penny is thick—and their stings burn for hours be-

fore turning into pustules that can itch for weeks.   

LFAs are serious pests that infest yards and agricul-

tural fields, from ground level to the tops of trees. 

They can even move into houses when their numbers 

are large.  LFAs are primarily transported to new 

sites in potted plants, plant materials, soil, green 

waste, and rubbish, but may also move in cars or on 

heavy equipment stored in infested areas. 

These ants are native to Central and South America, 

but have hitchhiked on nursery materials to remote 

and fragile ecosystems including the Galapagos Isl-

ands, Tahiti, and Vanuatu. In 1999 the first LFAs 

were reported in Puna on the Big Island, then shortly 

after on a single property in Kalihiwai, Kaua‗i. To-

day, there are 50 known infestations in East Hawai‗i, 

one infestation on Kaua‗i, and this newly reported 

½-acre property in Waihe`e, Maui. Experts agree, 

however, that there are probably more unreported 

infestations.   

The State now has two types of stinging fire ants. 

Most people are familiar with tropical fire ants, 

Western corn rootworm 

(larvae) 

Photo by Tom Hlavaty, 

Bugwood 

http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2009-08/mpif-ran073009.php
http://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2009-08/mpif-ran073009.php
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those uninvited picnic guests that infest many of our 

parks. To tell the difference, tropical fire ants are 

fairly big (⅛- to ¼-inch long), brownish in color, 

and some of the workers have heads that look bigger 

than their bodies. LFAs are very small (less than ⅛-

inch long) and rather difficult to see, orange-red in 

color, slow moving, and their heads and bodies are 

evenly proportioned. 

You can test for the LFA by placing a peanut butter-

coated chopstick around properties or in plant mate-

rials for about an hour. Pick up the chopsticks (care-

fully, LFAs are easily dislodged) and put them in a 

sealable plastic bag. Examine the ants on the peanut 

butter. 

• Are they red-orange?  

• Are they no longer than the thickness of a penny? 

• Are they slow-moving and do they easily fall off 

the chopstick when you tap it?   

 

If you can answer YES to these questions, then you 

may have the little fire ant. Seal the plastic bag, 

write your name and phone number on the bag, and 

place it in the freezer overnight to kill the ants.  Con-

tact the State Pest Hotline at 643-PEST (643-7378), 

your local Hawai‗i Department of Agriculture office, 

or the Invasive Species Committee. 

Do not try to control the ants until State Agriculture 

officials have been consulted.  Products that have 

successfully controlled LFA infestations include: 

Siege
®
 Pro and Amdro

®
 Pro (both hydramethylnon), 

Extinguish
®
 Plus (hydramethylnon and methoprene), 

Esteem
®
 Ant Bait (pyriproxyfen), and Conserve

™
 

Professional Fire Ant Bait (spinosad). Eradication is 

extremely difficult and requires repeated applica-

tions over several years.   

Like the farmer on Maui, you can help in the early 

detection of pests by reporting unusual or unknown 

species to the State Pest Hotline at 643-PEST (643-

7378). More information on the LFA can be found at 

http://hawaii.gov/hdoa/pi/ppc/npa-1/npa99-02-

lfireant.pdf  

This article was submitted by Christy Martin, Public 

Information Officer for the statewide Coordinating 

Group on Alien Pest Species (CGAPS), a public-

private partnership working to protect Hawaii from 

invasive species. 

 

 

 

 

SCIENTISTS BARCODE PLANTS 

An international team of 52 scientists, working in 10 

countries, have developed a method of identifying 

plant species using barcodes. Unlike the barcodes we 

are familiar with in stores, however, these barcodes 

are based on a pair of genes that exist in the DNA of 

all plants. This DNA barcoding has been used to 

identify animals for the past five years, but the com-

plexity of plant genetics and disagreements over 

which genes to use delayed its application to plants. 

This work is being done by the Plant Working 

Group, Consortium for the Barcode of Life. Their 

website is 

http://www.barcoding.si.edu/plant_working_group.h

tml  

http://hawaii.gov/hdoa/pi/ppc/npa-1/npa99-02-lfireant.pdf
http://hawaii.gov/hdoa/pi/ppc/npa-1/npa99-02-lfireant.pdf
http://www.barcoding.si.edu/plant_working_group.html
http://www.barcoding.si.edu/plant_working_group.html
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The pair of genes selected is from plant chloroplasts 

and can determine the species of land plants using 

only a very small sample of plant tissue. One of the 

first uses of plant barcoding will be to identify 

threatened plant species in areas of high biodiversity 

(e.g. Amazon basin) where few specialists are avail-

able to do the work. Other applications include the 

identification of illegal trade in endangered species 

and identifying invasive organisms. A current 

project is building a DNA barcode database of all of 

the world‘s tree species.  

Article viewed on August 6, 2009 at 

http://www.news.utoronto.ca/science-and-

technology/u-of-t-botanists-help-to-barcode-worlds-

plans.html 

 

 

 

 

NEW EPA INFORMATION ON     

INSECT REPELLENTS 

 

20 October 2009: WASHINGTON – The U.S. Envi-

ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) has launched a 

new Web page containing product information on 

certain skin-applied insect repellents. EPA‘s goal is 

to provide the public with information on registered 

insect repellents and their effectiveness claims in a 

clear, consistent, and user-friendly format. 

 

―EPA‘s release of information on the effectiveness 

of insect repellents will help American consumers 

select the right product for their needs and protect 

themselves and their children from potentially de-

vastating diseases spread by mosquitoes and ticks, 

such as West Nile virus and Lyme disease,‖ said 

Steve Owens, assistant administrator for EPA‘s Of-

fice of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances.  

―This Web-based dissemination of information sup-

ports Administrator Jackson‘s goals of transparency 

and public access and protecting children‘s health.‖  

 

The new Web page contains two tables listing insect 

repellent products that are registered by the agency: 

those that control mosquitoes and ticks, and those 

that only control mosquitoes. The Web page com-

piles publicly available information on protection 

times based on product effectiveness data reviewed 

by EPA, and presents it in a format that makes it 

easy for consumers to make informed risk manage-

ment decisions to protect their health and that of 

their families and children. The Web page also con-

tains information on vector-borne diseases such as 

West Nile virus and Lyme disease, and the impor-

tance of personal protection measures.  

Image from Impactlab.com 

http://www.news.utoronto.ca/science-and-technology/u-of-t-botanists-help-to-barcode-worlds-plans.html
http://www.news.utoronto.ca/science-and-technology/u-of-t-botanists-help-to-barcode-worlds-plans.html
http://www.news.utoronto.ca/science-and-technology/u-of-t-botanists-help-to-barcode-worlds-plans.html


The Pesticide Label  14 

 

The Web page can be accessed at 

http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/health/mosquitoes/ins

ectrp.htm 

 

 

 

 

EPA’S ENDOCRINE DISRUPTOR 

SCREENING GUIDELINES 

On 21 October 2009, EPA announced scientific as-

says and test guidelines for endocrine disruptor 

screening. This included a list of the first 67 chemi-

cals to be evaluated as potential endocrine system 

disruptors in humans and wildlife. They are also 

scheduled to post in the next three months, plans for 

ordering the appropriate manufacturers to test each 

of these chemicals. 

Hormones and endocrine disruptors 

The endocrine system is found in all mammals and 

consists of glands throughout the body that secrete 

hormones into the blood or fluid surrounding the 

glands. The kidneys, thyroids, and pituitary are ex-

amples of endocrine glands. Hormones control bodi-

ly processes by binding to specific receptor cells and 

turning on or off particular genes. The thyroid gland, 

for example, secretes two hormones into the blood-

stream that stimulate all the cells in the body and 

control many biological processes such as growth, 

reproduction, development, and metabolism. 

Endocrine disruptors are chemicals that can mimic 

natural hormones and disrupt the endocrine system. 

Examples include anabolic steroids that cause an 

over-production of muscle mass, insulin that takes 

glucose from the blood and stores it as glycogen, 

and the combination of estrogen and progestin that 

prevents a female from ovulating.  

 

Background 

The Endocrine Disruptor Screening Program 

(EDSP) was mandated in 1996 by both the Food 

Quality Protection Act (FQPA) and the Safe Drink-

ing Water Act (SDWA). These Acts mandated that 

EPA, ―develop a screening program, using appropri-

ate validated test systems and other scientifically 

relevant information, to determine whether certain 

substances may have an effect in humans that is sim-

ilar to an effect produced by a naturally occurring 

estrogen, or other such endocrine effect as the Ad-

ministrator may designate. Currently, the EDSP is 

concerned with chemicals that might disrupt estro-

gen, androgen and the thyroid hormones. 

The FQPA (Section 304) mandated that EDSP, 

―provide for the testing of all pesticide chemicals, 

and provide for the testing of any other substance 

that may have an effect that is cumulative to an ef-

fect of a pesticide chemical if the Administrator de-

termines that a substantial population may be ex-

posed to such a substance. 

The SWDA (Section 136) states that, ―in addition to 

the substances referred to in (FQPA), the Adminis-

trator may provide for testing under the screening 

program authorized by (FQPA) for any other sub-

stance that may be found in sources of drinking wa-

ter if the Administrator determines that a substantial 

population may be exposed to such substance. 

In addition to these Acts, the Toxic Substances 

Control Act and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 

and Rodenticide Act provide testing authority that 

might be applicable to endocrine disruption. 

For more information see http://www.epa.gov/endo/  

 

 

http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/health/mosquitoes/insectrp.htm
http://www.epa.gov/pesticides/health/mosquitoes/insectrp.htm
http://www.epa.gov/endo/
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Table of 67 chemicals present in pesticide products registered by EPA and scheduled for testing in Tier 1 for 

possible effects on the human endocrine system. Most are active ingredients.

2,4-D Dimethoate Metolachlor 
4,7–Methano–1H–isoindole–1,3(2H) 

–dione,tetrahydro– 
Dimethyl phthalate Metribuzin  

Abamectin Di–sec–octyl phthalate Myclobutanil 
Acephate Disulfoton Norflurazon 
Acetone Endosulfan o–Phenylphenol 
Atrazine Esfenvalerate Oxamyl 
Benfluralin Ethoprop Permethrin 
Bifenthrin Fenbutatin oxide Phosmet 
Butyl benzyl phthalate Flutolanil Piperonyl butoxide 
Captan Folpet Propachlor 
Carbamothioic acid,dipropyl–, S–

ethyl ester 
Gardona (cis–isomer) Propargite 

Carbaryl Glyphosate Propiconazole 
Carbofuran Imidacloprid Propyzamide 
Chlorothalonil Iprodione Pyridine, 2-(1-methyl-2-(4-

phenoxyphenoxy)ethoxy) 
Chlorpyrifos Isophorone Quintozene 
Cyfluthrin Linuron Resmethrin 
Cypermethrin Malathion Simazine 
DCPA (or chlorthal–dimethyl) Metalaxyl Tebuconazole 
Diazinon Methamidophos Toluene 
Dibutyl phthalate Methidathion Triadimefon 
Dichlobenil Methomyl Trifluralin 
Dicofol Methyl ethyl ketone  
Diethyl phthalate Methyl parathion  
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PREVIOUS RECERTIFICATION ARTICLES 

July–September 2009—Pesticide Adjuvants (p. 2), Herbicides (p. 5) 

April–June 2009—Invasive Snails and Slugs of Hawaii (p. 2), Temperature Effects of Storage on Greenhouse, 

Ornamental and Turf Pesticides (p. 9) 

January–March 2009—Disposal of Pesticides and Pesticide Containers (p. 2), Pesticide Resistance (p. 3), Poly 

Tanks (p. 8) 

July–December 2008—Gaseous Pesticide Formulations (p. 2), Fumigants (p. 5), EPA‘s New Regulations for Soil 

Fumigants (p. 10), Pesticide Shelf Life (p. 14) 

April–June 2008—Reducing Spray Drift: Windbreaks and Buffer Zones (p. 5) 

February–March 2008—Pesticide Labels (p. 4), Engineering Controls for Pesticide Exposure (p. 7) 

October 2007–January 2008—What is a Pesticide? (p. 3), Special Hazards of Restricted Use Pesticides (p. 5), Su-

pervising Noncertified Applicators of Restricted Use Pesticides (p. 9) 

 

 

 

Archived issues of “The Pesticide Label” available for free download at  
 

http://pestworld.stjohn.hawaii.edu/pat/Newsletter_main.html 

 

 
 

This newsletter is published by the Extension Pesticide Programs. For 

information on pesticide programs, please contact: 

 
Charles Nagamine 

Department of Plant and Environmental Sciences 
3050 Maile Way, Gilmore 310 

University of Hawaii at Manoa 

Honolulu, HI 96822 
 

Telephone: (808) 956-6007 (Nagamine) 

E-mail: cynagami@hawaii.edu 
Web edition: http://pestworld.stjohn.hawaii.edu/pat/newsletter_main.htm 

Mention of a trademark, company, or proprietary name in this newsletter does 

not constitute an endorsement, guarantee, or warranty by the University of 

Hawaii Cooperative Extension Service or its employees and does not imply 

recommendations to the exclusion of other suitable products or companies. 

Caution: Pesticide use is governed by state and federal regulations. Pesticides 

and pesticide uses mentioned in this newsletter may not be approved for Ha-

waii, and their mention is for information purposes only and should not be 

considered a recommendation. Read the pesticide’s labeling to ensure that the 

intended use is included on it and follow all labeling directions. 

 

 

http://pestworld.stjohn.hawaii.edu/pat/Newsletter_main.html
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