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Intraduction

The Almond Boam of California (ABC) has submitted a response, dated 2/1/88, to the
11/3/87 W. Hazel review of their protocol to study residues resulting from the
postharvest commodity fumigation of almords with methyl bromide (MeBr). The ABC
comments/questions will be paraphrased amd an RCB respomse provided. The rumerical
designations correspord with those used in the 11/3/87 review.

Specific Considerations

Item 2(i). ABC Comment. It is out of the scope of the current wok, origimally
umdertdken as a research project, to perform postharvest commodity fumigation of
almomls grown in MeBr-treated soil. Typically, 5 years elapse between soil
fumigation amd the first commercial harvest. Preston Hartsell (USDA, ARS, Fresmo,
CA) has stated that inorganic Br (iBr) is typically monletectable (detection limit
not provided) armd always <5 ppm in almords not fumigated postharvest.

RCB Response. As stated in the August, 1986 Registration Stamlam (R.S.) Guidance
Document, almords must be grown in MeBr-fumigated soil prior to postharvest
fumigation to reflect the two sources of iBr. RCB i well aware of the interval
between planting anl the first harvest. The ABC is*remimled that they may simply
fumigate stored almomls grown in soil certified /documented as having been fumigated
preplant with MeBr 5 years earlier at 870 1b ai/A (2 1b ai/tree site).
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Item 2(ii). ABC Comment. Because chamber fumigation is the inlustry-wide stamlard,
it should be the only method tested, rather than testing several methods (such as
vacuum, boxcar, aml tarpaulin). Further the IBDA/ARS [noncommercial] fiberglass
chambers can be used to generate worst case residue data. Fumigation in boxcars,
vans, or trailers is outdated aml ireffective. Vacuum fumigation is not a "Stap-
dard" almord irdustry practice aml no schedules have been established for this
method. Tarpaulin fumigation is out of the scope of this wotkk aml past experience
inlicates that residues will be no higher than those resulting from fiberglass
chamber treatment.

RCB Response. The Methyl Bromide Irmdustry Pamel (MBIP), with which the ABC should
coordinate the subject data gereration, has been informed that bridging studies

may be comucted to detemmime which fumigation method results in the highest resi-
dues of the parent compourd. The R.S. specifies commercial equipment. If the
almord imdustry uses only chambers for fumigation, then the ABC must coordinate with
MBIP to restrict use to this type of equipment unless data are presented for each
method or bridging data are provided to demonstrate that a chamber results in worst
case residues; this is particularly true in the case of vacuum chamber fumigation.
The comparative study must include the moncommercial fiberglass chamber to detemmire
if it is a suitable substitute for other fumigation equipment. It is possible that,
in the future, vacuum chambers may predominate the imlustry. For this reason, we
mst now have residue data to represent this use or prohibit this type of use via
label restrictions.

Item 2(iii). ABC Comment. In respomse to the RCB statement that multiple treatments
should be comlucted if used commercially, ABC has incorporated treatments whereby
in-shell amd shelled almords are to be fumigated three times at 50 F anl 80 F.

RCB Response. This appears to satlsfy our requlrements as long as the ABC can
document that three treatments is typically the maximum rumber amd that 50 F amd/or
80 F is both a typical fumigation temperature aml the worst-case situation in terms
of temperature.

Item 2(iv). ABC Comment. The protocol will incorporate analyses before, as well as
after, postharvest treatment as required in the R.S. amd restated in the 11/3/87
W. Hazel review.

RCB Respomnse. This satisfies our requirement 2(iv).

Item 2(v). ABC Comment. Amalyses for iBr have been incorporated into the protocol
in response to the R.S. aml the 11/3/87 wemo.

RCB Respomse. This satisfies requirement 2(v).

Item 2(vi). ABC Comment. There is no meed to incorporate almomd hull anélyses into
. the protocol because MeBr is not registered for in-hull fumigation of almonis.

RCB Response. Pemnling Registration Division concurrence on this issue, ABC has
satisfied RCB requirement 2(vi). Note that the Product Manager may deem it
necessary to restrict use to hulled almords in onler to preclude this apparently
unregistered use for which we have no supporting data.

Item 2. ABC Comment. The ABC does mot know what the Residue Chemistry Chapter of
the R.S. is. Therefore, the ABC cannot forwamd a copy to their contractor.
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RCB Response. The ABC should request that the MBIP semd them a copy of the Residue
Chemistry Chapter for Methyl Bromide which presents a discussion of the available
residue data. If MBIP does mot have a copy for forwamding, please request one from:

Freedom of Information Office (A-101)
Emviromental Protection Agency

401 M St, SW

Washington, D.C. 20460

Item 3. ABC Comment. In response to RCB's requirement that the almond variety
selected for testing be the one with the highest oil content, ABC claims that there
are no significant differences betwen cvs. in termms of oil content. Nomnpareil
almords were chosen because they represent ca. 60% of the production. In-shell ard
shelled almomds will both be included (in respomse to an RCB imuiry).

RCB Response. 1f the ABC can support this statement with data, RCB will accept
Nompareil almonls as the test cv. The ABC has satisfied the portion of requirement
3 pertaining to in-shell ard shelled almords.

Item 4. Refer to Item 2(ii) for a discussion of the utility of a noncommercial
fiberglass fumigation chamber.

Item 5. ABC Comment. In respomse to RCB's requirement that the residue trials be at
the maximun rate anl represent actual commercial fumigation events, ABC replies
that, as noted urder 2(ii), use of [noncommercial] fiberglass chambers is repre-
sentative of commercial chamber type, MeBr introduction method, temperature,
humidity, air circulation, mt padkaging, percent of fumigation chamber capacity
typically filled, amd the duration of fumigation amd aeration. ABC states that
their protocol includes comlitions that will lead to the highest residues.

RCB Response. ABC, in conjunction with MBIP, must demonstrate by comparative
studies that the flberglass chamber represents commercial chambers aml the worst-
case situation., Detailed discussion must show the similarity between the protocol
ard commercial practice for each of the variables listed above.

Item 6. ABC Comment. In response to RCB's statement that many aspects of the protocol
are research oriented amd do not represent the worst-case situation, ABC states that
the testing was initiated as research but that it incorporates many features that
should essentially satisfy EPA's data requirements, particularly those relating to
worst-case scenarios.

RCB Response. As originally written, marny deficiencies existed in the protocol
(see 11/3/87 W. Hazel review). The use on almomis aml the tolerances for iBr and
MeBr per se must be fully supported, not merely essentially supported. Refer to
Items%i"ﬁ amd 5 for further discussion.

Item 7. ABC Comment. In respomse to the RCB requirement that an aeration interval
be proposed aml that aeration contimue until MeBr per se is nonletectable, the ABC
replied that the protocol will incorporate aeration until MeBr per se is nometect-
able.

RCB Response. The ABC reply satisfies the extemled sampling issue. However, the
ABC ard MBIP must cooperate to propose an aeration interval to appear on product
labels.




b

Item 8, ABC Comment. In response to the RCB requirement that raw data, representative
chromatograms, aml calibration curves be submitted in aldition to calaulatiouns of
mean values aml their stamlam deviations, the ABC has agreed to incorporate the
submission of these raw data in their protocol.

RCB Response. This satisfies RCB requirement 8.
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