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Local Irritation Test of a New Formulation with Etofenprox and
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Abstract : This study was performed to evaluation the skin and eye irritation of etofenprox 8% and

spinosad 4% combination in male New Zealand White rabbits. In skin irritation test, the combination of

etofenprox and spinosad did not showed any change of body weight but caused slight skin irritation with

the PII (primary irritation index) value 0.25. The etofenprox and spinosad combination showed severe

eye irritation 1 h, 24 h, 48 h, and 72 h after ocular treatment, having the A.OI (acute ocular irritation)

value of 37.3. Therefore, these result indicated that the combination of etofenprox and spinosad might be

irritant formulation on eye and skin.
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Table 1. The result of skin reaction in rabbits treated with etofenprox 8% and spinosad 4%
combination

Site Control site Test site

Skin reaction Erythema & Eschar Edema Erythema & Eschar Edema

Skin area Intact Abraded  Intact  Abraded Intact Abraded Intact Abraded

Time (hr) 24 72 24 72 24 72 24 72 24 72 24 U2 24 72 24 72

Animal 1 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0

No. 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0O 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Mean score 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
Total score 0 1

PlI 0 0.25

PII, primary irritation index. Total score/4.

Table 2. Scores of ocular lesions in rabbits treated with etofenprox 8% and spinosad 4% combination

Observation time (hr)

Animal No. Ocular lesions 1 21 18 )
Cornea (A) 0 10 10 10

1 Iris (B) 0 0 0 0
Conjunctiva (C) 4 12 14 18

I0I (A+B+C) 4 22 24 28

Cornea (A) 0 10 20 20

9 Iris (B) 0 0 0 0
Conjunctiva (C) 4 14 14 18

I0I (A+B+C) 4 24 34 38

Cornea (A) 0 10 25 25

3 Iris (B) 0 0 0 0
Conjunctiva (C) 2 18 12 16

I0I (A+B+C) 2 28 37 41

Cornea (A) 0 20 15 25

4 Iris (B) 0 0 0 0
Conjunctiva (C) 2 18 12 16

I0I (A+B+C) 2 38 27 41

Cornea (A) 0 15 20 20

5 Iris (B) 0 0 0 0
Conjunctiva (C) 2 16 12 18

I0I (A+B+C) 2 31 32 38

Cornea (A) 0 25 25 20

6 Iris (B) 0 0 0 0
Conjunctiva (C) 4 14 12 18

I0I (A+B+C) 4 39 37 38

MOI 3 30.3 31.8 37.3

—~

Cornea, opacityxareax5: iris, valuesx5: Conjunctiva, (redness+chemosis+discharge)*2

MOI (mean ocular irritation index), sum of I01/6.
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