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7. CONCLUSIONS:

DuPont’s interpretation of bromacil detections at their Central
Ridge study site is based on unlikely assumptions, and is not
credible. The central premise of this  report, that the
concentration detected in a single upgradient well can be directly
subtracted from the concentrations detected in nine separate
downgradient wells to obtain "corrected concentrations," is
incorrect. Thus, DuPont’s conclusions based on this premise are
also incorrect. EFGWB does not concur with the assertion that "the
data supports that applying bromacil at the new recommended rates
will not impair the water quality" of the Central Ridge region of
Florida. . ‘ '

8. RECOMMENDATIONS :

EFGWB accepts the possibility that bromacil residues in the ground
water may have been transported from -the upgradient site to the
small-scale retrospective ground-water monitoring study site, but
does not accept the method or results of the "correction" applied
to the concentrations detected in the study site wells. The
elevated levels of bromacil in the monitoring wells that were
. detected, in spite of ‘the reduction in the application rates in
succeeding years, 1indicate that DuPont’s suggested lower
application rates would most successfully be evaluated through the
completion of a small-scale prospective ground-water monitoring
study in the Central Ridge. Such a study was recommended in EFGWB'’s-
September 28, 1992 review - of the Central Ridge study report. -

9. BACKGROUND

Du Pont, working in conjunction with the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation (FDER) and the Florida Department of
Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), chose three citrus-
growing sites to conduct small-scale retrospective ground-water
studies. These sites were selected to represent the three major
citrus-growing regions in Florida. The purpose of the study was to
determine if residues of bromacil "have reached the potable
groundwater beneath the sites under normal conditions." A progress
report was submitted to OPP in March 1992. EFGWB responded to this
report in its review of September 28, 1992, in which EFGWB
requested a small-scale prospective monitoring study for the use of
bromacil on Florida citrus.

The greatest evidence of bromacil leaching to ground water was
found at the Central Ridge region site in Polk County, in central
Florida. The stratigraphy of this site was described as "sand to
depth." Ten monitoring wells were installed on site, with 9 of the
10 in three clusters of three wells each. The depths of these wells
were staggered, covering a range from 14 to 54 feet deep. The depth
to ground water was as shallow as 12 feet during the study.
Bromacil was detected in ground water at all 10 wells, in every



sample taken in quarterly sampling from 1987 to 1992. Of the 204 |
samples analyzed, 23 (11%) had bromacil concentratlons above the’
Health Advisory Level of 90 ppb.

10. DISCUSSTON:

EFGWB cannot accept many of the assumptions required to make Du
Pont’s conclusions credible. The central premise of this report,
that the concentration detected in a single upgradient well can be
directly subtracted from the concentrations detected in nine
separate downgradient wells to obtain "corrected concentrations,"
is incorrect. Since the ground water flowing past well MW-10 will
not flow to all of the downgradient monitoring wells, this report
assumes that the concentration of bromacil detected in MW-10 is the
exact concentration to be found in a "“front" of ground water
flow1ng uniformly toward the monitoring wells. :

The report states that "only measured values from well 10 were used
and no attempt was made to estimate an adjusted correction factor."
This method further reduces the value of the resulting "corrected
concentrations" for several reasons. By not taking degradation of
bromacil into account, the resulting "correction factor" might be
too large for wells downgradient of, or deeper than, MW=-10. The
- report takes note of this possibility for wells deeper than MW-10,
but erroneously assumes that this allows one to estimate whether
the "correction" "is too little or too much." That "“correction
factors" 1leading to negative concentrations are to large is
obvious, but calculating a positive concentration in this manner
gives absolutely no indication of what portion of the detected
bromacil was applled on-site.

EFGWB agrees with Du Pont that the quarterly sampling undertaken
for this study would allow "little flexibility in choosing
different correctlon factors." This report assumes a travel time
from MW-10 to the three downgradient well clusters of 3, 6 and 9
months, although due to the north-south flow gradient, ground water
would be very unlikely to flow from MW-10 to all three of the
downgradient well clusters. However, the quarterly sampling scheme
results in application of "3-month corrections" to samples taken
from 56 to 209 days after MW-10 sampling, "6-month corrections"
after 105 to 218 days, and "9-month corrections" after 202 to 419
days. As a result, the values subtracted from the actual measured
concentrations are inconsistent with Du Pont’s own estimate of how
long bromacil from offsite would travel from well to well. In
addition, although the report claims to assume a downward ground-
water flow of 4 feet per year, it is clear that by applying the
same "correction factor" to each well in a cluster, that this
assumption was not factored into the equation.

The inconsistencies described above render the resulting "corrected
concentrations" listed in Table 2a nearly meaningless. The specific
assertion that many of the samples with bromacil concentrations
above the HAL of 90 ppb can be corrected to have concentrations
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below the HAL is particularly unconvincing. This réporthdoes.not'
support the contention that reductions in the application rate of
bromacil have led to concentrations in ground water below the HAL.



