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TABLE 3-1
Selected Toxicity Reference Valuesfor Fluridone

Receptor

Selected TRV Units

Duration

Endpoint

Species

Notes

RECEPTORSINCLUDED IN FOOD WEB MODEL

Terrestrial Animals

extrapolated from NOAEL; 33.3%

Honeybee 1,088 pg/bee 48h LDso a.i. product

Large bird - 2270 mgkgbw 8d LDs, mallard ';eichnical grade; assumed 95 - 97%

Large bird 100 mga.i/kgbw-day 1 generation NOAEL mallard rt;,l;roduction

Piscivorous bird 100 mga.i/kgbw-day 1 generation NOAEL mallard

Small bird _ 13135 mgkgbw 8d LDs, bobwhite quail ;‘?hmcal grade; assumed 95 - 97%

Small bird 604  mgai/kgbw-day 1 generation NOAEL bobwhite quail reproduction

Small mammal 8 mg a.i/kgbw-day 2y NOAEL rat

Small mammal - dermal 5,000 mga.i/kgbw 8d LDs, rabbit

Small mammal - ingestion 10,000 mg a.i/kg bw NR LDs mouse and rat water exposure; no diet available

Large mammal 10,000 mg a.i./kg bw NR LDs, mouse and rat small mammal value

Large mammal 75 mg a.i/kgbw-day 1y NOAEL beagle

Terrestrial Plants

Terrestrial plants -typical species no data

Terrestrial plants - RTE species no data

Aquatic Species

Aquatic invertebrates 1.3 mglL 48 h LCs midge (Chironomus)  multiple studies; 41% - 98% a.i.

Fish 425 mg/L 96 h LCs rainbow trout 98 — 99% a.i. product

Aquatic plants and algae 3 mg/L 37d ECs American pondweed ;};ge(lipolated from NOAEL; no % a.i.

Aquatic invertebrates 06 mg/lL 30d NOAEL midge (Chironomus) 98 — 99% a.i. product

Fish 0.48 mg/L life cycle ~ NOAEL fathead minnow extrapolated from LOAEL;
swimming speed

Aquatic plants and algae 1 mg/L 37d NOAEL American pondweed  biomass
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Selected Toxicity Reference Valuesfor Fluridone

=~
R
N
§ k
b
~

QuopLIN|] - JUSWISSASSY SIY [BIIBO[0IT

SOpIOIqIOY Suls() sjusuweal], uonedsoA NI

8-¢

S00T I9quIdAON

Receptor Selected TRV Units Duration Endpoint Species Notes
ADDITIONAL ENDPOINTS
Amphibian no data
Amphibian no data
Warmwater fish 8.2 mg/L 96 h LCs channel catfish 98 — 99% a.i. product
Warmwater fish 0.5 mg/L lifecycle ~ NOAEL fathead minnow 98 —99% a.i. product
Coldwater fish 42 mg/L 96 h LCs rainbow trout 98 —99% a.i. product
Coldwater fish 1.4 mg/L 96 h NOAEL rainbow trout extrapolated from LCs,
Notes:
Toxicity endpointsfor terrestrial animals
LDs - to address acute exposure. Piscivorous bird TRV = Large bird chronic TRV.
NOAEL - to address chronic exposure. Fish TRV = lower of coldwater and warm water fish TRVs.
Toxicity endpointsfor terrestrial plants Durations:
ECy;s - to address direct spray, drift, and dust impacts on typical species. h - hours
ECys or NOAEL - to address direct spray, drift, and dust impacts on threatened or endangered species. d - days
Toxicity endpointsfor aquatic receptors w - weeks
LCsq or ECs - to address acute exposure (appropriate toxicity endpoint for non-target aquatic plants will be an EC50). m - months
NOAEL - to address chronic exposure. y - years
Value for fish is the lower of the warmwater and coldwater values. NR — Not reported
Units represent those presented in the reviewed study
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FIGURE 4-1. Conceptual Mode for Aquatic Herbicides.
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Application of aquatic herbicides may occur by aerial (i.e., plane, helicopter) ground (i.e., truck, backpack), or boat methods.

See Figure 4-2 for simplified food web & evaluated receptors.
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FIGURE 4-2. Smplified Food Web.
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Figure4-3.
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Direct Spray - Risk Quotientsfor Terrestrial Animals & Semi-Aquatic Wildlife.
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FIGURE 4-4. Accidental Direct Spray and Spills- Risk Quotientsfor Non-Target Aquatic Plants.
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Figure 4-5. Accidental Direct Spray and Spills- Risk Quotientsfor Fish.
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Figure 4-6. Accidental Direct Spray and Spills- Risk Quotientsfor Aquatic I nvertebrates.
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TABLE 5-1 g
Relative Effects of Pond Variables on Herbicide Exposure Concentrationsusing Typical BLM Application Rate g \
Pond area Mass sprayed on pond Concentration in pond PE‘
(acres) Pond depth (m) Pond volume (L) (mg) (mg/L) Comments
0.25 1 1,011,714 17,010 0.02 Base case
100 1 404,685,642 6,803,886 0.02 Increased pond area; No change in concentration
1000 1 4,046,856,422 68,038,856 0.02 Increased pond area; No change in concentration
0.25 0.5 2,023,428,211 17,010 0.03 Decreased pond depth; Increased concentration
0.25 2 2,023,428 17,010 0.008 Increased pond depth; Decreased concentration
0.25 4 4,046,856 17,010 0.004 Increased pond depth; Decreased concentration
TABLE 5-2
Relative Effects of Stream Variables on Herbicide Exposure Concentrationsusing Typical BLM Application Rate
Length of
Stream Stream impacted stream  Stream volume  Masssprayed on  Concentration in
width(m)  depth (m) (m)* L) stream (mg) stream (mg/L) Comments
2 0.2 636 254,460 21,391 0.08 Base case
4 0.2 636 508,920 42,782 0.08 Increased stream width; No change in concentration
1 0.2 636 127,230 10,695 0.08 Decreased stream width; No change in concentration
2 0.4 636 508,920 21,391 0.04 Increased stream depth; Decreased concentration
2 0.1 636 127,230 21,391 0.17 Decreased stream depth; Increased concentration
2 0.2 201 80,468 6,764 0.08 Increased stream length; No change in concentration
2 0.2 2,012 804,672 67,644 0.08 Decreased stream length; No change in concentration
(1) — Length of impacted stream is based on size of application area. 10 acre application area = 201 meters impacted; 100 acre application area = 636 meters impacted; 1,000 acre application
arca = 2,012 meters impacted.











































































http://www.epa.gov/opppmsd1/PR_Notices/pr97-6.html
http://www.epa.gov/opprd001/inerts/index.html
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