
 

 
 
April 16, 2013 
 
OPP Docket 
Environmental Protection Agency Docket Center (EPA/DC) (28221T) 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, DC 20460-0001 
 

RE: EPA-HQ-OPP-2012-0906; FRL-9374-4 
PESTICIDES; DRAFT GUIDANCE FOR PESTICIDE REGISTRANTS OF 
WEB-DISTIBUTED LABELING FOR PESTICIDE PRODUCTS 

 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 
 
The National Pest Management Association – the only national trade group for 
professional pest management companies – appreciates the opportunity to 
provide comments on the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) DRAFT 
Pesticide Registration Notice for Web-Distributed Labeling (WDL) for Pesticide 
Products. 
 
Founded in 1933, NPMA’s 7,000 member companies manage pests, such as 
ants, bed bugs, cockroaches, mosquitoes, spiders, stored products pests, 
stinging insects, rats, mice, termites and other wood destroying pests in 
countless residential, commercial and intuitional settings.  Many of NPMA’s 
member companies use Integrated Pest Management (IPM); incorporating a 
multitude of methods to control pest species including non-chemical methods as 
well as traditional pesticides.  As end-users of traditional pesticide labeling, we 
applaud the Agency for embracing and attempting newer technologies, such as 
Web-Distributed Labeling, to provide the end-user quicker access to label 
changes and updates.   
 
Considerations Specific to the Professional Pest Management Industry: 
 
NPMA would like to see evidence WDL would meet the Agency’s goal of making 
access to specific pesticide product labeling clearer and more user-friendly if 
employed by the professional pest management industry.  An in-depth 
knowledge of product labels is critical to the choices made for each application 
site and pest.  For example, a pest management professional (PMP) might 
conduct an interior treatment for termites and an exterior treatment for ants using 
two very different application methods, but the same product.  To be this 
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versatile, the PMP needs to have access to and understanding of several 
sections of the label, every day.  This need for adaptability is unlike site or pest 
specific agricultural uses (i.e. treating cranberries in Maine) where, we agree, it 
would be helpful to download detailed portions of the label for site specific use 
patterns and rates without examining a lengthy label. 
 
PMPs also differ in that they may employ thousands of applicators making 
applications to multiple pests in more than a single legal jurisdiction.  For 
example, a company headquartered in Northern Virginia is likely to also do 
business in Washington, DC; Maryland and may even work in Delaware and 
West Virginia.  Even a single technician, on a single route, may use a single 
product for multiple pests/sites in multiple jurisdictions. Thus: 
 

1. Hundreds or thousands of employees using dozens of products in each of 
several jurisdictions creates a logistical and management nightmare.  It is 
manageable when using a given product in accordance with the directions 
on the product container, having to have the appropriate WDL for each of 
these iterations is difficult. 

 
2. Due to how the professional pest management industry uses products, in 

our opinion, unless the database provides the ability to query for multiple 
states, multiple sites and multiple pests at one time, and the ability to 
view/print a label reflective of the needed site/pest combinations, the 
professional pest management industry does not have a pressing need for 
WDL – except in two cases. Web-distributed labeling could provide 
quicker access to label changes/additions (such as the recent updates for 
overwintering pest treatments) and immediate access to specific 
approvals under FIFRA Section 18 and 24c.   

 
3. While NPMA does not believe EPA currently intends to invalidate the on-

container label with Web-Distributed Labeling, NPMA would like to point 
out; it should always be permissible to use a product in a manner 
consistent with the label affixed at purchase.  For example, if a pest 
management professional bought a product and one of the uses was 
subsequently changed, mitigated or omitted, the professional must be able 
to continue to use the product according to the label attached at purchase. 

 
Although a fully implemented WDL program could provide quicker updates, as 
we understand the DRAFT PR Notice, this option might not be available if the 
registrant did not maintain an existing/approved Unique WDL Identifier (ID) on 
each product (and labeling on the web).  Without an already existing Unique 
WDLID there is no method for products currently in the marketplace (without a 
Unique WDLID) to reference the end-user to the updated language on a website.   
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NPMA, in response to Section IX of the Draft PR Notice, Specific Areas for 
Comment provides the following in response to question D and G (also noted as 
question “iv” and “vii,” respectively, in the Federal Register.) While we do not 
think the released for shipment date and Unique ID necessitate a standard 
location, it would be helpful if the info was denoted by a box or by other common 
method of notation.  If used, we feel the identifier should be on the container or 
on the portion of the label permanently affixed to the container.   
 
Considerations for All Stakeholders: 
 
Finally, as mentioned above, several of our member companies provide services 
throughout the U.S. and many more operate in multiple states. NPMA is highly 
concerned State Lead Agencies could attempt to use WDL to institute “state 
specific” label language.  To address this point, we echo RISE’s comments on 
the need for the EPA to clarify FIFRA primacy throughout the final WDL guidance 
document.  In addition, we would ask the Agency to not move forward with WDL 
until agreement is reached with all State Lead Agencies regarding approval and 
enforcement of Web-Distributed Labeling.  NPMA also agrees with RISE’s 
comments on liability issues, especially when a container and WDL labels give 
conflicting information.   
 
 
Conclusions: 
 
NPMA continues to support EPA in their efforts to meet the Agency’s goal of 
making access to specific pesticide product labeling clearer and more user- 
friendly. The professional pest control industry hopes the Agency will continue to 
partner with us and other stakeholders, especially State Lead Agencies, to keep 
the path to WDL open, transparent and will provide benefits to all professional 
end-users, not just agriculture. Most importantly, NPMA hopes the Agency will 
consider NPMA’s assertion, for WDL to be viable to the professional pest 
management industry, databases must allow multiple sites, multiple states and 
multiple pest information to be gleaned and compiled from a larger label. 
 
Sincere regards,  
 

 
Marcia Trostle Duke, Ph.D. 
Director of Regulatory Affairs 
National Pest Management Association 


