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Editor’s Note: What follows is
a very lengthy set of proposals that
EPA is seeking comment on re-
garding spray drift. I am reprinting
this in it’s entirety so as to allay any
misunderstanding of what EPA has
or has not proposed.

SUBJECT:  
Spray and Dust Drift Label
Statements for Pesticide
Products

This Notice sets forth the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA or Agency) guidance for
labeling statements for controlling
spray drift and dust drift from

application sites and for implement-
ing these statements for risk
mitigation. The purpose of this new
labeling guidance is to provide
pesticide registrants, applicators,
and other individuals responsible
for pesticide applications with
improved and more consistent
product label statements for
controlling pesticide drift in order to
be protective of human health and
the environment. This Notice also
includes EPA’s position on drift, a
rationale for the label statements,
and an implementation plan.

I. SCOPE AND PURPOSE

A. Affected Products and Uses

This PR Notice applies to all
pesticide products labeled for use
outdoors that can be applied as
sprays or dusts, including applica-
tions with ground hydraulic, airblast,
aerial, chemigation, handheld, or
backpack equipment, except for
products stated below. Application
sites for affected products include,
but are not limited to, agricultural
crops, forestry, rights-of-way,
recreational areas, lawns, and
home gardens.

While most of the science and
regulatory emphasis has been

on off-target drift of sprays, the
Agency recognizes that applica-
tions of dust formulations also drift.
Many of the same concerns and
principles apply to products that
are applied as dusts. The Agency’s
use of the term “spray drift” in
this notice also applies to drift of
dust formulations unless stated
otherwise.

This notice does not to apply to:

1. products labeled solely for
indoor use;

2. products labeled for outdoor use
which are applied in a form other
than a spray or dust, such as a
granular formulation;

3. fumigant products, due to their
different physical state and
behavior (vapor rather than
liquid or solid particles); and

4. mosquito adulticide products
labeled solely for use in public
health programs. These and
certain other products will
require special consideration
for appropriate labeling.

Many states and tribes have restric-
tions and policies for controlling
spray drift, including requirements

EPA DRAFT Pesticide Registration Notice Spray and
Dust Drift Label Statements for Pesticide Products
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Coordinator’s Comments
New laws and regulations
This past training season was one
of the largest on record, and the
trainings were filled with spirited
discussions. Not surprisingly,
much of the talk centered around
the new laws the legislature passed
in 2001 that will become fully
implemented this year.  Examples
include the new certification
requirement for commercial
applicators applying general
use pesticides and the changes
to the Financial Responsibility
law for commercial applicators.

While the above changes were
generally well known, some lesser
publicized rule changes brought
more debate, namely the new
North Dakota Administrative Rules
pertaining to spray drift and pesti-
cide security. They are listed below:

60-03-01-06

1. Mixing, loading, and application.

d. Applications shall not occur
when the atmospheric
conditions favor the off-target
drift of pesticides or prevent
the proper deposition of
pesticides to the target area.

e. Pesticides shall be applied in
a manner that minimizes the
exposure to animals. Unless
permitted by the labeling,
an applicator shall take all
reasonable precautions that
will prevent a pesticide from
being applied if unprotected
persons are present within the
application site or are present
in adjacent areas when
off-target drift may occur.

2. Storage.

f. Pesticides shall be secured in
a manner to prevent children,
unauthorized persons or
animals from gaining entry
to the stored pesticides.

The drift rules for the first time spell
out State of North Dakota require-
ments for managing spray drift that
go beyond what the pesticide label
customarily describes. The greatest
concern by applicators was
expressed over the word “all and
reasonable.” Who decides what is
reasonable and what is unreason-
able? Does this open applicators
up for unnecessary enforcement
action at the whim of the North
Dakota Department of Agriculture?

These are hard questions that will
only be answered in the course of
the spray season that lies ahead
and ultimately by elected officials
that grant the Department of
Agriculture the responsibility
of enforcing our laws.

The other rule, concerning storage,
requires pesticides to be “secure.”
This stems from the September 11
terror attack, although fears about
children being exposed to pesti-
cides and malicious behavior from
vandals was another important
consideration in the rule making.
Applicators and dealers at trainings
asked, “What does secure mean?”
Ultimately it means that pesticides
must be kept out of the hands of
people who should not have
them. Does that mean a six-foot
barbed wire fence with lock and
chain when nobody is around?

Again, hard questions with few
clear answers.

One statement that was made
repeatedly by the Department of
Agriculture was the pledge to work
with the industry to make these
rules meaningful and useful and
not ridiculous and unenforceable.
Based on my experience with our
industry, I’m sure the department
will be held to their promise.

Other notable changes of a less
controversial nature impacting this
spring are: the triple-rinsing or
pressure rinsing daily requirement,
the new bulk repackaging rule, and
the need to record weather obser-
vation on a two-hour increment for
Right of Way applications. You can
view the specific language by
requesting a copy of the laws from
the North Dakota Department of
Agriculture or by looking them up at
the NDSU Pesticide Program home
page at: http://ndsupesticide.org

EPA’s draft spray drift
regulations
On the cover of this issue of the
PQ is EPA’s draft regulations for
spray drift. I am publishing them
to get everyone on the same page
concerning what EPA is proposing.
In recent weeks there has been
considerable confusion and rumor
about what is happening or what
has happened. Now everyone can
see it in black and white.

I want to emphasize that these are
draft regulations only and that EPA
has made no final decision. They
have just completed the comment
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continued from page 1

of no-spray zones for certain or all
pesticides, maximum spray release
heights, and allowing applications
only during certain wind speeds.
EPA does not intend for its new
guidance to conflict with or super-
sede more stringent restrictions
by states or tribes or which may
currently be on product labels.

B. Applicable Definitions

The Agency’s current focus on
pesticide spray drift is within rela-
tively short distances (up to ½ mile)
from the application site in which
most deposition occurs. However,
EPA recognizes that under certain
circumstances lower levels of
pesticides may drift considerably
farther. For the purpose of this draft
notice, EPA limits the meaning of
the term “spray (or dust) drift” to
the following definition:

“Spray or dust drift is the physical
movement of pesticide droplets or
particles through the air at the time
of pesticide application or soon
thereafter from the target site to
any non- or off-target site. Spray
drift shall not include movement
of pesticides to non- or off-target
sites caused by erosion, migration,
volatility, or windblown soil particles
that occurs after application or
application of fumigants unless
specifically addressed on the
product label with respect to
drift control requirements.”

This definition is based on a
definition of spray drift composed
by participants of the National
Coalition on Drift Minimization,
which include representatives
from federal (including EPA and
the U.S. Department of Agriculture)

and state agencies and tribes,
pesticide and equipment manufac-
turers, university scientists, and
others, who have focused their
attention on enhancing pesticide
applicator education, application
research, and regulatory initiatives
to foster reductions in spray drift.

The Agency recognizes that
pesticide vapor and the off-target
movement of pesticides by other
means, not included in this
definition, can nevertheless
present substantial risks to
humans and the environment.
EPA generally addresses these
routes of exposure and associated
risk at the individual pesticide level
through its regulatory programs.

EPA defines the term “no-spray
zone” (also known as “buffer zone”)
for the purposes of this notice as
follows:

“A no-spray zone is an area in
which direct application of the
pesticide is prohibited; this area
is specified in distance between
the closest point of direct pesticide
application and the nearest bound-
ary of a site to be protected, unless
otherwise specified on a product
label.”

For example, a no-spray zone
of 100 feet to protect a specified
site would require the applicator
to leave a distance of 100 feet
between the point of spray applica-
tion and the nearest boundary of
the specified protected site.

In summary, through this PR
Notice, EPA provides its guidance
to applicants and registrants of
pesticide product registrations for
appropriate labeling statements
for controlling spray and dust drift.
This approach represents EPA’s
interpretation of the labeling

EPA DRAFT Pesticide Registrationperiod (see the article about EPA
requesting comments). I know
that many industry and regulatory
groups have taken the opportunity
to comment on EPA’s proposals.
Most notable among these are
the American Crop Protection
Association, the National Agricul-
tural Aviation Association, the North
Dakota Department of Agriculture,
and the American Association of
Pesticide Safety Educators.

In personal communications with
people at EPA, I am told that they
have received thousands of official
comments, and each one of them
must be taken into consideration
before they publish their final rule.
As a practical matter and based
on my experience, I predict that
we will not see anything out of
EPA until late in 2003 and probably
well into 2004. So, it is not over
until it is over.

Be careful out there . . .
At the conclusion of my trainings
this seasons I implored applicators
to be careful and not take unneces-
sary risks with pesticides. Now I
would like to extend that to all
readers of the PQ. Please wear
your personal protective equipment
no matter how foolish you look or
how hot the gear becomes. It is
your best means to protect yourself
and your loved ones.

Best regards,

Andrew A. Thostenson
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language generally appropriate
to implement the requirements of
40 CFR Part 156 and section 2(q)
of FIFRA, which if not met the
Agency may find a product to be
misbranded and may take appropri-
ate enforcement and/or regulatory
action. EPA generally expects to
follow this approach in its individual
licensing actions. This guidance
does not itself impose any binding
requirements. The requirement to
adopt the approach provided here
would be imposed in the context of
individual licensing actions. And,
EPA may depart from the guidance
where circumstances warrant and
without prior notice. Accordingly,
changes to these statements or
additional statements may be
warranted for certain products
depending on uses, product hazard
potential, and other considerations,
and may be proposed by the
applicant or registrant or by the
Agency in conjunction with any
application for registration or
amended registration. The Agency
also provides here its underlying
position on spray drift and how
it plans to implement these and
other label statements for new
and currently registered pesticides.

II. BACKGROUND

EPA has been working to improve
the underlying science of pesticide
spray drift, its understanding of the
science, and the most effective
means to control or mitigate spray
drift. These and other related
efforts are discussed below and in
the publication “For Your Informa-
tion-Spray Drift of Pesticides,”
December 1999 (ww.epa.gov/
pesticides/citizens/spraydrift.htm).

A. EPA’s Concern About
Off-target Spray Drift

Pesticide spray drift has been and
continues to be of concern to EPA
in its responsibility to ensure that
pesticide use does not cause
unreasonable adverse effects to
human health and the environment.
Each year, states receive about
2,500 complaints of drift from
individuals. These complaints are
investigated and, if appropriate,
enforcement action is taken
(1999 AAPCO Pesticide Drift
Enforcement Survey, (http://
aapco.ceris.purdue.edu) Other
reports of drift incidents are
reported to EPA under adverse
reporting requirements, the
National Pesticide Telecommunica-
tions Network (NPTN 1999 Annual
Report, (http://ace.orst.edu/info/
nptn) and to agriculture insurers.
The Agency believes many
incidents are unreported.

B. Drift Labeling Statements
Prior to This Notice

At the time of registration and
reregistration, EPA has and
currently requires various product
label statements for preventing or
controlling spray drift. EPA has
required more detailed label
statements, including the use of
no-spray zones and maximum
application heights, for certain
products, especially those which
can be applied aerially. Additionally,
agricultural products to which
worker protection regulations
(40 CFR, Part 170) apply bear
labeling which includes the
required statement “Do not apply
this product in a way that will
contact workers or other persons
either directly or through drift.”
This PR Notice does not alter this

worker protection requirement and
is not expected to guide in circum-
stances where other label state-
ments are more stringent than the
guidance in this Notice. The Agency
and many other stakeholders
believe product labeling for spray
drift control should be improved
and standardized to the degree
possible to provide applicators with
more consistent and appropriate
directions for controlling drift.
Such changes are consistent with
the requirements of 40 CFR Part
156 and section 2 (q) of FIFRA.

C. Data Availability

Under 40 CFR part 158, EPA may
require data on drift to support the
registration or reregistration of
certain products. In recent years,
the Agency has received a new
collection of studies conducted by
a group of registrants, named the
“Spray Drift Task Force” (SDTF), to
satisfy generic data requirements
(see PR Notice 90-3, dated April 6,
1990, entitled “Announcing the
Formation of an Industry-Wide
Spray Drift Task Force”). Also,
the SDTF in collaboration with EPA
and USDA co-developed AgDRIFT,
a new model, to provide estimates
of spray drift deposition under
different pesticide application
and meteorological conditions.
The Agency reviewed these new
studies, AgDRIFT, and other
scientific reports from the open
literature and a data set from
Germany. EPA’s conclusions from
its review of this collection of data
and the utility of AgDRIFT were
peer reviewed in 1997 and 1999
by independent scientific experts,
including the FIFRA Scientific
Advisory Panel (SAP). These
independent scientists generally
agreed with the Agency’s
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conclusions regarding the data and
the usefulness of AgDRIFT. EPA
intends to use its conclusions from
the review of these data , new data
it may receive, and AgDRIFT or
other appropriate models in its
assessments of pesticides.

D. Collaborations with
Stakeholders

EPA has communicated with
other federal, state, and tribal
government agencies and other
stakeholders, including registrants,
pesticide applicators, and equip-
ment manufacturers, to gain a
better understanding of their needs
and concerns regarding pesticide
application and the control of
spray drift. The Agency has
also discussed with regulatory
authorities of other countries their
approaches to assessing and
regulating off-target spray drift.
The Agency has carefully
considered the concerns and
suggestions expressed by these
stakeholders in formulating this
notice.

III. EPA’S POSITION ON
PESTICIDE DRIFT

The Agency has the responsibility
to ensure that the use of pesticides
will not cause unreasonable
adverse effects to human health
and the environment. Those
involved in pesticide application
decisions have an important
responsibility to protect people,
domestic animals, wildlife, and
the environment from pesticide
exposures and potential harm
from drift. States, tribes, and EPA
have responsibilities to carry out
enforcement to ensure compliance
with pesticide use requirements.

EPA’s position on pesticide drift
is that applicators must not allow
pesticide spray or dust to drift from
the application site and contact
people, animals, and certain
sensitive sites, including structures
people occupy at any time and the
associated property, parks and
recreation areas, nontarget crops,
aquatic and wetland areas, wood-
lands, pastures, or rangelands.
The Agency believes this is prudent
public policy. It sets high but appro-
priate standards for applicators to
protect people and the environ-
ment. Applicators must consider
and use necessary application
practices and measures required
by states or tribes in addition to
mandatory drift control measures
that are stated on product labels.
EPA believes the suggested label-
ing in this Notice will reduce risks
associated with pesticide drift
without a significant reduction in
product efficacy. Accordingly,
EPA believes that these label
statements will help ensure that
the requirements of FIFRA are met
and, specifically, that pesticides
are used in a manner that does
not result in “unreasonable adverse
effects on the environment.”

The Agency’s understanding of drift
and available means to control it
has significantly improved; however,
EPA recognizes there will always
exist controllable and uncontrollable
factors which lead to drift, potential
exposures, and risks of harm.
The factors that contribute to drift
are unique to each application and
depend on weather, the application
site, application equipment, and
applicator behavior. EPA takes
very seriously the potential
adverse impact drift can have on
human health and the environment.

For these reasons, labeling for
applicators must be clear and
enable enforcement authorities,
including states, tribes, and EPA,
to take action when appropriate.

EPA recognizes that some de
minimus level of drift would occur
from most or all applications as
a result of the uses of pesticides.
The Agency believes the approach
set forth here will not have an
undue impact on agriculture or
other uses of pesticides. EPA
believes many responsible
applicators already take added
measures to control drift. This
position and new labeling will
clarify expectations for applicators
and set definitive standards for
application practices. For many
years EPA and many states and
tribes have had requirements or
policies prohibiting drift. Wording to
this effect (e.g., “Do not allow drift.”
and “A person may not apply
a pesticide when wind speed
exceeds 10 miles per hour.”)
appears on many pesticide
product labels and/or in state
laws (see Theodore A. Feitshans,
An Analysis of State Pesticide Drift
Laws, San Joaquin Agricultural
Law Review, vol. 9(1), 1999).
Enforcement authorities have
carried out their actions to enforce
such language in a reasonable
manner. That position and label
wording prohibiting drift are at
least as, if not more, restrictive
than the position and new
wording expressed in this notice.

The Agency believes that the
new labeling statements provides
improvements over current labeling
which is inconsistent or inadequate
and for many products unclear to
applicators and others. Use of the
new statements, or some variation,
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by registrants for all affected
products will provide a level of
consistency among product labels.
The statements also address for
each application method specific
application requirements that are
key to drift mitigation. These
application requirements are
based on the Agency’s conclusions
of the supporting science of drift.
And, the Agency has written the
labeling statements in a manner
that it believes the meaning is
clear and enforceable and allows
flexibility for the use of new
application technology. These
are labeling characteristics that
meet the interests expressed by
stakeholders as mentioned above.

IV. LABEL STATEMENTS

The Agency has developed a set
of labeling statements as guidance
for use on agricultural, home lawn
and garden, and other outdoor
use product labels. EPA considers
these statements to be generally
appropriate for all pesticides
affected by this notice. These
mitigation measures generally can
be implemented for most products,
regardless of the active ingredient
and formulation chemistry. How-
ever, the Agency acknowledges
that this guidance may not be
appropriate for all products and
their uses and that for certain
products there may be exceptions
to the wording of these statements
in which some part(s) should not
apply and/or other wording may
be more appropriate. For example,
while this notice applies to
biopesticides applied as sprays
or dusts, label statements will be
determined on a case-by-case
basis due to their usual low risk
characteristics.

A. Label Statement Guidance

1. Products Applied as Sprays —
All Affected Products, Except
Home and Garden Products:

“Do not allow spray to drift from
the application site and contact
people, structures people
occupy at any time and the
associated property, parks
and recreation areas, nontarget
crops, aquatic and wetland
areas, woodlands, pastures,
rangelands, or animals.

For ground boom applications,
apply with nozzle height no more
than 4 feet above the ground
or crop canopy and when wind
speed is 10 mph or less at the
application site as measured
by an anemometer. Use _____
(registrant to fill in blank with
spray quality, e.g. fine or
medium) or coarser spray
according to ASAE 572 definition
for standard nozzles or VMD
for spinning atomizer nozzles.

For orchard/vineyard airblast
applications, do not direct spray
above trees/vines and turn off
outward pointing nozzles at row
ends and outer rows. Apply only
when wind speed is 3-10 mph at
the application site as measured
by an anemometer outside of the
orchard/vineyard on the upwind
side.

For aerial applications, the boom
width must not exceed 75% of
the wingspan or 90% of the
rotary blade. Use upwind swath
displacement and apply only
when wind speed is 3-10 mph as
measured by an anemometer.
Use _____ (registrant to fill in
blank with spray quality, e.g.
fine or medium) or coarser spray
according to ASAE 572 definition

for standard nozzles or VMD for
spinning atomizer nozzles. If
application includes a no-spray
zone, do not release spray at
a height greater than 10 feet
above the ground or the crop
canopy.

For overhead chemigation, apply
only when wind speed is 10 mph
or less.

The applicator also must use
all other measures necessary
to control drift.”

2. Products Applied as Dusts —
All Affected Products, Except
Home and Garden Products:

“Do not allow dust to drift from
the application site and contact
people, structures people
occupy at any time and the
associated property, parks and
recreation areas, nontarget
crops, aquatic and wetland
areas, woodlands, pastures,
rangelands, or animals.

For ground rig applications,
apply product no more than
4 feet above the ground or the
crop canopy and only when wind
speed is 10 mph or less at the
application site as measured
by an anemometer.

For orchard/vineyard ground
applications, do not direct dust
above trees/vines and shut off
application at row ends and
toward outer rows. Apply only
when wind speed is 3-10 mph
at the application site as
measured by an anemometer
outside of the orchard/vineyard
on the upwind side.

For aerial applications, use
upwind swath displacement and
apply only when wind speed is
3-10 mph as measured by an
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anemometer. If application
includes a no-spray zone, do not
release dust at a height greater
than 10 feet above the ground
or the crop canopy.

The applicator also must use
all other measures necessary
to control drift.”

3. Hand-applied Products,
Including Home and Garden
Products, to be Applied as
Sprays or Dusts:

“Do not allow spray (or dust)
to drift from the application site
and contact people, structures
people occupy at any time and
the associated property, parks
and recreation areas, nontarget
crops, aquatic and wetland
areas, woodlands, pastures,
rangelands, or animals. Apply
only when wind speed is not
more than 10 mph. For sprays,
apply largest size droplets
possible.”

B. Possible Additional
Product-Specific Labeling

Other labeling statements may
be appropriate for certain products
depending on the potential risks
from the labeled uses. In EPA’s
human health and environmental
risk assessments, the Agency may
identify reported adverse effects
or potential significant risks
associated with drift from use(s)
of a product or group of similar
products. Such incidents and risks
could include adverse effects to
humans, plants, and wildlife or
contamination of surface water.
EPA will consider the available
information on a pesticide’s incident
history, current uses, and estimated
exposures and risks, including
estimates of deposition from
available models, to determine

the need for additional drift
mitigation measures. Examples
of such measures include limiting
application height, spray quality
(droplet size), use of no-spray
zones, and prohibition of an
application method.

If the Agency determines that a
no-spray zone is necessary for
a product, the following label
statement will be used:

“Do not apply this product within
____ (distance to be determined)
of ____ (sensitive areas to be
determined for the product).
Under no circumstances apply
this product within ____ (distance
to be determined) of people or
these areas.”

EPA may find that the addition
of no-spray zones to the above
labeling statements is prudent as
an additional drift management tool
for applicators to protect people
and sensitive areas from drift. EPA
in its risk management decisions
will determine whether one or
more no-spray zones and their
distance(s) are necessary for
products using available informa-
tion about the pesticide’s uses
and risk assessments.

C. Rationale for Label
Statements:

EPA believes these label state-
ments, if adopted, will generally
be adequate to protect people and
the environment from unreasonable
adverse effects. These statements
are also written in a clear, concise,
and readily understood manner
that address the most influential
factors in cause and control of
spray drift — wind speed, place-
ment of nozzles, spray quality or
droplet size, and application height.

The Agency believes it is important
to require applicators to measure
wind speed at the application site
and with an anemometer, an
inexpensive instrument for this
purpose, in order to obtain an
accurate measurement. Measuring
wind speed outside of orchards and
vineyards and on the upwind side,
rather than inside, gives a measure
before the wind is obstructed by
trees, vines or bushes and is
relevant to drift that may move
above the orchard canopy or
beyond the rows. Specific
application technology, which
is constantly changing, was not
incorporated into the label state-
ments in order to give applicators
greater flexibility in using a choice
of evolving technology to achieve
the desired results. EPA supports
the development and use of new
application equipment and methods
to improve pesticide applications
and reduce risks. EPA encourages
registrants to submit information
that support engineering controls
that contribute to reducing drift.

Because of the importance of these
factors and applicator/operator
decision-making, the Agency
believes it is prudent for these
label statements generally to apply
to labels of all affected pesticide
products. Some stakeholders have
expressed concerns that specific
application restrictions may be
impractical in certain application
situations, such as in areas where
windy conditions are very typical.
Also, some enforcement authorities
may be unable to determine
whether or not an applicator
followed certain specific application
requirements, such as proper
application height. However, the
Agency believes the importance
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of these application restrictions
generally outweighs these
concerns because when followed
these application practices will
significantly reduce drift and
therefore potential risks to
people and the environment.

The Agency intends to use the
above considerations for any
additional label statements that are
beyond the generic statements for
specific products. These additional
statements may be applicable for
certain products depending on
their levels of toxicity, use patterns,
predicted spray drift deposition and
reported incident history in order to
meet the Agency’s responsibility for
ensuring that products do not result
in unreasonable adverse effects to
humans or the environment.

As stated above, the Agency may
see the need for no-spray zones or
other risk reduction measures for
products associated with higher
risks from drift. As defined above,
the purpose of a no-spray zone is
to provide a distance for drifting
pesticide particles to dissipate
before contacting sensitive areas
or people. Since higher wind
speeds generally result in higher
levels of drift from the target site, a
no-spray zone would be calculated
for a product label using the highest
wind speed allowed by the label.
Conversely, lower wind speeds
result in lower drift; however
spray drift modeling suggests
that applications under these
conditions still may result in
unacceptable deposition for
certain pesticides. Also, low winds
are generally highly variable in
direction — gusts frequently blow
contrary to the predominant wind
direction.

V. WHAT REGISTRANTS
SHOULD DO

A. Applications for Registration,
Amendment and Reregistration

EPA will begin immediately evaluat-
ing the use of these label state-
ments in reviewing applications for
registration, amendments, and
reregistration of existing products
subject to this Notice. The Agency’s
goal is to have the process of
approving drift statements substan-
tially complete by October 1, 2003.

Accordingly, registrants should be
prepared to address drift consider-
ations and the application of the
above generic statements for labels
of their affected products when
submitting applications for new and
amended product registration. As a
general matter, EPA believes that
for currently registered products,
existing statements pertaining to
drift should be removed and the
suggested new generic statements
should be incorporated. Exceptions
are the required label statement
“Do not apply this product in a way
that will contact workers or other
persons either directly or through
drift.” to comply with the worker
protection regulations and any
current drift label statement that is
more restrictive than the generic
statements in this notice. The new
generic statements should be
placed near the beginning of the
Directions for Use section after
the misuse statement.

Registrants may submit an
application for amendment for each
product. Applications should be
directed to the appropriate Product
Managers. An application should
include the following: a completed
EPA application form 8570-1; three
copies of the revised draft label,

and a description on the applica-
tion, such as, “Response to PR
Notice 2001-__.” Because
individual products must be
evaluated according to formulation
and use, and because individual
circumstances may apply, EPA
must review and approve the
labeling of each product.
Notification is not permitted for
adding, revising, or deleting drift
statements on the label.

B. Existing Products

EPA will evaluate the need to
include the label statements in this
notice in Reregistration Eligibility
Decision (RED) documents and to
product labels submitted in re-
sponse to a RED document issued
prior to this PR Notice. Registrants
of affected products that currently
are subject to reregistration sub-
mission requirements do not need
to file a separate application for
amendment as above. Rather,
appropriate draft statements along
with any other actions necessary
can be included in their response
to product reregistration.

C. Alternative Wording

For either registration or
reregistration, if a registrant
believes that alternate text is more
appropriate than the above generic
statements for their product(s), the
company should submit a rationale
for the alternate text along with the
application and draft product label.
If approved, the registrant may
then use the alternate text.

D. Previous Labeling

Once the spray drift mitigation
statements are approved by the
Agency, registrants will generally
have up to eighteen (18) months
from the date of the new, approved
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EPA Draft Guidance for Pesticide Registrants
on New Labeling Statements for Spray and
Dust Drift Mitigation; Extension of Comment Period

Editors note: While the official
comment period has past, this does
not mean that further comments will
not be considered, and as with any
other controversial issue, the EPA
may well extend the comment
period again.

SUMMARY: On August 22, 2001,
the Agency announced the
availability of, and sought public
comment on, the draft PR Notice
titled “Spray and Dust Drift Label
Statements for Pesticide Products.”
On November 14, 2001, EPA
published a notice extending the
due date for comments until
January 19, 2002. The Agency
has received several requests to
extend the public comment period
further to allow commenters more
time to prepare their responses to
the PR Notice. The Agency believes
that additional time is appropriate
and would be beneficial; therefore,
this notice extends the comment
due date until March 31, 2002. PR
Notices are issued by the Office of
Pesticide Programs (OPP) to inform
pesticide registrants and other
interested persons about important
policies, procedures and registra-
tion-related decisions, and serve
to provide guidance to pesticide
registrants and OPP personnel.
This particular draft PR Notice
provides guidance on drift label
statements for pesticide products.
The purpose of this new labeling is
to provide pesticide registrants and

applicators and other individuals
responsible for pesticide applica-
tions with improved and more
consistent product label statements
for controlling pesticide drift from
spray and dust applications in order
to be protective of human health
and the environment. The Agency
invites comments on any aspect
of the draft PR Notice as well as
the specific issues addressed
under SUPPLEMENTARY
INFORMATION.

DATES: Comments, identified
by the docket control number
OPP-00730B, must be received
on or before March 31, 2002.

ADDRESSES: Comments may be
submitted by mail, electronically,
or in person. Please follow the
detailed instructions for each
method as provided in Unit I.C.
under SUPPLEMENTARY INFOR-
MATION of the August 22, 2001
Federal Register. To ensure proper
receipt by EPA, it is imperative that
you identify docket control number
OPP-00730B in the subject line on
the first page of your response.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
CONTACT:

Jay Ellenberger
Field and External Affairs Division (7506C)
Office of Pesticide Programs, Environmental

Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW.
Washington, DC 20460
telephone number: (703) 305-7099
fax number: (703) 305-6244;
e-mail address: ellenberger.jay@epa.gov.

label to distribute and sell products
bearing old labeling unless the
Agency establishes an alternative
date pursuant to 40 CFR section
152.130(d). Persons other than the
registrant may continue to distribute
or sell such products until supplies
are exhausted.

E. Address for Submission

Registrants should send or deliver
their applications for amendment to
either of the following addresses:

U.S. Postal Service Mail Delivery-
Document Processing Desk (AMEND)
Office of Pesticide Programs (7504-C)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Ariel Rios Building
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20460-0001

Personal/Courier Service Hand-Carried
Delivery

(Monday - Friday, 8:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.,
excluding Federal holidays-

Document Processing Desk (AMEND)
Office of Pesticide Programs (7504-C)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Room 266A, Crystal Mall Building 2
1921 Jefferson Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 22202

VI. STATE APPROVALS
MAY BE NEEDED

Please note that some states
conduct label reviews prior to
approving a modified product.
Various states’ requirements should
be taken into consideration when
deciding on the timing of your
amendment submission to EPA.
Some states may require a review
of the modified label by EPA prior
to submission to the state for state
approval purposes.

VII. FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION

For further information about this
notice, contact Jay Ellenberger,
Field and External Affairs Division,
by telephone at 703-305-7099 or by
e-mail at ellenberger.jay@epa.gov.
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Washington State Agriculture Department bans
use of herbicide clopyralid for lawns and turf
Editor’s note: Compost
contamination could very well
happen in North Dakota. Users
and dealers of this product should
advise homeowners and commer-
cial applicators about this concern.

OLYMPIA – The state Department
of Agriculture has banned the use
of the herbicide clopyralid on lawns.
The purpose of the ban, which
takes effect March 1, 2002, is to
keep the long-lasting herbicide from
potentially contaminating compost.
The ban is initially in effect for 120
days. At the end of the four months,
the department plans to make the
ban permanent and will consider
additional restrictions on the use
of the herbicide.

“This ban is meant to keep
clippings from grass that has
been treated with clopyralid
from being sent to municipal and
commercial compost facilities,”
said Cliff Weed, manager of the
Pesticide Compliance Program
for the Department of Agriculture.
“We focused on grass clippings
because they are the major source
of contaminated materials.”

Clopyralid kills broadleaf weeds
such as dandelions, clover and
thistles and has been registered
for use in this state since the

late 1980s. Evidence has been
growing that when clopyralid-
tainted compost is used to enrich
soils, it can harm certain flowers,
such as asters and sunflowers.
Damage also has been found with
vegetables, such as beans, peas
and tomatoes.

Clopyralid is sold for use on turf
by several manufacturers under
a variety of trade names, such as
Confront, Lontrel, Scotts Proturf
Fertilizer Plus Confront, and
Riverdale Millennium Ultra.
Typically, it is applied to lawns by
lawn care companies and used
alone or in combination with a
fertilizer as a “weed and feed”
product.

Because grass clippings are
prevalent in compost production,
clopyralid could be getting into
composts – threatening ornamen-
tals and vegetables. Clopyralid
is also sold for agricultural use
under the trade names Curtail and
Stinger. Straw and manure used in
compost may also be contaminated
with clopyralid.

The new restrictions make
products containing clopyralid
“state restricted use” pesticides
when labeled for use on lawns
and turf, including golf courses.

This means they can be sold
only by licensed dealers and
bought only by licensed pesticide
applicators. Pesticide dealers and
applicators licensed by the Depart-
ment of Agriculture are being
notified of the new restrictions.

Clopyralid products will still be
able to be used on golf courses
if no grass clippings, leaves or
other vegetation are removed from
the site and sent to composting
facilities that provide product to
the public.

“These restrictions are our first step
in resolving compost contamination
issues,” Weed said. “We’ll continue
to work on the issue with our
stakeholders and advisory
committee.” For the past four
months, Weed has led an
advisory committee involving the
agricultural community, consumers
and government regulators.

Information on clopyralid in com-
post is available on the Department
of Agriculture’s Web site at http://
www.wa.gov/agr/clopyralid.htm.

For more information:
Contact:
Cliff Weed  (360) 902-2036
Mike Louisell  (360) 902-1813
FAX  (360) 902-2150
Washington State Department of Agriculture
P.O. Box 42560 Olympia, WA 98504-2560
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Pesticide Applicators Warned About Sprayer
Claims on Pesticide Application Rates
Editor’s note: This has been
a controversial issue in North
Dakota this past year. At the time
of this writing, the North Dakota
Department of Agriculture and
the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency are evaluating changing
this law, but until an official
announcement is made,
the following position is the law.

Agriculture Commissioner Roger
Johnson is warning producers,
commercial applicators, and
dealers to be wary of claims by
sprayer manufacturers regarding
potential savings through pesticide
application rates.

“The label on the pesticide is the
law,” Johnson said. “Anyone who
applies a registered pesticide in a
manner inconsistent with the label
is not only facing the possibility of
enforcement, but also runs the
risk of voiding any performance
warranty on the chemical.”

“If pesticides are applied to crops
at below the legally labeled rate
and the pesticide fails to perform,
it is highly unlikely that the pesticide
manufacturer will stand behind the
product,” Johnson added.

Johnson said some companies
claim that users can save money
on pesticide costs when using
their device by using a higher
concentration of a pesticide in
the spray mix, and consequently
applying less water to the crop.

“These manufacturers’ claims are
clearly unacceptable,” Johnson
said. “Federal law certainly permits
producers to use less pesticide

than the label allows; it does not,
however, allow using higher
concentrations of pesticides.”

Johnson cited a letter from
Jack McGraw, acting Region 8
administrator for the Environmental
Protection Agency, stating:
“the use of a pesticide at higher
concentrations than the one tested
by the registrant during registration
of their product could introduce

additional risks for the users of
the pesticide, the consumers of the
treated crop and the environment.”

Johnson urged any producer,
commercial applicator or dealer
with questions regarding pesticide
application to contact their county
extension agent or the North
Dakota Department of Agriculture
at (800) 242-7535.

2002 Project Safe Send
Collection Sites Announced
North Dakota’s free program for
eliminating unusable pesticides will
be conducted at 16 sites around
the state in July.

“In just 10 years, North Dakota
farmers, ranchers, applicators
and others have used Project Safe
Send to safely get rid of more
than a million pounds of unusable
pesticides,” said Agriculture
Commissioner Roger Johnson.
“With 16 sites, it should be easy
for everyone to participate in this
year’s collection.”

The 2002 collections will be held
from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. local
time on the dates specified.
The collections will be held at
the local State of North Dakota
Department of Transportation shop
facilities unless otherwise noted.

July 8 .............. Bismarck and Selfridge

July 9 .............. Hettinger and Medina

July 10 ........... Dickinson and Ellendale

July 11 ........... Lisbon and Stanley

July 12 ........... Velva and Wahpeton

July 15 ........... Cando

July 16 ........... Grafton and Maddock

July 17 ........... Grand Forks

July 18 ........... Finley

July 19 ........... West Fargo – Cass
County Highway Shop

Johnson said farmers, ranchers
and pesticide applicators should
go through their barns, sheds and
storage areas, looking for unusable
pesticides. Pesticide rinsate will
also be accepted at no charge for
quantities of 200 pounds or less.

Business owners and homeowners
should likewise check their garages
and storage areas. “Almost every-
one has some old weed or bug

continued 
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killer they don’t use anymore,”
he said. “Project Safe Send is a
perfect opportunity to get rid of
the stuff, safely and at no charge.”

Paints, cleaning agents, solvents,
batteries, and fuels are not
accepted. People with large
quantities of unusable pesticides
should call the North Dakota
Department of Agriculture to
pre-register.

If a participant brings in more
than 200 pounds of rinsate,
there will be a $1.00 per pound
charge. Pre-registration from any
participant planning to bring in over
200 pounds of rinsate is preferred
to facilitate billing and handling.

Johnson said he is pleased that
Onyx Environmental of Blaine,
Minn., has again been contracted
to conduct the collections. Project
Safe Send was authorized by the
1991 North Dakota Legislature.
It is principally funded through
the fees paid by pesticide
manufacturers to register
their products in North Dakota.

Last year, 369 Project Safe Send
participants brought in almost 74
tons of unusable pesticides. The
chemicals were repackaged and
shipped out of state for incineration.

For more information, please call
Judy Carlson at (701) 328-4997.

Need help with
pesticide certification or

general pesticide use issues?

Contact:

NDSU Pesticide Training and
Certification Program

Box 5051, Fargo, ND 58105-5051

Tel: 701-231-7180
Fax: 701-231-8474

E-mail: pesticid@ndsuext.nodak.edu
Internet: www.ag.ndsu.nodak.edu/

aginfo/pesticid/pesticid.htm


