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SUBJECT: REVIEW OF BIRD SHIELD’S USE ON WILD RICE, TRACKING NO. 

205016 
 
Under review for insignificant exposure is a proposed or otherwise mock-up label for the bird 
repellent product Bird Shield’s use on wild rice (Tracking ID No. 205016).  This mock-up label 
was received by the Pesticide Registration Branch on February 6, 2004.  Bird Shield (U.S. EPA 
Reg. No. 66550-1) is a liquid concentrate distributed by Bird Shield Repellent Company 
(BSRC).  The product contains 26.4% (by weight) of methyl anthranilate as the active ingredient 
(AI), and is currently available in net contents of one U.S. gallon. 
 
This review concludes that the proposed labeling, as written for wild rice, is inadequate to ensure 
a use scenario free of significant exposure potential.  Below are the recommended label 
restrictions that would resolve Worker Health and Safety Branch concerns regarding exposure to 
applicators, mixer/loaders, and the public.  Also provided is the rationale for these proposed label 
restrictions. 
 

Application Method 
1. This product shall only be applied by air. 
 
Application Rate/Frequency 
2a. One (1) pint product/acre and no less than a 5-day reapplication interval; OR 
 
2b. Two (2) quarts product/acre and no more than twice per growing season. 
 
Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) and Clothing Requirements 
3a. Pesticide handlers (e.g., mixer/loaders, applicators) must wear coveralls over work 

clothing (i.e., over long-sleeved shirt, long pants), chemical-resistant footwear, 
protective eyewear, and chemical-resistant gloves for use of the product. 

3b. Persons occupying an enclosed cockpit may substitute work clothing for labeling-
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specified PPE (e.g., coveralls, gloves). 
 
Use Restrictions 
4. Mixer/loaders must handle no more than 50 gallons of the concentrate product per 

day. 
 
Restricted Entry Interval (REI) 
5.  REI:  24 hours. 
 
Application Restriction 
6.  No application shall be made within 30 days of harvest. 
  

Below is the rationale for the label restrictions proposed above, starting with a brief account of 
the product’s registration history in California as the basis for argument.  In essence, a master 
label for Bird Shield was previously registered in California for blueberries, cherries, corn, table 
grapes, sunflowers, turf, non-fishbearing bodies of water, and structures (primarily bird nests).  
That master label was received and accepted by the Pesticide Registration Branch on  
December 5, 2001, after its earlier drafts had undergone the required reviews for insignificant 
exposure pertaining to the various uses involved (Dong, 1999a, 1999b, 2001).  That master label 
has not been actively registered in California, however, since December 31, 2002. 
 
That 2001 master label included sections on Agricultural Use Requirements, Non-Agricultural 
Use Requirements, and Use Restrictions, which according to the Code of Federal Regulations 
(40 CFR 170.103 and 40 CFR 170.203) are not required for vertebrate pest control products.  
This time for wild rice, as reflected in the mock-up label, the distributor BSRC opted to exclude 
these three sections and to give a shorter version of the precautionary statements.  At this point as 
limited by the purview of this review, it is not clear if the mock-up labeling is considered 
adequate for a vertebrate pest control product, aside from the issue of insignificant exposure. 
 
Insofar as occupational exposure is concerned, the now inactive master label specifies explicitly 
that ground mixer/loaders must wear coveralls over normal work clothes and must not prepare 
spray solutions with more than 50 gallons of the concentrate per day.  For aerial mixer/loaders, 
the above clothing and usage restrictions were implicit, rather than explicit, due to the way the 
specifications were provided on the master label. 
 
Yet as clearly explained in an earlier review (Dong, 1999a), it is necessary to restrict workers 
from handling more than 50 gallons of the concentrate per day, even for aerial application to 
wild rice for which the maximum label rate (0.28 lb AI/acre) is 4 or more times less than that for 
ground (≥ 1.15 lb AI/acre). 
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The argument here is that in recent years there have been more than 8,000 acres of wild rice 
grown in California annually.  Therefore, each day's aerial operation (vs. application) potentially 
can involve more than 400 acres of wild rice (since potentially more than one grower or one field 
in the vicinity could be served physically by the same aerial crew on the same day, not to say that 
in California some wild rice fields each could be more than 400 acres in size). 
 
The proposed maximum label rate is 1 pint of product (or 0.28 lb AI) per acre of wild rice.  Thus, 
unless there is a usage restriction in place, potentially more than 400 pints (i.e., 50 gallons) of 
product could be handled by an aerial mixer/loader crew on a given day.  This point was made 
clear in a recent chronology review for Bird Shield (Dong, 2004).  [Note that aerial applicators 
may substitute work clothing for labeling-specified PPE.] 
 
Meantime, this review also has a concern with the potential dietary exposure involved, even 
though here its main task is presumably to consider occupational exposure only.  Contrary to 
general belief, wild rice is not the type of regular or white rice that the public is familiar with.  It 
is a different type of grass that grows a long stalk (up to 10 feet) and thrives in deep water.  But 
more importantly, wild rice has been the native Americans' staple food for decades. 
 
Although in California today, more than 99% of the wild rice is mechanically farmed and 
harvested using modern methods, this does not mean that some native Americans or certain 
culture groups are not potential consumers of the treated wild rice available in the open market.  
By staple food, it means that people would rely on it on a regular basis, if not every single day, 
much like consuming bread and potatoes in their meals.  In short, even though it is unlikely that 
people would eat (treated-) cherries or grapes regularly, this might not be the case with wild rice. 
 
The above argument of course does not mean that the dietary exposure involved is necessarily 
significant.  It only means that some mechanism, process, or experimental data should be 
provided to ensure that the residues of methyl anthranilate in or on the treated wild rice in the 
market are below a level amounting to the natural occurrence level determined earlier  
(Dong, 1999a).  In late 2002, the requirement of a residue tolerance was exempt for methyl 
anthranilate in or on all food commodities, provided that the use is in accordance with good 
agricultural practices (40 CFR 180.1143).  However, it is not clear if the use on staple food, such 
as regular or wild rice, was duly addressed at the time the exemption was being considered.  The 
issue should be addressed or processed through the assessment system.  For example, if wild rice 
is no longer considered a staple food for any subpopulation in California, then let this fact be so 
addressed and documented, perhaps more appropriately elsewhere such as by staff of the 
Medical Toxicology Branch.  They too should be in a better position to affirm that such a 
tolerance exemption always takes into account the use on all commodities consumed as staple 
food.  However, in the absence of such an affirmation or some residue data, this review simply 
cannot make an insignificant exposure assumption for this part on dietary intake. 
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According to the proposed label, wild rice can be treated as many as 6 times before harvest, with 
a reapplication interval and a PHI each of 5 days.  Again, as pointed out in the chronology 
review (Dong, 2004), the hulls to which the bird repellent is applied may not be mechanically 
removed completely to 100%.  Contamination may occur during the removal or milling process. 
There is indication that now the majority of paddy wild rice grown in Northern California is 
shipped back to the Midwest.  And wild rice is (still) a staple food to some, if not all of the 
Anishinaaabeg people, a Native American tribe residing primarily in Minnesota. 
 
Note that this review is concerned much more with dietary exposure for native Americans and 
other regular wild rice consumers, than with the part of occupational exposure from farming and 
harvesting the less than 1% of wild rice in California that may still rely on hand methods.  For 
this very small percentage of farmers and harvesters, it is unlikely that their wild rice would be 
treated with the bird repellent, especially when the acres involved in each field are so few (to 
make aerial spray impractical) and when their cultural belief is known not to have their food 
intentionally treated with pesticides.  Nonetheless, as a fair extra precaution, the label should 
include a REI of 24 hours for the reentry of non-harvester workers, such as those checking for 
treatment efficacy.  [Note that although here much of the efficacy check can be performed by 
visual examination with very little dermal contact, residue fallout and drift of droplets from 
aerial sprays usually occur most frequently during the first 12 to 24 hours.] 
 
References 
Dong MH, 1999a.  Review Document:  Dislodgeable Foliar Residues (for Bird Shield Repellent 

Concentrate).  HSM-99024.  Worker Health and Safety Branch, Cal/EPA Department of 
Pesticide Regulation, dated May 19. 

 
Dong MH, 1999b.  Assumptions for and Estimation of Human and Worker Exposures to Methyl 

Anthranilate (Bird Shield).  HSM-99025.  Worker Health and Safety Branch, Cal/EPA 
Department of Pesticide Regulation, dated August 18. 

 
Dong MH, 2001.  Review of Label Amendment for Section 3 Registration of Bird Shield Bird 

Repellent Used on Additional Crops.  HSM-01025.  Worker Health and Safety Branch, 
Cal/EPA Department of Pesticide Regulation, dated November 20. 

 
Dong MH, 2004.  A Chronology of the Amendments Proposed for the Bird Shield Label, 

TRACKING NO. 192565.  HSM-03013.  Worker Health and Safety Branch, Cal/EPA 
Department of Pesticide Regulation, dated December 17. 

 
 
Attachment:  (mock-up label for wild rice) 








	Application Method
	Application Rate/Frequency
	Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) and Clothing Requirements

	References



