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6. “TEST TYPE: -Avian ‘subacute-{dietary) ICgg

‘A.) Test species: 'Mallard duck {Anas platyrynchos)

7+. REPORTED RESULTS: --"It-was not”possible to-determine a dietary 1Csp
- value for PP, 333-to the-mallard duck. However, its toxicity
rwas shown -to:be.Jow with an ICggivalue 1in: excess.of 20,000 ppm".

8. REVIEWER'B CONCLUSTONS:' :['he study is- scyentlflca'lly%somxd and-with .
--.an ICgp > 20,000 ppm,’ paclobutrazol is * g-actmally non:toxic"
- ?h‘"to mallards when administered subacutely, in their diet.  The
' study fulfills«the: gu:tdel:mes requirement-for-a dietary iCgg
- on:a-waterfowl s species.
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. ‘Materials/Methods

Ble i 'Ibst.;recaiure:

»1) + Range Fimder — Forty 10~day ©1d mallards-were tested (4 per
:gronp) Tfrom -0-20,000 ppm. - No mortalities ocourred. _

529 5 Definitive rstudy:— -8-day.old. birds «were randanly @llocated

~#30 rtreatment -and -control groups. “At 11 days of age birds
awere: placed. on test diets .(after:3 ‘day observation mreiod).
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‘Birds were:housed ‘in:floor‘pens (1.2'm x:1:5-m)7 10 per pen; steel sides;
concrete floors; pen feeders and drinkers; temp 20°C-33°C, R.H. = 43-61%;
‘continuous artificial light pattern -adapted:

Birds -were ‘fed standard®HRC chick diet until“1l days old — then controls
got same diet; Dieldrin + chick diet for prositive controls; chick diet
+ PP.. 333 over the 5 day test period. HRC.chick diet had no antibiotics
or growth pramoters. After 5 days dosing:all birds were returned to HRC
chick diet only. . Water ad libitum (as well as-‘diets). Dosed diets were
prepared by homogenization. -PP. 333 had no carrier; Dieldrin had ‘corn
o0il at: 0.469%. = PP, 333 diets-were made by premixing:with chick meal,
then:storing-in-plastic:bags :at room -temperatyre. -All -diets:were :stored

inzthe same manner.

“PP$ 333 test diets: wereanalyzed for:-homogeneity aml ‘stability’by HRC -

" Dept«sAnalytical’ Chemistry. i The report quotes 'naninal” values .only.

“Analytical™ values-reported - in-anApperdix -to-report.
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B. Statistical Anatysis:

"% (=) Controls— N/A;

.. Dieldrin (+) control - ""ﬁ‘:rqu “Probit". analysis. ;rsed
7 PP."333-— none performed.” "Finney. p!'Oblt" ‘would have-been
-3 tagsed 1fa<_hey sfoumad: mortahty. .

10. Results—

= Mortalities farld TC50's

. A)y=A4=)Controls~ none.

.2) ?(4‘3' Pi€ldrin controls - 087at 50 ppn;” Pt at-88 ppm N
‘ s, L B0% At 153‘ppn x100% ‘at 268 ppm; 100%.at 469 'ppn. =
3’) P?. 7333 '~ .none .. ICgp . ».< 265000 ppm.

.. MaB. = .they. did.not:icalculate. an.ICgqy for the:{+).dieldrin
'"‘controls because of too few responses between 0%
k -amd - 100%,. under “the: probit method. DIE].drlrLICsO
S repartedm:;be 1153..X 2268 ppm. _

“Health
{=)} Controls — good. tlraigl'but, study

. {+) Dieldrin-controls-— a total-of ~three birds 'were described
as "unsteady". Subsequently these were found dead at 153
and 268 ppm. . All others died on test at higher doses.

Body weight

- Mean weights increasedifor (=) . .controls.. PP 333 weights mwere
within "normal ‘1limits® — .except’ for Groups:i4:and 15 :(11,000
© - #4:20,000 ppm) over Days 0-5 when' there was a "slightly™ lower

. increase .in camparison‘with other-groups. :'Mean weight increases
-for-di€ldrin {(+)scontrols: were  lower,:over”Day 0-to.5, than

“meg.’ controls; the -increases +becawing :smaller with-increasing

idieldrin-dose. :A'mean decrease ‘was-Observed:-at 268 ppm:dieldrin.

- Other *weight- changes: were within ®normal Aimits".

- - Food - Consumption —

1. These data were' in.generadl ~agreement with bodywieght charges.
%*There was ‘evidence -of slightly reduced food comsumption in
. PP.,333 Groups .14 and 15 {11,000.and 20,000 ppm) .over-Days

. Therewas also a'markedidese - related:reduction :in food

~¢. consumption in-the groups giwven dieldrin, with the:exeception

= xof arfocd spillage which-ocoarred -on: Day " iniGrodp b +{Dieldrin
#3153 ppm) ,-over .Days 1 to 5.

. -All:otheriFood Consumption data were within™normal .limits".



;énDJ.etaty analysa.s i The nauninal-iconcentrations were within 9%
I of analytical values except for-one.result

~in-Group 9 where the analytical valuerwas s .

g 19.3% .above noninal .

,A‘) ’i.‘est precedmr&s- =these were-acceptable under: the: q;rqmsed
, woguidelines.

- iBJYSIStatistics: ~N/A
0.} * Resiilts: ++Hheseconformed to:the rawitata -cbtained ,-am Teasonable

‘¥ 7% woonclusion: that: the 8-day- dietary ICspiof PP.7330 is
greater. than 20,000 ppm.

- e The minoreffects noted ~on:Groups }Aanils forbedyml&t R
. U +land- food ‘consumption are- considered’ to be-of: little importance .

+wince these 'groups weredosed+at unrealistically ihigh: elevels
{11,000 -ppm- and 20,000 ppmrespectively).

R The;‘~ana1yt1cal ‘"d'ienl'strysresurt‘s vahdate‘the"naninél .
. ..concentratons tested.

“D.} . Conclusions:
1. Category — Core

2. Rationale - Guidelines-study
3.. Repair — N/A

_,,mterg'etatlons were made. - The reviewer. agrees with:the . ..
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