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“Those who fail to learn from history are doomed to repeat it.” 
-   Sir Winston Churchill 



Inert Ingredients in Pesticides –  
Concerns are not new…. 

The Secret Hazards of Pesticides: Inert 
Ingredients 
 
Michael H. Surgan, Office of Public 
Information, New York State Department 
of Law, 1994 - 14 pages 
 



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

Initiated in 1996, in response to EPA Administrator 
Carol Browner’s frustration with retail labels 
 
The CLI Goals were:  

•  Foster Pollution Prevention 

•  Empower Consumer Choice 

•  Improve Consumer Understanding of 

–  Safe Use 

–  Environmental and Health Information 



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

Consumer Research - Qualitative (Phase I) 
•  Key Findings 

•  Primary Information Consumers Look for: 
•  What does it do 

•  What pests does it kill 
•  How long will it last 

•  How is it used 
•  Where (and where not) to use product 
•  When to use 
•  How soon can treated area be reentered 



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

●  Phase II Quantitative Research -  Nearly 3000 consumers 
were asked to: 

•  indicate what information on labels is most important 
and what they want to be able to find easily 

•  indicate where they expect to find information 

•  indicate their attitudes based on label statements 



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

 Information of most importance to consumers: 
• Directions on how to use the product 
• Description of what the product does 
•  Precautions and information on personal or children’s 

health effects (except cleaners) 
• Where the product should not be used 
•  Information on what to do in an emergency or in case 

of an accident 
•  Brand Name (Cleaners) 



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

Information considered least important:  
• Positive environmental claims (e.g. “No CFC’s”)     

• Manufacturer 
• Ingredients  
• Disposal Information  
• Storage Information  
• Phone Number for Information 



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

Ingredients  - Reasons why never read 
• Do not understand (33%) 
• Do not need to know (32%) 
• Just do not (22%) 
• Print too small (6%) 
• Already know (3%) 
• Do not have time (3%) 



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

Ingredients 
• Less than half look for ingredients 
• If read, usually for comparison shopping 
• Consumers do like to have ingredient 

information even if they don’t totally 
understand it 

• Preference was for generic description of inert 
ingredients with their purpose in the product 

• Most consumers did not opt for full disclosure 
when given a choice of options  



EPA’s Consumer Label Initiative 1996-1999 

Special Interest Area in Research:  
Inert Ingredients – Consumers preferred: 
Generic description or category with 
purpose: 
 
**Other ingredients include: Purified water, glycerin (to help keep from 
freezing), organic solvent (less than 0.1%,  to dissolve the active 
ingredient for mixing)  surfactants (to keep the active ingredient 
dispersed in water) and  preservative. 
 



EPA’s Current Policies on Ingredient Disclosure 

EPA’s Current Policy on Inert Ingredient Label Disclosures 
(LRM Chapter 5) – Based on CLI Findings 

●  Inert ingredients are not required to be identified individually in the 
ingredient statement except when EPA determines that such inert ingredient 
may pose a hazard to man or the environment. 

 
●  If a registrant wants to list a particular inert ingredient in the ingredient 

statement, the registrant should list all inert ingredients directly below the 
ingredient statement in descending order by weight. A partial listing on the 
label could be misleading.  

 
●  Registrants are encouraged to disclose on the label the inert/other 

ingredients in  by chemical name or functional category with a brief 
explanatory definition. For example: 

»  Other Ingredients 92.8%: monochlorobenzene, glycerin, 8-hydroxyquinoline sulfate and 
dimethylpolysiloxane  OR: 

»  Other Ingredients 92.8% Diluent, emulsifier, defoamer, preservatives and stabilizer 

 



PPDC Inert  Disclosure Stakeholders  Workgroup 
2000-2002 

•  Formed in 1999 under the auspices of the Pesticide Program Dialogue 
Committee (PPDC) 

•  Proposed objectives 
•  What type of information on ingredients is needed? Different groups  may 

want/need information for different reasons.   
•   Consumers (public)  
•   Consumers with special concerns 
•   Employers 
•   Physicians 
•   Poison Control Centers 

•  What type of information on ingredients is most useful to each group for 
its needs? 

•  What are the ways of most effectively providing that information (labels 
being only one possibility)? 

•  How can the information be provided in such a way that it addresses  
needs while the still protecting the proprietary or confidential aspects. 



PPDC Inert  Disclosure Stakeholders  Workgroup 
2000-2002 

•  Key Issues at that time for Industry 
•  Most consumers did not seem particularly interested in 

ingredients, especially not chemical name 

•  Label space was limited, marketers wanted to use it for 
information most important to consumers’ choices and 
satisfaction in use 

•  As product development costs escalated, intellectual 
property concerns were increasingly important 



PPDC Inert  Disclosure Stakeholders  Workgroup 
2000-2002 

●  Workgroup met numerous times and outlined many issues, 
but could not come to consensus on proposal to  PPDC and 
EPA. 

 
●  Proposals submitted by two factions: 

§  NGO/AG Proposal for full disclosure on labels of ingredient 
information 

§  Industry proposal for “Non-Confidential Statement of Formula” 
submitted in registration package along with CSF, which could be 
made publically available and provided formulation information 
without disclosing trade secret information 

 
●  Neither proposal endorsed by PPDC or adopted by EPA 



EPA Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - 2009 

●  Petition filed in 2006 by a group of NGO’s and another 
similar petition filed by group of 15 State Attorneys 
General 

●  Listed specific hazardous inert ingredients they believed 
needed to be disclosed on labels 

●  EPA responded to petition by issuing an Advance Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking to consider disclosure of designated 
inert ingredients 

●  Over 400 comments submitted, as well as a number of  
“mass mailing” campaigns 

●  Some states submitted comments, but generally not from 
SLA’s  - Water Quality, Environment, Health 



EPA Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - 2009 

●  Environmental and health related groups supported 
rulemaking but in general terms – just “need to know” 

●  States that were signatories to petition supported  
rulemaking on basis of their petition 

 
●  Industry generally opposed rulemaking on the basis of a 

lack of clear market defect needed to support rulemaking 
and FIFRA Sec. 10 supported CBI claims 

 
●  North Carolina Department of Agriculture did submit 

comments, asked the Agency to approach with caution 
 



That was then… 

… so what about now? 
 
What are the recent actions to consider? 
 
What has changed? 
 
What do States need to consider? 


