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EFED has completed its review f the "Iprodione Drinking Water Assessment " 
(MRID 47244701) submitted by Bayer 1 rop Science in support of pending new uses and 
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existing uses of iprodione. A number of ies still remain regarding the potential 
3,s-DCA, to drinking water. In order 

to reduce the uncertainty, EFED reco 
Continue the surface wat r a minimum of three years, 
and provide the addition 

o The analytical m 
determination o 

clozolin" and an 

iprodione was used, 

1 SUMMARY 1 

EFED has completed its revi e "Iprodione Drinking Water Assessment " 
(MRID 47244701) submitted by B Science in support of pending new uses and 
existing uses of iprodione. The er assessment consisted of a summary of the 
results of the surface water mo , a refined surface water modeling 
assessment, results from the oring program conducted by Suffolk 
County, and a refined groun 

Results from Bayer' gram indicate that there have 
been some detections of i there have been no detections 



of 3,5-DCA at any of the sites. However, etary sales data, which is used as a 
surrogate for use on golf courses and indicate that use intensity has reduced 
substantially since site selection, and usage data is needed to fully interpret 
the monitoring data. 

Bayer's refined surface wat assessment consisted of refinements 
(such as bi-phasic degradation mod ction factors) that are not supportable by 
the currently submitted data or pro owever, Bayer correctly states that a 
major difference in the modeling data is due to assumptions regarding use 
intensity in the watersheds. This se typical rates are much less than 
what is allowed on the label, and a given watershed is actually treated 
with iprodione. 

The Suffolk County Dep ices drinking water monitoring 
database reported one detect o orting limit at 5.75 ppb. Suffolk 
County indicated that this s gation well which does not serve 
as a drinking water source. 3,5-DCA above the reporting 
limits. The reporting limit e has varied from 0.2 to 5 ppb 
for iprohone and 0.3 to 1 . Full interpretation of the 
monitoring results cannot lies actual usage data (how 
much is used, when and ion to the sampling. 
Additionally, a report o conclusions from the 
monitoring data. 

Both the refined g assessments used a bi- 
phasic degradation m f 3,5-DCA and discounted 
the substantial amo laboratory study. The 
amount of unextr ccurate estimation of 
degradation rate s not been addressed in the 
current submissi demonstrate the microbial 
degradation of 3 ect of the drinking water 
assessment. 

2 SURFACE WATER 1 

2.1 Monitoring Study ~ 
Bayer Crop Science has c d a surface water monitoring study designed 

to determine the potential for ip es to reach public water supplies following 
the use of iprodione on golf c nurseries. The surface water monitoring 
study was commissioned in -Call-in (DCI) issued by EPA in February, 
2001. Details regarding the study desi the results of the first year of monitoring 
data were reported in an int ID 47170301) and reviewed by EFED 
(USEPA 2008, DP 291976). 

Water from three co facilities located in Bradenton, FL, 
Aurora, IL and Rahway, iprodione residues. Both raw and 
finished drinking water eekly intervals. Finished water 
samples were only anal ected in the corresponding pre- 
treatment samples. In 06), unacceptably low recoveries of 



fiom January to mid-August 2006 were 
reported. This resulted in an the protocol (See DP 291976 for more 
details). The current fiom March through mid-September of 
2007. 

samples at the Bradenton, FL and 
in 2007. No finished water 

the method detection limit 
LOQ = 0.05ppb for all 

of 0.343 (raw) and 
above the MDL on 
ppb in the raw water 

was also 

Table 1. 



I 

I Table 1. Results of samples at the ~ a h 4 a ~ ,  NJ site that had levels of iprodione, I 

07/05/07 Raw ND 
071 17/07 Raw 0.080 
07/24/07 
08/14/07 

sampling date, an average is shown 

Limit of quantitation (LOQ) = 0.05 ppb. 

ND --- 
0.058 

0812 1 107 
08/29/07 
09/06/07 

According to the product label ourses, applications up to 4 lbs ai/A are 
permitted and applications can be r to 6 times per year, yielding a maximum 
yearly application rate of 24 lbs ail series, applications up to 1.25 lbs ai/A are 
permitted and application can be r o 4 times per year, yielding a maximum 
yearly application rate of 5 1bs ai no seasonal restrictions on either use 
pattern, according to the labels. ata for the current monitoring period 
(2007) have not been submitted. ar of monitoring data (2006), usage was 
estimated based on iprodione sal arized at the zip code level. The 
estimated use information is for cts only. The proprietary usage 
data (based on sales) suggests f iprodionel acre of total 
watershed) for 2006 decrease e FL, IL and NJ sites, 
respectively, compared to 20 select the sites. Estimated use 
intensity for 2006 was over r for Rahway, NJ compared to 
the other two sites which w stirnates of use intensity. 
Iprodione use is likely a can vary from year to year. 

Actual use informat d where), the percent of acres 
of golf courses (potenti e actual percent of sites 
treated have not been r vide the necessary context 

0.037 (<LOQ) 
0.034 (<LOO) 

Raw 
Raw 
Raw 
Raw 
Raw 

0.293 

ND 
ND 
ND 

( 0.044 (<LOQ) ND 

0.072 
0.309 
0.127 

ND 0.057 
ND 
ND 
ND 

1 0.044 (<LOO) 



needed to interpret the information, it is difficult to draw 
meaningful study, other than that iprodione has been 
detected. It would also allow of monitoring results with modeled 
results. 

2.2 Exposure Assessment 1 
Bayer conducted a r modeling assessment for iprodione and 

3,5-DCA using the EPA S models. There are number of 
differences in this refine ared to the assessment conducted by 
EFED (USEPA 2007b, scenario, the refined modeling 
exercise yielded 3 0-ye 0.3 1 and 1.10 ppb for iprodione and 
3,5-DCA, respective1 ent yielded 30-year average 
concentrations of 6.0 

om assumptions regarding the 
A was simulated according to 
ed residues in the regression. 

The EFED assess crobial degradation, as 
#45239201). In that study, 

period at 25OC on two 
different soils. for 66% and 8 1 % of the 

servative assumption 
that 3,5-DCA is stable to microbial de n. This is a major source of uncertainty in 

and uncharacterized 
to suggest that 33- 
ditional data that 
has no means to 

of a reduction factor to account for ation of pesticide in mandated 25-ft buffers. 
The Bayer assessment assumed th of iprodione residues would be discountable in 

face water bodies 

that the variability cannot 
width, the pesticide load r 



healthy vegetative setback can be a ems of reducing runoff and erosion 
from agricultural fields. Altemativ oor vegetative quality or a setback 
that is channelized can be complet ducing loadings. Until such time as 
a quantitative method to estimate etbacks of various conditions on 
pesticide loadings becomes avail sure predictions are likely to 
overestimate exposure where he s exist and underestimate 
exposure where poorly develop 

The Bayer assessment also 
account for treatment of only t 
specifically limit the area of a 
assessment more accurately r 
in Bayer's assessment they 
applications take place wi 
of spray". However, thes 
it is impossible to elimi 
environmental conditio 
boom applications. 

Even though the B 
the currently submitted 
the principle factor in 
data result from ass 
standard policy, EF 
patters, a watershe 
that the actual hi 

assessments. 
label, and less than 100% of a given 
has previously reported that a "typical" to turf is 2 applications of 1.375 lbs 
ai/A (2.78 lbs ailyear) (USEPA 2006a, compared to the maximum allowed 

requested. 

3 GROUNDWATER 1 

3.1 Monitoring Study 1 
3.1.1 S u f f k  County Database of  ridk kin^ Water Sources 

In order to safeguard drinking quality, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services, has an extensive ground drinking water monitoring network 
consisting of private wells, systems and community water systems. 
Suffolk County provided a analyzes of iprodione and 734 
analyses of 3,5-DCA fiom The majority of samples represent 
private wells, water systems. A memo 



fiom Suffolk County states that " private wells is on either a complaint or 
survey basis, and while extensiv s not come close to representing ve ry  
private well in the county". Th s one detect of iprodione above the 
reporting limit at 5.75 ppb. Su cated that this sample is actually from an 
irrigation well which does not water source and should not have been 
captured in the database of gro water sources. There were no 
detections for 3,5-DCA above 

The reporting limit of the Su ed from 0.2 to 5 ppb for 
iprodione and 0.3 to 1 ppb for 33- ars. Strangely, the reporting limits do 
not appear to be the same for frame nor do they appear to improve 
(reduce) over time. In fact, ear to be for more current samples. 
For example, for iprodione with reporting limits greater than 
or equal to 1 ppb were tak es not report trace levels (above 
the method detection limi t). A reporting limit as high as 1 
ppb for 3,5 DCA adds co erpretation of the data since the 
human health endpoint o value. Information on trace 
levels (whether or not tr at what levels) would facilitate 
the interpretation of the results fiom Suffolk County. 

and 3,5-DCA sampling 
1 of Suffolk County for the 

years 2004-2006 alon p code level. Bayer did not 
to examine the results thoroughly. 

Therefore, only a vi g high sales area at the zip 
code level and s it appears that at least for 

st 3 years perhaps only one 
s of 3,5-DCA in Suffolk 
began in 200 1 ; thus there are 
ently Bayer submitted 
ith iprodione sold in 2004- 
with point locations of the 
is of the proximity of the 

n of where iprodione is 
of iprodione relative to the 
is used, when and where) 
terpret the monitoring 
to draw conclusions fiom 

the monitoring data. 

3.1.2 Suffolk County Monitoring (nun-Drinking Water Source) 

In a previous report entitled on Suffolk County's Drinking Water 
Monitoring Data on Iprodione, and 3,5-DCA", Bayer Cropscience reported 
on the results of other not included in the currently submitted 
database. EFED's (USEPA, 2007a, DP 285550): 



". . .a cursory review of the results indicates that there were detections of 
iprodione and 3,5-DCA. All orted iprodione groundwater detections were 
at concentrations less than 1 t for one detection in an irrigation well that 
was 5.75 ppb (well depth no water table depth was stated to be 80 ft). 
Surface water detections of ere higher with 3 detections greater than 1 
ppb to 8.8 ppb at a golf c ppb at a golf course pond, and 2.6 ppb at 
unknown type of surface d as a greenhouse). Lower and less 
frequent concentrations were 3,5-DCA in groundwater, with the 
maximum concentration of 0. in a golf course well. Surface water detections 
of iprodione include 4 If course ponds, along with three other 
golf course pond samp 

The EFED review was made in that the registrant would make a more 
formal data submission including (e.g., spatial context, well-depth). 
However, the registrant has not 

3.2 Exposure Assessment 

Bayer conducted a refined odeling assessment for iprodione and 3,5- 
DCA using the physically based ion model, Pesticide Emission 
Assessment at Regional and Lo ver 2.2.2). EFED conducted a 
groundwater modeling assessm sion model SCIGROW (USEPA 
2006b). The two approaches d lexity and input parameter 
requirements. SCIGROW is based on e properties of the pesticide (i.e., the median 
&, and mean aerobic soil met e application rate, and monitored 
concentrations from small-sc itoring studies. PEARL is capable of 
considering site-specific info adation and variable sorption with 
time (with a commensurately larger requirement). SCIGROW estimated 
screening concentrations of 16 and iprodione and 33-DCA, respectively. 
PEARL produced estimated ons at 1 m depth of 0.72 and 0.077 
ppb for iprodione and 3,5-D 

Similar to the surface difference in the modeling 
approach is the assumption of 3,5-DCA. Again, Bayer 
assumed a bi-phasic two-compartm o describe the microbial degradation of 
3,5-DCA and neglected the erized residues which were 
indistinguishable from 3,5- ssed, there is considerable 
uncertainty regarding the d ause of the large amount of 
unextracted uncharacterize 1 metabolism. Using a higher tier 
leaching model and bi-pha ot address this uncertainty. 
Without evidence to the c ative assumption that 3,5-DCA 
is stable. Additional de onstrate the microbial 
degradation of 3,s-DC groundwater modeling 
assessment. 



4 CONCLUSIONS I 
Results fiom Bayer's surfa g program indicate that there have 

been some detections of iprodione s, and there have been no detections 
of 3,5-DCA at any of the sites. Ho has reduced substantially since site 
selection, and thus actual usage data i ed to fully interpret the monitoring data. 

The Suffolk County Departm Health Services drinking water monitoring 
database reported one detect of iprodion tat 5.75 ppb fiom an 
irrigation well which does not s source. There were no detections 
for 3,5-DCA above the report limit of the Suffolk County 
database has varied from 0.2 0.3 to 1 ppb for 3,5-DCA over 
the years. Full interpretation annot be made until the registrant 
supplies actual usage data (h where) in temporal and spatial 
relation to the sampling. A levels is necessary to draw 
conclusions fkom the monitoring data. 

Bayer's refined sur nt consisted of refinements (such 
as bi-phasic degradation at are not supportable by the 
currently submitted data er correctly states that a major 
difference in the modeli ssumptions regarding use 
intensity in the watersh e much less than what is 
allowed on the label, ed is actually treated with 
iprodione. 

Both the refine ing assessments used a bi- 
phasic degradation of 3,5-DCA and discounted 
the substantial amo e laboratory study. The 
amount of unextracted and unchar prevents accurate estimation of 
degradation rates. This is a major nty that has not been addressed in the 
current submission y demonstrate the microbial 
degradation of 3'5- ect of the drinking water 
assessment. 
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