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1.0 INTRODUCTION

American Hoechst Corporation has applied for registration of
a new product, Acclaim 1 EC, an emulsifiable concentrate

" formulation contalnlng fenoxaprop-ethyl at 1 1b ai/gal.
Fenoxaprop-ethyl is a selective herbicide intended for post-
emergence annual and perennial grass control in turfgeass
including sod farms, commercial and residential turf and
rlghts—of—way. Fenoxaprop-ethyl is applied to homﬁ lawns

at rates. ranging from 0.003 to 0.008 1b ai/1000 ££” (0.12-
0.35 1b aléA), and is most commonly applled at 0,004 1b -
ai/1000 £t“ (0.24 1lb ai/a) (1).

EAB has been‘requested to provide an exposure estimate for a
child who may be exposed to fenoxaprop-ethyl postapplication
via contact with treated home lawns. Both daily and weekly
exposures have been estimated. It should be noted that EAB
"has little experience with this type of exposure situation.
While certain of the assumptions listed below appear very
conservative from the standpoint of publlc safety (the assump-
tion for dermal exposure, for example, is equivalent to an
unclothed child playing on a home lawn), other assumptions
(i.e., ingestion exposure) may not be as conservative.
However, for either route of potential exposure, we cannot
document the degree of conservatism based on either the
results of actual studies or on our general experience. The
following assumptions were used in this exposure assessment:

1. Respiratory exposure is 1n51gn1flcant compared to dermal
or ingestion exposure.

2. A 70 cm tall, 9 kg, 1 year 0ld child has a total body
surface area of 0. 46 m- (2).

3. An exposure period for a child on a treated home lawn of
3 hours per day for 7 consecutive days is assumed.

4. All dermal exposure values correspond to the amount of
chemical impinging on the skin surface and are not cor-
rected for dermal penetration.

5. Dermal exposure will occur as a result of contact with the
treated grass. Contact will occur over the entire body
surface area, and any dermal contact will result in a
quantitative transfer of dislodgeable residues from the
foliage to the surface of the skin..

6. Ingestion exposure will occur as a result of the child
licking both himself and a toy. We assume that during the
course of an exposure episode, the child will lick an
‘area of his body equal to the surface area of one hand



Y

and will lick the surface area of a 3-inch diameter ball.
Licking is assumed to quantitatively remove residues from -
each respective surface. The surface residues on the

ball are assumed to be equal to the dislodgeable residues
on the grass.

7. The proportlon of a child's total surface area accounted for
by one hand is the same as for an adult.

2.0 FOLIAR DISSIPATION

O'Grodnick and Grande (3) measured dislodgeable residues of
fenoxaprop-ethyl on turf grass. Field plotls of perennial
ryegrass were treated with fenoxaprop-ethyl (50 g ai/l EC) at
0.25 and 0.5 1b ai/Aa. At 0 (15 mlnutss and 3 hours), 1, and

3 days posttreatment, triplicate 1 ft“ areas of turf were
vigorously rubbed with dry gauze pads. Gauze pads were extracted,
hydrolyzed, and acetylated with acetic anhydrlde. The acetyl-
ated oxazole derivative was quantified using GC with electron-
capture detection. The detection limit was 0.5 ppm. . Recovery
values for spiked samples averaged 87%. Dislodgeable residues
(average 05 both treatment rates) were 0.28, 0.037, 0.023, and
0.023 mg/m” at 15 minutes, 3 hours, 1 day, and 3 days post-
treatment, respectively. ,

Although this study does not conform to the methodology-
required by Subdivision K, the data have been reviewed and

are considered adequate for this exposure assessment. However,
EAB has no data demonstrating whether dislodgeable residue data
derived from dry gauze wipe tests on turf can be used to
reliably estimate dermal exposurg. In calculating exposures,
the 15 minute value of 0.28 mg/m“ was used for day 1. Since"

no dissipation of residues occurred beEween day 1 and day 3
posttreatment, the value of 0.023 mg/m“ was used to calculate
exposures for days 2-7.

3.0 EXPOSURE CALCULATIONS
3.1 Dermal Exposure

Total dermal exposure on’day 1l posttreatment:

2 ) ‘ .
0.28 ng 0.46 m 1 : o
m x child X 9 kg = 1.4 x 10 2Vmg/kg/day
Total dermal exposure on each of days 2-7 pcsttreatment:
: 2
0.0232mg 0.46 m 1 . o
. m X child . X 9 kg = 1.2 x 10 3 mg/kg/day
The weekly dermal exposure is therefore: 2.1 x’10_2 mg/kd/week



3.2 Ingestion Exposure

Ingestion exposure from licking a 3-inch diameter (7.6 cm)
ball on day 1 posttreatment' :

47 (7.6 cm/2)2 g -28 mg, s

x 9 kg = 5.6 x, 10 % ng/kg/day

Ingestion exposure from licking a 3-inch diameter (7.6 cm)
ball on each of days 2-7 posttreatment:
4T (7.6 cm/2)2 10°% p2  0.023 mg 1 5
X cem™ x o omt x99 kg = 4.6 x 10”7 mg/kg/day

The, weekly ingestion exposure ‘from the ball is therefore:

-3

8.4 x 10 mg/kg/week

Ingestlon exposure from llcklng a body surface area equ1va1ent
to one hand on day 1 posttreatment.

Assume that the chlld s hand surface area is x, wheres -
+ i 2

X " 0.041 g (surface area of adult hand) (4)
0.46 = 1.76 m (total surface area of adult) (5)
x = 0.011 m?
2 ’ | _
0.011 m 0.28.m 1
me g = 3.4 x 1074

mg/kg/day

Ingestion exposure from licking a body surface area equivalent
to one hand on each of days 2-7 posttreatment:

0.011 m®  0.023 mg 1 | ) |
X m x 9 kg = 2.8 x 107> mg/kg/day

The weekly ingestion exposure from the hand is therefore:

5.1 x 10_4\mg/kg/week

TQTAL'weekly ingestion exposure: 8.9 x 10"'3 mg/kg/week

*



s

‘estimated to be 8.9 x 10

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

Based on dislodgeable residue data, the weekly dermal exposure

of a 9 kg child playing on a home lawn (3 hours per day for 7

consecutive days) after EEeatment with fenoxaprop-ethyl is

estimated to-be 2.1 x 10 mg/kg/week. Ingestion exposure

resulting from the child_}icking both himself and a toy is
mg/kg/week .

These estimates assume a quaﬁtitativé transfer of dislodgeable
residues from the foliage to the entire body and toy surface

areas; licking is assumed to quantitatively remove residues
. from each respective surface The estimates are not adjusted

for dermal absorption.

\

Laurie Lewis ‘

Special Review Section

Exposure Assessment Branch

Hazard Evaluation Division (TS-769C)
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