Re; AJ Questions/ProcellaCor

A.J. Reyes <ajreyes1022@gmail.com>
Thu 6/24/2021 223 PM

[ﬂJ 3 attachments {7 MB)
Pagus Bay 2.pdf; Paugus Bay.pdf; Massachusetts DEP Review.pdf;

Thank you for the questions. Please see the responses below

For how many years has procellacor been used in the drinking water
of humans?

ProcellaCOR has been used for about 2-3 years now in different
states. Drinking water studies are not as common, considering there are
plenty of drinking water reservoirs that have little to no aquatic plant
issues. | am attaching some results from a lake that has a drinking water
intake. You can see that the herbicide breaks down to below the
detection limit quickly after the treatment. These reports were provided to
me by a’'New hampshire state employee, who runs their lake program.

o Isittrue that a consistent bi-annual program of DASH harvesting can
also mitigate & control expansion of EWM without the introduction to
chemicals to our community’s drinking water?

It is true that if there was a consistent bi-annual program of DASH, that
could mitigate and control the expansion of EWM. The problem is the exorbitant
level of effort and finance needed to achieve that. | try really hard to leave financial
considerations out of my analysis for lakes, but we are talking high 6 figures annually,
and most certainly 7 figures over multiple years for a DASH-Only approach. At that
level of investment, | can't ignore the financial aspect, especially when the alternative,
which | believe based on the data, will be just as or even more effective is
significantly cheaper with minimal risk to lake users. No responsible lake manager
would disregard that amount of money when making their decisions. | will expand on
this further during my talk.



Re: Question for the Public Hearing on the application of ProcellaCOR in all three
Tuxedo Lakes

A.. Reyes <ajreyes1022@gmail.com>
Fri 7/2/2021 5:34 PM

Sorry for the delay, please see the responses to your questions below.

As we are discussing the development of a long term plan for the
control of Eurasian Watermilfoil (EWM) in all three lakes and
eradication is not an option, then the goal must be to reduce the long
term cost of maintenance. This number is far more important than up
front numbers when thinking in decades. We know that aggressive
pulling of (EWM) can develop low long term maintenance costs, as has
been demonstrated by the work in Upper Saranac Lake in the
Adirondacks, here the maintenance of the EWM infestation by pulling in
the littoral zone, is now below 90 dollars/acre/year.

a) If Upper Saranac Lake can maintain its EWM infestation at such a
low cost, couldn't Tuxedo also?

Yes, If the requisite amount of effort is put forth, then DASH harvesting can certainly reduce the amount of
milfoil within the lake to a manageable level. | do not think this will happen as quickly and as effectively as
using a combined herbicide/DASH approach, but it could be done.

b) Do you have an estimate of the long term average cost per acre/year
of herbicide treatments?

This is highly dependent on what the target plant is, how much is treated, is there another invasive to worry
about etc. If you took a situation like tuxedo, where there is only one target plant at the moment, | would
expect year 1 cost to be around that quoted price from solitude (~$110K). We have no reason to believe that
the treatment will be ineffective based on our companies’ observations and the literature available. If we took
a highly conservative estimate and said that 70% of the milfoil would die in year 1, and we only needed to treat
1/3 of the area in year 2, then | would estimate that the cost would be ~$33,000. Solitude is offering a
guarantee on the product, so if there is significant regrowth in year 2 and 3, they will come back and treat again
at no additional cost. | would expect that after the three year program, there should be >90% reduction in
milfoil abundance and occurrence. If we assume 90% reduction, then there should only be ~4 acres of milfoil
left to manage after the three years. To be clear, this is still a conservative estimate, as we have seen single
season reductions in milfoil be closer to 99%. é

For comparison sake, if we had 4 acres of milfoil left to manage after the three year program, | would expect
that continuous herbicide treatments would cost ~6-10K annually. A DASH effort at removing 4 acres of plants
would cost ~$48,000 for the conservative estimate of 6 days per acre.

| have not seen maps of this Spring's EWM distribution in all thee

lakes nor do | know what you are recommending for the coming year. The
Mayor's e-mail suggests you are recommending the use of ProcellaCOR in
all three lakes. This suggests that you think DASH work in Pond 3 and
Wee Wabh has failed. If this is true | have the following questions:

a) Clearly the work of the DASH teams was effective in Wee Wah. Was
not enough time allotted to reduce the infestation?






Based on what | saw on wee wah, the divers were not able to keep up with the increased growth. Yes, | thought
that the divers did a good job last year and knocked back the density of the plants, but milfoil was still widely
distributed throughouit the lake. We added additional days at the end of the year to combat regrowth, but we
have had a tremendous increase in growth in the early season. | am not sure how much time exactly would be
needed to combat new growth, but my best guess would be a tripling of effort at the minimum.

b) Did you ask the pulling teams how much time they would need to get
the EWM infestation under control in Wee Wah? If so what did they say?

See above. | can talk to matt and see what he thinks make sense. | think no matter what, it will be a significant
increase from previous years.

¢) Did you ask that more time be allotted and if so did the BOT refuse
to allot it?

We asked for three days additional at the end of the year. As far as | know, that request was granted.

d) Is DASH work in Weé}l. Wah planned for the end of the season?
it

Yes, three days

On Wed, Jun 23, 2021 at 7:16 AM _ wrote:

Hi A J,

My questions for the meeting on ProcellaCOR treatments of all three
Tuxedo Lakes are the following:

As we are discussing the development of a long term plan for the
control of Eurasian Watermilfoil (EWM) in all three lakes and

eradication is not an option, then the goal must be to reduce the long
term cost of maintenance. This number is far more important than up
front numbers when thinking in decades. We know that aggressive
pulling of (EWM) can develop low long term maintenance costs, as has
been demonstrated by the work in Upper Saranac Lake in the
Adirondacks, here the maintenance of the EWM infestation by pulling in
the littoral zone, is now below 90 dollars/acre/year.

a) If Upper Saranac Lake can maintain its EWM infestation at such a
low cost, couldn't Tuxedo also?

b) Do you have an estimate of the long term average cost per acre/year
of herbicide treatments?

| have not seen maps of this Spring's EWM distribution in all thee

lakes nor do | know what you are recommending for the coming year. The
Mayor's e-mail sugbests you are recommending the use of ProcellaCOR in
all three lakes. This’f_,’suggests that you think DASH work in Pond 3 and
Wee Wah has failed. If this is true | have the following questions:

a) Clearly the work of the DASH teams was effective in Wee Wah. Was



not enough time allotted to reduce the infestation?

b) Did you ask the pulling teams how much time they would need to get
the EWM infestation under control in Wee Wah? If so what did they say?

¢) Did you ask that more time be allotted and if so did the BOT refuse
to allot it?

d) Is DASH work in Wee Wah planned for the end of the season?

See you Thursday evening.

Alejandro Reyes

Aquatic Ecologist; M.S. Lake Management
Certified Lake Manager, NALMS

Northeast Aquatic Research LLC,
https://northeastaquaticresearch.net/




Resident Letters Re Use of ProcellaCOR in Tuxedo Lake

David McFadden <dmcfadden@tuxedopark-ny.gov>
Thu 6/24/2021 12:21 PM
To: AJ. Reyes <ajreyes1022@gmail.com>

@J 1 attachments (402 KB)

Responses from Lake Front Prop Owners re Chem.zip;

Dear A.l,,
Just a note to say good luck this evening.

I also want to let you know that the waterfront property owners on Tuxedo Lake were asked in the spring of 2019
about the use of ProcellaCOR in Tuxedo Lake and the majority were in favor. File of responses in attached ZIP file.

And as you know, so are the residents of Pond No. 3 unanimously.

Thanks,

David McFadden, Mayor
Village of Tuxedo Park

Village Office

80 Lorillard Road

P.O. Box 31

Tuxedo Park, New York, 10987
Phone: 845.351.4745

Fax: 845.351.2668

Monday—Friday, 9:00 am-4:00 pm.

This communication may contain confidential information and is intended only for the individual or entity to whom it is addressed. Any
review, dissemination, or copying of this communication by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all the original message copies. No responsibility is accepted by the Village of
Tuxedo Park, NY Government for any loss or damage arising in any way from receiving this communication.




o While procellacor has only recently received government approval for
safety, didn’t the government also approve as safe - glyphosate, DDT,
asbestos, tobacco - just to name a few- that were later determined to be

quite harmful to human health?
(o]

Yes, that is true, but you cannot lump all products in together. Each one is different in
terms of toxicity, chemical makeup, degradation, effects etc. It is not instructive to
lump those chemicals in with ProcellaCOR. In science, we always make decisions
based on the best available research and data at the time. Its recent registration
does not mean that we have no idea what long term effect might be. Part of the
registration process is determining if there are chronic effects and to try and model
out what could happen. These studies took place using procellaCOR and it was
deemed to have no long term effects at the use rates proposed.

o What is the goal in administering procellacor? How is success
measured?

The goal is to knock back the milfoil population to a point where intensive DASH
harvesting should be effective. DASH is a great technique, the issue is that it really
struggles with large, dense milfoil patches. If we can get on top of the milfoil
problem and manage with DASH from a position of strength, we can keep milfoil at
bay for the long term. | am hopeful that we will only need one ProcellaCOR
application.

Success in my opinion is that >90% of the milfoil was gone after the first treatment. |
would be in charge of pre and post monitoring to ensure that the treatment worked
correctly. I will also be on site for the day of application, following around the
applicators to ensure they are getting 100% coverage. We would also conduct
residue tests to show that the herbicide is degrading at a predictable rate.

o Please clarify how often chemical treatment of our drinking and
recreational water with procellacor is needed to maintain control of
future growth?

As mentioned above, | expect that one application of ProcellaCOR to the entire lake
will knock back >90% of the milfoil. This is based on the lab studies and the previous
ProcellaCOR treatments | have monitored. In year 2 and 3, | would recommend that
the DASH crews be on the lake for a minumum of 2-3 weeks to help inspect and pull
any plants that either survive or get reintroduced into the lake. This strategy of year



one herbicide, year 2 and 3 DASH | believe would be effective at controlling future
growth.

o Numerous other lake associations, in NY & Ct for example, were
determined not to use chemicals in their lakes. They employed DASH
divers each season over several years with great success and now
currently manage smaller rates of growth seasonally - couldn’t Tuxedo
Park follow a similar program and achieve success?

As mentioned in the answer to the second question, Lakes can use DASH to manage
milfoil and other plant populations. We actually recommend and monitor DASH
programs in lakes in both states. The issue is how much material is present at the
beginning of the harvesting. The population gets to a point, where it is just too much
biomass for DASH to keep up with. Also, alot of lakes in NY and CT do not have the
financial resources to even attempt the amount of DASH work needed to control
these plants. Many of our clients cannot afford to harvest 10 acres annually. If it's a
small population, | am all for DASH. If it starts to head over 8-10 acres, even smaller
depending, | start to consider other techniques.

o Aslake manager, do you advise and make recommendations
independently, or do you align with, support and implement, the wishes
of the entity that hired you?

As a Certified Lake Manager, | have a responsibility to independently evaluate each
situation and recommend accordingly based on what the client's goals are (better
water quality, reduced plants, better fishing etc) and most importantly, what would
be good for the lake in the long term. Clients will have their idea about what should
be done to remedy an issue and sometimes | agree with them and sometimes | don't.
It's purely based on how | assess the situation and what | deem appropriate. | can
only recommend what | think is appropriate, If the client chooses to go another way,
it doesn't really matter to me. My job is to help guide the client regardless of what
option they choose. As you know, my company is completely independent from any
of the "implementation companies” who try and sell you a solution without
investigating the issue. We take extreme pride in being able to provide objective,
scientific advice to our clients, regardless of what preconceived notions they have
about a particular technique.






SOLITUDE

LAKE MANAGEMENT

October 31, 2019

Mr. David J. Rousseau, Director
NH Division of Pesticide Control
PO Box 2042

Concord, NH 03302-2042

Re: 2019 Milfoil Treatments at Paugus Bay in Laconia, NH - SP-155

Dear Mr. Rousseau:

In accordance with NH Pesticide Rules 603.03, SOLitude Lake Management is submitting a written year-end report for
the herbicide treatments of portions of Paugus Bay in Laconia. These treatments were conducted in accordance with
the conditions of Special Permit # SP-155 issued by the Division of Pesticide Control.

Project Summary

Project; (Site / Location)

Paugus Bay on Lake Winnipesaukee / Laconia

Special Permit #: SP-155
Pre-Treatment Survey Date: | June & August 2019 (DES)
Treatment Summary: AreaC:
Treatment Date: June 28, 2019
Herbicide: Procellacor EC (Florpyrauxifen-benzyl), EPA Reg# 67690-80
Target Species: variable milfoil (Myriophyllum heterophyllum)
Area Treated: 5 acres
Application Rate: 2 PDUs/ac-ft (10-foot avg depth measured prior to
treatment)
Total Herbicide Used: 100 PDUs
Herbicide Application: ~ Jon boat, calibrated pump system & GPS unit
Area A & B:
Treatment Date: August 22, 2019
Herbicide: Procellacor EC (Florpyrauxifen-benzyl), EPA Reg# 67690-80
Target Species: variable milfoil (Myriophyllum heterophyllum)
Area Treated: 17 acres
Application Rate: 2 PDUs/ac-ft (9-foot avg depth measured prior to treatment)
Total Herbicide Used: 308 PDUs
Herbicide Application: ~ Jon boat, calibrated pump system & GPS unit

Post-Treatment Survey
Date:

August 22" & September 25, 2019 (SLM)

Condition #2

Seth Nuttelman (or Water Dept.) was contacted prior to each treatment

590 Lake Street, Shrewsbury, MA 01545 | 508-865-1000 | SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM




Control of Target Species:

Area C:
® Control of milfoil was moderate in the treatment area. No milfoil was found in
the treatment area post-treatment

» Other aquatic plants observed in the treatment area that appeared to be
healthy included (little to no impact occurred to plants listed below):

Potamogeton spp. Pondweeds (large-leaf)
Carex sp. Sedge
Elodea sp. Waterweed

Area A & B:

= Control of milfoil was excellent in the treatment area. No viable milfoil was
found post treatment within the treatment area.

= Other aquatic plants observed in the treatment area that appeared to be
healthy included (little to no impact occurred to plants listed below):

Potamogeton spp. Pondweeds (large-leaf)
Carex sp. Sedge
Elodea sp. Waterweed
Pontederia sp. Pickerelweed

BOTH Treatments

* No adverse impacts to non-targeted plants or other aquatic organisms were
observed in or adjacent to the treated areas during the post-treatment survey

Herbicide Residue Testing
Results:

Samples were collected by Granite State Analytical and analyzed by SePRO in
accordance with the permit requirements

Area C:
» Results of the 3-day sample were:
Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L

= Results of the 10-day samples were:
Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L

Areas A & B:

= Results of the 4-day sample were:
Area A: Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L
Area B: Procellacor- €1.0 ng/L

= Results of the 7-day samples were:
Area A: Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L
Area B: Procellacor- 1.0 pg/L

= Copies of the laboratory reports are attached

Late summer reports (DES,
Assoc, etc.):

None Received

Non-herbicide Management:

No hand-pulling performed in 2019

590 Lake Street, Shrewsbury, MA 01545 | 508-865-1000 | SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM




Ongoing Management * Procellacor EC (Florpyrauxifen-benzyl) herbicide provided excellent variable
Recommendations: milfoil control in all treatment areas. No viable milfoil was found in any of
the treatment areas post-treatment in 2019.

* If necessary, areas of heavier regrowth should be targeted for treatment in
2020. Treatment should be considered for areas where growth cannot be
effectively managed through non-chemical controls. Re-treating areas
immediately will prevent plants from recovering and sending more energy
into their root crows. Ultimately, this should allow for the scope of the
treatment area to be reduced, resulting in less herbicide being applied and
potentially less impact to non-target plants and other aquatic organisms.

= Non-chemical controls such as hand-pulling or DASH should continue to be
utilized to remove low-density or widely scattered milfoil regrowth, and as a
follow-up to herbicide treatment to remove milfoil root crowns in areas that
consistently show stubborn regrowth,

* Applicant should follow recommendations provided in the Long-Term
Management Plan (LTMP)

We trust that this report satisfies the reporting requirement for the 2019 herbicide treatment program performed at
Paugus Bay.

Please feel free to contact our office if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,
SOLITUDE LAKE MANAGEMENT

l{mb&M

Marc Bellaud
President /Aquatic Biologist

Enclosures: Actual Treatment/Sampling Map
Laboratory Reports for post-treatment herbicide residue testing

cc: Suzanne Perley, Laconia Milfoil Committee
Amy Smagula, NH DES Water Division (via email)
Carol Henderson, NH Fish and Game Department (via email)
Amy Lamb, DRED (via email)

590 Lake Street, Shrewsbury, MA 01545 | 508-865-1000 | SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM




Herbicide Residue
Sampling Site:
N 43* 35.165"
W 71* 27.595"

Area C
5 acres

Legend: N
SOLITUDE LAKE MANAGEMENT
PAUGUS BAY - A 590 LAKE STREET
Lake Winnipesaukee June Treament - Area C (5.0 acres) SHREWSEURY, WA 01545
Laconia, NH SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM

* Actual June Treatment Track (6/28/19)
2019 Actual June ({\rea_ C) O 3 Day Sampling Location
Treatment & Sampling Map A 10 Day Sampling Location

6128/19 10127119




Launch Site &
Base of Operation

Herbicide Residue
Sampling Site A:
N 43* 35.759'
W 71* 28.182"

9 acres

Herbicide Residue
Sampling Site B:
N 43* 35.466'
W 71* 28.263'

PAU GUS BAY ' SOLITUDE LAKE MANAGEMENT
590 LAKE STREET

Lake Winnipesaukee AugustTreament - SHERASRURY. NAR 1545
Laconia, NH Areas A & B (A=9 ac, B= 8 ac) SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM

» Actual August Treatment Track (8/22/19)

© 3 Day Sampling Location
/\ 7 Day Sampling Location

2019 Actual August
Treatment & Sampling Map

8/22/19 10/27/19







 SOLITUDE

LAKE MANAGEMENT

November 1, 2018

Mr. David J. Rousseau, Director
NH Division of Pesticide Control
PO Box 2042

Concord, NH 03302-2042

Re: 2018 Milfoil Treatments at Paugus Bay in Laconia, NH - SP-152

Dear Mr. Rousseau:

In accordance with NH Pesticide Rules 603.03, SOLitude Lake Management is submitting a written year-end report for
the herbicide treatments of portions of Paugus Bay in Laconia. These treatments were conducted in accordance with
the conditions of Special Permit # SP-152 issued by the Division of Pesticide Control.

Project Summary
Project: (Site / Location) Paugus Bay on Lake Winnipesaukee / Laconia
Special Permit #: SP-152
Pre-Treatment Survey Date: | September 15, 2017 & May 18,2018 (DES); June 21, 2018 (SePRO)
Treatment Summary: MOULTON COVE
Treatment Date: July 19, 2018
Herbicide: Navigate (2,4-D BEE) - EPA Reg. No. 228-378-8959
Target Species: variable milfoil (Myriophyllum heterophyllum)
Area Treated: 7.87 acres
Application Rate: 142 pounds/acre (5-foot avg depth measured prior to treatment)
Total Herbicide Used: 1,100 pounds
Herbicide Application: ~ Airboat, cyclone spreader & GPS unit
PICKEREL COVE
Treatment Date: July 19, 2018
Herbicide: Procellacor EC (Florpyrauxifen-benzyl), EPA Reg# 67690-80
Target Species: variable milfoil (Myriophyllum heterophyllum)
Area Treated: 14,18 acres
% of Waterbody: 89% (enclosed cove)
Application Rate: 3 PDUs/ac-ft (5-foot avg depth measured prior to treatment)
Total Herbicide Used: 213 PDUs
Herbicide Application: ~ Airboat, calibrated pump system & GPS unit
LANGLEY COVE AREA
Treatment Date: September 10, 2018
Herbicide: Procellacor EC (Florpyrauxifen-benzyl), EPA Reg# 67690-80
Target Species: variable milfoil (Myriophyllum heterophylium)
Area Treated: 6.02 acres
% of Waterbody: 20%
Application Rate: 3 PDUs/ac-ft (7-foot avg depth measured prior to treatment)
Total Herbicide Used: 126 PDUs
Herbicide Application: ~ Jon boat, calibrated pump system & GPS unit
Post-Treatment Survey July 25™, September 10™ & October 17, 2018 (SLM); DES
Date:
Condition #2 Seth Nuttelman (or Water Dept.) was contacted prior to each treatment

590 Lake Street, Shrewsbury, MA 01545 | 508-865-1000 | SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM



Control of Target Species:

Moulton Cove

= Control of milfoil was moderate in the treatment area. Scattered patches of viable
milfoil were found post treatment within the cove. Overall the treatment looked
like it achieved 75% control (80-90% milfoil cover pre-treatment), but regrowth did
oceur.

* Other aquatic plants observed in the treatment area that appeared to be healthy
included (little to no impact occurred to plants listed below, unless otherwise
noted):

Nymphaea sp. White water lily

Nuphar sp. Spatterdock (yellow)

Brasenia sp. Watershield

Potamogeton spp. Pondweeds (robins, large-leaf)
Utricularia spp. Bladderwort

Typha Cattails

Vallisneria sp. Tapegrass

Carex sp. Sedge

Scirpus Bulrush

Sagittaria latifolia Arrowhead

Pickerel Cove
= Control of milfoil was excellent in the treatment area. No viable milfoil was found
post treatment within the treatment area.

= Other aquatic plants observed in the treatment area that appeared to be healthy
included (little to no impact occurred to plants listed below, unless otherwise
noted*):

Nymphaea sp. White water lily

Nuphar sp. Spatterdock (yellow)- *Slightly twisted
Brasenia sp. Watershield- *Slightly twisted
Potamogeton spp. Pondweed (large-leaf)
Pontederia sp. Pickerelweed

Utricularia spp. Bladderwort

Typha Cattails

Vallisneria sp. Tapegrass

Sparganium sp Bur-reed

Carex sp. Sedge

Scirpus Bulrush

Nymphoides cordata Floating heart

Langley Cove Area
= Control of milfoil was excellent in the treatment area. No viable milfoil was found
post treatment within the treatment area.

= Other aquatic plants observed in the treatment area that appeared to be healthy
included (little to no impact occurred to plants listed below, unless otherwise

noted*):
Brasenia sp. Watershield- *Slightly twisted (minimal)
Potamogeton spp. Pondweed (large-leaf)
Utricularia spp. Bladderwort
Vallisneria sp. Tapegrass
Najas spp. Naiad
Elodea sp. Waterweed
ALL Treatments

* No adverse impacts to non-targeted plants or other aquatic organisms were
observed in or adjacent to the treated areas during the post-treatment survey

590 Lake Street, Shrewsbury, MA 01545 | 508-865-1000 | SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM




Herbicide Residue Testing
Results:

Samples were collected and analyzed by Granite State Analytical in accordance
with the permit

Moulton Cove
= Results of the 11-day sample were:

2,4-D- 350 pg/L

Results of the 20-day sample were:
2,4-D-4.8 ug/L

Pickerel Cove

= Results of the 5-day sample were:

Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L

Results of the 7-day samples were:
Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L

Langley Cove Area

Results of the 3-day sample were:
Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L

Results of the 7-day samples were;
Procellacor- <1.0 pg/L

Copies of the laboratory reports are attached

Late summer reports (DES,
Assoc, etc.):

DES reported seeing no viable milfoil in Pickerel Cove & sparse to moderate
cover of viable milfoil in Moulton Cove post-treatment

Non-herbicide Management:

Minimal diver hand-pulling was performed Paugus Bay in 2018

Ongoing Management
Recommendations:

Procellacor EC (Florpyrauxifen-benzyl) herbicide provided excellent variable
milfoil control in both treatment areas. No viable milfoil was found in
Pickerel Cove and Langley Cove Area post-treatment in 2018.

Navigate (2,4-D BEE) herbicide provided moderate control of milfoil within

the treated area in Moulton Cove in 2018. Some regrowth/viable growth
was found post-treatment

Due to the excellent Procellacor treatment results seen in NH in 2018,
treatment using Procellacor herbicide should be considered in 2019, with
Navigate as a backup option.

Areas of heavier regrowth should be targeted for treatment in 2019.
Treatment should be considered for areas where growth cannot be
effectively managed through non-chemical controls. Re-treating areas
immediately will prevent plants from recovering and sending more energy
into their root crows. Ultimately, this should allow for the scope of the
treatment area to be reduced, resulting in less herbicide being applied and
potentially less impact to non-target plants and other aquatic organisms,

Non-chemical controls such as hand-pulling or DASH should continue to be
utilized to remove low-density or widely scattered milfoil regrowth, and as
a follow-up to herbicide treatment to remove milfoil root crowns in areas
that consistently show stubborn regrowth.

Applicant should follow recommendations provided in the Long-Term
Management Plan (LTMP)

590 Lake Street, Shrewsbury, MA 01545 | 508-865-1000 | SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM




We trust that this report satisfies the reporting requirement for the 2018 herbicide treatment program performed at
Paugus Bay.

Please feel free to contact our office if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,
SOLITUDE LAKE MANAGEMENT

/'/mbuw

Marc Bellaud
President /Aquatic Biologist

Enclosures: Actual Treatment/Sampling Map
Laboratory Reports for post-treatment herbicide residue testing

cc Suzanne Perley, Laconia Milfoil Committee
Amy Smagula, NH DES Water Division (via email)
Carol Henderson, NH Fish and Game Department (via email)
Amy Lamb, DRED (via email)

590 Lake Street, Shrewsbury, MA 01545 | 508-865-1000 | SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM



Herbicide Residue
Sampling Site G:
N 43* 35.993

aor %
(P;rik?ée;((:}rc;:e) : Area G- Navigate
i WA (Moulton / Chattle Cove)
: 7.87 acres
w' 3

{Herbicide Residue’

Sampling Site F:
N 43* 35.790
1*28.519

SOLITUDE LAKE MANAGEMENT

PAUGUS BAY [ vuly Treament Areas (F & G - 22.05 acres) A SHRRW S R e

Lake Winnipesaukee :
Laconia, NH » Actual July Treatment Track (7/19/18) sourunsmggn?:riggfa}g:%uoorg

5 Day Sampling Locati
2018 Actual July Treatment ?\ . Day Samplfng Locatfon
& Sampling Map /A 7 Day Sampling Location

€ 10 Day Sampling Location

¢ 20 Day Sampling Location
7/19/18 10/23/18




el

i - : #4 Sampling Site D:
Area D- Procellacor DR N 43* 35.070

(Langley Cove)
6.02 acres

Legend:

PAUGUS BAY
Lake Winnipesaukee !:| Fall Treament Area (Area D- 6.02 acres)
HGaRIE,HH Actual Fall Treatment Track (9/10/18)

& Sampling Map

:
SURVEY DATE MAP DATE 400 456
9/10/18 10/23/18

/\ 7 Day Sampling Location

SOLITUDE LAKE MANAGEMENT
590 LAKE STREET

SHREWSBURY, MA 01545

PHONE: (508) 865-1000
SOLITUDELAKEMANAGEMENT.COM







Review of Florpyrauxifen-benzyl for Application to
Massachusetts Lakes and Ponds

2019

Massachusetts Department of Agriculture
Division of Crop and Pest Services
and
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
Office of Research and Standards

This document summarizes the environmental fate and transport, as well as toxicological and
ecological effects of the herbicide active ingredient, florpyrauxifen-benzyl. The information
summarized in this review was considered in the evaluation of florpyrauxifen-benzyl for use as an
aquatic herbicide for weed control in Massachusetts lakes and ponds. This review was jointly
conducted by the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) Office of
Research and Standards (ORS) and the Massachusetts Department of Agricultural Resources
(MDAR) in accordance with the cooperative agreement issued between the two agencies in 2011.
Aquatic herbicide active ingredients in Massachusetts are subject to this review, which is conducted
with an emphasis on non-target aquatic toxicity, for addition to the list of approved herbicides in the
Eutrophication and Aquatic Plant Management in Massachusetts Final Generic Environmental
Impact Report (GEIR) (Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 2004). Use of a product from the GEIR
list implicitly confers compliance with Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)
requirements for the application of herbicides to aquatic habitats in the Commonwealth (301 CMR
11.00).



Much of the information used to conduct this review is from the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (US EPA), including the “Environmental Fate and Ecological Effects Risk Assessment for
the Registration of the New Herbicide for the Use on Rice and Aquatics: Florpyrauxifen-benzyl”
document (EPA, 2017), as well as information from several supporting documents available in the
U.S. EPA docket no. HQ-OPP-2016-0560-0065. This information was supplemented by a review
conducted by GEI Consultants, Inc. for the Washington State Department of Ecology, entitled the
“Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the State of Washington Aquatic Plant
and Algae Management.” (WSDOE, 2017).

Florpyrauxifen-benzyl (XDE-848 benzyl ester or Rinskor™; 2-pyridinecarboxylic acid,4-amino-3-
chloro-6-(4-chloro-2-fluoro-3-methoxy-phenyl)-5-fluoro-, phenyl methyl ester) is an arylpicolinate
herbicide manufactured by SePRO Corporation intended for use for post-emergent control of grass,
sedge and broadleaf weed in rice in select states as well as for national use on freshwater aquatic
sites, including foliar application to emergent aquatic vegetation (foliar-aquatic) or direct
application to water body (in-water) use sites. The aquatic use is intended for use in managing
freshwater aquatic vegetation in slow-moving/quiescent waters with little or no continuous outflow
in ponds, lakes, reservoirs, freshwater marshes, wetlands, bayous, drainage ditches, and non-
irrigation canals, including shoreline and riparian areas in or adjacent to these sites, as well as
management of invasive freshwater aquatic vegetation in slow-moving/quiescent areas of rivers
(coves, oxbows or similar sites). Target species or aquatic use includes invasive species such as
hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriopinllum spicatum) and crested floating
heart (Nymphoides cristata).

At the time of this active ingredient review by MDAR and MassDEP, the end-use product
ProcellaCOR EC (EPA Reg. No. 67690-80), manufactured by SePRO Corporation, was submitted
for review. Additional details on the evaluation of this product can be found in a separate review
document.’

Herbicidal Mode of Action

Florpyrauxifen-benzyl is a new synthetic analogue of an auxin that belongs to the arylpicolinate
class of herbicides. An auxin is a plant hormone that regulates the development, growth and other
functions of plants. Having insufficient auxin concentration stunts growth while having too much
can cause cell wall damage, leading to death. Thus, these effects can be exploited in developing
effective herbicides. Though the specific mode of action of these synthetic auxins is not fully
known, they produce effects on the plant including alterations in cell wall elasticity and gene
expression, and non-productive tissue growth that results in leaf curl and disruption of the plant
phloem, interfering with transport of nutrients and causing death in days to weeks.

! ProcellaCOR Herbicide Product Evaluation and Recommendation {(MDAR/MassDEP, 2019)



Florpyrauxifen-benzyl Fate and Transport

Florpyrauxifen-benzyl has a relatively low water solubility (15 ppb) and a low potential for
volatilization from water, moist soils and dry surfaces. However, the water solubility of this active
ingredient appears to increase when it is part of an end-use formulated product.

In aerobic water-sediment systems the parent biodegrades with a mean half-life value of 8.36 days.
Under anaerobic conditions it degrades faster with a mean half-life of 2.65 days. In shallow and
clear waters, the major degradation route is aqueous photolysis. Half-lives in laboratory studies
were 0.0786 days in a pH 4 buffered solution and 0.16 days in natural water. Hydrolysis appears to
be a slower degradation process with a half-life of 111 days at pH 7. Thus, in sediments and in
deeper or turbid waters, the half-life is likely to considerably longer than that observed under
conditions conducive to aqueous photolysis. Field dissipation studies conducted in Florida and
North Carolina using applications of florpyrauxifen-benzyl at 50 ppb showed water half-lives of
1.4-2.3 days. Florpyrauxifen-benzyl degrades slower in soils (mean half-life of 55.3 days), readily
binds to soil or sediments, and has low mobility in soils.

The major environmental aquatic metabolites of florpyrauxifen-benzyl include XDE-848 acid, its
primary metabolite, which then further degrades to XDE-848 benzyl hydroxy and XDE-848
hydroxy acid. These metabolites degrade much more slowly than the parent compound with half-
lives of 6.3-18 days for the acid, 6-14 days for the benzyl hydroxy and 53-121 days for the hydroxy
acid. Longer half-lives are observed under flooded soil conditions.

In clear, shallow water, the parent compound may also photolyze to des-chloro XDE-8848 benzyl
hydroxyl, which further breaks down to des-chloro XDE-8848 acid. Ultimately, these metabolites
will break down to inorganic compounds or minerals and/or bind to sediments.

The extent of exposure by aquatic animals and plants to this compound and its metabolites is
determined by its application concentration to water, environmental conditions and its fate and
transport properties within that body of water.

Since florpyrauxifen-benzyl can be applied directly to water bodies, there is also the potential for
exposure to florpyrauxifen-benzyl residues in food (i.e., fish and shellfish) as well as surface and
groundwater (1.e., potential sources of drinking water).

Human Toxicity

MassDEP and MDAR are relying on US EPA’s assessment of the human toxicity of this compound
and have not conducted any additional toxicological evaluation. The following summary addresses
key elements of the US EPA assessment.




Only about 40% of florpyrauxifen-benzyl administered to laboratory animals was absorbed and the
majority of the administered dose was eliminated within the first 24 hours post-dosing. The data
suggest little potential for bioaccumulation.

Data from 2-generation reproduction and developmental toxicity studies with this herbicide
indicated that the major metabolite, XDE-848 acid was found in the milk and blood of maternal
animals, and also in the blood of pups and fetuses, though at a lower level.

Single-dose and repeat-dose studies conducted with florpyrauxifen-benzyl by any route and
duration of exposure produced no adverse effects at or above the kinetically-derived maximum dose
(i.e., the dose above which the blood level of the chemical remains constant), as well as a higher
dose of 1000 mg/kg/day. Chronic dosing studies in rats and mice did not result in carcinogenicity
and mutagenicity testing did not indicate genotoxicity. The US EPA classified florpyrauxifen-
benzyl as “not likely to be carcinogenic to humans” (US EPA, 2018). Acute toxicity studies did
not indicate any adverse effects via inhalation, ingestion or dermal exposures. Florpyrauxifen-
benzyl was not found to be an eye irritant and it only demonstrated a weak dermal sensitization
potential in mice. Developmental toxicity studies in rats and rabbits in which animals were exposed
to levels up to 1000 mg/kg/day as well as reproductive toxicity studies in which animals were
exposed up to a maximum dose of 300 mg/kg/day did not result in any parental or fetus/offspring
effects. Given the lack of adverse toxicity in animal studies, the US EPA did not conduct a
quantitative risk assessment for florpyrauxifen-benzyl, but instead conducted a qualitative risk
assessment 1n support of its use.

Any florpyrauxifen-benzyl reaching surface water or groundwater drinking water sources is
expected to break down quickly to its environmental degradates. These degradates are structurally
similar to the parent compound and US EPA concluded they are expected to have the same or lesser
toxicity and similar hazard to florpyrauxifen-benzyl. Thus, the US EPA has concluded that the
presence of these degradates in food and water would not be expected to cause any adverse health
effects.

Ecotoxicity

Terrestrial and Aquatic Animals

US EPA concluded that florpyrauxifen-benzyl is practically nontoxic, both acutely and chronically,
to birds, mammals, reptiles and bees at levels greater than the maximum application concentration
for this herbicide.

A fish bioconcentration study as well as magnitude of residue studies in clan, crayfish, catfish and
bluegill all indicate that although florpyrauxifen-benzyl at high water concentrations greater than
150 ppb will temporarily bioaccumulate in these organisms, these residues are rapidly depurated
and/or metabolized within these organisms within 1-3 days. Bioaccumulation of florpyrauxifen-



benzyl is not expected to be of concern with this herbicide as maximum application rates of this
active ingredient are much lower than 150 ppb (WSDOE, 2017).

Aquatic toxicity testing with florpyrauxifen-benzyl was made more challenging due to issues with
solubility limits when the active ingredient was dissolved in water alone. Solubility limits for
florpyrauxifen-benzyl in these studies ranged from about 20-60 ppb. Nevertheless, US EPA
concluded that the studies presented for this compound and its metabolites provide an adequate
basis for evaluating toxicity to various aquatic organisms.

When the active ingredient florpyrauxifen-benzyl was tested alone in water, it was not acutely or
chronically toxic to freshwater and estuarine/marine fish up to its limit of solubility (i.e.,
approximately 40 ppb a.i.) in laboratory tests. In acute toxicity tests with this active ingredient
formulated as part of a TEP, florpyrauxifen-benzyl was not acutely toxic to freshwater fish at
concentrations up to 3,200 ppb a.i. (i.e., active ingredient). All tested transformation products were
also not acutely toxic to freshwater fish up to and exceeding the application rate.

When florpyrauxifen-benzyl was tested in water alone, it was not acutely toxic to freshwater and
marine/estuarine invertebrates up to the limit of solubility based on the active ingredient (Le.,
approximately 25-60 ppb a.i.) as well as for the formulated products.  All tested transformation
products were also not acutely toxic to freshwater invertebrates up to the maximum application rate.
Acute toxicity tests on transformation products were not submitted for marine/estuarine
invertebrates.

Acute screening tests were also conducted on the juvenile life stage of a species of freshwater
mussel with the active ingredient, the acid metabolite and two TEP formulation that showed no
toxicity to juvenile mussels in any test, with No Observed Adverse Effect Concentration (NOAEC s)
ranging from 25-50 times greater than the maximum allowed application rate (Cope et al., 2017, in
prep., as cited in WSDOE, 2017). Application rates used were as high as 2,187 ppb (Mark
Heilman, SePRO, personal communication, 2019).

Florpyrauxifen-benzyl was not chronically toxic to freshwater-column-dwelling invertebrates up to
the limit of solubility. However, in a subchronic 10-day whole sediment study conducted with the
active ingredient with Midge (Chironomus dilutus), the herbicide was chronically toxic to
freshwater benthic invertebrates at all tested concentrations in sediment pore water toxicity studies
(the lowest at 4.3 ppb a.i.), so a NOAEC was not established for benthic invertebrates in this study.
The toxic endpoint in this study was “ash-free dry survival”, which is a measure of growth. The
NOAEC indicates that at pore water concentrations of florpyrauxifen-benzyl of 4.3 ppb and below,
the growth of the test organism was impacted. However, overall survival of this organism was not
affected at concentrations up to 34.6 ppb.



While the findings in the 10-day freshwater study raise a concern for potential high subchronic
toxicity to benthic invertebrates, a closer examination of this study along with a review of another
supplemental study submitted by the manufacturer provides more information on the benthic
toxicity issue. This additional study is a 28-day chronic whole sediment study, also conducted with
the active ingredient in Midge (Clironomus dilutus). In addition to a difference in duration, this
study differs from the 10-day study in that the herbicide in this study was added to the water column
as it would during an herbicide application whereas in the 10-day study, the herbicide was applied
to the sediment. Modeling conducted by the manufacturer and confirmed by MDAR indicates that
in order to get a concentration in sediment equivalent to that in the 10-day study, the application
concentration of this compound to the water column would have to be 232 ppb. This concentration
is over 4.5-fold greater than the maximum label rate of the active ingredient in a TEP. Thus, the 28-
day study addresses a scenario that is closer to an actual application scenario. Application to
overlying waters at the maximal rate results in pore water concentrations that are niuch lower (an
order of magnitude in this case) than those observed in the 10-day study. A pore-water NOAEC of
0.42 ppb and a lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEC) in pore-water of > 0.42 ppb was
identified in the 28-day study. The study also provided toxicity endpoints for overlying water,
including a NOAEC of 14 ppb and a LOAEC of > 14 ppb. Based on the information discussed
above, MDAR conducted additional refined modeling using Massachusetts-specific mput data (see
Appendix 1). Model scenarios evaluated included application at the maxinmum dose of 50 ppb.
Additionally, application at a lower dose of 10 ppb was also modeled. The product label specifies
application rates for specific target weeds that are relevant for Massachusetts, e.g. water milfoils,
for which it is expected that a dose of 10 ppb will be effective.

US EPA noted that studies conducted with the metabolites of florpyrauxifen-benzyl (i.e., XDE-848
acid, XDE-848 benzyl hydroxy and XDE-848 hydroxy acid) demonstrate that they are much lower
in toxicity to aquatic animals than the parent compound.

Chronic toxicity testing of estuarine/marine species included a single 28-day life-cycle test on
mysid shrimp, which established a chronic LOAEC of 1.1 ppb and a NOAEC of < [.1 ppb for the
active ingredient based on a statistically significant decrease in female length at this concentration
as well as a decreased rate of mysid reproduction relative to controls which, while not statistically
significant, was considered biologically significant. In addition, a decrease in reproduction ranging
from 16% to 46% was noted across all test concentrations.

Terrestrial and Aquatic Plants

In studies with terrestrial plants, florpyrauxifen-benzyl was toxic to both monocots and dicots,
though significantly more toxic to dicots by several orders of magnitude. In addition,
florpyrauxifen-benzyl is toxic to non-target nonvascular and vascular aquatic plants. These non-
target, sensitive plants may include plants listed under the Endangered Species Act.



Both the parent compound and the XDE-848 acid are phytotoxic to aquatic plants. Given the
stmilarities in structure of the other degradates to the parent and its acid, these would also be
expected to be phytotoxic. Due to the sensitivity of plants to this herbicide, the EPA evaluated the
toxicity to both aquatic and terrestrial plants by considering the possible effects of the parent
compound as well as of its three major metabolites (XDE-848 acid, XDE-848 benzyl hydroxy and
XDE-848 hydroxy acid).

Since florpyrauxifen-benzyl’s mode of action is specific to plant growth, the sensitivity to this
compound across many types of non-target plants is not surprising. The risk posed by an herbicide
to plants is a product of its toxicity and the magnitude of exposure by plants

Ultimately, the strategy to minimize the potential of non-target plant toxicity is to employ
application strategies that are as targeted as possible. The EPA uses label language to advise use of
strategies that minimize drift outside of the targeted treatment area. An application method that
maximizes spray interception by target weeds while minimizing the amount of overspray that
inadvertently enters the water should be used and appropriate spray drift management protocols
should be followed where drift potential is a concern.

Related to the issue of non-target plant toxicity, EPA also noted that a compost residue study for
florpyrauxifen-benzyl has not been submitted but that based on the results of laboratory persistence
studies, there is the potential that residues from plants exposed to this compound that are then used
as compost could cause phytotoxic injury to the plants that receive contaminated compost. While
the potential for this kind of contamination is likely to be very low for aquatic use of this
compound, the potential for this effect is noted here as it characterizes several other synthetic auxin
herbicides.

Finally, there is some information that suggests that florpyrauxifen-benzyl offers more selectivity
than other auxin-type or other herbicides. Study results indicate that there is some variability in the
degree of sensitivity of tested plants to florpyrauxifen-benzyl. For example, florpyrauxifen-benzyl
has shown promise for control of several invasive species, including watermilfoil, at use
concentrations lower than for other herbicides intended for this purpose. In a study in which well-
established watermilfoil, as well as seven native plant species, Were treated within one of eight
florpyrauxifen-benzyl concentration-exposure-time scenarios, all of the scenarios resulted in a
significant control of watermilfoil, while the native species showed lower sensitivity, suggesting
that florpyrauxifen-benzyl should provide some selectivity when used to treat target species (Beets,
et al., in prep., Richardson er al., 2016)).



Discussion/Conclusions

US EPA concluded that the profile for florpyrauxifen-benzyl indicates that this compound is of low
acute and subchronic toxicity to both humans and terrestrial and aquatic freshwater organisms when
applied at recommended label rates.

Supplemental modeling of exposure concentrations to aquatic organisms conducted by MDAR
for this review support the conclusions reached by EPA. Modeled acute and chronic
concentrations of florpyrauxiten-benzyl in freshwater aquatic applications at product label
specified rates are well below toxicity levels of concern for aquatic freshwater organisms. Based
upon available data however, chronic toxicity for marine/estuarine organisms is a concern.

In addition, sensitive non-target plant species have been identified as organisms of concern.
Given that herbicides are designed to control plants, this is not surprising. The application of this
aquatic herbicide should be targeted as much as possible to avoid impacts on non-target aquatic
and terrestrial plants. Measures that minimize drift should be used in applying this product. In
addition, as with any application, a preliminary field survey should be conducted prior to
application to identify any plants on the endangered species list and/or any other plant species
that are important to that ecosystem.

Ultimately, US EPA’s conclusion with regard to this product is that, “after weighing the risks
against the benefits of the registered use, the [US] EPA finds that, when the mitigation measures
are implemented, the potential risks that may remain are minimal, while the benefits are
potentially significant. Therefore the [US] EPA concludes that the benefits outweight the risks
and registering these uses will nnot cause unreasonable adverse effects on lman health or the
environment "(US EPA, 2017).

Based upon US EPA’s favorable profile determination, we recommend adding florpyrauxifen-
benzyl to the GEIR list of approved herbicides. As specified in the product label, this herbicide
should not be applied to marine or estuarine waters or waters impacting such systems.

However, while the overall database is indicative of low toxicity to aquatic freshwater organisms,
the range of solubility limits (i.e., 25-60 ppb a.i.) achieved in a couple of the laboratory studies as
discussed above, are below the maximum application rate for this active ingredient of 50 ppb a.i..
To address this uncertainty and in keeping with our general recommendation for all herbicides, we
recommend this active ingredient be used in accordance with label instructions using the smallest
amount of herbicide possible to achieve the desired effect, which for Massachusetts is 10 ppb or
below. It should be noted that the label recommended rates for various specific weeds are much
lower than 50 ppb. Furthermore, the label recommends consultation with SEPRO to determine the
best treatment protocols for a given target vegetation.



References

Beets, Jen, Heilman, Mark and Netherland, Michael D. ND. Large-Scale Mesocosm Evaluation of
Florpyrauxifen-benzyl, A Novel Arylpicolinate Herbicide, on Eurasian and Hybrid watermilfoil and
Seven Native Submersed Plants. Journal of Aquatic Plant Management. In Review.

Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 2004. Eutrophication and Aquatic Plant Management in
Massachusetts Final Generic Environmental Impact Report (GEIR).

Heilman, Mark, SePRO, 2019. personal communication.

Richardson, Robert J., Haug, Erika J., and Netherland, Michael D. Response of seven aquatic
plants to a new arylpicolinate herbicide. Journal of Aquatic Plant Management. 54: 26-31.

Massachusetts Department of Agricultural Resources and Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection (MDAR/MassDEP). 2019. ProcellaCOR Herbicide Product Evaluation
and Recommendation.

SePRO Corporation. 2018. ProcellaCOR EC. Specimen Label.

US EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 2017. Environmental Fate and Ecological
Effects Risk Assessment for the Registration of the New Herbicide for the Use on Rice and
Aquatics: Florpyrauxifen-benzyl. Office of Pesticide Programs. Environmental Fate and Effects
Division. Washington, D.C..

US EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency). 2018. Office of Pesticide Programs. Chemicals
evaluated for Carcinogenic Potential Annual Cancer Report 2018.
http://npic.orst.edu/chemicals_evaluated.pdf.

US EPA, 2019. Florpyrauxifen-benzyl Registration Review; Docket ID: HQ-OPP-2016-0560-
0065; Accessed at: www.regulations.gov.

WSDOE (Washington State Department of Ecology). 2017. Final Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement for the State of Washington Aquatic Plant and Algae Management. Prepared by
TRC Environmental. Publication No. 17-10-020. SEPA No. 201704291.



Appendix 1

Aquatic System Concentrations Modeling and Benthic Invertebrates Risk Assessment

This document describes a refined modeling study and associated risk assessment for
florpyrauxifen-benzyl conducted by MDAR to estimate exposures and risks to benthic
invertebrates that are relevant to conditions in Massachusetts. This assessment utilizes toxicity
study information that is more relevant to the application scenario expected for this herbicide
than that used by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA).

The US EPA modeled Estimated Environmental Concentrations (EECs) resulting from direct
application of florpyrauxifen-benzyl to water bodies using the Pesticides in Water Calculator
(PWC). The PWC includes the Pesticide Root Zone Model (PRZM) and the Varying Volume
Water Body Model (VVWM). Modeling of the in-water applications was accomplished using the
VVWM module. US EPA used a model scenario based on the weather and site conditions in
Florida. Since the toxicity of the florpyrauxifen-benzyl degradates is so much lower than that of
the parent compound, US EPA calculated EECs for animal exposure, assuming that the parent
compound was the only stressor of concern.

The MDAR modeled refined EEC estimates that are more characteristic of Massachusetts
conditions, using the Surface Water Concentration Calculator (SWCC), a modeling platform that
includes the modeling components described above. Initial modeling was done with the model
scenario used by US EPA and confirmed the results reported by US EPA. Model input was
adjusted for weather, latitude and application date to make it more representative of the situation
in Massachusetts. Furthermore, the modeling considered application at a maximum single
application rate of 50 ppb as well as a rate of 10 ppb that is more typically used to treat
Massachusetts aquatic weed species. The 10-ppb application rate scenario was also modeled
using three applications per season, which is the limit allowed by the label. In addition to the
parent compound, EECs were also estimated for several degradates.

The refined modeling estimates were used to conduct a refined risk assessment, using the results
of a supplemental 28-day chronic toxicity study involving an in-water application of herbicide
that is a more representative application scenario for this herbicide than is the 10-day toxicity
study required by US EPA in which the herbicide is spiked into sediment. In addition to being
more representative, since the toxicity endpoints determined in the 10-day sediment-spiked
chronic toxicity study required by US EPA are unbounded, “less than” values, a meaningful
comparison of modeled EECs to these values could not be done using this study and thus the
potential for exceeding the chronic Level of Concern (LOC) could not be determined nor could it
be precluded. The refined risk assessment therefore addresses these uncertainties.

1. Modelling Results

1.1.  Parent Compound
The modeling results for Florpyrauxifen-benzyl are summarized in Table 1. The FL-scenario
results were generated to confirm consistency with US EPA modeling results. For the aquatic in-



water uses, the peak EECs were very close to the nominal concentration of 50 ppb for the
maximum single application rate.

The MA-scenario was adjusted for weather input, latitude and application date (June 15™).
Generally, the estimated concentrations were slightly higher for MA-scenario simulations
compared to FL-scenario simulations. The MA-scenario was also modeled using a 10 ppb
application rate. Both a single application and three application scenario were modeled. The
repeat applications were done with a 14-day interval, the minimum interval allowed by the
product label. More details on the modeling are available in Appendix 2.

Table 1. Estimated Environmental Concentrations (EEC) (ppb?) of florpyrauxifen-benzyl
(parent) with in-water application. The initial modeling by US EPA used a Florida-based
scenario. Simulation for Massachusetts was modified to represent weather, latitude and
application date. The application rates were set to achieve an initial concentration of 50 ppb and
10 ppb, respectively. The 3x 10 ppb scenario represents three individual applications of10 ppb
with an interval of 14 days. Further information on modeling is provided in Appendix 2.

_ ‘ Sediment
Scenario Water Column EEC (ppb) Pore Water EEC (ppb) EEC (ppb)
Peak 2 ljd 60-d Peak 21-day 21-d
ave1age average an. average
FL, 50 ppb 50 2.73 0.956 0.577 0.191 246
MA, 50 ppb 47 2.83 0.993 0.612 0.222 286
MA, 10 ppb 9.3 0.57 0.2 0.12 0.044 57
MA, 3x 10 ppb 9.3 1.11 0.58 0.12 0.072 92

The modeled concentration profiles of florpyrauxifen-benzyl in the water column and the benthic
regions are shown in Figures 1 and 2.

? The unit ppb is used throughout the document and is equivalent to pg/L or pg/ke.




o wv

o

Concentration {1g/L}
= N N W w
()] u

=
v O

J

50 ppb application rate

— Pegk Water

= == Avyg. Benthic

i -1 Y ™ i

10 20 30 40 50
Days

60

Figure 1 Florpyrauxifen-benzyl concentration profile associated with a 50 ppb initial application rate

Y
o

Concentration (1g/L)

Q = NWwWw bk~ Ul o N o W

10 ppb application rate

— Pagk Water

=== Ayg Benthic

1 T T T o

10 20 30 40 50
Days

60

Figure 2 Florpyrauxifen-benzyl concentration profile associated with a 10 ppb initial application rate




1.2.  Selected Degradates of Florpyrauxifen-benzyl

Modeling results for three degradates of florpyrauxifen-benzyl are summarized in Table 2. More
details can be found in Appendix 2.

Table 2. Modeling of degradates (acid, hydroxy-benzyl ester, and hydroxy acid). Estimated
Environmental Concentrations (EEC) (ppb) of three degradates associated with in-water
application. Simulation was modified to represent weather, latitude and application date in
Massachusetts. Application rate was equivalent to achieve an initial concentration of 50 ppb and

10 ppb, respectively. Further information on modeling is provided in Appendix 2.
) Sediment

MA-adjusted Water Column EEC (ppb) Pore Water EEC (ppb) EEC (ppb)
Florida
Scenario Peak 21_4 60-d Peak 21-day 21-d

average average : avg. average
Application rate of 50 ppb
Acid degradate’ | 2.79 1.58 0.64 0.31 0.29 0.93
Hydroxy benzyl | 5 5 2.16 1.16 3.46 2.8 630
ester
Hydroxy acid © | 1.13 1.02 0.71 0.37 0.36 1.65
Application rate of 10 ppb
Acid degradate | 0.56 0.32 0.13 0.06 0.06 0.18
iﬁ?’o"y benzyl | 4 6 0.43 0.23 0.69 0.56 125
Hydroxy acid 0.23 0.21 0.14 0.07 0.07 0.34

! Each daughter degradate was modeled independently
? Granddaughter degradate; was modeled as a daughter of Acid degradate

2. Chronic Risk Assessment for Benthic Invertebrates

2.1.  Florpyrauxifen-benzyl

A refined assessment for chronic risk to benthic invertebrate was conducted because of the
uncertainty in US EPA’s risk characterization for these organisms. The refined assessment
considers additional information from the 28-day Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) Guideline 219 study with midge using spiked water.

Table 3 shows a comparison of model-estimated concentrations with the endpoints from the
midge toxicity study. This comparison shows that the model estimated concentrations in the
overlying water and pore water are below the NOAEC values. The modeled concentration in
sediment is higher than NOAEC for sediment. It should be noted that the LOAEC endpoints are
unbounded (greater than) values. The highest spike level in the study was a 60 ppb initial
concentration. Overall, there were no significant adverse effects observed in the OECD toxicity




study. As described below, the assessment of modeling results can be refined by taking into
account a comparison of measured concentrations in OECD study and modeled concentrations.

Table 3. Comparison of modeled concentrations (ppb) and endpoint values for midge

Modeled
Concentration cJXﬁZﬁZgon NOAEC LOAEC
Compartment | ;;;,ds‘;vnim 21-d Avg 28d 28d
I 1 50 ppb scenario
Water Column 0.57 | 1.1 2.83 | i4 | >14
Pore Water 0.044 | 0.072 0.22 0.42 >0.42
Sediment (dry) 57 92 286 25 >25

Comparison of modeled concentrations with the measured levels in the OECD study shows
differences. This can be expected given that the modeled concentrations are representative of the
US EPA standard pond and the OECD study results represent a laboratory water-sediment
system. The differences in modeled concentrations and measured levels were considered in an
effort to adjust the modeled concentrations for the differences in US EPA standard pond versus
laboratory tank scenario.

Comparison of modeled concentrations with measured levels in the OECD study shows that the
model overestimates the sediment and water column concentrations while it underestimates pore
water concentrations. Using the highest spiking level of 60 ppb, the model predicts a 21-average
sediment concentration of 343 ppb, 3.4 ppb in the water column, and 0.266 ppb in pore water.
The measured values in the study were 46 ppb in sediment, 3.64 ppb in the water and 0.839 ppb
in pore water. These differences in modeled and measured levels were taken into account with
the calculation of adjusted modeled concentrations. The comparison of adjusted modeled
concentrations with toxicity endpoints is shown in Table 4. The adjusted model concentrations
for the 10 ppb scenario are all below the NOAEC values. For the 50 ppb scenario, the adjusted
modeled concentrations in pore water and sediment are slightly higher than the NOAEC levels.

Additional considerations regarding risk to benthic organisms include dissipation behavior and
bioavailability aspects. In the benthic region, pesticide dissipates relatively quickly (4.3 days).
The main source of dissipation in the benthic region is metabolism (effective average half-life =
4.3 days). The vast majority of the pesticide in the benthic region (99.97%) is sorbed to sediment
rather than in the pore water.

In addition, when one considers conditions of rapid degradation mechanisms and dilution from
spot-partial applications (expected to be the dominant use pattern in MA), actual bioavailability
of this herbicide to benthic invertebrates is much less than simulated by the toxicity studies
discussed above.




Table 4. Comparison of adjusted modeled concentrations and endpoint values for midge

Adjusted ” Modeled . 2

Concentration A“ng;‘lmrﬁ/{ﬁieled NOAEC LOAEC
Compartment 21-d Avg. (ppb) 28-d 28-d

10 ppb scenario 21-d Avg ) (ppb) (ppb)

I 1x 50 ppb scenario

i Water Column 0.61 1.19 3.0 14 >14

Pore Water 0.14 0.23 0.69 0.42 >0.42
Sediment (dry) 8.0 12.3 38 25 >25

D The adjusted modeled concentrations in Table were calculated as follows:
For the 10 ppb application scenario:
- Sediment adjusted concentration: 57 ppb x (46 ppb/343 ppb) = 8 ppb
- Pore water adjusted concentration: 0.044 ppb x (0.839 ppb/0.266 ppb) = 0.14 ppb
- Water column adjusted concentration: 0.57 ppb x (3.64/3.4) = 0.61 ppb
" For the 50 ppb application scenario, the model concentrations were ad ljusted with the same factor as described
above with the 10 ppb scenario.

2.2, Degradates

An additional assessment was done based on the results from benthic toxicity studies with
degradates. These studies® were submitted to US EPA, but were not used for further detailed risk
analysis by the agency. Given the potential for exposure of benthic invertebrates to these
degradates, an analysis was conducted based on a comparison of model concentrations and
toxicity study results.

The comparison of the modeled concentrations in Table 2 with the endpoint values is shown in
Tables 5, 6 and 7 (next page). The comparison shows that modeled concentrations are well
below the NOAEC values. Therefore, no risk is expected from the exposure to these degradates.

? Freshwater sediment Chironomus riparius emergence test with X12300837 (hydroxy benzyl ester degradate)
following OECD guideline 218; Data Evaluation Record, MRID NO.: 5001701; courtesy of US EPA; and
Freshwater sediment Chironomus riparius emergence test with X11966341 (hydroxy acid degradate) following
OECD guideline 218; Data Evaluation Record, MRID NO.: 5001702; courtesy of US EPA



Table 5. Comparison of estimated concentrations of the acid degradate in water and sediment
with chronic toxicity endpoints for the benthic test organism midge (Chironomus riparius). The

modeled concentrations are for the 10 ppb and 50 ppb application rates.

Model EEC (21-d Average)

| Acid Degradate 4 28-d NOAEC
(ppm) (ppm)
| Compartment 10 ppb rate 50 ppb rate
l Water Column (mg/L) | 0.00032 0.00158 -
Porewater (mg/L) 0.00005 0.00029 0.0068
Sediment (mg/kg) 0.00018 0.00093 0.007

Table 6. Comparison of estimated concentrations of the hydroxy acid degradate in water and
sediment with chronic toxicity endpoints for the benthic test organism midge (Chironomus
riparius). The modeled concentrations are for the 10 ppb and 50 ppb application rates.

| Hydroxy Acid Model EEC(pr 111 Sd Lverage) 28-d NOAEC

| Compartment o 10 ppb rate 50 ppb rate (p_ pl_n)

\ Water Column (mg/L) | 0.00021 0.00102 | 109

‘ Porewater (mg/l_._) ) 0.00007 _ 0.00036 885_“_ e )
‘ Sediment (mg/kg) | 0.00034 0.00165 410

Table 7. Comparison of estimated concentrations of hydroxy benzyl ester degradate in water
and sediment with chronic toxicity endpoints for the benthic test organism midge (Chirononus
riparius). The modeled concentrations are for the 10 ppb and 50 ppb application rates.

Hydroxy B‘enzyl Model EEC (21-d Average) 28-d NOAEC
‘ Ester (ppm) i)
| Compartment 10 ppb rate_ SOppbrate £
Water Column (mg/L) | 0.00043 0.00216 0.181
Porewater (mg/L) 0.00056 0.0028 0:933
Sediment (mg/kg) 0.125 0.630 1.05

* The unit ppm is equivalent to mg/L or mg/kg




Appendix 2

Summary of Water Modeling of Florpyrauxifen-benzyl and three degradates in the US

EPA Standard Pond

Model-generated outputs of the simulations with florpyrauxifen-benzyl are summarized below.
Estimated Environmental Concentrations (EECs) for the parent compound Florpyrauxifen-
benzyl and three degradates are presented in Table 1. Model output summary screens are
presented in Figures 1 through 4. The model simulations represent annual applications for a
period of 30 years. The model output summary includes annual peak and various time-averaged
values for concentrations in the water column and benthic area. It also shows the effective water
column and benthic halflives. The EECs were generated with the Surface Water Concentration
Calculator (SWCC Version 1.106) using the US EPA standard pond with the FLpeppersSTD

field scenario. Critical input values for the model are summarized in Tables 2 and 3.

Table 1. Estimated Environmental Concentrations (ppb) in water column for Florpyrauxifen-

benzyl (50 ppb and 10 ppb application) and degradates (10 ppb application)

Parent Acid Hydroxy acid | Hydroxy

Simulation Time degradate | degradate benzyl ester

50 ppb 10 ppb degradate

Peak (1-in-10 yr) 46.4 9.27 0.558 0.226 0.616

4-day Avg (1-in-10 yr) 13.7 2.74 0.514 0.221 0.556

21-day Avg (1-in-10 yr) 2.83 0.567 0.317 0.205 0.459

60-day Avg (1-in-10 yr) 0.993 0.199 0.128 0.142 0.282

365-day Avg (1-in-10 yr) 0.163 0.0326 0.0211 0.0275 0.0505

Entire Simulation Mean 0.159 0.0319 0.0200 0.0250 0.0478

Table 2A. Summary of Model Inputs for Florpyrauxifen-benzyl !

Parameter Value Comments

Koc (ml/g) 32,280 Average of values measured in six soils
(21,777 — 44,278)

Water Half-Life (days) @ 20 °C 8.36 Represents the 90th percentile of the
upper confidence bound on the mean out
of two values (4.04 and 6.16 days)

Benthic Half-Life (days) @ 20 °C 2.65 Represents the 90th percentile of the
upper confidence bound on the mean out
of two values (2.37 and 2.1 days)

Photolysis Half-Life (days) (@ 40 Lat | 0.161 Value measured in natural water

Hydrolysis Half-Life (days) 111 Value measured at pH 7

Soil Half-Life (days) @ 20 °C 55.3 Represents the 90th percentile of the
upper confidence bound on the mean out
of values from four soils (67.2, 32.4, 34
and 8.9 days)

Foliar Half-Life (days) Not used 1n calculations

Molecular Wt 439.2




Vapor Pressure (torr) 3.5e-7

Solubility (mg/l) 0.015 Solubility in purified water

. Input values as used by US EPA for modeling florpyrauxifen-benzyl in aquatic sites (Section 3.4.3, Table 29 in US
EPA, 2017. US EPA selected values according to the “Guidance for Selecting Input Parameters in Modeling the
Environmental Fate and Transport of Pesticides”, dated November 10, 2009 and available at:
https://www.epa.gov/pesticidescience-and-assessing-pesticide-risks/guidance-selecting-input-parameters-modeling

Table 2B. Summary of Model Inputs for Degradates 2

| Values
Parameter Acid Hydroxy Hydroxy
Degradate Acid Benzyl Ester
Koc (ml/g) 71.8 106 5615
Water Half-Life (days) @ 20 °C 12 90 12
Benthic Half-Life (days) @ 20°C | 12 90 12
Photolysis Half-Life (days) @ 42 | 0.199 0.199 0.199
°Lat
Hydrolysis Half-Life (days)
Soil Half-Life (days) @ 20 °C 350 1000 87
Foliar Half-Life (days)
Molecular Wt 335 335 425
Vapor Pressure (torr) 3.5e-7 3.5e-7 3.5e-7
Solubility (mg/1) 3 3 3

4 Values taken from environmental fate data in section 3.2 (Tables 7, 8, 11 and 16) in US EPA, 2017. Koc: Mean of
values measured in 13 different soils; Water half-life: mean values of two estimated values; Benthic half-life: used
the same values as water half-life, US EPA estimated overall aquatic half-life values based on aerobic and anaerobic
metabolism studies; Photolysis half-life: value for parent + acid degradate used by US EPA in total toxic residue
assessment: Hydrolysis: stable to abiotic hydrolysis; Soil half-life values: values based on data reported in US EPA,
2017; soil half-life input values are not relevant for the simulation results presented here since only the aquatic
segment of the model is used; Foliar half-life: not simulated here; Vapor pressure: used value for the parent
compound, which was classified as non-volatile; acid degradate vapor pressure value is even lower and for the other
two degradates also expected to be lower than the parent; Water solubility value for degradates of 3 mg/L (3000
ppb) was used such that the simulated concentrations of the degradates not a limit in the modeled scenarios.
Experimental data for the acid degradate indicate that it is highly soluble in water. The other two degradates are also
expected to have water solubility values that are much higher than the concentration scenarios modeled here (up to
50 ppb).

Table 3. Application Schedule for Florpyrauxifen-benzyl

Date (Mon/Day) | Type Amount (kg/ha) | Eff. Drift
06/15 (10 ppb) | Foliar 0.20 0 |
06/15 (50 ppb) | Foliar 1.00 0 1




Figure 1A: Output summary for parent Florpyrauxifen-benzyl; 50 ppb application scenario
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Figure 1B: Output summary for parent Florpyrauxifen-benzyl; 10 ppb application scenario
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Figure 1C: Output summary for parent Florpyrauxifen-benzyl; three applications of 10 ppb at
14-day intervals.
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Figure 2: Output summary for Acid Degradate:
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Figure 3: Output for Hydroxy Acid Degradate:
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Figure 4: Output for Hydroxy Benzyl Ester Degradate:
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Re: ProcellaCOR in Tuxedo Park

A.). Reyes <ajreyes1022@gmail.com>
Thu 6/24/2021 1:19 PM

Hello Mr. (R

Thank you for contacting me. | appreciate the questions.
ProcellaCOR Literature.zip

Please see the attached ecological studies and papers concerning use of ProcellaCOR in aquatic and
terrestrial systems. | will be summarizing most of this during my talk. If the procellaCOR product is
used, it will only be put in at a concentration of 3.8-5.8 micrograms per liter, which is well below the
maximum allowed by the state (50 micrograms per liter) and even further below the amount where
non-target toxicity is seen (water flea: 1,320 microgram per liter). Rate inhalation studies show a LC50
(where 50% of the test population is affected) at 5,230 micrograms per liter. The exposure and risk to
humans with use rates as low as they are is very low.

| am attaching the map of pond 3 before the treatment, | cannot attach an after treatment map
because we did not find any milfoil during our august survey. We did find some milfoil this year, which
in my opinion is from the upstream tuxedo population. There is also milfoil growing in the stream
between tuxedo and pond 3, which will continue to re-populate pond 3 unless something is done to
remove those plants.

Following chemical treatment, | would expect a very short and temporary dip in dissolved oxygen,
then it should recover within a few hours. the dip would be localized to the direct areas where plants
are decaying, so | do not expect any negative impacts to fish and wildlife. The lake has alot of water in
it, and only a portion of it is actually getting treated. New, oxygenated water will quickly replenish
oxygen in these shallow areas. The drop in dissolved oxygen is a bigger issue in small ponds, where
100% of the surface area is treated. This is not what will be happening in Tuxedo.

ProcellaCOR is not registered for coontail, so | would not expect any impact to coontail

On Thu, Jun 24, 2021 at 9:34 AM _ wrote:
Mr. Reyes,

Thank you for your time and expertise in this evening's presentation on ProcellaCOR. | look forward
to hearing your guidance.

| respectfully submit the below questions:

Could you please share any journal articles on the effects of ProcellaCOR on drinking water and
aquatic ecosystems?

Could you please review the extent of aquatic surveys on Pond 3 before and after the recent



herbicide treatments?

Following any chemical treatment, are there risks of oxygen depletion or nutrient release from
decaying plant material? Would removing decaying plant material be a feasible measure to reduce
these risks?

Is ProcellaCOR effective at treating coontail (Ceratophyllum)?

Thank you,

Tuxedo, NY

Alejandro Reyes

Aquatic Ecologist; M.S. Lake Management
Certified Lake Manager, NALMS

Northeast Aquatic Research LLC.
https://northeastaquaticresearch.net/






