


¢ L c 557

C i .
-3 o ' s%%%i;;iza,

. 08 JAN 1980 ol

PPE OF2X77: Haphthalenzacetic Acid on fApsnies, Pears, and 01dvss,
Fvaluation of analyvtical method and resfdue data.

Alfred Smith, Chendgil, P08, HED
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#, Teylor (P 25), FHE, 20 (75-767} and Texicolsay Brasch, HED {TS-78%)
THRY: R, §. Schmitt, Acting Chisf, Besidue Chomistey Branch [T5-762)

The tUnfon Carblide Agricslturs! Praducts Comsany, Inc. proposes that the
established tolerances { $120.Y65) for rotiduss of the plant vewslator

s-naphthalencacettc ucld, ov l-naphthalensacetic acid fﬁkﬁ,, e ameaded
o reflect the vse of the frec aaiﬁ ar the ethyl sster forms as olliows.

1.5 ppm fa or o8 ap pi#a and poars feos the applicaticn of Gonaphidalensacelic
geié or the ethyl sster of c-rashibhalanescetic ecid.

G.1 pom in or on olives from the applicetfen of w-nzphthalesencstic zcid
ar the elhyl aster of wasphthalencacetic scid,

This sropesal daciudes 2o charges in the established tolerance lavels
for apples, poars, or oslives.

Telerances f@r G-naphithalengacatic aeld are 2lso established In nuincesz
2t 1.0 ppm and in pfﬁ annles &i “.9* peee { 3180.19%), A tolerance i3
vending for “AA residuss {n ci»r i3 {Pré 7“10ﬁf}.

v

The sropesed uses on apules, pears and olives reflect applicaiicn when no
frult are present whereas the alrzady éﬂisiérgé usng are far applicatien

whan frufts are pgresest.

fenclusions

e e e

1. The nature of the residus {s adequately understesd.
2. The snalytical method §¢ edesuate for the detsrnination of “AA
regiduas,

I, Ho real resfdues are sxpected in alives, apples, pears, or thefr
byproducts, Therefore, the sstablished tolerences for applas, olives,
ard pears will agt be affected by the proposed uses.

6. Yo rosiduss are 1lkely te vceur i egus, milk, and zmont of livestock
§o1m0.5(a)(3) .

Recompendation

Yozicslegical and CF2 conziderstions pernitting, we recommend for
pravossd telsrance emendments.
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INERT INGREDIENT AND MANUFACTURING PROCESS INFORMATION ARE NOT INCLUDED

cetailed Considerations

Fornulation

AMCHER  Sprout Inhibitor A112, 2 licuid mixture containing the ethyl
ester of 1-naphthaleneacetic acid at 15.17 {l-naphthaleneacetic acid
equivalent of 1.0 1b/gal. or 13 2% by weight), is proposed for use on
apples, pears, and olive trees to control sprout cr sucker crowth.

The formulaticn is made from

The impurities are not likely tc be a residus

‘

A11 fnert ingradients are cleared for use under “120.1001.
Proposead lse

Apples and Pears

Formulation is to be applied during the formaﬂt nerfod before resprouting
or when new shoots are £-12 inches leng. On taar1ra trees de not treat
suckers during bud swell, bloom. or fruit se (35}1od from start of growth
to 4 weeks after patzal fall). Do not repeat applications on same trees
for at least one year.

The solution is applied once at a rate of 2.7 1h act/100 callens.

Olives

8o not treat scaffold branches orpruning cuts on olives. Treat once when
sprouts are no mwore than 10 inches tall at the above rate. 7o not treat
during olive bloom or fruit set.

The fo?iage of trees {olive, applas, pears) is nct to be sprayed.

Hature of the Residue

The metabelism of -~nashthaleneacetic acid (HAR) 1n plants (citrus, olives,
Coleus, wheat, peas, and various weed varieties) has been fully discussed
in previous reviews (PP# 7E1266, PP# 1E1092). Plant residues consist
primarily of the garent HAR, and the conjugated HAA comporents l-naphthalene-
acetylaspartic acid and 1-B-D-Glucose- -naghthalensacetate. The plant
metaboliss of HAA is adecuately understeed.

14
Rats were administerad single doses of radiolabelled £ -FHAA, and 27-97¢
of the doses were excreted {n the urine and feces within 72 hours. The
major portion of the residue consisted of esters of HAA with glycine,
{naphthaceturic acid), and glucuronic acid, (ﬁaghthate¢VI—'lL“osidnronic
acid). Small amounts of uwchanqu #AA and two unidentified metabolites
vere also noted.
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Because of the proposed use {no application to foliage of trees; no
treatment during bloom or fruit set), no restfdues of HAA are likely to accur
in the fruit of treated trees.

Analvtical Method

A ground sample i{s extracted by blending with methanol and filtering. The
filtrate 1s mixed with a buffer solution and partitioned with hexane. The

agugggs phase contains the HAA and the hexane phase contains the ethyl ester
0 .

The aqueous phase containing HAA 1s washed with methylene chloride

which 1s discarded. The aqueous phase s acidified, and NAA is extracted
into methylene chloride which is evaporated fo dryness. The residue

{s taken up with methanol which is concentrated and digested with methanolic
perchloric acid. (This converts NAA to methyl NAA).

The residue is extracted into hexane, cleaned up on a Florisil column,
and eluted with an ethyl ether: hexane mixture. The eluate is evaporated
to dryness, and the residue is taken up with methancl. This solution
contains any MAA {as methyl HAA) which may have been present in the
sample.

For ethyl HAA analysis, the initial hexane extract (see paragraph one
above) is evaporated to dryness, and the residue is cleaned up on a
P Florisil column. The residue is eluted with an ethyl ether: hexane
s mixture which s evaporated to dryness. The residues 0f ethyl NRA are
taken up with methanol for determination.

The HAA and ethyl HAA solutfons are each examined by ligquid chromatography
using an ultra-vislet detecter..

Untreated (contrel) samples of olives, apples, and pears had no HAA

( 0.01 ppm) or ethyl HAA (_ 0.02 ppm) equivalent residues. Control
samples of olives, apples, and pears were fortified with KAA, ethyl HAA,
and methyl HAR at Tevels of 0.1 and 0.2 ppm. Recoveries were 70-106%.

The method {s adequate for the determination of NAR and ethyl HAA residues
in olives, apples, and pears.

Residue Data

0lives

Samples of fresh or brined olives had no detectable residues of HAA

( <0.01 ppm) or ethyl HAA. The fresh samples were cbtalned from fres
1n falifornia which had been treated as proposed. The samples were
collected at intervals of 39-52 days after treatment.

Pears

Samples were obtained from trees in California which had been treated

as proposed and harvested at intervals of 93 days after treatment. Uo
datoctahle raciduse (. 0.0T naml af HAR or sthyl PAA were nnted.




Apples

Samples were obtained from crops in Michigan, New York, Oregen, Indiana,
Minnesota, Pennsylvanfa, and Canada which had heen treated as proposed.
The samples showed no detectable residues of NAA (< 0.01 ppm) or ethyl
HAA { <0.02 ppm) at perfods of 10-212 days after treatment.

The data indicate that no detectable residues { <0.02 ppm) are likely

to occur in olives, apples, and pears from the proposed use. These data
support our conclusfon (see Eggggg,qji_ggg.xesidue) that no real residues
are expected 1n olives, apples, and pears from the proposed uses. Further,
the absence of residues in apples precludes the presence of residues in
the 1ivestock feed {tem, apple pomance. Also, no residues are expected

{n the jufces, jellies, and canned fruits.

We conclude that the established tolerances for apples, olives, and pears
are adequate to cover residues of NAA resulting from the proposed and
registered uses.

Meat and Milk

Apple pomace may be used as a livestock feed. Ye have indicated that ro
residues are expected in apple pomace from the proposed use. Therefore,
no residues are expected in eggs, milk, and meat of livestock {§180.6{a}{(3)}.
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