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EPA Update  
Workgroup recommendat ions  put  in to  act ion  
 
Current  Workgroup Focus Areas:   

Labeling, Best Management Practices (BMPs), 
Communication and Education/Training and Enforcement 

 
Planning Future  Act iv i ty for  the  Workgroup 
fo l low ing PPDC input  

Rick and Don 

PPDC Workgroup on Pollinator 
Protection 

 



EPA Update  
Workgroup recommendat ions  put  in to  act ion  

LABELING 
 
PPDC recommended labe ls  be  harmonized and 
protect ive  language be  c learer.  

EPA strengthened neonicotinoid labeling language to address acute 
toxicity to bees. 

More restrictive language retained while pollinator protection box and 
additional directions for use added. 
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EPA Repor t  Out /Update  
Workgroup recommendat ions  put  in to  act ion  

LABELING 
 
PPDC recommended that RT25 (time required to reduce residual 
toxicity to 25% of the test organisms) data may be a useful tool to 
potentially mitigate exposure. 

EPA has compiled all existing residual toxicity data submitted to 
the Agency in a database  
EPA intends to make this data available on its website in time for 
the 2014 growing season. 
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EPA Repor t  Out /Update  
Workgroup recommendat ions  put  in to  act ion  

BMPs 
 
PPDC recommended more research on BMPs and a 
centralized location on the web for existing BMPs. 

EPA and USDA with the IPM Centers are developing 
a Pollinator-Crop Production BMP website. 
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EPA Repor t  Out /Update  
Workgroup recommendat ions  put  in to  act ion  

COMMUNICATION/EDUCATION 
 
Co mp i l i n g  p o l l i n a t o r  aw aren ess  ap p l i ca t o r  t ra i n i n g   

mo d u l es  an d  mat e r i a l s   
T h i s  su b g ro u p  an d  t h e  BM P su b g ro u p  h ave  j o i n ed  

f o rces  an d  su cceed ed  i n  mak i n g  BM P s  ava i l ab l e  t o  t h e  
p u b l i c  t h ro u g h  var i o u s  w eb s i t es  
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EPA Repor t  Out /Update  
Workgroup recommendat ions  put  in to  act ion  

ENFORCEMENT 
 
PPDC recommended more uniformed and transparent 
bee kill investigations 

EPA Region 5 developed bee kill investigation 
guidance working collaboratively with EPA HQ, states 
and beekeepers. 

 
 

 
Rick and Don 

PPDC Workgroup on Pollinator 
Protection 

 



Workgroup Repor t  Out /Update  
Workgroup Recommendat ions  

 
LABELING 

BMPS+COMMUNICATION/EDUCATION 
ENFORCEMENT 

 
 

 
 

 David Epstein-Labeling SG; Rich Bireley-BMP SG 

PPDC Workgroup on Pollinator 
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Labeling Subgroup 

David Epstein-CoLead of subgroup 

Work group has been addressing label language first proposed in 
a 2000 draft PRN :   
 
 

“This product is toxic to bees exposed to treatment and for x 
hours following treatment.  Do not apply this pesticide to 
blooming, pollen-shedding or nectar-producing parts of the 
plants if bees may forage on the plants during this time period”. 
 
 



What is “Bloom”? 
• Beekeepers:  Anytime a flower is open to bees for pollen and nectar.  

• Geography, topography, weather affect bloom timing – bloom times for the 
same crop can vary between regions within a state. 

• In CA Citrus, defined as 10% -90% of orchard in bloom; determined by 
stakeholders including growers, beekeepers, pesticide applicators and the CAC 
in the citrus district of where the groves are located 

• Concerns: 

• Crops with different cultivars planted together or in close proximity that 
bloom at different times 

• Weed bloom 

• Extended Bloom: tomatoes, cucurbits, etc. 

• Extra-floral nectaries – NOT a flower; require different language on a 
pesticide label – cotton has season-long “nectar-producing parts of plants” 

• Beekeepers: Pesticide notification rarely results in bee hive movement - is a 
means of opening the line of communication between the beekeeper and 
pesticide applicator  

• Growers: want balanced approach that enables the producer to protect his 
crop/economic livelihood, while not creating undo stress on managed bees 

• SLA’S: a label needs a stated, specific time period to be enforceable 



Issues that Need to be Addressed for Using “Bloom” as a Reference 
on a Pesticide Label 

 
1) Any prohibition time (time before bloom during which a product cannot 

be used) must be based on a robust risk assessment for an active 
ingredient. 

2)Need additional discussions regarding crops (e.g., cotton, tomato) that 
have nectar-producing parts, pollen shedding, or are indeterminate 
bloomers 

3)Need broader discussions with SLA’s regarding the enforceability of using 
“bloom” in label language 

4)Need to further discuss looking at the CA Citrus program as a model for 
other crops, i.e.,  mechanisms and processes that would allow for 
authoritative, local level implementation of the term “bloom” 

• Allows flexibility - specific to a commodity for a specific region 
• This type of flexibility does not seem possible at the level of the  federal 

label  
• Currently no state program which ensures that managed bees will not 

be present in any treatment area 
 

Proposal to PPDC is  that use of “bloom” on a pesticide label may work, 
however the Labeling Subgroup needs to address several issues related to 
the use of the term “bloom” in order to preserve  local flexibility while 
providing enforceable protection for pollinators.  

 



 
 

Certification/Education/Training 
Group 

Identified the need for central location 
for information to protect bees. 
BMP’s are central component of 
communications to protect bees. 
 

The Pesticide Environmental Stewardship 
Website(http://pesticidestewardship.org): 

Covers 17 stewardship topics 
Compiled by Pesticide Safety 
Educators 
Target audience: users, dealers, 
educators, homeowners 
eXtension Community of Practice 

Training/Education Subgroup 

Wayne Buhler, co-lead of the subgroup 

http://pesticidestewardship.org/


Certification/Education/Training 
 
 
Looking toward working on the NAPPC 
Training Module 
 
 
A training module for: 

Certified Pesticide Applicators, 
Crop Advisors 
Agricultural Producers 

Training/Education Subgroup 



Workgroup Future  
Next  s teps  

 
Other  Advice  to  the  Agency? 

Additional Label Terms 
Better data sharing with states on incident reporting 

PPDC Recommendat ions  for  the  Workgroup  
Cont inue  w i th  the  Exchange or  Refocus? 

Standing monthly call/webinar for stakeholder idea exchange? 
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Workgroup Future  
 

More  d iscuss ion  needed  on :  
 The term “Bloom” and options for enforceable label 
language defining bloom 
Language to accompany the web-posting of the RT25 
data to help users characterize, interpret and use the 
RT25 data.  
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Images from the New EPA Pollinator Website  
(in development/coming soon) 

Pollinator Health Concerns 

Protecting Pollinator Health 

Report Bee Kills  

Working with Our Partners 

Pollinator Science 



Additional Slides 

Optional Slides Follow:  

Workgroup Accomplishments 

Example of one possible way to present RT25 data 

December 2012 PPDC Charge to Workgroup 

Additional Information 

 

 



Pollinator Protection Work Group  
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Accomplishments of the Labeling Subgroup 
 

“Foraging” vs. “Visiting” 
 Currently, EPA labels interchange the terms “foraging” and “visiting” 

 Workgroup recommends to the PPDC that the term “foraging” be used on all 
labels (remove ‘visiting’). 

 Workgroup believes that the term “foraging” more accurately describes the 
activity of the bee in or around a food source or a treatment area. 

 

RT25  
 Reached consensus on the potential for the RT25 data in developing BMP 

 Also agreed about the limitations of the RT25 data 

 

 

 



Pollinator Protection Work Group 
Labeling  

Chemical Formulation / 
Product Name 

Application 
Rate 

Crop RT Value 
(hours) 

Test Species Taxanomic 
Group 

Active 
Ingredient 

Product Name 0.5 lb./A Alfalfa 16 Honey bee Apis mellifera 

Active 
Ingredient 

Product Name o.5 lb./A Alfalfa 19 Alkali bee Nomia 
melanderi 

RT25 Data 
Available only for some pesticides 
Important Limitations 

 
 



Pollinator Protection Work Group  
Labeling 

 

 Going  forward, risk assessment and risk management will be based on a more 
comprehensive risk assessment process that serves to strengthen the 
underlying science.  Reducing risk can include a range actions including clear 
enforceable language, use of BMPs, including risk communication. 
 

 The workgroup acknowledges that not all labels can be “fixed” at once, 
providing guidance on the meaning of terms, or intent of terms on existing 
labels would help the stakeholder community. 
 Visiting = foraging 
 Use of the terms “foraging” vs. “actively foraging” are trigger terms that data 

is available to characterize the potential residual toxicity of a product 
 BMP’s, including the availability of an RT25 data base should be part of an 

effort to clarify existing labels and reducing risk to pollinators. 
 

 AAPCO and SFIREG should be included in any effort to draft guidance on 
terms for existing labels.  
 



Pollinator Protection Work Group 
BMP and Communication  

 November 2012 PPDC Charge:  
 Determine an appropriate website, and begin to collate 

available BMP information, including RT25 data, to populate a 
website. 

  Work with USDA to determine a point of contact for BMPs 
 

 Pollinator Protection Module of the Pesticide Stewardship.org  website was 
created to capture and disseminate information and education material for 
applicators and growers while serving as a resource for trainers.  It can be 
considered as a work in progress, and can be suited to also serve as a source of 
BMP’s for pollinators. 

 EPA and USDA have begun to discuss centralizing pollinator BMPs on USDA 
websites, e.g., IPM Center websites. 

 A USDA BMP Portal needs to be linked to State’s Agricultural Extension 
Agents. 

 
 
 



Pollinator Protection Work Group 
Enforcement  

 On May 29, EPA (OECA) made available its Guidance for Bee Kill 
Investigation. 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/monitoring/fifra/
bee-inspection-guide.pdf 

 Enforcement Subgroup has provided OPP with comments on the 
Investigation Guidance and on the “How to Report an Incident” 
document.  

 As a follow-up to the Investigation Guidance, Region 5 will rely on 
SFIREG and AAPCO for information on how to investigate an incident.  

 

 

 

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/monitoring/fifra/bee-inspection-guide.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/monitoring/fifra/bee-inspection-guide.pdf
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