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MATERIALS AND METHODS BAY/158

Test msects
Species: Apis mellifera honey bee sterile fer&gles
(workers). O Q
N} O
Supplier:
Co
&Q’&
Date supphed: (}OQ
X5
O
R ' 3 O
The bees were dosed within 3 - 4 hours of removaé &@%e&ﬁ\re\o @(» 0&\0 &Q/ 6O(, $Q
Q
& & ‘OQ’C) \6 & &P S
0 ¢ o O O o .0 AR
NEECARE R & N 5
Test substance QO’ & \§° N > o .@Q’ \{oq’. N
- " W ¥ & W 5" N O
P\ O > & O O .«
N QTN O . A\
Q& & & . RN FRIIAEN
Name: & b@\ é{é Qé\ @.33893 technical an\t{ﬁﬂf:Q nga, ;&\o‘\ 6&
W) > O (@ QO & <O
. S 0@.@ v P ISR RO
Chemical name: NIRRT 1-[(6-ch10ro-3-py|1@%l Hmethyl ]+ 870
NI ORI P . ), xQ AL O
N V@ @ @ dinydro-N-nitro<d Heigftidazol- |
5 . d O\ 0
\
X

Negative con&%ﬁ;&\(\q’ &% &’ DMF without test substance.

Positivecontrol: W . Not included 1n this study.
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Test procedure
Containers: . Cylindrical wire mesh cages 11.5 cm long x
4.0 cm in diameter.
Loading: 10 bees per cage. \900’. 2\
& ®
\ \
Dose range-finding test: For each application \so?lte S log@lthmmally
spaced doses from O@I\ o' 100 R&ee using 2
groups of 10 @es G eacg’a&c@fé and 2
untreated contml(@ou;&? were t@ﬁedQ‘Q
S 5‘25 N
Final test: The ranggg'm@\g tcs@ %h&wm that the ora]
LDy, . N\Q@N 930%35 less than 0.1 u |
e}}a d. 3
an% e\\’*conﬁcgo Dy was about 0.1 %Poee 0
X
Final c}%é(\ Qécel@?auons of 0.0015, @% 0031, @@Q
QS@% Q&S dnd 0.025 pg/bee fqo the”" oral (,0 $Q
Ao‘\ aQeP 0025, 0.05, 0.10, 0@@ @:1 040,
&0 Y 4 c@?act route were uscéxo @v
OQO) @C& @Q%f é}% @gcs were dosed with O‘lbac& @ﬁ(:egﬁ’alg)@h
0\""& @ N @LidQ\the control u'eaune%p f
@0 Q/{\Q NN qgﬁtact tests. g\& \\
& (\b S & QY N &
¢ L. O . AR SO
Temperature: \&0 $00 0?\ \0@\ O 25°CE1°C. Qb & +Q\
° Q > QA <O\
Y\ Q2 QO Q A XY\
SN SERANGER O \} Q§ 50 XS
CJ
Lighting: " & &@o. AN The fests ,were.Oconduc q@  darkness except
0&6 & & .&0’0 Q}\«’ for essengaql p\g&&@ﬁes@
Q Q}t} \'OQ \O\ 06 o
QSR e\\@ o*“
Feedm@? @Q \\@ 2 Q/& 20@\ S 393 ad libitum, except for the
A SO ; &st @ ﬁlchq}ﬁle bees were not fed before
& &0 éi@ AN \\ K
60 N\ ) an: 6)0 X & &Q Q/‘Q
Q . X e \O &
& &\g © & &(\Q C &,@ &(\ A\ O\}
¢ > O S oY
O\é\ (al\\&gg%(:t (cuticular absci\léﬁo\l}@g’ .\()GO ’OO‘E)QS&a}cagc of bees at a time were lightly
&(&\Q’ (\6\ Q}’“ \qu’ N o Y gt;aestheused with carbon dioxide and a 1.0 ul
\g QJAO Q@Q S O\Q’\ Q&O $(\Q§ droplet of the appropriate dilution of test
.&&\o’ Q}\b &Q@ {@Q\(\Q}@ Q}Q’ 00 material was placed on the ventral surface of
Q‘})\Q \\0&‘ \\é\q’ ((\\K& \gi.\o O\\\S\ . the thorax of each bee, using a micrometer
N o &{{0 & syringe. The bees were then replaced in the
{Q@Q /\\ch, b\c’ \c,‘?\ cage.
N RS
P NI
\.\\5 \0\\9 ®e Control groups were treated with 10
A S droplet of DMF only.
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O
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O
(}O



BAY/158
(b) Oral (normal feeding): The appropriate concentration was
administered as a single dose of 0.2 ml to
each group of 10 bees in a cage. The dose
was introduced with a syringe into a glass
tube SO x 8 mm with a 1.5 mm opening. The
tube was inserted open end\'@ﬂ%wn through the
top of the cage. &(00 Q(}‘\
& &
o \
The bees are knownfo shiare the 62 ml among
O U\ ..
themselves and so) wqﬁfd have© ed similar

AN
amounts of 2Q\0>u]§éach. Q/’SQ \g%%ution of the
. N R .
appropriate \\@n@u‘auorgq}of\&&ne test material &
in water Qg@ ét) was mix¢d with 20% sucrose. . Q’&
: N g . v /\,Qw % P
n wg&r qfﬂ \\Qﬁna@. 2" When the bees ?tfﬁ ©
mk@ @ﬁ L&@ Qg\é g@‘illtion after approxigg% ly &o‘
4$Q’h “the \\ﬁoigﬁe tubes were repl\é%d by )
o C O N ¢ @
O AL 09 Y W O O
N\ Q O .
N @06) & xé\ 3 ‘\0&\' A N\
Q@R@g\ﬂ%é\ S K& & &
SR Q& . & ¥ S
N L O & ¢S O O
NN NSO OO L e
O & R RO BRI IR\
(&\0&\’66\0 & Qo
. & 3 & @ij I
The final test mortalities g@c &6&0 \gﬁe{)« and 48 hours and aéQOQgé&\a%n dn E\@G table of
O Q9 S \
results. MIROIIOMNINS O & QL Q
ARSI TR .
‘&algc\\ M%ogputed from the mogﬁTlt OQH@ by (&ut analysis* with
: N ¢ Q& & E\
r. gontrgf'm . F O LEL
& N oD O O R
IR Q¢ QO
) YNNI AN N\
0@ Qq}%u@g/bee (95% oonﬁdencg&?m\g&o&g)%g%. )
> 00081 ug/bee (95% confiderice inits 0.0055 - 00119)
NS SRR
\
c@higlﬂy toxic to bees. & \0&‘9 @0\\ \@ QQ
: NIRRT
ot &\ ©
" O
O O
d W Qe
O \;0 0O \\5\\

* Thompson, 3&\\' and Weil, C.S. (1952) Biometrics 8, 51 - 54.
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HRC REPORT AMENDMENT ' _ Page 1 of 4

Amendment No.: |

HRC Report No. BAY 158/901384 Authorisation signa

Date Final Report issued 28 December 1990 HRC Managemerbtf'

Date of amendment 5 January 1994

Company Miles Inc., Agriculture Div.

o
N 2O ¢ S &
o : ' \ (\ \é\ OS\ R
Details of Amendment 0Q0§ @é&\‘ O R@%sg«?for Amendment o\\ o‘\&. @Qx &Q’ 5)&"
{ (I (‘) \ .\
& & PF @ L& E L@
\Q ,6@ {" OQ \\K\ Q Q/’Q{\
1 Contact LDy, value and 95% conﬁdeng)eﬁlg&u & \%prographlcal eer;\ OQ .,&6“\0. 0\6“
0& R\ \\Q 0 6& (\6 O \o\ W
0.081 ug/bee (limits 0.055-0. 12)\\\ & g @Q,o @00 @\0 &OQ\@QQ«\
ORI\ 0) e O O ¢
QO QT Q &
previously reported as: & 0 \)"9& < ¢’ {}Q/‘Z’ N @g}o \Q&OQ&O\\\ @Q} 66{0\
O O Q ¥ O ¥ L& Q
Z \ Q S & 0
0.0081 pg/bee (limits 0. @5@8 &\}O ® 6‘2’6\0 \\@é 0@9’ o\\b Q/\Q@Q
2 Department of Qua,LR%r @Sl{ﬁn@ \\@%’&1\3@8 &iﬁ%\@sé})ort binding.
AN N\
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* Authorisation for these changes is given by HRC Management in the absence of the Study Director who is no longer
employed by HRC.
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HRC Report No. BAY 158/901384 & O
NP &
A\ :

S O & N\ _
&60 @ Q\Sp {\o’“ K e@&og’\@s&é\tems Compliance Auditor,
) Q/@Q\Q@ O 60@ &g&'t@ nt of Quality Assurance,
N & N Q H&fnté)@gdon Research Centre Ltd.
XA { Q \(\ .\
O ¢ A v Q
(O N\ ¢
> ¥ &9 |
® * Week beginnd . This has been adopted to avoid the presentation

of éxcessive&dg}es in instances of an inspection being conducted

over severg@&@ys.

) . . N
Dates o@{“ which any 'process-based' inspections were made while the

study@@}as in progress are not included in the above listing.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION BAY/158

This study was conducted on behalf of Bayer UK Lid, to determine the acute toxicity to
honey bees of NTN.33893 technical by the United Kingdom Control of Pesticides Regulations

1986 protocol. \&@ 2
& Q&
This protocol also satisfiess the EPA Pesticide Assessment Gmdclme(go for Non-t@get Insects,
Subdivision L, Series 141-1. | Q/(\ Qo &
Q" ¥ @
& 8 GQ’

Preliminary dos¢ range finding tests indicated that NTN33893,) qu mgh]x@t%& to bees with
anaalLD,goflcssthanOlug/bacandacomactLD,oofaboutO\«ﬁlgﬁu.

& )
@ &S Q

5 o
X o

This was confirned in a final test us:mg2p'o of@ g&ha:conccnmmsg‘of c’
N N
0.0015 - 0.025 pg/bee for the oral route and 0.025 - OQ&Q&f@\h@bmmuw & &
2SN & &
$ 2\ \ \\ Q, & @g ¢
The 48-hour LDg,s with 95% confidence himits wg@ f@ (, *60(\ &‘o’ OC} &
& & <z,°’ GQ’ @ &L o
0. S 0053 o TV 8
Oral LD, 0.0037 pg/bee (limits @st o@ )0 & & &
Contact LD 0.081 pg/bee %S < Q, 0 \ O L "
’ (1113 % 0>50) Q} ‘Q & @6}® > (\6’0
C
It is concluded that N'msssgsr :@?m:@%?
routes. oY

1 June 1990.

7 June 1990.

The stdy w%@\%ondmwd from 21 - 25 August 1990.
(}O



BAY/158
(b) Oral (normal feeding): The appropriate = concentration was
administered as a single dose of 0.2 ml to
each group of 10 bees in a cage. The dose
was introduced with a synng%} into a glass
tube SO x 8 mm with a 1.5 mﬁ'n opening. 5“The
tube was inseried open en§° down tth@Eh the
top of the cage. \00 \00)
Q &
0Q ’& ,@{Q Q
The bees are knowm to@%’hare Q/@ ml among
themselves and @9’ @éuld h%vz Q&clved similar
amounts of . each@ & solution of the
h
appropriate AQ’@(’&& lrauo@ %ﬁ the test matenal,@

In wateQL lm%npngﬁQ n‘g&ed with 20% sucrgfe
In “@Qter(‘f(lg)@ )QOQ When the bees\}\‘

m{gé‘}n ééii @% e t@%luuon after appro:&mately é\ Q},

400% M the® d@ge tubes were W by

'\°>

\\6 B0 @3@%% Sucrose. 5\0&\ GQ Q ‘Q{é
© Q> N Q}\ \(\ 0\ c,o
NOY) TS\ LS 60’ N Qf
& ) 0> GRS
o O & N Y \\ Q )
e & N \* \\ O &
O L Oy O SIS \o\ X\
The final test mortalities \@ére @@e&o@ﬂ@ 24 and 48 hours gﬁ’ﬂ &\\ﬂ%& e ng@me table of
\o@c}»Q/e.Q O R Q &
V. AT A0
The 48-hour w,@o\;a@&s &e@& cgaﬁpu:ed from the mg&é@? Qd%@ robit analysis* with
Abbots correcuomibr &n@‘t na&a]@? ,&z,b W O\Q’ Q @‘0
0) Q (’\& o t}o o .
C O N 00 >

; @\ 60 o&bagchg/bee (95% confidenge limits 0

c@&a@‘n & 63\ gsqt ug/bee (95% conﬁdg;fﬁe@lﬁm ‘ﬁc@ 3}‘1 2)
(»

§s highly toxic to beesc} ¢ \O @

c@* 6‘ N

Q.
3\\0\ . & ¥
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