


Date: ~ (April 18,1996 ‘

SUBJECT o 'Pmpazine_: Comme

" FROM: Nelson Thurman, Environmental Engineer = - . \

.| from published scientific literatyre suggest

L addressed in the same manner as atrazine and simazine,

. | fate database-on propazine is not complete. To date, the registrant has only su
| food greenhouse uses and not on terrestrial fo

"' on sorghum; the existing environmental fate database is inc
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nts on Griffin CQprQi‘éltién Rﬁsponse to EPA's Grz{ssely-Allen Notification,

Dated September 27,1995 = 17 - ~

. TO: o ';SylﬁleirlenefMatteﬁ R

'; “S¢ien1iﬁg Analysis’ and‘ Codljdinati()n Staff (SACS') /,,EEED‘{(7507C) . o o R

Environmental Chemistry Review Sectioh‘#i L
_‘Envitonmental Fate and Ground Water Branch / EFED (7507C) -

© THROUGH: ~ MahT. Shamim, Ph.D., Section Head

Envir()nmental.Chemistry Review Section#2 - . . - P
Environmental Fate and Ground Water Branch / EFED (7 507C),

Henry M. Jacoby, Brafich Chief EEETR
, Environméntal.Fate.and Ground Water Branch / EFED (7507C). .

“'The registrant, Griffin Cofpbration, contends that propazine, a chloro—s’—\tﬁaiine, should Tiot be $ubj¢ct'to aspecial
' review or be included in the ongoing triazine special review. One of the bases for the registrant's contentions is
\that the environmental fate characteristics of propazine "differ ‘markedly" from the characteristics of the other

I : An EFGWB review of the supporting documents (dated September 27,

" |triazines under the proposed use patterns..
1 1995) found no comparison of the e

nvironmental fate characteristics of propazine to other similar triazines,
Available data from acceptable and supplementary data submitted to EPA and
that thé persistence, degradation mechanisms, and mobility of

; his basis, EFGWB recommeinds that propazine be
with the same use restrictions and precautions.

| particularly atrazine and simazine.

| propazine is similar to that of atrazine and simazine. On

| In their argumehts, the registrant indicates their intention to use peraziné on grain sorghum. The environmental ’

’ { : bmitted studies in support of non- - T

} 7 od and feed crop uses. EFGWB believes that decisions on the use of -

| propazine for sorghum (a terrestrial food and feed crop us€) be based on a ¢ omplete environmental fate database.

| The registrant has not provided a complete data package necessary to evaluate the intended use of propazine
omplete and a definitive assessment is not BT

| possible.
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 ENVIRONMENTAL FATE CHARACTERISTICS OF PROPAZINE AND OTHER TRIAZINES

EFGWB noted in its Section 18 Emergency. Exemptlon respons;e (Deéembér 4, 19‘95; Written before EFGWB
- received the registrant's response package) that available environmental fate studics submitted to EPA and

- published scientific literature indicate that the known environmental fate characteristics of propazine are sitnilar to

 that of afrazine and simazine, two closely-rélated chloro-s-triazines. At the time, EFGWB recommended that
propazine "be addressed in the samie manner as atrazine and simazine, with the same use restrictions and - -
precautions.” . -~ - . o s - ‘ L

’

~ The registrant bascs the contention that propazine has a lower potential fquéééhing and runoff’ enﬁirely on v
. proposed.site and use characteristics and not on differences in the environmental fate characteristics of propazine
. and the other triazine chemicals.” As noted in the attached EFGWB Section 18 Memo (sec the section

that propazine is similar to atrazine and simazine in terms of degradation mechanisms; persistence and mobility

. (EFGWB One-Liner Database; Khan, 1980; Montgomery, 1993; Wolfe et al, 1990). Table 1 shows the comparison
~ of the mobility of propazine, atrazine, and simazine in the same soils. Co o ) ‘

While numerous data gaps exist in the environmental fate database, available studies show that propazineis =
moderately to highly persistent (degrading by acrobic metabolism with an apparent half-life of 12 to 24 weeks) and
~ mobile to very mobile in the soil environment. Like atrazine and simazine, propazine docs not bind strongly to
soils and therefore has the potential to leach to ground water or be transported by. runoff to surface waters:
- " Supplemental terrestrial field dissipation studics (which were not adequate to determine a DTs, value for -
- propazine) found common degradates between propazine, simazine, and atrazing. ‘ ‘

' This comparison indicates that propazine would be éxpected to behave similarly to atrazine and simazine under the
same environmental conditions. Therefore, propazine should be addressed in the same manner as atrazine and
Asimaziﬁe, with the same usc restrictions and precautions. SN {

'PROPOSED USES OF PROPAZINE AND THE STATUS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL FATE
DATABASE S " e '

f The registrant clearly states their intention to use propazine on grain sorghum. To date, Griffin has submitted data

' only in support of non-food greenhouse uses for propazine. The environmental fate database on propazine is not -
S H complete and key studies necessary for a fate assessment for terrestrial feed and food crop uses are still missing. "
| While existing studies suggest that propazine has the potential to leach to grouind water or reach surface waters by

| rurioff, additional studies are needed to better quantify this potential. As noted in the 10/27/95 EFGWB new

hemical review of propazine for non-food greenhouse uses, additional environmental fate data would be necessary

~ | to fill the data gaps in support of outdoor usage. Data is still needed on photodegradation in. water (Guideline

| Number 161-2) and on soil (161-3), terrestrial soil dissipation (164-1), and bicaccumulation in fish (165-4). Other
‘| studies, such as ground watér monitoring studies, may also be needed. The resulfs of all submitted studies must be

" |"cohesive and consistent so that a fundamental understanding of the environmental fate of the chemical and its ‘

"I metabolites/degradates is possible. . S Lo ‘

"\ Decisions on the use of propazine on sorghum should be based on a complete environmental fate database. Since
| the registrant has not provided a complete data package necessary to evaluate the intended use, a definitive

| assessment is not possible. X

"Comparison to Other Chloro-s-Triazines"), available information, ing:ludiﬁg published scientific studies, suggest L
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Soil

Series

Bates sil
Baxter sicl

“Chitum sil

* Clarksville sil

Cumberland sit 6 4:

Eldon sil - “
Evouettes - ...
Gerald sil
Grundy sicl

Hagerstown sicl 5.5
‘Hickory Hill si

Knox sil -
Lakeland.sil

Lebanon sil
"Lindley1 -

- Lintonia Is
Marian sil -

~ Marshall sicl .

“Menfro sil
‘Newtonia sil -
{Oswego sicl
- Putnam sil

- Salix 1

Sarpy 1
Sharkey ¢

Shelby b

" Summit sic
" Union sil -

D Vertroz
©'Wabash¢c -
" Waverley sil

Wﬁhadkee sil

Mean .

and Crawford, 1970 v

o Table 1 Pubhshed Soil Adsorptlon Data Pr(wldmg for Dlrect Compansons of the Mobrhty of Propazme, Atrazme
‘ and Srmazme (from Montgomery, 1993)

‘Soil Propertles Propazine Atrazine _ Simazine
pH . 0C - CEC K, K. K, K. K O K
% meq/lO()g mL/g mLg  mL/g mL/g mL/g = -mbL/g
65 '().8()‘? 93 *0.70 88 080 100 100 125
60 120 112 1% 157 230 190 230 . . 190
46 254 7.6 460 181 - 400 - 157 3.30 130
57 - 080 57 2100 263 170 212 1.40° 175
069 65 070 101 - 140 203 . . 120 174 | ‘
©59 . .173 129 - 180. 104 250 144 290 167
6.1 - 2.09 - 115 55 . 198 95 178 . 8l
47 155 110 180 116 320 206 . 420 271
56 - 207 135 280 . 133 48 232 650 - 314
248 125 370 -149 370149 167 67 - .
S 327 - . 1190 - 363, o 707 216 704 . 215
54 167 188 270 162 360 216 510 305
62 190 @ 29 - 080 49 100 53 . 090 47
49 104 77 200 . 192 220 212 - 2380 1269
47 08 = 69 . 220 256 . 260 . 302 2.60. 302
53 034 32 010 . 29 060 176 100 294
46 - 080 -99 . 210 263 - 220 275 350 - 438
54 242 0 213 3.00 124 450 186 . 720 298
53 . 138 91/ 180 130 170 123 250 (181 .
52 092 88 . 140 152 - 180 . 196 - 3.00, 326
.64 167, 210 © 190 - 114 270 162 390 234
53 109 . 123 - L1010l 1.90 174 220 202
163 121 179 . 190 - 157 230 - 190 350 289
71 075 143 120 160 220 293 - 200 267 -+
50 - 144 282 3.00 208 © 3.0 215 700 - 486
43 207 0 200 280 - 135 320 154 510 246 -
48 282 351 340 121 560 198 790 280
54 104 68 - 240 231 410 394 380 . 365
67 325 4+ - 469 144 288 89 1288 . 89
57 127 403 310 . 2447 370 291 600 . 472
64 . 115 128 .200  i74 - 300 261 - 310 270
56 109 102 1.60 147 . 1.80 © 165 2.70 248
245 156 2.82 1195 350 . 244

. Sources Used by Montgomery (1993) Burkhard and Guth 1981 Harrrs 1966 ’I‘albert and Fetchall 1965; Walker




