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Appendix A

Summary of Available and Relevant Toxicity Data from Ecological
Risk Assessment Literature Review for Diuron

I ntroduction

A literature review and ecological data evaluation was conducted on nine herbicides that are currently being used
or are proposed for use by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for vegetation management on 261 million
acres of public lands in the Western U.S., including Alaska. The information gathered from this evaluation will be
included along with other collected data to derive toxicity reference values for use in the ecological risk assessment
(ERA; ENSR 2005). The ERA was conducted in conjunction with the Vegetation Treatments Programmatic
Ecologica Impact Statement (PEIS) for the BLM. Scientific papers were gathered during this process to provide
data on acute and chronic toxicity of selected herbicides to the non-target species. The review process included
consideration of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) draft literature search guidance. The nine herbicides that
were investigated during this evaluation were as follows:

Diflufenzopyr
Diquat

Fluridone

Imazapic
Sulfometuron-methyl
Bromacil
Chlorsulfuron
Diuron

Tebuthiuron

This review process was carried out in three tiers. Tier | — Literature search and preliminary review to select
individual manuscripts; Tier Il — Screening to determine whether the manuscript is acceptable; and Tier |1l —
Thorough review to obtain data for possible toxicity reference value (TRV) use. This report provides information
for diuron; the other chemicals are discussed in separate reports.

Literature Search Methodology

The literature review process was initiated by conducting a keyword search pertaining to each of the nine
chemicals in selected databases. The keyword search for al databases, except for one (Chemical
Abstracts/Scifinder Scholar), included the herbicide name but not the commercial name (i.e., some commercia
names are common words). The search parameters for Chemical Abstracts consisted of the herbicide name and
chemical abstracts service (CAS) registry number. The open literature search was conducted at Colorado State
University, Fort Collins, CO. The search period for diuron was from 1970 (the start of the database) to 2003. The
following 12 databases were searched:

AGRICOLA

ASFA (Aquatic Sciences and Fisheries Abstracts)
Biological Sciences

BIOSIS/ Biological Abstracts

Chemical Abstracts/ Scifinder Scholar
Environmenta Science and Pollution Management
MedLine

Safety Science and Risk
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e Toxline

e Water Resources Abstracts

e Web of Science/ Science Citation Index
e Zoological Records

All of the documents obtained in the open literature searches were then evaluated by a Senior Toxicologist to select
manuscripts pertaining to the specific objectives of this project (Tier 1). Relevant studies were those that were
judged, to the extent possible while searching literature databases (i.e., relying on title and abstract, when
available), to provide useful data for conducting the ERA. Relevant studies contained the following information at
a minimum:

e Acute (mortality vs. surviva) or chronic (largely growth or reproduction, although other sublethal data—if
available—were also considered potentialy relevant) toxicity data for the active ingredient.

e Verifiable numeric endpoint values (e.g., LCsy, NOEC) that could be used in the risk characterization
process.

e Toxicity datafor clinical test species (e.g., mice, rats) and species used for screening non-human impacts
(al other mammals, birds, invertebrates, algae, plants).

e Field or mesocosm studies were also included, but only if effects from exposure to the single herbicide in
guestion could be identified and separated from other stressors.

Literature that was excluded as part of thisinitial literature gathering process included:
e analytica chemistry studies;
o methods papers without specific toxicity data;
¢ modeling studies that contained no empirically-derived data; and

e reviews or reports that were not primary toxicity data sources (except as a source for obtaining primary
literature).

These search criteria enhanced the ability to screen scientific papers for the type of toxicity information needed in
the ERA. Hard copies of al manuscripts that met these criteria were then obtained for further evaluation. Once
articles were obtained, they were incorporated into a comprehensive management database (EndNote®). There
were 243 documents identified from this process and obtained for further consideration. The bibliography list of
articles obtained for diuron isincluded in this report (Appendix A.1).

Literature Review M ethodology

A cursory review (Tier 1) was performed on each manuscript after a hard copy was obtained. Exclusion and
inclusion criteria to determine acceptability for further review were developed prior to the process in conjunction
with the BLM. Manuscripts were excluded that dealt only with the following subjects:

Human health effects

Effects on microorganisms: (e.g., fungi, bacteria)

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic, carcinogenic)

Bioassays on cells of awhole organism (e.g., rat hepatocytes, rat liver S9)
Effects on target plants (efficacy testing)

Non-toxic effects (e.g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)
Mixtures including herbicides other than the nine being reviewed
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In addition, manuscripts that solely included data on marine receptors were originaly excluded; however, these
data were later included because marine ecosystems could be adjacent to application areas on BLM lands.

Inclusion criteria and rating (on a scale of 1 [weak] to 5 [strong]) of issues that were to be emphasized (requiring a
subsequent review step) were as follows:

Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protocol

Chronic, sub-lethal, or reproductive effects that may have adverse effects on populations

Effects form inerts, degradates, and metabolites

Studies with mixtures that include diuron and any of the 8 other herbicides (i.e., not containing other
herbicides)

5. Indirect effectsto food supply or cover

Eal NN

Additional criteriathat were used in reviewing papers (reviewers answered ‘Yes' or ‘No') are listed below:

e Werethe corroborating studies described in sufficient detail (i.e., weight of evidence)?

e Did the study have a proper exposure dose, mechanism, and duration?

e Did the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis, and especially statistical endpoints (e.g.,
NOAEL, ECs) or dose response curves?

e Were proper controls used and were they acceptable?

e Werethe data published in a peer-reviewed journal ?

Each of the 243 identified papers was scored on the selection criteria listed above, including documentation of the
number of test organisms, statistical analysis, proper use, and performance of controls, and the study was classified
as either “adequate” on “not adequate”.

In Tier 111, papers that were found to be acceptable for use were evaluated more thoroughly based on criteria
developed with the BLM, and the following information is included as a second review form page for each
manuscript (Appendix A.2):

Author(s).

Date of publication.

Title of publication.

Name of publication.

Herbicide(s) used in the study.

Receptor category: 20 g mammal, honey bee, 70 kg herbivore, small bird, large bird, non-target plants

(monocot and dicot), warmwater fish, coldwater fish, aguatic invertebrate, aguatic plant, aguatic

macrophyte). The specific life history stage was a so recorded when available.

e Exposure conditions specifying the formulation, concentration, or amount of active ingredient and
medium.

o Effect: Acute or sublethal effect end points of product formulations and breakdown products, and/or their

component chemicals, such as. larval and embryonic developmental effects, endocrine disruption,

reproductive impairment, changes in behavioral traits such as predator avoidance, feeding/appetite,

lethargy or excitement, homing ability, swimming speed, or attraction to or repulsion from the chemicals.

Toxicity endpoints (e.g., NOAEL, ECs, LCs, Or dose response curve).

Degradates, inerts, if available.

Ecological conditions of study (e.g., mescosm, static/flow-through, water quality parameters).

Comments (e.g., mixture effects: additive, synergistic, or antagonistic effect end points of multiple

products, other observations).

The Tier Il and I11 reviews for diuron were conducted by only one senior toxicologist (this is consistent with the
scope of work outlined for the review process). In some cases, a second (or third) review of data adequacy took
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ENSR
place when a separate senior toxicologist compiled the Tier 111 reviews and entered the pertinent information into a
master spreadsheet documenting review findings for possible use in TRV derivation. The documents used in this
TRV derivation are designated in bold in the bibliography (Appendix A.1), and the derivation of TRVs from all
available sourcesis reported in the ERA (ENSR 2005).

Results

There were 61 papers discovered in the open review of the literature for diuron, and of these, 32 were reviewed as
part of the Tier Il process. Data from 29 manuscripts were incorporated into the spreadsheet for TRV derivation
for diuron (Table 1; Appendix A.3).

TABLE 1
Summary of the Results of the Open Literature Review for Diuron
Total number of papers obtained for diuron 61
Total number of papers accepted for Tier |1 review 32
Total number of papersused in TRV derivation 29

The data collected during this review resulted in toxicity information for aquatic invertebrates (cladocerans, spider
mites, amphipods, midges, oligochaetes, polychaetes, snails), terrestrial invertebrates (earthworms, ladybugs),
diatoms, algae (severa species), fish (fathead minnow, catfish, bluegill, goldfish, carp), aquatic macrophytes
(seagrass, duckweed), sea urchin, amphbians (frogs), birds (ducks, pheasants, quails), and smal mammals (rats).
There were multiple studies for some species. Data were available on the chronic toxicity of diuron to several
species including fathead minnow (Call et al. 1987), diatom (Hentschel and Jumars 1994), marine periphyton
(Molander et a. 1992), frog (Schuytema and Nebeker 1998), and rat (Khera et al. 1979). Two studies were found
that examined the toxic effects of degradation products of diuron (Tixier et a. 2001; Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002).
There were no studies that examined the toxicity of mixtures of diuron with any of the other eight herbicides
evaluated. Several studies examined the indirect effects of diuron on food supply via changes in algal density (e.g.,
Ma et a. 2001; Ma 2002; Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002; Ma et a. 2002), diatom abundance (Hentschel and Jumars
1994) duckweed growth (Teisseire et al. 1999), and aquatic macrophyte biomass (Macinnis-Ng and Ralph 2003).
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Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive) that may affect populations M
Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects
Mixtures of any of the five herbicides
Indirect effects (food supply, cover) NV

C. Other Criteria

Issue

Indicate Yes or No

Are comroborating studies described?

[ xg

Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration?

s

Did the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especrally NOAEL,

or dose response curve)?

Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable?

Are the data presented m a peer-reviewed journal?

Should evaluation of tis paper continue in Task 27 I

Additional comments regarding acceptance/rejection:
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue (deals only with )

Indicate Yes or No

Human heaith effects

N

Effects to microorganisms

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic, carcinogenic)

Bioassays to cells of a whole organism (e.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver 59)

Effects to target plants (efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e.g., fate, ransport, leaching, analytical methods)

Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

N/
1& 5

Marine receptors

Mo

B. Issues to be emphasized

Issue

Rate Paper from 1 (Weak emphasis)

to 5 (Strong)
Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protocol l/
Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive) that may affect populations - L/
Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects Ma
Mixtures of any of the five herbicides i \V
Indirect effects (food supply, cover) e g

C. Other Criteria

o

Issue

1

Indicate Yes or No

Are corroborating studies described?

)
AT e ol (0T

Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration?

Did the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL,
or dose response curve)? :

Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable?

Are the data presented in a peer-reviewed journai?
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue (deals only with )

Indicate Yes or No

Human health effects

N’D

Effects to microorganisms

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic, carcinogenic)

Bioassays to cells of a whole organism (e.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver 59}

Effects to target plants (efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e.g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)

Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

Marine receptors

B. Issues to be emphasized

Rate Paper from 1 (Weak emphasis)

[ssue to 5 (Strong)
Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protocol -
Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive} that may affect populations [\Jo
Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects N

Mixtures of any of the five herbicides

Indirect effects (food supply, cover)
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C. Other Criteria

Issue Indicate Yes or No
Are corroborating studies described? {aa S
Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duraion? R
Did the test include proper sampie size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL, 7 oY 7_)
or dose response curve)? Vs Q ’
Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable? gl
Are the data presented in a peer-reviewed journal? T
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue (deals only with }

Indicate Yes or No

Human health effects

Effects to microorganisms

oo

Genotoxic effects {mutagenic, carcinogenic)

Bioassays to cells of 2 whole organism (¢.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver 59)

Effects to target plants (efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e. g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)

Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

Marine receptors
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B. Issues to be emphasized

Rate Paper from 1 (Weak emphasis)

Issue to § (Strong)
Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protocol
Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive) that may affect populations -
Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects Mo
Mixtures of any of the five herbicides
Indirect effects (food supply, cover) N
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Issue Indicate Yes or No
Are corroborating studies describeg? AR S
Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration? LS
Did the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL, C
or dose response curve)? g3
Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable? L , y
Are the data presented in a peer-reviewed journal? MO~ el v et
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue {deals oniy with )

Indicate Yes or No

Hurman heaith effects

WL

Effects to microorganisms

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic, carcinogenic)

\{.L/‘&QMS
Neo

Bioassays to cells of a whole organism (e.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver S9)

Effects to target plants { efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e.g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)

Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

Marine receptors

ALS

B. Issues to be emphasized

v

Issue

Rate Paper from 1 (Weak emphasis)
to 5 (Strong)

Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA, protocol

Z-

Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive) that may affect populations

1

Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects

Mixtures of any of the five herbicides

pa
Y

Indirect effects (food supply, cover)

=

C. Other Criteria

Issue

Indicate Yes or No

Are corroborating studies described?

Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration?

pé/{,. 3
Gl

Dud the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL,
or dose response curve)?
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Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable?
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Are the data presented in a peer-reviewed joumal?
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue (deals only with ) Indicate Yes or No

Human health effects . No

Effects to microorganisms

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic. tarcinogenic)

Bioassays to cells of a whole organism (e.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver $9)

Effects to target plants (efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e.g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)

Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

Marine receptors

B. Issues to be emphasized

Issue Rate Paper from 1 {Weak emphasis)
to 5 (Strong)
Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protocol NA

Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive) that may affect populations

Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects

Mixtures of any of the five herbicides

Indirect effects (food supply, cover) &

C. Other Criteria

Issue Indicate Yes or No

Are corroborating smdies described? Not <i/nluafe/

Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration? !

Did the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL
or dose response curve)?

il

Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable?

Are the data presented in a peer-reviewed journal? 4

A "
Should evaluation of this paper continue in Task 27 IINJD

Additional comments regarding acceptance/rejection:
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue (deals only with )

Indicate Yes or No

Human health effects

1550

Effects to microorganisms

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic, carcinogenic)

Bioassays to cells of 2 whole organism (e.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver §9)

Effects to target plants (efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e.g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)

Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

Marine receptors

B. Issues to be emphasized

Rate Paper from 1 (Weak emphasis)

Issue to 5 (Strong)
Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protocol
Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive) that may affect popuiations
Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects ALS
Mixtures of any of the five herbicides I
Indirect effects (food supply, cover) KT
C. Other Criteria
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Issue Indicpte Yes or No
Are corroborating studies described? poo et Rgg
Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration? . Al s
Did the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL, Y. )*/:b’
or dose response curve)?
Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable? | S S
Are the data presented in a peer-reviewed journal? o S

Should evaluation of this paper confinue in Task 27
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue (deals only with )

Indicate Yes or No

Hurman health effects

N©o

Effects to microorganisms

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic, carcinogenic)

Bioassays to cells of a whole organist (e.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver 59)

Effects to target plants (efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e.g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)

Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

Marine receptors

B. Issues to be emphasized

Issue

Rate Paper from 1 (Weak emphasis)

_ to 5 (Strong)
Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protocol i
Chronic effects (e.g., repreductive) that may affect populations N
Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects
Mixtures of any of the five herbicides
Indirect effects (food supply, cover) ¥

C. Other Criteria

Issue Indicate Yes or No
Are corroborating studies described? N©
Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration? LI
Did the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL, o
or dose response curve)?
Were proper controls used and was control performance acceptable? _ MA . .
Are the data presented in a peer-reviewed journal? Mo 1A e | FCUIEGS
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Task 1: Application of Selection Criteria

A. Indicate if the paper meets these exclusion criteria

Issue (deals only with )

Indicate Yes or No

Human health effects

Mo

Effects to microorganisms

Genotoxic effects (mutagenic, carcinogenic)

Bioassays to cells of a whole organism (e.g., rate hepatocytes, rat liver S9)

Effects to target plants (efficacy testing)

Nontoxic effects (e.g., fate, transport, leaching, analytical methods)

f
/
/
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Mixtures including non-BLM herbicides

Marine receptors

S

B. Issues to be emphasized

Rate Paper from 1 (Weak emphasis)

Issue to 5 (Strong)
Effects on nontarget receptors related to ERA protecol 2
Chronic effects (e.g., reproductive) that may affect populations 7
Inerts, degradates, metabolite effects N o
Mixtures of any of the five herbicides MND
Indirect effects (food supply, cover) A23
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C. Other Criteria

Issue

Indicate Yes or No

Are corroborating studies described? Gyt s

Was the test of proper exposure dose, mechanism, & duration? Y

Dd the test include proper sample size, statistical analysis (especially NOAEL,

or dose response curve)? Mo ) ],
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Are the data presented In a peer-reviewed journal?
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SPREADSHEET OF TOXICITY DATA FOR DIURON TRV



Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

Technical grade

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99 8%

99.8%

99.8%

NADO10156/09090-020-630

, - General
Formulation % purity/ai.  Taxonomic

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

araphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

amphibian

.~ Common

 Name

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

Frog

_ Scientific Name

Pseudacris regilla

Pseudacris regilla

Pseudacris regilla

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana cateshbeiana

Rana catesheiana

Rana catesheiana

Rana catesbeiana

Rana aurora

Rana aurora

Rana aurova

Age

tadpole 12d &
30 d post hatch®

mdpole 12d &
30 d post hatch'®

tadpole 12d &
30 d post hatch'®

tadpole held 15
mo @ 12-17C

tadpole held 15
mo @ 12-17C

tadpole held 15
mo @ 12-17C

tadpole held 15
mo @ 12-17C

tadpole held 135
mo @ 12-17C

1 d post-hatch

1 d post-hatch

1 d post-hatch

1 d post-hatch

1 d post-hatch

29 d post-hatch

29 d post-hatch

29 d post-hatch

29 d post-hatch

29 4 post-hatch

tadpole 14 d

tadpole 14 d

tadpole 14 d

fest Type k

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Static renewal

Means of ; Exposure

Test

 Biological

Esposure  Duration D&mﬁaﬁ:  Endpoint

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

14d

14d

14d

21d

21d

10d

10d

10d

i0d

10d

144

14d

14d

14d

14d

14d

14d

14d

10-21d

10-21d

21d

214d

21d

214d

10d

10d

10d

104d

14d

14d

14d

i4d

74 4"

744"

Survival

Length

Length

Survival

Length, Wet
Weight

Length, Wet
Weight

Dry Weight

Dry Weight

Survival

Length, Wet
Weight

Length, Wet

Weight

Dry Weight

Dry Weight

Survival

Wet Weight

Wet Weight

Length, Dry

Weight

Length, Dry
Weight

Mortality

Wet Weight

Wet Weight

 Stmtistial  Toxiclty Value  To
Endpoint (tested producty’ (a'

LCs{ave. of
2 tests)

NOAEL"

LOAEL"

LCs

NOAEL

LOAEL

NOAEL

LOAEL

LCso

NOAEL

LOAEL

NOAEL

LOAEL

LCso

NOAEL

LOAEL

NOAEL

LOAEL

LCs

NOAEL

LOAEL

15.2

145

12.7

7.6

14.5

14.5

7.6

143

211

145

7.6

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

Toxicity Value.

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L,

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/l.

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

Analysis

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Lab

- Sktu'éy‘k _ Report k
Number  Number

. EPA ;
. Reviewer Reviewed

Date

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam, Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998, Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998, Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.

Enviren. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam, Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376.

Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998, Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376,
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. Biological  Statistical  Toxicity Value  Toxicity Value

Formulation % purity/ai  Taxonomic . Scientific Name e

_Endpoint  Endpoint  (fested product)’

. o o ) o embryo 10 d, . 10d@4d . . Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Technical grade 99.8% amphibian Frog Pseudacris regilla stage 12 Static renewal Water post-hatch) 10d Survival LCsy > 291 NR mg/L Yes/Yes Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376. No
. o - » . embryo 10 d, . 10d(4d . . Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch. N
Technical grade 99.8% amphibian Frog Pseudacris regiila stage 12 Static renewal Water post-hatch) 1¢d Deformity ECs 222 NR mg/L Yes/Yes Environ. Contam. Toxicol, 34: 370-376. ]
. o - ) ) ) embryo 10 d, . 16d(4d . Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Technical grade 99.8% amphibian Frog Pseudacris regilla stage 12 Static renewal Water post-hatch) 10d Deformity NOAEL i4.5 NR mg/L Yes/Yes Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376. No
. o . N embryo 10 d, . 10d(4d . Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Technical grade 99.8% amphibian Frog Pseudacris regilla stage 12 Static renewal Water post-hatch) 10d Deformity LOAEL 29.1 NR mg/L Yes/Yes Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376. No
. o - N ” . embryo 10 d, . 10d(44d Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Technical grade 99.8% amphibian Frog Pseudacris regilla stage 12 Static renewal Water post-hatch) 10d Length NOAEL 29.1 NR mg/L. Yes/Yes Emviron. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376. No
. o o ) . ) embryo 10 4d, . 10dd Schuytena & Nebeker. 1998. Arch.
Technical grade 99.8% amphibian Frog Pseudacris regilla stage 12 Static renewal Water post-hatch) 10d Length LOAEL > 29.1 NR mg/L Yes/Yes Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34: 370-376. No
(11;(?&4; henyly  Mighest purity tic plant  Green al Selenastrum 1t Stati Wate 72 b 72 hr Growth EC 0.058 NR mg/L NoNo Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica No
ctoropheny available ~ Suatioplant  Ureenagae o ricommutum cetis ane T - o 50 : 4 Chimea Acta. 456: 303-312.
methylurea
13,4 . . .
c highest purity . Selenastrum . . Fermnandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica
ii;};lomphenyl) available aquatic plant ~ Green algae capricornutum cells Static Water 72 hr 72 hr Growth ECso 0.07 NR mg/L No/No Chimea Acta. 456 303-312. No
50% wettable N Chiorella . , Ma et al. 2001. Bull. Environ. Contam.
powder aquatic plant Green algae pyrenoidosa cells Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Growth ECs 0.0013 NR mg/L Neo/No Toxicol. 66: 536-541. No
50% wettable . Chlorella . Ma et al. 2001. Bull. Environ. Contam.
powder aquatic plant  Green algae pyrencidosa cells Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Growth ECso 3.59E-08 NR M No/No Toxicol. 66 536-541. No
o . .
f)gj dvev:ttable aquatic plant ~ Green algae Scenedesmus obliquus cells Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Growth ECsq 0.00409 NR mg/L No/No Ma. 2002. Bullégn;;r;ﬁg(;omam. Toxicol. No
o . .
50% wettable aquatic plant  Green algae Scenedesmus obliquus cells Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Growth ECs 1.75B-08 NR M No/No Ma. 2002. Bull. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. No
powder 68: 275-281.
o .
15)2‘/’:") d\;ettable aquatic plant  Green algae  Chlorella vulgaris cells Static Liquid 96 hr 96 hr Growth ECsq 0.0043 NR mg/L No/No Maetal. 200?1 E%);ozlzinwmn‘ Safety No
o .
;g\fd:: table aquatic plant  Greenalgae  Chlorella vulgaris cells Static Liquid 96 hr 96 hr Growth ECs, 1.84E-08 NR mol/L No/No Maetal. 200?1%‘2);‘?;‘35“"“"“‘ Safety No
. Marine . . Molander et al. 1992. Arch. Environ.
0, - . 9
DCMU 99% aquatic plant periphyton 0d-4w Microcosm Water 4w 4w Photosynthesis ECso 10 NR nm Yes/No Contam. Toxicol. 22 419427, No
. highest purity . Selenastrum . Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica
Diuron available aquatic plant ~ Green algae capricornutum cells Static Water 72 hr 72 br Growth ECso 0.045 NR mg/L No/No Chimea Acta. 456: 303-312. No
. highest purity , Selenastrum . Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica
Diuron available aquatic plant  Green algae capricomutum cells Static Water 72 hr 72hr Growth LOEC 0.015 NR myg/L No/No Chimea Acta, 456 303-312. No
. . Selenastrum MRID C
o g ) St ] .
Diuron 96.8% aquatic plant ~ Green algae capricornutum 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr ECs 0.0024 NR mg/L EPA 42218401 1991. In USEPA 2003, Rodriguez 1994 Yes
Diuron 96.8%  aquatic plant Greenalgae  Sclendsirum 96-hr Acute  Water 96 hr 96 hr NOEC 0.00044 NR mg/L. EPA MRID 1991. In USEPA 2003. C. 1994 Yes
capricornutum 42218401 Rodriguez
Diuron 95% aquatic plant  Green algae  Dunaliella tertiolecta Water 240 br 240 hr ECs, 0.02 NR mg/L EPA 4 (?;[ ?8{531 1986. In USEPA 2003. F.L. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% aquatic plant ~ Green algae  Chlamydomonas sp. Water 72 hr 72 b ECs 0.037 NR mg/l EPA 4 (%EH 1986. In USEPA 2003. F.L. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% aquatic plant  Greenalgae  Chlorococcum sp. Water 72hr 72 hr ECs 0.010 NR mg/L EPA 4 3;?;‘%1 1986. In USEPA 2003. F L. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% aquatic plant  Green algae Chioretla sp. Water 72 hr 72 b ECs 0.019 NR mg/L EPA 4 ;;? 812}1 1986. In USEPA 2003. F L. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% aquatic plant  Green algae Neochloris sp. Water T2hr T2 hr ECy 6028 NR mg/L EPA 4 ;3?;3)1 1986. In USEPA 2003. F.l. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% aquatic plant ~ Green algae Plarymonas sp. Water T2 hr 72 hr ECsq 0017 NR mg/L EPA 4 fg‘%] 1986. In USEPA 2003. F.L. Mayer 1986 Yes
. o . Freshwater Thalassiosira . , 5 o . e 7 MRID . " A
Diuren 55% aquatic plant diatom fuviatilus Static Water T2 hr 72 hr Bl 0.095 NR mg/L EPA 40228401 1986. In USEPA 2003. F L. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% aquatic plant Algae Monochrysis lutheri Water 72 hr 72 hr ECs 0.018 NR mgL EPA 4 gggi}} 1986. In USEPA 2003 F.L. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 939% aquatic plant Algae Isochrysis galbana Water 240 246 br ECs, 0.01 NR mg/L EPA 4 g\;ﬁ;?{}g 1986. In USEPA 2003. F.L Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% aquatic plant Algae Achnanthes brevipes Water 72 Tihr ECs 6024 NR mg/L EPA 4 gsz fg?)i 1986. In USEPA 2003, F.L. Mayer 1986 Yes
BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron
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Formulation o %puriﬁfla;i.~

Diuron

Diuron 95%

Diuron 95%
Diuron 95%
Diuron 95%
diuro/DCMU
diuron/DCMU
Technical grade 98%
Technical grade 98%
Technical grade 98%
Technical grade 98%
Technical grade 98%
Technical grade 98%
Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron
Diuron
Diuron
Diuron
Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Dwron
NADO10156/09090-020-650

General

‘ Taxnnomic’
. Group

aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant

aquatic plant

aquatic plant

aquatic plant

aquatic plant

aquatic plant

aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aquatic plant
aguatic plant

aquatic plant

bird

bird

bird

Common

Algae
Algae
Algae
Algae
Algae
Diatom

Diatom

Tropical
seagrass
Tropical
seagrass
Tropical
seagrass
Tropical
seagrass
Tropical
seagrass
Tropical
seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass

Seagrass
Green algae
Green algae
Green algae

Ring-necked
pheasant

Mallard
duck

Bobwhite
quail

Name

Navicula incerta

Stauroneis
amphoroides

Amphora exigua

Nitzschia closterium

Porphyridium
cruentunt

Halophila ovalis
Cymodocea serrulata
Zostera capricomi
Halophila ovaiis
Cymodocea serrulata
Zostera capricorni
Zostera capricorni

Zostera capricorni

Zostera capricorni

Zostera capricorni

Zostera capricarni

Zostera capricorni

Zostera capricorni

Zostera capricorni
Zostera capricorni

Zostera capricorni

Scenedesmus
subspicatus
Scenedesmus
subspicatus
Scenedesmus
subspicatus

Phasianus colchicus

Anas platyrhynchos

Colinus virginianus

Scientific Name

Age

various

various
unknown
unknown
unknown
unknown
unknown

unknown

2 months post-
sprig

2 months post-
sprig

2 months post-
sprig

2 months post-
sprig

2 months post-
sprig

2 months post-
sprig

unknown
unknown
unknown
unknown
cells
cells

cells

23w

23w

3w

 TestType

In situ

In situ

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static
mesocosm

Static
mesocosm
Static
mesocosm
Static
mesocosn

Static

Static

Static

Diet

Diet

Diet

 Meansof  Exposure
_ Exposure  Duration

Water 72 hr
Water 72 hr
Water 72 hr
Water 72 hr
Water 72 hr
Sediment .
Pore Water 394
Sediment <
Pore Water od
Seawater 5d
Seawater 5d
Seawater 5d
Seawater 5d
Seawater 5d
Seawater 5d
Water 10h
Water 10h
Water 2hr
Water 2 hr
Water 10h
Water 10h
Water 2hr
Water 2hr
Water 10h
Water 10h
Algae media 72 hr
Algae media 72 hr
Algae media 24 hr
Food 5d
Food 5d
Food 5d

e

Duration

72 br
72 hr
72 hr
72 hr

72 hr
59 d (test on
d17,27,41)
59 d (test on
d17,27.41)
5d(+5d
recovery)
5d(+5d
recovery)
5d(+5d
recovery)
5d(+5d
recovery)
5d(+5d
recovery)
5d(+54d
recovery)

10h

10h

10 hr

10 br

10h

10h

10k

10 hr
10h
10h
72hr
T2hr
24 br

5d(+3d
recovery)

5d(+3d
recovery)

S5d(+3d
recovery)

_ Biological  Statistical
Endpoint

Endpoint

ECSQ
ECso
ECs
ECsy
ECso
Abundance NOEC
Abundance LOEC
Photosynthesis NOEC®
Photosynthesis NOEC®
Photosynthesis NOEC®
Photosynthesis LOEC’
Photosynthesis ~ LOEC®
Photosynthesis LOEC
Chiorophyll a NOEC
Chlorophylla  LOEC™
Max. or
effective NOEC
quantum yield
Max. or
effective LOEC"
quantum yield
Max. or
effective NOEC
quantum yield
Max. or
effective LOEC"
quantum vield
Maximum NOEC
quantum yield
Maximum 10
quantum yield LOEC
Maxxmu{n NOEC
quantum yield
Maximum 10
quantum yield LOEC
Growth ECs
Growth NOEC
Growth NOEC
Survival LCs
Survival LCs
Survival LCy
A3-3

 Toxicity Value  Toxicity Value
(tested produc)! (@)’

0.093 NR
0.031 NR
0.031 NR
0.05 NR
0.024 NR
0.000002 NR
0.0002 NR
1.0 NR
1.0 NR
1.0 NR
10.0 NR
10.0 NR
10.0 NR
10 NR
100 NR

0 NR

10 NR

0 NR

10 NR

0 NR

10 NR
10 NR
100 NR
0.036 NR
0.010 NR
G.007 NR
> 5000 NR
1730 NR
1730 NR

mg/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg/L

mg/L

ug/l,
ug/L
ug/L
ug/L,
ug/L
gL
ug/L
ug/L

ug/L

ug/L

ug/L

ug/l

ug/L

ug/L
ug/L
ug/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg/L

ppm {in
feed)

ppm (in
feed)

ppm (in
feed)

:U,niis{" |

No/No

No/No

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/Ne

No/Ne

Lab

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

EPA

FWS

FWS

FWS

MRID

40228401
MRID
40228401
MRID
40228401
MRID
40228401
MRID
40228401

MRID
00022923

MRID
00022923

MRID
00022923

Number

: Stady Repbrt ‘
Dumber

Wwildiife
No 152

Wildlife
No 152

Wildlife
No 152

' : Data Source’
1986. In USEPA 2003.
1986. In USEPA 2003.
1986. In USEPA 2003.

1986. In USEPA 2003.

1986. In USEPA 2003.

Hentschel & Jumars. 1994, Limnol.
Oceanogr.

Hentschel & Jumars. 1994. Limnol.
Oceanogr.

Haynes et al. 2000. Marine Poll. Bull. 41:

7-12.

Haynes et al. 2000. Marine Poll. Bull. 41:

7-12.

Haynes et al. 2000. Marine Poll. Bull. 41:

7-12.

Haynes et al, 2000. Marine Poll. Bull. 41:

7-12.

Haynes et al. 2000, Marine Poll. Bull. 41:

7-12.

Haynes et al. 2000. Marine Poll. Bull. 41:

7-12.

Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.
Magcinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.

Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.

Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003, Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-13.

Magcinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.

Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.

Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.

Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.
Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.
Macinnis-Ng & Ralph. 2003. Aquatic
Biology 76: 1-15.

Schafer et al. 1994, Ecotox. Environ.
Safety 27: 64-81.

Schafer et al. 1994, Ecotox. Environ.
Safety 27: 64-81.

Schafer et al. 1994. Ecotox. Environ.
Safety 27: 64-81.

Heath et al. 1972. Special Scientific
Report. 152: 1-57.

Heath et al. 1972. Special Scientific
Report. 152: 1-57.

Heath et al. 1972, Special Scientific
Report. 152: 1-87.

EPA

 Date
_ Reviewer Reviewed

F.L. Mayer
F L. Mayer
F.L. Mayer
F.L. Mayer

F.L. Mayer

Hill, E.F. et
al

Hill, E.F. et
al

1986

1986

1986

1986

1986

1982

1982

June 2005



tsﬁd fér .

EPA  Date

e Toricity Value Toxicity Value .

Meansof Exposure  Test  Biological  Statistical

o . Cammzm . ‘ . ,
s il s e = _ Duration  Duration  Endpoint (tested producyy’ @)’ i  Reviewer Reviewsd %

. Name Endpoint

Group . . o - -
ppm (in MRID wildlife Heath et al. 1972. Special Scientific

. . ) oo . 5d(+3d . N Hill, EF. et
Diuron bird Mallard duck  Anas platyrhynchos 10d Diet Food 5d recovery) Survival LCse > 5000 NR feed) No/No FWS 00022923 No 152 Report. 152: 1-57. al 1982 Yes
. . Japanese . ) . . 5d(+3d . " ppm (in MRID wildlife Heath et al. 1972, Special Scientific Hill, EF. et
° - 9
Diuron bird quail Coturnix coturnix 23w Diet Food 5d recovery) Survival LCs > 5000 NR feed) No/No FWS 60022923 No 152 Report. 152: 1-57. al 1982 Yes
. Bobwhite . . wildlife MRID
. o . T 5 .
Diuron 92.8% bird quail Colinus virginianus 7w Acute Avian Oral 2td 214d Mortality LDsy 940 NR mgkg BW internt] 50150170 1985. In USEPA 2003. E. Zucker 1993 Yes
. . . . MRID Hudson,
Diuron 95% bird Mallard duck  Anas platyrhynchos 3 monthrs Acute Avian Oral 14d 14d Mortality LD > 2000 NR mgkg BW FWS 00160000 1970. in USEPA 2003. RH etal 1982 Yes
. Bobwhite Avian . MRID
. o - N
Diuron >95% bird quail Colinus virginianus Acute Die LCs NR > 5000 al ppm 00022923 In USEPA 2003, 1975 Yes
Avian . MRID .
5 0, M ¢ . .
Diuron >95% bird Mallard duck  Anas platyrhynchos Acute Dietary LCso NR 1730 ai ppm 00022923 Hill, ER. 1975 Yes
. . Bobwhite . Wwildlife MRID
o g o
Diuron 92.8% bird quail Colinus virginianus 17w acute Oral 2id 214d Mortality NOEL < 292 NR mgkg BW Interntl 50150170 1985. In USEPA 2003, E. Zucker 1993 Yes
. Bluegill . N . . " Unknown/ FWS Res. .
Diuron fish sunfish Lepomis macrochirus 1.1-13g Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Survival LCso NR NR No Pub 160 Mayer & Ellersieck. 1986. No
Diuron 95% fish Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCsq 195 NR mg/L EPA STODIUO4 1976. In USEPA 2003. A. Stavola 1982 Yes
. Bluegill . , . MRID . Mayer &
o ;
Diuron 95% fish sunfish Lepomis macrochirus 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Survival LCso 2.8 NR mg/L FWS 40098001 1986. In USEPA 2003. Ellersieck 1986 Yes
. Fathead ) ) . MRID
Diuron 98.6% fish . Pimephales promelas early life Chronic Water 60d 60d NCEC 0.0264 NR mg/L EPA In USEPA 2003. A. Stavola 1982 Yes
minnow 00141636
. Fathead ; . . MRID
Diuron 98.6% fish minnow Pimephales promelas early life Chronic Water 60d 60d LOEC 0.0618 NR mg/L EPA 00141636 In USEPA 2003. A. Stavola 1982 Yes
. Cutthroat R . 8 MRID Mayer &
a, T
Diuron 95% fish trout Oncorhynchus clarki 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCsy 0.71 NR mg/L FWS 40098001 1986. In USEPA 2003. Ellersieck 1986 Yes
Diuron 95% fish Striped mullet  Mugil cephalus 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr LCso NR 6.3 mg ai/L 4022 8151)()1 F.L. Mayer 1986 Yes
Diuron 0% fish Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCso 16 NR mg/L FWS 01 0‘“;;2)2 1980. In USEPA 2003. 3 "*;i‘;l"e‘;& 1980 Yes
Diuvron 28% fish Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCso 238 NR mg/L EPA STODIV02 1975. In USEPA 2003, A. Stavola 1982 Yes
. . . MRID C.
0, . i &
Diuron 80% fish Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCsy 19.6 NR mg/L Dupont 42046002 In USEPA 2003. Rodriguez 192 Yes
. Cutthroat . MRID Johnson &
0, . . . ; ] o]
Diuron 95% fish trout Oncorhynchus clarki 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCs 14 NR mg/L FWS 40094602 1980. In USEPA 2003. Finley 1982 Yes
. . . . . , MRID Johnson &
Diuron 95% fish Lake trout  Salvelinus namaycush 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCso 2.7 NR mg/L FWS 40094602 1980. In USEPA 2003. Finley 1982 Yes
Diuron 95% fish Lake trout  Salvelinus namaycush 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCs 1.2 NR mg/L FWS D 1986. In USEPA 2003 Mayer & 1986 Yes
7 ’ 40098001 ' ’ Ellersieck
Diuron 95% fish Coho salmon Oncorhynchus kisutch 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr Mortality LCso < 24 NR mg/L FWS 1D 1986. In USEPA 2003 Mayer & 1986 Yes
’ : 40098001 ' ’ Ellersieck
Diuron fish thhead Pimephales promelas Chronic Water LCss NR
minnow
Diuron 28% fish I::Il;g; }lll Lepomis macrochirus 19g Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Survival LGy 84 NR mg/L EPA STODIVO1 1975. In USEPA 2003. A Stavola 1982 Yes
Diuron 95% fish I::;;g;g Lepomis macrochirus Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Survival LCs 32 NR mg/L. EPA STODIUG3 1976. In USEPA 2003. A. Stavola 1982 Yes
, Bluegill : R . MRID C.
o FOCH . > T
Diuron 80% fish cunfish Lepomis macrochirus Static Water 96 br 96 hr Survival LCso 300 NR mg/L DpuUp 42046001 1991. In USEPA 2003. Rodriques 1992 Yes
. LC. .
Karmex fish Blueglll -, mis macrochirus ~ 06-15g Static Water 96 hr 96 Survival i NR 89 mgail.  NoNo Macek et al. 1969. Bull. Environ. Contam. No
sunfish (12.7°C) Tosicol. 4: 174-183.
Bluegill ) ) . . LCs . Macek et al. 1969. Bull. Environ. Contam. .
e s chivus 6-1. / 6 i ? 7. / No/ . Y
Karmex fish sunfish Lepomis macrochirus 06-15g Static Water 96 hr 96 hr Survival (18.3°C) HNR 6 mgarL No/No Toxicol. 4 174-183. No
. 1o .
Karmex fish Bluegill -, is macrochirus  06-15¢g Static Water 96 B 96 fr Survival " NR 59 mgail.  NoNo Macek et al. 1969. Bull. Environ. Contam. No
sunfish (23.8°Cy Toxicol, 4; 174-183.
. . . Call et al. 1987, Arch. Environ. Contam,
Technical grade 98.6% fish :iii‘: Pimephates promelas 30d Flow-through ~ Water 96 hr 192 fr Survival LCs NR 14.2 mga/l  Yes/Yes  EPA 0{?@1{?3 . ¢ oo :z: 50;211 c’:z Con A Stavola 1982 Yes
. - Fathead . . Call et al. 1987. Arch. Environ. Contam.
° & 5 ; 3 / 21 7 N 7.7 myg ai/ /Yes . h
Technical grade 98.6% fish innow Pimephales promelas 0d Flow through Water 192 hr 192 r Survival LCs R 7 mg ai/l Yes/Yes Toxicol. 16: 607-613. No
Technical grade 98.6% fish Fathead o hales promelas ~ <24hr  Flow through  Water s4d 64d Survival NOEC NR 334 ugaill  Yes/Yes Call et al. 1987. Arch. Environ. Contam. No
minnow Toxicol. 16: 607-613.
' ] roh 3
Technical grade 98.6% fish Fathead . dles promelas <24 hr Flow through ~ Water 64d 64d Survival LOEC NR 78 ugall  Yes/Yes Call et al. 1987. Arch. Eaviron. Contam. No
minnow Toxicol. 16: 607-613.
Technical grade 100% fish Cap P fl‘:;’:g"d"” 1oy fow through  Water 96 hr sd Survival LCs NR 31 mgail.  No/No Tooby et al. 193{5'519;; ish Biol. 16: 391- No
BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron .
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 Test Bmiegical . Statistieal Toxicity Value  Toxicity Value

o ~ - ___ ___ _ _ _ ~
oo . Cemmem L - _ Meansof  Exposure
: Yo Al e S . Scientific L A ge - Iy . " o E - : o s : e . S G
Formulation % puntyar Taé‘zgg . Name LR sémf . e ;?‘;ﬁ T}p%  Exposure  Duration . Duration  Endpoint Endpoint  (fested gm{iuctf ; faiy! ;
, Channel . . LCs
° 4 0 NR
Diuron fish catfish Ictalurus punctatus . 1y, 14 g/12 cm Static Water 48 hr 8 hr Survival (<10% mort) i
Diuron fish ?; tﬁslfl letalwrus punctatus 1y, 14 /12 em Static Water 48 hr 48 hr Survival NOEC 10 NR
. Channel . . LOEC
Diuron fish catfish Ictalurus punctatus . 1y, 14 g/12 om Static Water 48 hr 48 hr Survival (<10% mort.) 10 NR
Diuron 99.8% fish Fathead —, hales promelas ces Static Water 7d 7-10d Survival LCs NR 11.7
minnow 2.5d)
. Fathead . . : .
Diuron 99.8% fish minnow Pimephales promelas juwv. 15m Static Water 16d 7-10d Survival LCso NR 271
Diuron 99.8% fish Fathead —,  phales promelas cess Static Water 7d 7-104 Growth NOAEC NR 42
minnow (25dy
Diuron 99.8% fish 11::::1?:: Pimephales promelas juv. 1.5m Static Water 10d 7-10d Growth NOAEC NR 34
Diuron 99.8% fish Fathead =, ohales promelas cess Static Water 7d 7-10d Growth LOAEC NR 83
minnow (2.5d)
Diuron 99.8% fish ; ?;‘:;a‘g Pimephales promelas juv. 1.5 m Static Water 10d 7-10d Growth LOAEC NR 34
24 hr (10 .
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius auratus 0™ 0eneth) g Water 24 hr min,  Dehavior - burst - NOEC/ 5 NR
6-9 g (wt) N swimming NOAEC
observation}
24 br (10 .
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus 6-8 cm (length), Static Water 24 hr min. Behavul)r N NOECY 50 NR
6-9 g (wt) . sheltering NOAEC
observation)
24 hr (10 .
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus 68 om (length), Static Water 24 hr min. Behawgr i NOEC/ 50 NR
6-9 g (wt) . surfacing NOAEC
observation)
. . ) 6-8 cm (length), . . Behavior - burst ~ NOEC/
0,
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus 6-9 g (wh) Flow through Water 10 min 10 min swimming NOAEC 0.1 NR
. y : 6-8 cm (fength), . . Behavior - NOEC/
0, g o
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus 6-9 g (wh) Flow through Water 10 min 10 min attraction NOAEC 1 NR
. ; 6-8 cm (length), . . Behavior - NOEC/
9, o
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus 6-9 g (wo) Flow through Water 10 min 10 min surfacing NOAEC 10 NR
. N ) 6-8 cm (length), . . Behavior - NOEC/
0,
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus 6-9 g (W) Flow through Water 10 min 10 min srouping NOAEC 10 NR
. ) 6-8 cm (fength), . . Behavior - NOEC/
4,
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus 6-9 g (wo) Flow through Water 10 min 10 min sheltering NOAEC 10 NR
6-8 cm (length) 241 (10 Behavior - burst
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish Carassius auratus > Static Water 24 hr min. - LOEC 30 NR
6-9 g (wt) . swimming
B
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius auraws 0> O USEM: g Water 24 hr min, Behavior - LOEC 50 NR
6-9 g (wt) , sheltering
N
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius aurarus 05,0 (8 g Water 2hr min. Behavior - LOEC 50 NR
6-9 g (wt) . surfacing
observation)
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius auratus ™ 0B b0 through  Water 10 min [omin  Dehavior-burst o pe 0.1 NR
6-9 g (wt) swimming
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius auramws 0SS 0P g hrough  Water 10 min 10 min Behavior - LOEC 10 NR
6-9 g (wt) attraction
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius auratas 0SS 0P8 by o through  Water 10 min 10 min Behavior - LOEC 10 NR
6-9 g (wt) surfacing
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius awrarus S ™ 0B, by o hrough  Water 10 min 10 min Behavior - LOEC 10 NR
69 g (wt) grouping
Diuron 99% fish Goldfish  Carassius aurarus 02 P UHEM oy brough  Water 10 min 10 min Behavior - LOEC 10 NR
6-9 g (wt) sheltering
Technical grade insect Honey bee Apis mellifera Adult Acute Dl.r e“. 48 hr 48 br Mortality LD, 148 NR
Application
Dinron 95% insect Stonefly Preronarcys sp. 96-hr Acute Water 96 hr 96 hr LCy 12 NR
. . aquatic . . . . N . B
Diuron 99.8% . Midge Chiromus tentans 2 ¢, Ist instar Static Water 104 7-104d Sarvival LCs NR 33
invertebrate
. aquatic . . . . . 5 .
Diuron 99 8% . Midge Chiromus tentans 2 d, istinstar Static Water 104d 7-104d Survival NOAEC NR 34
invertebrate
BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron
A3-5

NADOIO156/9090-020-650

mg/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg ai/L.
mg at/L.
mg ai/L.
mg ai/l.
mg ai/L
mg ai/l.
ug/t

ug/l

ug/l

mg/L
my/L
mg/L
mg/L
mg/L

ug/l

ug/l

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L
ug/bee

ppm

mg at/l

mg at/l.

No/No
No/No
No/No
Yes/Yes
Yes/Yes
Yes/Yes
Yes/Yes
Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

No/No'?

No/No'?

No/No'?

No/No"
No/No™
No/No'?
No/No'?

No/No'?

No/No'?

No/No'?

No/No"

No/No'"?
No/No'?
No/No'?
No/No'™?

No/No'?

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

UCR

FWS

 Stdy  Report
 Number  Number

MRID
00036935
MRID
40094602

McCorkle et al. 1977, Bull. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 18: 267-270.
McCorkle et al. 1977. Bull. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 18: 267-270.
McCorkle et al. 1977, Bull. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol, 18: 267-270.
Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 351 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1. 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam, Toxicol. 35:1. 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ,
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

Saglic & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998, Arch. Environ,
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.
Saglio & Trijasse. 1998. Arch. Environ.
Contam. Toxicol. 35: 484-491.

1975. In USEPA 2003,
1980. In USEPA 2003.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuviema. 1998, Arch.

Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 351 441-446.

£PA -
_ Reviewer Reviewed

A. Vaughan

Johnson &
Finley

1986

1980

derivation

June 2003



 General
- . Common

Formulation % purity/ai  Taxonomic !
e o . Name
. Gmnp», .

. o aquatic .
Diuron 99.8% invertebrate Midge
Diuron nsect Ladybug
Diuron insect
Diuron insect
Diuron insect Ladybug
Diuron insect
Diuron insect
Diuron insect Ladybug
Diuron insect
Diuron insect
Diuron insect Ladybug
Diuron insect
Diuron insect
Diuron insect Ladybug
Diuron insect
Diuron insect
1-(3,4- . . .
dichlorophenyl) hlghesvt punity . aguatic Water flea

available invertebrate

methylurea
1-(3,4- . . .

o highest purity aquatic

. R W,
ice;i;lorophenyl) available invertebrate ater flea
3,34 "
dichlorophenyl)- injz::t:rcate Sea urchin
1,1 -dimethylurea8
334 i
dichlorophenyl)- inj:rl::blrcate Sea urchin
1,1-dimethylurea®
. aquatic .
Diuron invertebrate Snail
Diuron . aquafic Water flea
invertebrate

Diuron . aquatic Water flea
invertebrate

Diuron hlghesjt purity . agquatio Water flea
available invertebrate

Diuron highest purity aquatic Water flea
avatlable invertebrate

. o aquatic
Diuron 95% invertebrate Seud
Diwron 93% . aquatic Water flea

invertebrate
Diuron 80% . aquatic Water flea
invertebrate

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron

NADU10136/09090-020-650

Secientific Name

Chiromus tentans

Coleomegilla
maculata

Ceocoris punctipes

Orius insidiousus

Coleomegilla
maculata

Geacoris punctipes

Orius insidiousus

Coleomegilla
maculata

Geocoris punctipes

Orius insidiousus

Coleomegilla
maculata

Geocoris punctipes

Orius insidiousus

Coleomegilla
maculata

Geocoris punctipes

Orius insidiousus

Daphnia magna

Daphnia magna

Hemicentrotus
pulcherrimus

Anthocidaris
crassispina

Lymnea sp.
Ceriodaphnia dubia
Ceriodaphnia dubia

Daphnia magna
Dapimia magna
Gammarus fusciatus
Daphnia pulex

Daphnia magna

2 d, 1stinstar

<24 hr

<24br

eggs and sperm

eggs and sperm

<24 hr
<24 hr
<24 hr

<24 br

1st-1

- :T&Bt’fj{m ‘

Static

Field
application

Field
application

Field
application

Field
application

Field
application

Field
application

Lab
Lab
Lab
Lab
Lab
Lab
Lab
Lab

Lab

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static
Static
Static
Static
Static
48-hr Acute
48-hr Acute

48-hr Acute

*fieanssf Exposum o Test
Exposure Duration

Water

Plant

Plant

Plant

Plant

Plant

Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping
Vial or
Dipping

Water

Water

Seawater

Seawater

Water
Water
Water
Water
Water
Water
Water

Water

Eﬂépaim .

 Test  Biological
Duration

16d 7-10d Survival
3 3
applications  applications
3 3
applications  applications
3 3
applications  applications
3 3
applications  applications
3 3
applications  applications
3 3
applications  applications
48 hr 48 hr Mortality
48 hr 48 hr Mortality
48 hr 48 hr Mortality
48 hr 48 hr
48 hr 48 hr
48 hr 48 hr
48 hr 48 hr
48 hr 48 hr
48 hr 48 hr
48 hr 48 hr Immobilization
48 br 48 hr Immobilization

32hror48 hr 32 hror 48 hr  Development

2hrord8hr32hror48 hr  Development

96 hr 96 hr Survival

48 hr 48 hr Immobilization
48 hr 48 hr Immobilization
48 b 48 hr Immobilization
48 br 48 hr Immebilization
48 hr

48 hr 48 hr

48 hr 48 hr

Statistical
Endpoint

LOAEC

NOEC/
NOAEC

NOEC/
NOAEC

NCEC/
NOAEC

LOEC

LOEC

LOEC

LCso
LCso

LCso

NOEC/
NOAEC
NOEC/
NOAEC
NOEC/
NOAEC

LOEC
LOEC

LOEC

ECso

ECs

NOEC

NOEC

LCso

ECs'
ECs'
ECs;
LOEC
ECs

ECs

ECso

A3-6

. {ested product)’

25

2.5

25

10

10

10

14.9

‘Téxicity Value .Tafxiei;y?alne ,
@'

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

15.3

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

Units

mg ai/l.

kg/ha

kgiha

kg/ha

%
%
%
%

%

%
%

%

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg/L

mg aL
mg/L.

mg/l.

Yes/Yes

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

Yes/No

Yes/No

No/No

No/No

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Sty Report

Number  Number Datasoum

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998, Arch.

Environ, Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480,

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978, J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978, J. Econom. Entom. 71
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Stam et al. 1978. J. Econom. Entom. 71:
477-480.

Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica
Chimea Acta. 456: 303-312.

Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica
Chimca Acta. 456: 303-312.

Kobayashi & Okamura. 2002. Marine Poll.

Bull. 44: 748-751.

Kobayashi & Okamura. 2002. Marine Poll.

Bull. 44: 748-751.

Christian & Tate. 1983. Bull. Environ.
Toxicol. Chem. 30: 628-631.
Foster et al.1998. Australasian J.
Ecotoxicol. 4:53-59.

Foster et al. 1998. Australasian J.
Ecotoxicol. 4:53-59.
Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica
Chimea Acta. 456; 303-312.
Fernandez-Alba et al. 2002. Analytica
Chimcea Acta. 456: 303-312.

MRID

FWS 0094602 1980. In USEPA 2003.
MRID
b
FWS  ao0a602 1980. In USEPA 2003.
) MRID
pup e 1991. In USEPA 2003.

Johnson &
Finley
Johnson &
Finley
C.
Rodriguez

1980

1980

1992

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

June 2005



Diuron

Diuron

diuron/DCMU

diuron/DCMU

Karmex DF
Technical grade

Technical grade

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron

Formulation

% puritylad

98%

95%

240 g/100 L

corrected to
100% a.i.

99.8%

99 8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99.8%

99 8%

>98%

>98%

>98%

NADO1O1S6/09090-020-650

General

Taxonomic
Group

aquatic

invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aguatic plant

aquatic plant

aquatic plant
mammal
mamimal

manmmal

Common
- Name

Water flea

Water flea

Oligochaete

Oligochaete

Spider mite
Earthworm

Scud

Water flea

Water flea
Amphipod

Amphipod

Annelid worm

Snail

Water flea

Amphipod

Annelid worm

Snail

Water flea

Amphipod

Duckweed

Duckweed

Duckweed
Rat
Rat

Rat

_ Scientific Name

Daphnia magna
Simocephalus sp.

Amphichaeta leydigii

Amphichaeta leydigii

Neoseiulus fallacis

(Garman}

Eisenia foetida

Gammarus fasciatus

Daphnia pulex

Daphnia pulex

Hyalella azteca

Hyalella azteca

Lumbriculus
variegatus

Physa gyrina

Daphnia pulex

Hyalella azteca

Lumbriculus
variegatus

Physa gyrina

Daphnia pulex

Hyaletla azteca

Lemna minor

Lemna minor

Lemna minar
Lab strain

Lab strain

early life

1st-I

unknown

unknown

adult

adult 370-450

mg

early instar

5d

5d

adult

15d

5d

adult

15d

5d

unknown

unknown

unknown

Test “fygzif ‘

Chronic

48-hr Acute

In situ

In sity

Slide dip
bioassy

Dermal

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Static

Semi-static
(renew day 4}
Semi-static
{renew day 4)
Semi-static
(renew day 4)

Chronic
Chronic

Acute

?f!ezms of

Water

Water

Sediment
Pore Water

Sediment
Pore Water

Liquid

Filter paper

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water

Water/

Media

Water/

Media

Water/
Media

Rat Oral

Rat Oral

Water

Exposure  Test
_ Duration  Duration

48 hr

48 hr

96 hr

96 hr

7d

96 hr

10d

10d

10d

7d

10d

10d

7d

10d

7d

7d

7d

Binlogical
Endpois

28d LOEC
48 hr ECsy
59 d (test on
d11,17,27, Abundance NOEC
31,59
59 d (test on
d11,17,27, Abundance LOEC
31,59
48 hr Survival NOEC
48 br Survival LCso
96 hr Survival TLsg
7-10d Survival LCsy
7-10d Survival LCso
7~10d Survival LCs
7-10d Survival LCso
7-164d Growth NOAEC
7-10d Growth NOAEC
Survival &
7-10d Reproduction NOAEC
7-104d Survival NOAEC
7-10d Growth LOAEC
7-10d Growth LOAEC
7.10q VA& ke
Reproduction
7-10d Survival LOAEC
7d Growth ICsy
74 Growth ICqyy
7d Growth LOEC
offspngg body NOEC
weight
of'fspm.ag body LOEC
weight
LCe
A3-7

 Statisticat  Toxicity Value
Endpoint  (tested gm#qct}“‘

0.2

0.00002

0.0002

NR

NR

0.7

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

Toxicity Value  Toxicity Value
(!

NR

NR

NR

NR

13.1

1000

NR

17.9

7.1

19.4

18.4

1.8

13.4

4.0

09

35

7.0

1750

5600 (m),
10006 ()

. Units

mg/L

mg/L

M

mg a/L

ug ai/em3

mg/L

mg ai/l,

mg ai/L.

mg ai/l,

mg ai/L,

mg ai/L.

mg ai/l.

mg ai/L

mg ai/L.

mg ai/l.

mg ai/L

mg ai/l.

myg ai/L

ug ai/L
ug ai/L
ug ai/L
ai ppm

ai ppm

mg ai’kg BW

No/No
No/No

No/No

No/No

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

Yes/Yes

No/No'*

No/No'™”

No/No'’

. Smdy quﬂ
_ Number  Number

D Source’

1979. In USEPA 2003,

1980. In USEPA 2003.

Hentschel & Jumars. 1994. Limnol.
QOceanogr.

Hentschel & Jumars. 1994. Limnol.
Oceanogr.

Metzger & Pfeiffer. 2002. J. Entomol. Sci.
37:329-337.

Roberts & Dorough. 1984. Environ.
Toxicol. Chem. 3: 67-78.
Sanders. 1970. Water Pollut. Control
Feder. 42: 1544-1550.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1 441-446,

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contamn. Toxicol. 35:1. 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998, Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1. 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1. 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998, Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1. 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998, Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:L 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1 441-446.

Nebeker & Schuytema. 1998. Arch.
Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 35:1. 441-446.

Teisseire et al. 1999, Environ. Poll. 106:
39-45.

Teisseire et al. 1999, Environ, Poll. 106:
39.45.

Teisseire et al. 1999, Environ. Poll. 106:
3943,

EPA Ecological Risk Assessment (no date)

. Reviewer

' Uséﬁ'kf;xxgi
 RY
derivation

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

June 2005



Formulation % purityai Taxonomic

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuren

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Technical grade
Technical grade
Technical grade

Technical grade

diuron (Sigma
Chemical)

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Group

mammal
mammal
mammal
mammal
mammal
mammal

mammal

mammal

mammal

marmal

mammal

mammal

mammal

mammal

mammal

mammal

mammal

mammal
mamnmal
mammal
mammal
mammal
terrestrial plant

terrestrial plant

terrestrial
plant

terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant

terrestrial plant

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Divron

NADGIO1S6/09050-020-630

_ Common
 Name

Rat
Rat
Mouse
Rat
Rat
Rabbit

Rat

Rat

Rat

Rat

Rat

Rat

Rat

Rat

Rat

Dog

Dog

Rat
Rat
Rat
Rat
Rat
Onion
Onion
Tomato
Tomato
Wheat
Wheat
Tomato

Tomato

- Scmnn{it Na#n’;" f

Sherman strain rat

Sherman strain rat

Sherman strain rat

Sherman strain rat

Allium cepa

Altium cepa

Lycopersicon
esculentum
Lycopersicon
esculentum

Triticum aestivum

Triticum aestivum
Lycopersicon
esculentum

Lycopersicon
esculentum

Eﬁ :,::

Exposure  Duration  Duration  Endpoint

gestation

Teratogenesis Oral days 6 10 15 birth defects
. gestation .
Teratogenesis Oral days 6 to 15 birth defects
Teratogenesis Oral birth defects
Acute Oral Mortality
Acute Oral Mortality
Acute dermal Dermal Mortality
Acute Oral Mortality
Chronic diet Diet 2y Systemic
Chronic diet Diet 2y Systemic
Chronic diet Diet 3-gen Systemic
Chronic diet Diet 3-gen Reproduction
Chronic diet Diet Fetal toxicity
Chronic diet Diet Teratogenesis
Chronic diet Diet 3m Systemic
Chronic diet Diet 3Im Systemic
Chronic diet Diet 2y Systemic
Chronic diet Diet 2y Systemic
Oral Organism  Single dose  atleast 14d mortality
Oral Organism  Single dose  at least 14 d mortality
Dermal Organism  Single dose at least 14d mortality
Dermal Organism  Single dose atleast 14 d mortality
Oral Food 4m H4m Body Weight
Seed emergence

Seed emergence

Seed
emergence

Seed emergence
’ Vigor
Vigor
Vigor

Vigor

NOEL
LOEL
LOEL
LDs,
LDs,
LDso

LDy,

LOEL

NOEL

LOEL

NOEL

LOEL

NOEL

NOEL

LOEL

NOEL

LOEL

LDso
LDsg
LDg,
LDg,
NOEC
ECs
ECqs
£Cq
ECos
ECs,
ECys
ECs

ECos

Test  Biological  Statistical  Toxicity Value
Endpoint  (tested product)’

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

1000

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

Toxicity Value

@'

2000
1617
3750
> 2000

34060

125 (6.25)
25 (1.25)
125 (6.25)

25(1.25)

125

> 500

50 2.5)
500 (25)
25 (0.625)

125 (3.125)

1258

1182

> 2500

> 2500
NR

0.099

0.089

6.080

0.047
0.021

0.002

0.002

0.001

mg aikg BW
mg ailkg BW

mg avkg BW

mg ai’kg
BW

mg at/kg BW
mg aikg BW

mg ai’kg BW

ppm (mg
aifkg/d)

ppm (mg
ai/kg/d)

ppm (mg
at’kg/dy

ppm (mg
ai/kg/d)

mg ai’kg/d
mg avkg/d

ppm (mng
ai/kg/d)

ppm (mg
aikkg/d)

ppm (mg
ai/kg/d)

ppm (mg
aifkg/d)

mg ai’kg
mg ai’kg
mg ai/kg
mg ai/kg
mg/kg diet
1b aifacre
Ib av/acre
b alfacre
b at/acre
Ib ai/acre
Ib aifacre
1b ai/acre

ib ai‘acre

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

No/No

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

. Swdy  Report
| Number  Number

MRID
00017763 &

00080899
MRID

00017763 &

00080899
MRID

00017763 &

00080899
MRID

00017763 &
00080899

MRID
00068036

MRID
00068036

MRID
00017763 &
00091192
MRID
00017763 &
00091192

PIP, 1996

PIP, 1996
PIP, 1996
PiP, 1996
PIP, 1996
PIP, 1996

PIP, 1996

IRIS, 2003

IRIS, 2003

IRIS, 2003

IRIS, 2003

Khera et al. 1979, Bull. Environ. Contam.

Toxicol. 22: 522-529.

Khera et al. 1979, Bull. Environ. Contam.

Toxicol. 22: 522-529.

IRIS, 2003

IRIS, 2003

IRIS, 2003

IRIS, 2003
Gaines & Linder.1986. Fund. Appl.
Toxicol. 7: 299-308.
Gaines & Linder.1986. Fund. Appl.
Toxicol. 7: 299-308.
Gaines & Linder.1986, Fund. Appl.
Toxicol. 7: 299-308.
Gaines & Linder.1986. Fund. Appl.
Toxicol. 7: 299-308.

Wang et al. 1993. Food & Chem. Toxicol.

31:285-295.
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995

USEPA, 1995



Formulation % purity/a...

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

97.3%

97.3%

97.3%

97.3%

97.3%

97.3%

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron
NADG10156/090%0-020-650

G

Taxonomic
 Growp

terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant
terrestrial plant

terrestrial plant

Onion
Onion
Sorghum
Sorghum
Wheat
Wheat
Pea
Pea
Soybean
Soybean
Rape
Rape
Cucumber
Cucumber
Sugar beet
Sugar beet
Tomato
Tomato
Onion
Tomato
Rape
Sugar beet
Wheat
Cucumber
Garden pea
Soybean
Com
Sorghum
Wheat
Tomato

Garden pea

Common
_ Name

ScientificName  Age  TestType.

Zea mays
Zea mays
Allium cepa
Allium cepa
Sorghum bicolor
Sorghum bicolor
Triticum aestivum
Triticum aestivum
Pisum sativum
Pisum sativum
Glycine max
Glycine max
Brassica sp.
Brassica sp.
Cucumis sativus
Cucumis sativus
Beta vulgaris

Beta vulgaris

Lycopersicon
esculentum
Lycopersicon
esculentum

Allium cepa

Lycopersicon
esculentum

Brassica sp.
Beta vulgaris
Triticum gestivam
Cucumis sativus
Pisum sativum
Glyeine max
Zea mays
Sorghum bicolor

Triticum aestivum

Lycopersicon
esculentum

Pisum sativum

 Meansof Exposure  Test

14d

14d

14d

14d

14d

14d

i4d

144d

21d

214

Shoot weight ECsq NR
Shoot weight ECqs NR
Shoot weight ECs NR
Shoot weight ECgs NR
Shoot weight ECs, NR
Shoot weight ECos NR
Shoot weight ECs NR
Shoot weight ECqys NR
Shoot weight ECs NR
Shoot weight ECys NR
Shoot weight ECs NR
Shoot weight ECos NR
Shoot weight ECs NR
Shoot weight ECqs NR
Shoot weight ECsqy NR
Shoot weight ECys NR
Shoot weight ECso NR
Shoot weight ECs NR
Shoot weight ECso NR
Shoot weight ECss NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Seed emergence ECss NR
Seed emergence ECys NR
Vigor ECys NR
Vigor ECs NR
Vigor ECys NR
A39

‘ Biological  Statistiesl  Tovicity Value  Tosicity Value
Exposure  Duration  Duration  Endpoint  Endpoint (ested product)’ @yl o

0390

0.190

0.148

0.094

0.075

0.012

0.021

0.002

0.014

0.003

0.012

0.002

0.033

0.012

0.005

0.005

0.009

0.005

0.002

0.001

0.09

37

0.81

0.02

0.00

0.01

b aifacre

Ib aifacre

1b al/acre

1b ai/acre

Ib aifacre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

1b aifacre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

1b aifacre

Ib ai/acre

1b ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

1b ai/acre

1b ai/acre

1b ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

1b ai/acre

ib ai/acre

1b ai/acre

Ib aifacre

ib at/acre

b avfacre

1b atfacre

b ai/acre

b afacre

ib ai/acre

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401

- . Report
. Number Number

Data Source’ .

USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1993
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995
USEPA, 1995

USEPA, 1995

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003,

1996. In USEPA 2003,

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996, in USEPA 2003,

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003,

1996. In USEPA 2003.

. EeA .
. Reviewer  Reviewed

GAI

GAI

GAl

GAI

GAIL

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAL

GAl

Date

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

June 2005



Formulation % purity/ni.  Taxonomic
; e Croip

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuren

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

Diuron

diuron/DCMU

diwron/DCMU

divron/DCMU

97.3% terrestrial plant
97.3% terrestrial plant
97.3% terrestrial plant
97.3% terrestrial plant
97.3% terrestrial plant
97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial
plant

97.3% terrestrial
plant

97.3% terrestrial
plant

terrestrial
97.3% plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

terrestrial
(1)
97.3% plant
terrestrial
o,
97.3% plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

terrestrial
plant

97.3%
97.3% terrestrial plant
97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

97.3% terrestrial plant

agquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
invertebrate

aquatic
mveriebrate

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diwron
NADG10156/09090-020-630

Common

Dame

Rape
Onion
Sorghum
Cucumber
Soybean
Sugar beet
Com
Onion
Tomato
Rape
Sugar beet
Wheat
Cucumber
Garden pea

Soybean

Com

Sorghum

Wheat

Tomato

Garden pea
Rape
Onion

Sorghum

Cucumber

Soybean

Sugar beet
Com
polychacte
polychaete

polychaete

Scientific Name

Brassica sp.
Allium cepa
Sorghum bicolor
Cucumis sativus
Glycine max
Beta vulgaris
Zea mays

Allium cepa

Lycopersicon
esculentum

Brassica sp.
Beta vulgaris
Triticum aestivum
Cucumis sativus
Pisum sativam

Glycine max

Zea mays

Sorghum bicolor

Triticum aestivum

Lycopersicon
esculentum

Pisum sativum
Brassica sp.
Allium cepa

Sorghum bicolor

Cucunis sativus

CGlycine max

Beta vulgaris
Zea mays
Hobsonia florida
Hobsonia florida

Hobsonia flovida

small juvenile (3-
6 setigers)
large juvenile {7-
28 sefigers)
{arge juvenile (7-
28 setigers)

TestType

In situ

In sita

In site

; Means snfj . Exposure

Exposure

Sediment
Pore Water
Sediment
Pore Water
Sediment
Pore Water

21d

21d

14d

14d

14d

144d

14d

14d

144d

14d

14d

21d

21d

21d

21d

21d

21d

59d

59d

59d

59d

59d (testd
4,31.41)
59 d (testd
4,31, 41}

Vigor
Vigor
Vigor
Vigor
Vigor
Vigor

Vigor

Seed
emergence
Seed
emergence
Seed
emergence
Seed
emergence

Seed emergence

Seed emergence

Seed
emergence
Seed
emergence

Seed emergence

Seed emergence

Vigor

Vigor

Vigor
Vigor
Vigor

Vigor

Vigor

Vigor

Vigor
Vigor
Abundance
Abundance

Abundance

ECys
ECys
ECys
ECys
EC;s
ECys
ECys
NOEL
NOEL
NOEL
NOEL
NOEL
NOEL
NOEL

NOEL

NOEL

NOEL

NOEL

NOEL

NOEL
NOEL
NOEL

NOEL

NOEL

NOEL

NOEL
NOEL
LOEC
NOEC

LOEC

A3-10

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

NR

0.0002

0.000002

0.0002

. Biological  Statistical  Toxicity Value  Toxicity Value

Endpoint  Endpoint (lestedproducy’ (i)

0.01

0.01

0.39

0.047

0.047

0.047

0.047

0.38

0.19

12

12

0.0017

0.001

0.0028

0.0117

0.094

0.0117

0.062

0.005

6.19

NR

NR

NR

1b ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib aifacre

Ib ai/acre

b ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

1b ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

1b ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

Ib aifacre

Ib ai/acre

1 aifacre

Ib ai/acre

Ib ai/acre

b ai/acre

b ai/acre

ib ai/acre

1b ai/acre

M

M

M

Chemical
Analysis

No/No

No/No

No/No

re

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

DuPont

 Smdy  Report
Number

MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401

MRID
44113401
MRID
44113401

Data Source®

1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003,
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003,

1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.
1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003,

1996. In USEPA 2003,

1996. In USEPA 2003.

1996. In USEPA 2003.

Hentschel & Jumars. 1994, Limnol.
Oceanogr.

Hentschel & Jumars. 1994, Limnol.
Oceanogr.

Hentschel & Jumars. 1994, Limnol.
Oceanogr.

EPA

/ Date
_ Reviewer  Reviewed

Used for
- IRY
derivation

GAL

GAI

GAl

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAl

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAl

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAI

GAl

GAl

GAI

GAI

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

1997

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

June 2003



- .  General
Formulation % purity/ai.  Taxonomic
; - Group

k Ce;i;mbn L k . - .
. Name Scientific Name g&gg ; TesiType :

Boldface indicates study selected for derivation of toxicity reference value (TRV) used in risk assessment.

'Toxicity values relate the dose of a compound with a potentially adverse effect. Values are reported as they were presented in the reviewed
source.

*See the bibliography of this ERA document, Appendix A of the associated Literature Review document, and source footnote for complete citations.
’As cited in USEPA 2003.

*Based on measured concentrations.

*Measured final concentrations (D5) were 0.9 and 1.6 ug/l in two replicates.
“Marine species, not used for TRV derivation.

733% mortaility at 4200, repellent at 5000.

*Stock prepared in DMSQ (dimethyl sulfoxide).

® Analysis during earlier experiments found concentrations between 65 and 100% of nominal.
19At least 100 ug/L after 96 h post-exposure.

196-h LCsos range from 2.8 to 9.5 mg/L for 7 to 29°C.

No analytical except for culture/holding water (diuron undetected).

BSame developmental stage due to holding temperature of older tadpoles.
Test included 60 days post exposure in clean water.

**Nominal concentrations between 5 and 100 uw/L of a.i.

BLM Vegetation Treatment ERA - Diuron
NADOI0156/09090-020-650

‘ ?!emsuf _ Exposure

Abbreviations

m - male

{ - female

a.l. - active ingredient

Durations
hr - hours
d - days

w - weeks
m - months
y - years

; e Test  Biological
Exposure  Duration  Duration  Endpoint

. - ‘ Chemical o - - = ot
Smtistical | Toricity Value | Toriclty Velwe == Anabss . Smhy R o, ERA Date gy
Endpoint  (tested product))  @ip! .  Done/ : Number Number kai’a e  Reviewer Reviewed 4 o

s | = e - . e erivation

Endpoints

EC;s - 3% effect concentration

EC,; - 25% effect concentration

ECs, - 50% effect concentration

ICs;, - concentration causing 25% inhibition of a process
{Cyq - concentration causing 90% inhibition of a process
LCs; - median lethal concentration, 50% mortality

LDy, - median lethal dose, 50% mortality

TLse - median tolerance limit

LOAEC - lowest-observable-adverse-effect concentration
LOAEL - lowest-observable-adverse-effect level

LOEC - lowest-observable-effect concentration

LOEL - lowest-observable-effect level

NOAEC ~ no-observable-adverse-effect concentration
NOAEL - no-observable-adverse-effect level

NOEC - no-observable-effect conenentration
NOEL - no-observable-effect level

A3-11 June 2003
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