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The Environmental Fate and Effects and Registration Divisions (EFED and RD) met in March
to discuss the results of the 2007 ecological risk assessment for new Section 3 and conditional
registrations for fipronil. The Chief of RD requested additional information regarding the
frequency and magnitude of the potential risks to aquatic invertebrates associated with proposed
use as a seed treatment for onions. EFED agreed to provide RD with information regarding the
distribution of risk quotients (RQs) for the entire time series of modeled surface water
concentrations. In addition EFED also agreed to provide these results using a Northwestern
states use scenario more closely matching use sites in that region.
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The following figures present the results of the combined effects of buffers and alternative
application rates on the distribution of RQs for the total time series of PRZM/EXAMS model
runs. The first eight figures represent the distributions of RQs for both the typical and low
application rates and considering a new model scenario with an Idaho meteorological file and soil
profile more specific to the northwestern states. The second eight are RQ distributions for the
previously modeled Georgia onion scenario. The effects of low and upper bound buffer
efficiencies are presented on each graph. These are reverse cumulative distributions and the
interpolation of X-axis RQ value on the Y-axis is interpreted as the fraction of all predicted
EECs that meet or exceed the selected X-axis value.



Freq.

1.0

09

0.8 -

0.7 -

0.6 1

0.5

Freshwater Invertebrate Acute RQ Distributions
Idaho Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
Reverse Cummulative Frequency

Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Buffer

2.0 3.0 4.0

RQ Values

Freq.

Freshwater Invertebrate Chronic RQ Distributions

1.0 Idaho Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
0.9 Reverse Cummulative Frequency
0.8
=—— Full Application No Buffer
0.7 Full Application 33% buffer
— Full Application 75% Buffer
0.6 -
0.5
0.4
0.3 -
0.2 -
0.1 -
0.0 - == — — -

00 100 200 30.0 400 50.0 60.0 70.0 B0.0 90.0 100.0

RQ Values



0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

Freq.

Estuarine/Marine Invertebrate Acute RQ Distributions
Idaho Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
Reverse Cummulative Frequency

Full Application I‘;Io a.lffer
Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Buffer

2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

RQ Values

Freq.

Estuarine/Marine Invertebrate Chronic RQ Dis tributions

1.0 Idaho Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
0.9 - Reverse Cummulative Frequency
0.8 - o o )
Full Application No Buffer

0.7 Full Application 33% buffer

— Full Application 75% Buffer
0.6

0.5

0.4 -

0.3 -

0.2 -

0.1 -

0.0 ~ - ———— :
0.0 100 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0

RQ Values



Freq.

10 Freshwater Invertebrate Acute RQ Distributions Freshwater Invertebrate Chronic RQ Distributions

Idaho Scenario 1.0 Idaho Scenario
Assumes Low Labeled Application Assumes Low Labeled Application
0.9 Reverse Cummulative Frequency 09 Reverse Cummulative Frequency
0.8 - 0.8
Full Application No Buffer . F uiiAp;i)Iication No Bl;}fer
0.7 Full Application 33% buffer 0.7 Full Application 33% buffer
= Full Application 75% Buffer Full Application 75% Buffer
0.6 - 0.6 1
o
&
0.5
0.4

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0

RQ Values RQ Values



Freq.

Estuarine/Marine Invertebrate Acute RQ Distributions

1.0
Idaho Scenario
Assumes Low Labeled Application
0.9 Reverse Cummulative Frequency
0.8

—— Full Application No Buffer
0.7 —— Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Bafer

0.6

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0

RQ Values

Freq.

Estuarine/Marine [nvertebrate Chronic RQ Distributions

10 Idaho Scenario
Assumes Low Labeled Application
0.9 Reverse Cummulative Frequency
0.8
F:xll &i)ﬁcation Ii\lbrl;uffer
0.7 1 Full Application 33% buffer
- Full Application 75% Buffer

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0

RQ Values



Freq.

Freshwater Invertebrate Acute RQ Distributions

1.0
Georgia Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
0.9 Reverse Cummulative Frequency
0.8

Fﬁﬂi}\ppﬁcatioﬁil\l:&lfferi
Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Buffer

0.7 -

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

RQ Values

Freq.

Freshwater Invertebrate Chronic RQ Dis tributions

10 Georgia Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
0.9 - Reverse Cummulative Frequency
0.8
Full Application No Buffer
0.7 1 Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Buffer

00 — — — —
00 100 200 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0

RQ Values



Freq.

1.0

0.9

0.8

Q.7

0.0

Estuarine/Marine Invertebrate Acute RQ Distributions
Georgia Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
Reverse Cummulative Frequency

Full Application No Buffer
Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Buffer

1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

1.0

0.9 1

0.8 -

0.7

0.6

Freq.

05 -

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1 -

0.0 -

0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.

Estuarine/Marine Invertebrate Chronic RQ Distributions
Georgia Scenario
Assumes Typical Labeled Application
Reverse Cummulative Frequency

Frlileripblication N; B.:ffer
Full Application 33% buffer
— Full Application 75% Buffer

RQ Values



sangep O

0’00l 006 008 00/ 009 00S 00F 00E 002

BIOY %L uoneanddy n g
Ryng 9, ¢ uoneonddy ng
Iayyng oN uoneaddy fng

Ad>uanbaig sapemumuny) as1aaay
wonesyddy pajoqe] moy samnssy
OLIBR 30 BI81030)
suonnqLysiq OY MO JBIGIIIAU] JJCMYS AT

00l

00

~-00

Lo

c0

€0

v'o

S0

90

L0

80

60

o't

‘barg

0's

sanjep Oy

(04 oe 0¢

1yyng %6/ voneayddy ng
1o4ynq 9 ¢£ uoneonddy ng
loygng oN uoneoqddy [ng

£d>uanbary sapemumm)) EISEYENY|
uogedddy pajaqe mory soumssy
oLIRu IS BIZ1030)
SUOnNGLISIQ OY ANV 2)BIGIAIIAU] 13IBMYS A o

o't

-9°0

L0

80

60

o'l

‘baiy



Freq.

1.0 1

0.9

0.8

0.7

Estuarine/Marine Invertebrate Acute RQ Distributions
Georgia Scenario
Assumes Low Labeled Application
Reverse Cummulative Frequency

Fuﬂ;ppkati;n No Eu?fer
Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Buffer

4.0 5.0

RQ Values

Freq.

10

1.0

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.0 - -
0.0

Estuarine/Marine Invertebrate Chronic RQ Dis tributions
Georgia Scenario
Assumes Low Labeled Application
Reverse Cummulative Frequency

F;ﬂgppﬁcatior: No Buffer
Full Application 33% buffer
Full Application 75% Buffer

10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0

RQ Values



