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Wisconsin Agribusiness Council, Inc.

Walton Commorns West, Suile 13

132 » BMadison, W BA7T8-6797 « Phone (608 224-1450 = Vax (608 2241452

January 28, 1998
To: Senate Commutiee on Agriculture and Environrnental Resourres
From: Russel R. Weisensel, Director, Legislative Affairs !,f’

{Z (i

While we believe the Wisconsin standards for atrazine are tho'restrictive, we strongly support the
Clearing House Rule 97-113 which would allow the state, with certam strict crteria, to rescind some
atrazine prohibition areas.

We need to remember that atrazine has been widely used in our state for some 30 years. Wisconsin had
no groundwater law until 1984, no atrazine groundwater standards until 1988, and no atrazine rule unnl
March, 1991. Since then we've added numerous restrictions on this product. The application rate has
been severely curtailed. (Even in eastern Wisconsin counties where little or no atrazine has been
detected.) Our rates are lower than those in other states. Atrazine may only be applied by certfied
(trained) applicators/farmers. Strict regulations are in place for mixing and loading of atrazine. Fall
apphcations are prohibited. These strict regulations will, in some areas of Wisconsin, allow atrazine to
be used without impairing the quality of our groundwater.

Using the PAL as the trigger for repeal of an atrazine prohibition area 1s unrealistic, particularly here for
we are the only state which includes metabolites 1o calculate an enforcement standard (ES).

A logical trigger for repeal could be 3 tests below the ES (1 test gets you in - 3 tests gef you out). This
however we do not support for the variability of test results would likely cause a yovo effect. The tigger
at 30% of the ES will both provide some relief for a few areas which probably shouid never have been
in a proluibition area, while still protecting our groundwater and our health.

If all the water you consumed contamed atrazine at 50% of the Wisconsin ES, you would need to
consume 42,000 gallons daily for a life tme to consume the amowunt of atrazine which caused no
health effects on any test animal.

Nationally, based on current test data, the EPA changed its atrazine reference dose, the formula used in
anirnal studies to assess risk. Minnesota, noting this change, has since established 20ppb as its
health risk for private wells. Wisconsin not only maintains the current enforcement standard at 3ppb,
our DNR mcluded atrazine metabolites in calculating this enforcement standard. Neither the EPA_ nor
any other state has this restrictive formula. Minnesota also does not consider atrazine to be a possible
carcinogen! {See attached)

Now, via the internet, more compelling evidence from an intemal panel of EPA toxicolegists reinforces
the Minesota conclusion. See attached excerpts from an October 17, 1997 release.

‘The EPA panel has concluded that atrazine poses no cancer risk at a
low level of exposure and that the EPA has overstated atrazine risks!

~-inore-
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EPA sources say this information “could push the agency to relax its current drinking water and water
quality limits for atrazine” and “may alter the decision o include atrazine and other triazines” for
mclusion in mandated state management plans (SMP).

Smce this EPA panel now feels that atrazne “Js more suitable for a non-linear risk assessment model”™
and given the fact that Wisconsin atrazine regulations are even more strict than those of the EPA,
it would seem prudent for our state to immediately re-assess the toxicity of thus herbicide and the
regulations which govemn its use here.

In spite of all the negative publicity on atrazine, and the fact that Wisconsin has more than 1 miliion
acres In atrazine prohibition areas, our farmers still use this valuable tool on 51 percent of their com
acres {1996 data). The reasons are ciear. (See the attached list) In the past 10 years over 20 herbicides
have included atrazine to improve weed control and lower the cost to the farmer. The benefit of this
herbicide 1s also described in the attached excerpts from research hear at the UW-Madison.

Given the ample safety factors in Wisconsin’s groundwater standards, we must not penalize any
farmer growing corn in our state where the use of atrazine does not result in residue levels
exceeding enfercement standard.
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Health Risk Limits for Groundwater s» /79,

Minnesota Rules

The Minnesota Department of Health has adopred permanent rules defining heaith risk
limits for 120 comtaminanis that have been found in Minnesota groundwater.” This fact
sheer explains the health risk limits, how they were developed, and how they are used. and
includes the table of Health Risk Limits.

Background

The 1989 Minnesota Groundwater Protection Act direcied the Minnesowa Deparment of Health (MDH) o
develop health risk limits for substances found to degrade groundwater through groundwater quality

moritoring.

The Minnesota Department of Health uses health risk limits for several public health protecton purposes.

1. Advice for Privawe Wells, Because private well drinking water supplies are not regulated for
conmminaton, HRLs are used to evaluate contaminated weils and provide advice to consumers
and well owners about the suitability of their water supply for consumpton and other uses.

Revisions to the Health Risk Limits Rules

The rules inciude a provision for updating the health risk limits to keep them current. As more toxicologic
studies are completed and evaluated, updated data on reference doses and cancer potency slope factors
may be added to the USEPA databases. The USEPA may change an RiD or slope factor due to new
scientific data. Sometimes the USEPA removes an RfD or slope factor while they consider new data.
This provision for revising HRLs can permit MDH to add a health risk limit, change a health risk limit, or
rernove a health risk limit as data about a chemical change.

Health Risk Limits for Groundwater and Toxicologic Endpoints

Chemical or Substance - CAS RN Health Risk Texicologic
: Limit ugsl Endpeint
Acenaphthene §3.32-9 400 fiver
Acstone ’ 87-54-1 700 adney
Alachlor 15872-60-3 4 cancer
Aldicark 116-06-3 1 REFVOUS SVSTern
Alivl chlonde {3 chloropropene) 107031 30 nervous system
Anthracene 120-12.7 2000 —
7.3.@\1\10@ T440-36-0 6 S

6 Atrazine 1912-24.9 20 ' cardiovascular system
Bariuth 7440-39-3 2000 cardiovascular system
Benzene T1=43-2 10 . cancer




Atrazine Prepacks

Many of today’s popular herbicides are prepacked with atrazine. Some
are even touted as “atrazine alternatives”. Here is a list of the more
popular atrazine prepacks. (Home and garden products not listed)

Year Brand Manufacturer Atrazine prepacked with:
1887 ... Basis Gold .........ccvvvnnnenn. DuPont......ccecuuue... rimsulfuron and nicosulfuron
1987 .... Bicep |l Magnum.............. Novartis......ccc.couu... s-metolachlor

1687 .... Bicep Lite Il Magnum ...... Novartis........cc........ s-metolachlor

RESTIVIE - trolsalel ctot SN VST OO ., Ceenees DroMmoxyind

1867 .. Fulime o, Zeneca ... acetochlor

1897 ... MON 58420 .....ccvveveeee. Monsanto ................ glyphosate and acetochior
1897 ... Moxy-at .ococevvceieineenn Terra..cccrecreennn.., bromoxynil

1296 ... Shotgun ..ccoeeveviiiriinnnnee, Platte (UAP) ............ 2,4-D

1285 ... Bicep Lite H .coivvnvnerinannnn, Novartis......cccueeee. metolachlor

1885 ... Harness Xtra....ccoovuun...... Monsanto ................ acetochior

1995 ... Surpass 100 ..., Zeneca ..., acetochlor

1684 .. Guardsman......cceeee....... BASF . dimethenamid

1884 .. Harness Xtra 5.6L........... Monsanto ................ acetochior

1982 ... Bicep Lite o Novartis.........ccceeen. metolachlor

18871 L. Bicep v, Novartis................... metolachior

1881 ... Contour ...ovevveeeiiccc, AMCY e, imazethapyr

1850 ... Simazat...........ccovvvvin. Drexel ... simazine

1959 .... Buctiil-atrazine ................ Rhone-Poianc ......... bromoxynil

1289 ... Bullet .o Monsanto ................ alachlor

1889 ... LaddocK ueeeevuerivenanen. BASF . bentazon

1687 ... Marksman ........cccoeeen... BASF .. dicamba

1985 ... Extrazine.....coveeeveeenneen, DuPont.....ccvenne. cyanazine

1886 ... Lariat..coooiivie Monsanto ................ alachlor

1985 ... Conquest ....ccoceeeveenen, DuPont.....ccccvva..n. cyanazine

1983 .... Ramrod-atrazine.............. Monsanto ................ propachlor

1983 ... Sutazine....oeveevveeeeeeen ZEeNneca ... butylate

1982 .... Lasso-atrazine ................ Monsanto ................ alachior

1979 ... Bicep v Novartis................... metolachlor




WEED CONTROL OPTIONS WITHOUT ATRAZINE QR BLADEX

R. Gordon Rarvey1 §¢/%;;
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whether or not a producer operates within an atrazine prohibitcion area,
and upen the severity of weed infestations on the producer’'s farm. It is
unlikely that this penalty can be eliminated until either Wisconsin
restrictions are withdrawn, or until similar rules are

atrazine wuse
enacted nationwide. Results of University of Wisconsin research confirms

what was intuitively obvious. Restricting use of the least expensive and
most effective product must result in a reduction in net economic return

to the crp producer!

Table 1. Comparison of herbicide treatments included in 1993 to 19895
field corn weed control study conducted at the University of
Wisconsin Arlington Agricultural Research Station.

Loss in net

Cost / Gorr Crop Net| return w/o

Treatment Chem. Applic.{ wyield jvalue returh atrazine
TTU§/A - bu/A seeoeees S/A -
Nontreated 0 0 79 198 198 -238
Atrazine + Partner 18 6 184 460 436 0
Partner/Clarity-split 24 12 174 4335 389 -37
Partner + Clarity-PRE 24 6 165 412 383 -53
Partner + Clarity-7DAP 24 6 178 445 415 -21
Partner + Clarity-14DAP 24 6 169 423 393 -43
Dual + Clarity - 7DAP 27 6 180 450 417 -19
Frontier +.Clarity-7DAP 30 6 173 432 397 -39
Harness + Clarity-7DAP 27 6 176 440 407 -29
Prowl + Clarity - PRE 23 6 165 412 384 -52
Prowl + Clarity - 7DAP 23 6 182 455 426 -10
Prowl + Clarity - 14DAP 23 6 167 418 389 ~47
Broadstrike + Dual-PRE 25 6 173 432 401 -35
Accent + Beacon - POST 19 6 169 422 398 -38

Clarity/Accent - split 43 12 180 450 385 -41

LSD(10%) = .- . 20 20 @




DAVID BRANDEMUEHL

State Representative
49th Assembly District

CR 97-113
January 28, 1998

Thank you Chairperson Clausing and committee members for giving me this opportunity
to testify in support of clearinghouse rule 97-113, relating to atrazine use restrictions.

I am specifically interested in the provisions of this rule allowing for the repeal of an
atrazine prohibition area. Currently, a “prohibition may remain in effect indefinitely unless the
department of agriculture... is shown, and determines, that resumption of the pesticide use is not
likely to cause a renewed or continued violation of the enforcement standard.” In other words, it
is nearly impossible to get a prohibition repealed, regardless of the scientific evidence that may
be available.

Since the department currently has the authority to instigate a ban based on one test of
one well while ignoring relevant data, I believe that it is only appropriate for the state to have a
process in place to allow further evidence to be submitted and a repeal considered.

An atrazine ban has serious financial implications. Thus, farmers deserve to have these
decisions based solely on reliable, consistent data.

In recent DATCP tests, atrazine levels have dropped nearly 50% throughout most of
Wisconsin. I strongly believe this is a direct result of widespread farmer compliance with our
strict groundwater rules.

When atrazine was first introduced, it was often misused because little was known about
its effects. Today, farmers have a much better understanding of the need to use herbicides
sparingly and prevent groundwater contamination. They deserve the opportunity to prove that it
would be possible to reestablish atrazine use in some areas without threatening groundwater
standards.

Under CR 97-113, the department will be able to repeal or modify an atrazine prohibition
if at least 3 consecutive groundwater samples taken from wells that previously exceeded the
enforcement standard are now at 50% or lower of the enforcement standard. If wells consistently
test at or below this level, it should be sufficient evidence that atrazine contamination is no

longer a problem. R

The proposed rule would not jeopardize Wisconsin’s strict groundwater standards, but
rather, it would allow credible, scientific evidence to prevail. The repeal process proposed in CR
97-113 is appropriate and deserves your support.

Thank you.

Member: Committess on Education; Criminal Justice & Corrections; Highways & Transportation (Chair); Transportation Projecis Commission
Office: State Capitol, P.O. Box 8952, Madison, Wisconsin 53708 + (608} 266-1170

Home: 13081 Pine Road, Fennimore, Wisconsin 53809 + (608} 822-3776

Legislative Hotline: {toll free): 1 {800) 362-WISC (9472) » Fax: (808) 266-7038



State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Box 7921

Tommy G. Thompson, Governor 101 South Webster Street

George E. Meyer‘ Secreta;-y Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7921

WISCONSIN TELEPHONE 608-266-2621
DEPT. OF NATURAL RESQURCES FAX 608-267-3579

TDD 608-267-6897

Testimony to the Senate Agriculture and Environment Committee January 28, 1998.

Good afternoon. My name is Michael Lemcke. I am the Chief of the Department of Natural
Resources Groundwater Section within the Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater. I am

appearing today for informational purposes.

Overall the Department of Agriculture Trade and Consumer Protection is accomplishing a very

laudable goal in designing a recision process for the repeal of Atrazine prohibition areas. However,
from reading the proposed rule it is unclear as to its intent in regards to meeting the Groundwater
Preventive Action Limit (PAL) for atrazine. Clearly 160.19(2)b) stats. state “If a regulatory agency
proposes a rule under par. (a) which is not designed to meet the PAL, the agency must include a
statement to that effect in its rule, along with summary of the rationale for the proposed rule.”
Similarly in the Generic Pesticide Rule ATCP 31.07(1) states “ Except as otherwise provided under s.
160.23, Statg., or s. 160.25, Stats., the site-specific response shall be designed to minimize the
concentration of the pesticide substance where technically and economically feasible and to restore and

maintain compliance with the preventive action limit at the point of standards application.....”.

Given the above information as background, what is the Department of Agricuiture, Trade and

Consumer Protection’s intent regarding meeting the PAL?

The Department of Natural Resources befieves that DATCP’s intent is to meet the atrazine Preventive
Action Limit when implementing its rule. The Departinent also believes that DATCP needs to clarify
this in the proposed ATCP 30, Wis. Adm. Code, so that it is clear to the legislature, state agencies, and

meore importantly to the farmers who will be trying to get their lands out of a prohibition area.

Quality Natural Resources Management Fd
Through Excellent Customer Service —

Hemsuind



WISCONSIN FERTILIZER & CHEMICAL ASSOCIATION

2317 International Lane, Suite 115, Madison, WI 53704-3128  Phone: (608) 249-4070  Fax: {808) 246-5311
BETSY AHNER, Executive Director

BOARD OF DIRECTORS:

JOE HBGEL Prosident (B8] .

Spiritland AgriBesvices }aﬂi}ar}’ 28! 1 998
304 Dounty Hiohway U

Alveorad, B B450S

Phans: IF15) SB35

SN ERICEBON, Yice-Prastdest [5)

Americen Cyanarmia Testimony in support of Clearinghouse Rule 97-113 (DATCP 30)
%S cirer 1 5471 By: Betsy Ahner, Executive Director, WFCA

5} 538-8300

7, Troasurar 58]
Yalent UB.A Corporation
PIEY Brasens Lans

Vercne, W 53593 The Wisconsin Fertilizer and Chemical Association supports the

Fhons: 608) 8357182 . . . .
CHUCK HIESER, Secretary (59 establishment of a procedure for the repeal or modification of existing

Curewlond (Fiakes rohibition
Germuiand O prohubition areas,
9. Paul, i 58184

Fhoas: (612} 45183357

b ANNER 15 1. It stmply 1sn’t fair that such a restriction can be placed on farmland,
Sofinne Grovs Dotperalive
g éi (:Zé&ags Grove Road never to be removed-
e o 2. Since 1991 application rates are much lower than they were
FRANK RASTERS [o8) preceding vears. We feel that this lower level will prevent many of
iz Blate Eng & Ohem Oompeny . .
3501 potain hend the problems that resuited from higher use levels previous to that.
Jangsvitis, Wi 53545 ~ . - . . . B .
pmone. (568) 725405 3. Atrazine is less expensive than alternative products and while some
DENNIS HICOLAL (585 farmers may elect not to use it, many others still view it as a
Farmerg Cooperdtive Supply & Shipplng v
38 Buat Bim Slrsel valuable tool.
Wogt Selem, Wi 54889 s . .
Phae: (50%) 7681108 ek, 207 4 A number of new and existing products registered for use in
oM SANDAHL (48} Wisconsin contain atrazine along with other compounds.
5. The WFCA is working with the DATCP to conduct a study that
Phone: (414) 3268052 will provide information on the affect that the reintroduction of
DAN URIINEL 100 3 1 3
b 1 Avanory atrazine will have in a PA. .
Kecstonan, W1 $1562 6. Our members and their customers also drink the water and are very
Phone: {608} 835-6040 careful in how they handle and use atrazine.
RANDY VOLLBATH 88
Digar’s 8l
AR 1, Box A22
é@gmrﬁ?é%%le W BASEY
Phane: (414; 367-4554 We urge vou Senators to support this rule.

BUSE WALHUE 09
Ag-Unen Snulpmen
£33 Smalans Drive
innetonke, BN 58383
Paons (B13) 2228008

KEITH KELLING, Advissr
-Dept of Soll Sclencs
1525 Ghesrvalory nive
Madisan, W 53706
Prune: {B08) 2632785

AR OWEGRERS, Advisar
LE-Dent, of BEntomsiagy
257 Ruasei Labs
melizon, Wi B370S
Brione: (858 182908



This Iist of products containing atrazine is from the 12% Edition of the Crop
Protection Reference Book published by C & P Press, New York, NY.

Atrazine
*AAtrex 4L (Ciba} p. 511
*AAmrex Aceu-Pak (Ciba) o 517
*AAtrex Nine-O (Cibay p. 523
“Atrazine 4L (UAPY p. 2011
*Atrazine 90 WDG (UAP) p. 2018

Atrazine -+ Acetochior
see under Acetochior — Atrazine

Atrazipe -~ Alachlor
see under Alachlor + Atrazine

Atrazine - Bentazon Sodium Salt
“tladdok S-12 (BASF) p. 328

Atrazine — Bmmox&nik Octanoate
*Buctril + awrazine {Rhone-Pouleng)
0, 1563

Atrazine <+ Butylate
*Sutazine + {Zeneea) p. 2335

Atrazine -~ Cyanazine
*Extrazine [I 4L {Du Pont) p. 953
*Extrazine I DF (Du Pontr) p. 959

Atrazine +— Dicambs Potassium Salt
*Marksman (Sandoz} p. 1894

Atrazine -~ Dirmethenamid
*Guardsman (Sandoz) p. 1886

Atrazine + Imazethapyr Amumonium

Salt .
*Contour (Cyanamid} p. 137

Atrazine -+ Metolachlor
*Bicep (Ciba) p. 546
*Bicep II {Ciba) p. 553
*Bicep Lite {Ciba) p. 360

Atrazine < Propachior
*Ramrod -~ Artrazine DF (Monsanto)
p. 1482
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ATCP 30.01

(23) “Surface soil” means the soil ordinarily moved in
tillage, or its equivalent in uncuitivated soil, ranging in
depth from 4 to 10 inches.

Historyr Cr. Register, March, 1991, No. 423, . 4-1-91; renum. (19} to

1223 to be (20) to (23), er. {19), Register, March, 1992, No, 435, eff, &-1-92;
am. (12), Register, March, 1893, No. 447, eff. 4-1-83.

ATCP 30.05 General restrictions and requirements for
use of atrazine. {1) PROFIBITION ON NON-CROP USES.
Atrazine product may only be used on agricultural crops.
For purposes of this chapter; agricultural ¢rops inciude
foresiry crops and tree plantations. No atrazine product
may be used on non-crop appiication sites such as railroad,
power line and road rights of way and industriai sites.

(2) TIMING OF APPLICATION. No afrazine product may be
applied to any site before April 15 or after July 31 in any
year,

{3) USE OF ATRAZINE WITH IRRIGATION. The following re-
strictions appiy to the use of atrazine product with irriga-
tion:

{a) Except as provided under 5. ATCP 30.35 (2), no per-
son may apply atrazine product through an irrigation sys-
e,

{b) No person may apply irrigation water to any site to
which atrazine product has been appiied on or after April
1, 1991 for a 2-vear period following the application of
atrazine product, unless the application of irrigation water
is conducted in accordance with an irrigation management
program that does not cause the field moisture capaeity in
the root zone of the soil being irrigated to be exceeded.

{4} USE AND MIXING-LOADING 8Y CERTIFIED APPLICA-
TORS AND MIXFER-LOADERS ONLY. (2) Afrazine product raay
only be applied by a certified private applicator or by a
person who is certified as a commercial appiicator in the
appropriate pesticide use category under 5. ATCP 28.16.

(b} Afrazine product may only be mixed or-loaded by a
certified private applicator or by a person who is certified
as a commercial applicator or mixer-loader in the appro-
priate pesticide use category under s. ATCP 29.16.

Note: Sectionn ATCP 29.151 prohibits mixing or loading of atrazine or
other pesticides within 100 feet of any well or surface water uniess the mix-
ing or loading oocurs over 2 spill containment pad that is constructed in
eompliznce with the role’s specifications. Section ATCP 29,15 (1) and (5)
proaibit the disposal of atrazine or other pesticides, pesticide containers
insinding empty contaimers. pesticide spray solutions and pesticide rinsates
in z mmanner inconxstent with labei direcriona.

{5) RECORDHEEPING. (a) FEvery person who appilies
atrazine product shail keep a record of every application of
atrazine product. The record shal]l be completed on.the
day of appiication and include the {oilowing:

i. The name of the individual who applied the atrazine
product.

2. The name and address of the person for whom the
atrazine product was applied, i different from the person
who applied the atrazine product.

3. The location of the site where the atrazine product
was applied.

4. The date and time of the application.

5. The brand name of the atrazine product.
Regaster, Maren, 1994, Mo, 459

WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

8. The name of the iabeler of the atrazine product, or the
federal environmental protection agency registration
number {EPA Reg. No.) for the atrazine produet.

7. The rate of application and size of the total area
treated.

3. The location of the site, if other than the site of appli-
cation, where the atrazine product was loaded into the ap—
plication equipment or nurse tank.

3, A map of the feid as required under s. ATCP 30.10 if
the field is subdivided into smaller application sites and
different amounts of atrazine product are applied to the
different sites.

{b} Every record of an atrazine product application
under par. {a) shall be retained for 3 years after the appli-
cation date. The record shall, at the request of the depart-
ment, be made availzable for inspection and copying by the
department.

History: Cr. Register, March, 1991, No. 423, ed. §-1-91; am. (3) (), Reg-
ister, March, 1934, No. 159, eff. 4-1-94; correction i (5) (4} 9. made ooder 5.
13.93 (Zm} (b) 7, Stats.. Reginter, March, 1994, No. 453,

ATCP 30.10 Maximum appiication rates. Except where
further restricted under subehs, [T and II1, the amount of
atrazine active ingredient applied to any appiication site
during any calendar yvear may not exceed the maximum
amotnt specified for that site under this seetion.

{1} Except as provided under sub. (3), i at least one-
fourth of the surface soil at the application site is a coarse
soil, the maximum amount is 0.75 Ib. per acre per calendar
vear.

(2} Except as provided under sub. (3}, if less than one-
fourth of the surface s01l at the application site is a coarse
sail, the maximum amount is 1.0 ibs. per acre per calendar
vear.

Note: The following table snmmarizes 5. ATCP 30.10 (1) and (2}, See
subetapters 11 and 11T for additional Jocal restrictons,

Table 1
Atrazine Application Limits (Statewide)
Muxi 4 ts (Ihs. of airszine
active i ient rere YEAr
Attrarine NOT
Atrazine applied applied
Sarfsce Soil Texture previous yesr previous year
Coarse .78 2.75
i
MediumsFine ; 1.8 13

{3) If a rescue treatment is needed for a field of seed corn
or sweet corn, the total amount of atrazine applied to that
fieid in that calendar vear may not exceed the following
applicable amounts:

fa) 1.5 Ibs, per acre per cajendar vear if at least one-
fourth of the surface soil is a coarse soii.

th) 2.9 1bs. per acre per calendar vear if less than one-
fourth of the surface soil is a coarse soil.

Note: The following table sumnanzes s. ATCT 30,10 (3). See subchap-
vers 11 and 1{] for additional locai restrictions.




State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES

Box 7921

Tommy G. Thompson, Governor 101 South Webster Street

George E. Meyer, Secretary Madison, Wisconsin 53707-7921

WISCONSIN TELEPHONE 608-266-2621
DEPT. OF NATURAL RESCURCES FAX 608-267-3579

TOD 608-267-6897

Testimony to the Senate Agriculture and Environment Committee January 28, 1998,

Good afternoon. My name is Michael Lemcke. I am the Chief of the Department of Natural
Resources Groundwater Section within the Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater. 1am

appearing today for informationai purposes.

Overall the Deparment of Agriculture Trade and Consumer Protection is accomplishing a very
laudable goal in designing a recision process for the repeal of Atrazine prohibition areas. However,
from reading the proposed rule it is unclear as to its intent in regards to meeting the Groundwater
Preventive Action Limit (PAL) for atrazine. Clearly 160.19(2)(b) stats. state “If a regulatory agency
proposes a rule under par. (a) which is not designed to meet the PAL, the agency must include a
statement to that effect in its rule, along with summary of the rationale for the proposed rule.”
Similarly in the Generic Pesticide Rule ATCP 31.07(1) states * Except as otherwise provided under s.
160.23, Statg., or 5. 160.25, Stats., the site-specific response shall be designed to minimize the
concentration of the pesticide substance where technically and economically feasible and to restore and

maintain compliance with the preventive action limit at the point of standards application.....”.

Given the above information as background, what is the Department of Agriculture, Trade and

Consumer Protection’s intent regarding meeting the PAL?

The Department of Natural Resources believes that DATCP’s intent is to meet the atrazine Preventive
Action Limit when implementing its rule. The Department also believes that DATCP needs to clarify
this in the proposed ATCP 30, Wis. Adm. Code, so that it is clear to the legislature, state agencies, and

more importantly to the farmers who will be trying to get their lands out of a prohibition area.

Quality Natural Resources Management &
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DAVID BRANDEMUEHL

State Representative
49th Assembly District

CR 97-113
January 28, 1998

Thank you Chairperson Clausing and committee members for giving me this opportunity
to testify in support of clearinghouse rule 97-113, relating to atrazine use restrictions.

I am specifically interested in the provisions of this rule allowing for the repeal of an
airazine prohibition area. Currently, a “prohibition may remain in effect indefinitely unless the
department of agriculture... is shown, and determines, that resumption of the pesticide use is not
likely to cause a renewed or continued violation of the enforcement standard.” In other words, it
is nearly impossible to get a prohibition repealed, regardless of the scientific evidence that may
be available.

Since the department currently has the authority to instigate a ban based on one test of
one well while ignoring relevant data, I believe that it is only appropriate for the state to have a
process in place to allow further evidence to be submitted and a repeal considered.

An atrazine ban has serious financial implications. Thus, farmers deserve to have these
decisions based solely on reliable, consistent data.

In recent DATCP tests, atrazine levels have dropped nearly 50% throughout most of
Wisconsin. I strongly believe this is a direct result of widespread farmer compliance with our
strict groundwater rules.

When atrazine was first introduced, it was often misused because little was known about
its effects. Today, farmers have a much better understanding of the need to use herbicides
sparingly and prevent groundwater contamination. They deserve the opportunity to prove that it
would be possible to reestablish atrazine use in some areas without threatening groundwater
standards.

Under CR 97-113, the department will be able to repeal or modify an atrazine prohibition
if at least 3 consecutive groundwater samples taken from wells that previously exceeded the
enforcement standard are now at 50% or lower of the enforcement standard. If wells consistently
test at or below this level, it should be sufficient evidence that atrazine contamination is no
longer a problem. k

The proposed rule would not jeopardize Wisconsin’s strict groundwater standards, but
rather, it would allow credible, scientific evidence to prevail. The repeal process proposed in CR

97-113 is appropriate and deserves your support.

Thank you.

Member: Commitiees on Education; Criminal Justice & Corrections; Highways & Transportation {Chair); Transportation Projects Commission
Office: State Capitol, PO. Box 8852, Madison, Wiscansin 53708 » (608) 266-1170

Home: 13081 Pine Road, Fennimora, Wisconsin 53809 » (608} 822-3776

Legislative Hotline: {toll free): 1 {800} 362-WISC (9472) » Fax: (608) 266-7038
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This list of products containing atrazine is from the 12® Edition of the Crop
Protection Reference Book published by C & P Press, New York, NY.

Atrazine
*AAirex 4L (Ciba) p. 511
*AAtrex Accu-Pak {Ciba) p. 517
*AAtrex Nine-O (Ciba) p. 523
*Atrazine 4L (UAP) p. 2011
*Atrazne 90 WDG (UAP) ». 2018

Atrazipe -+~ Acetochlior
see under Acetochlor < Atrazine

Atrazine - Alachior
see under Alachior -+ Atrazine

Atrazine -+ Bentazon Sodium Salt
*tladdok S-i2 {(BASF: p. 328

Atrazine + Bmmoi:ynii Octagoarte
*Bucmril + arramne (Rhone-Poulenc)
p. 1563

Atrazine -+ Buryiate
*Sutazine -+ {Zeneca) p. 2335

Atrazine < Cyanazine
*Extrazine II 4L (Du Pormt) p. 953
"Extrazine II DF (Du Pont) p. 95%

Atrarine -~ Dicamba Potassinm Salt
“Marksman {Sandoz} p. 18%4

Atrazine -+~ Dimethenamid
*Guardsman (Sandoz} p. 1886

Atrazine -+ Imazethapyr Ammmonium

Salt .
“Contour (Cyanamid) p. 137

Atrazine <+ Metolachlor
*Bicep {Ciba) p. 346
*Bicep [ {Ciba) p. 553
*Bicep Lite {(Ciba) p. 560

Atrazine -+ Propachior
*Ramrod — Atragane DF (Monsanio}
p. 1482
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ATCP 30.01

{23) “Surface soil” means the soil ordinarily moved in
tillage, or its equivalent in uncultivated seil, ranging n
depth from 4 to 10 inches.

History: Cr. Register. Mareh, 1991, No. 423, ef. £1-91; renum, (18) to

1221 to be (20) to (23}, or. {191, Register, March, 1992, No. 435, eff. 4-1-9%
am. (12), Register, March, 1993, No. 447, eff, £-1-93.

ATCP 20.05 General restrictions and requirements for
use of atrarine. (1) PROHIBITION ON NON-CROP USES.
Atrazine product may only be used on agrienltural crops.
For purposes of this chapter; agrienitural crops include
forestry crops and iree plantations. No atrazine product
may be used on non-crop application sites such as railroad,
power line and road rights of way and industnial sites.

{2) TIMING OF APPLICATION. No atrazine product may be
applied to any site before April 15 or after July 31 in any
year.

{3} [JSE OF ATRAZINE WITH IRRIGATION. The following re-
strictions apply to the use of atrazine produect with irriga~-
tion:

{a)} Except as provided under 5. ATCP 30.35 (2), no per-
son may apply attazine product through an irrigation sys-
tem.

{b) No person may apply irrigation water to any site to
which atrazine product has been appiied on or after April
1, 1991 for a 2-vear period following the application of
atrazine product, unless the application of irrigation water
is conducted in aceordance with an irrigation management
program that does not cause the field moisture capacity iz
the root zone of the soil being irrigated to be exceeded.

(4) USE AND MIXING-LOADING BY CERTIFIED AFPLICA-
TORS AND MIXER-LOADERS ONLY. (a) Atrazine product may
onily be applied by a certified private applicator or by a
person who is certified as a commereiai applicator in the
appropriate pesticide use category under s. ATCP 29.16.

{b) Atrazine product may only be mixed or loaded by a
certified private appiicator or by a person who is certified
as a comimercizl applicator or mixer-loader in the appro-
priate pesticide use category under 5. ATCP 29.16.

Nt Section ATCP 29.151 prohibits mixing or loading of atrazine or
other pesticides within 1 feet of any well or surface water unless the mix-
ing or loading occurs over a spill containment pad that is constructed in
compliance with the raie’s specifications. Section ATCP 29.15 (1) and (5)
prohibit the disposal of atrazine or uther pesticides, pesticide containers
incinding emapty contamers. pesticide spray solutions and pesticide rimsates
in a manner inconsistent with label directions.

{5} RECORDKEEPING. (a} Every person who applies
atrazine product shail keep a record of every application of
atrazine product. The record shail be completed on.the
day of application and include the following:

1. The name of the individuzal who appiied the atrazine
product.

2. The name and address of the person for whom the
atrazine product was appiied, if different from the person
who applied the atrazine product.

3. The location of the site where the atrazine product
was applied.

4. The date and time of the appiication.

5. The brand name of the atrazine product.
Register, March, 1994, No, 458

WISCONSIN ADMINISTRATIVE CODE

5. The name of the [abeler of the atrazine product, or the
federai environmental protection agency registration
sumber { EPA Reg. No.) for the atrazine product,

7. The rate of appiication and size of the total area
treated.

8. The location of the site, if other than the site of apph-
cation, where the atrazine product was loaded into the ap—
plication equipment or nurse tank.

9. A map of the field as required under s. ATCP 30.10 if
the field is subdivided into smaller appiication sites and
different amounts of atrazine product are applied to the
different sifes.

{h) Every record of an atrazine product appiication
under par. (a) shali be retained for 3 years after the appli-
cation date. The record shall, at the request of the depart-
ment, be made available for inspection and copying by the
department.

History: Cr. Register, March, 1991, No. 423, ed. &-1-91; am. {3) (a), Reg~
ister, March, 1994, No. 453, efl. 4~i-94; correciion it {3} (a) 9. made ander s,
13.93 {Zm} (b) 7, Stars., Begister, March, 1994, No. §59.

ATCP 30.10 Maximum appiication rates. Except where
further restricted under subchs. II and 111, the amount of
atrazine aetive ingredient applied to any appiication site
durimg any calendar year may not exceed the maximum
amount specified for that site under this section.

{1} Except as provided under sub. {3), i at least one-
fourth of the surface soil at the appiication site is 2 coarse
s0il, the maximum amount is 0.75 Ib. per acre per calendar
year.

{2} Except as provided under sub. (3), if less than one-
fourth of the surface soil at the appiication site is 4 coarse
soil, the maximum amount is 1.0 lbs. peracre per calendar
Tear.

Note: The foilowing table summanzes 3. ATCP 30.10 (1) and {2). See
subchapters il and 11 for additional lecal restrictions.

Table 1
Atrazine Applieation Limits (Statewide)
Maximem snsual sosats (1. of sirsrize
Attrmaine NOT
Atrazioe appiied applied
Surface Soil Texiore revions yesr Breviouk FERT
Coarse .75 3.75
Medium/Fine 1.0 1.5

{3) If a resene treatment is needed for a fieid of zeed corn
ar sweet corn, the total amount of atrazine appiied to that
fieid in that calendar year may not exceed the following
applicabie amounts:

ta) 1.5 Ibs. per acre per calendar vear if at least one-
fourth of the surface soil is a coarse soil.

{b) 2.0 Ibs. per acre per calendar year if less than one-
fourth of the surface soil is a coarse soil.

Note: The following table summarizes s. ATCP 30.10 (3}, See subchap-
tery 11 and 111 for additional locad restrictions.
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Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection

PO Box 8911
Madison, Wi 53708-8911

HEARING TESTIMONY

PROPOSED CHANGES TO CHAPTER ATCP 30,
ATRAZINE USE RESTRICTIONS RULE
(Clearinghouse Rule No. 97-113)

hefore the
SENATE AGRICULTURE AND ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
January 28, 1998
Chairman Clausing and Committee Members:

My name is Ned Zuelsdorff and | am Director of the Bureau of Agrichemical
Management of the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection.
Thank you for the opportunity to testify. | am here to speak in support of the proposed
changes to Wisconsin’s atrazine rule.

The proposed rule creates additional atrazine prohibition areas and establishes a
mechanism to allow consideration of repeal of atrazine prohibition areas under certain
conditions. While | will summarize the provisions, the attachments describe the proposal in
greater detail. This rule does not propose to actually repeal any existing prohibition areas.
Repeal of any prohibition area would require a separate rule change, subject to public
hearing and legislative review similar {o what is taking place today.

The current rule provides a mechanism for the department to impose restrictions oni
the use of atrazine to protect Wisconsin groundwater. Since 1991, the department has
limited the statewide use rate of atrazine to about half that allowed in other states. In
addition, atrazine use is prohibited on more than one million acres of land in Wisconsin.
These efforts have resulted in the demonstrated improvement of groundwater quality. There

is less atrazine in groundwater today.



Prohibition Areas

The proposal prohibits atrazine use on an additional 13,000 acres by creating two new
atrazine prohibition areas (Columbia and Waupaca Counties) and expanding five existing
prohibition areas (Adams, Columbia, Marathon, Rock and Vernon Counties). This proposal
is based on recent well tests where atrazine contamination was found to exceed the

enforcement standard of 3 ppb.

Process to Repeal Prohibition Areas

The proposal establishes the conditions that must be met before a prohibition area
may be considered for repeal. .These conditions are consistent with recent amendments to
the department’s “generic” groundwater rules, ch. ATCP 31. Repeal of a prohibition area
would require a finding by the department that all of the following conditions have been met:

1. Atrazine levels in the well(s) originally contaminated above the enforcement

standard are at or below 50% of the standard (1.5 parts per billion) in three

consecutive tests at specified minimum time intervals.

2. Atrazine levels in surrounding wells also do not exceed 50% of the standard.

3. Credible scientific data show that renewed use of atrazine is not likely to result in

renewed contamination and violation of the enforcement standard.

The department developed this rule in consultation with groundwater experts and
following review of groundwater testing data from wells in prohibition areas. This review
indicated that once atrazine contamination in a prohibition area has fallen below 50% of the
standard, there is very little likelihood that it will again exceed the standard.

If a prohibition area is repealed, the department will continue {o test wells in the area,
including the well originally found to exceed the standard. The rule provides that the
department may reinstate a prohibition area before the groundwater standard is violated if

testing indicates a trend that contamination may again attain or exceed the standard.



Conclusions

The proposal creates or expands atrazine prohibition areas in response to drinking
water wells found to contain atrazine at levels exceeding the enforcement standard where
the department has concluded that atrazine use in the area has coniributed to the
contamination.

The proposal provides a science-based mechanism to repeal existing atrazine
prohibition areas while maintaining protection of the groundwater resource. No existing
prohibition areas are proposed for repeal. Repeal would require data allowing the
department to conclude that groundwater in the prohibition area is in compliance with the

groundwater standard for atrazine, and that there is little likelihood that renewed use would

cause a renewed violation of the standard. Repeal of any prohibition area would require
another rule change, subject to public hearing and legisiative review.

The department appreciates your prompt consideration. The rule needs to be
published by April 1st for the new prohibition areas to be in place for this years growing

season. Thank you.



ATCP 30: Atrazine Use Restrictions |
Repeal of Atrazine Prohibition Areas

How will ATCP 30 change?
Rule changes propose establishing 2 new atrazine prohibitions areas and enlarging 5
existing prohibition areas based on atrazine contamination that exceeds the health
standard in drinking water wells. Additionally, the proposal establishes an atrazine
concentration, as part of a process already established under ATCP 31, that would
allow repeal of existing atrazine prohibition areas to be considered. At this time,
however, no specific atrazine prohibition areas are proposed for repeal.

What are the repeal steps?
Three steps must be met before the department will consider removing a prohibition
area:

REPEAL STEPS REASON

Step 1: Atrazine levels in all weils that were above the | A downward trend of atrazine

enforcement standard of 3.0 parts per billion in a tevels in the well{s} shows that

prohibition area must fall to or below 1.5 parts per the weli(s} will consistently

billion {see attached chart}. comply with the enforcement
standard.

Step 2: Water samples (if any) taken during the same | These samples show that

time period from other wells in the prohibition area groundwater in the surrounding
must show that pesticide levels are at or below 1.5 area complies with the

parts per biftion. enforcement standard.

Step 3: Research on test fields shows that renewed Evidence shows that a total

use of atrazine, under provisions of the current atrazine | prohibition of atrazine use is not
rule, will not cause atrazine levels in the well(s) in the required to protect groundwater.
prohibition area to rise again above the enforcement
standard.

Why use 1.5 parts per billion as a level to consider repeal rather than the Preventive
Action Limit (PAL) of 0.3 parts per billion?
DATCP analysis of many well results shows that when atrazine levels reach 1.5 ppb in
an atrazine prohibition area, subsequent tests show concentrations will remain in
compliance with the enforcement standard.

Will all atrazine prohibition areas be repealed eventually?
Probably not. Research shows that some prohibition areas, such as the Lower
Wisconsin River Valley, are very susceptible to groundwater contamination by atrazine
and may never meet the conditions of the three repeal steps.

Will DATCP attempt to achieve compliance with the Preventive Action Limit?
Yes. As stated in ATCP 31.07, Wis. Admin. Code, the Department will impose
restrictions, to the extent technically and economically feasible, to achieve compliance
with the PAL.
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Agricultural

Chemical

Herbicides:

2,4-D
Acetochlor
Alachlor
Atrazine

Bromoxynil
Cyanazine
Dicamba
Dimethenamid
Flumetsulam
Glyphosate
Halosulfuron
Metolachloer
Nicesulfurecn
Pendimethalin
Primisulfuron
Prosgsulfuron

Insecticides:

Chlorpyrifos
Phorate
Tefluthrin
Terbufes

ar .

Rate per

Crop Year

Pounds per Acre

Agricultural Chemical Applications,
Wisconsin, 19%5 1/

Area Applii- Rate per
Applied cations Application
Percent Number

2 1.0 0.44
9 1.0 1.80
5 1.0 1.7

1.0 C.74

1.0 0.30
13 1.0 1.35
45 1.0 .37
10 1.0 1.18
4 1.0 0.05
7 1.0 .80
4 1.0 0.8
21 1.0 1.7
22 1.0 .03
15 1.0 1.23
3 1.0 0.62
1 1.0 G.01
15 1.0 1.07
2 1.0 0.97
5 1.0 .08
1¢ 1.0 1.07

Agricultural Chemical Usage
September 1587

21

0.44
1.80
1.72
.75
G.30
1.38
0.37
1.21
.05
0.8¢C
0.04
1.72
0.03
1.24
0.02
0.01

1.97
0.87
.08

Total
: Applied

1,000 Lbs

28
647
1,036
1,474
28
707
661
452

8

204

5
1,411
24

NASS and ERS, USDA
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January 28, 199§

To: Senate Commutiee on Agriculture and Environmental Res? €s

From: Russel R. Weisensel, Director, Legislative Affairs / ,{M
lgo

While we believe the Wisconsin standards for atrazine are tho'restrictive, we strongly support the
Clearing House Rule 97-113 which would allow the state, with certain strict criteria, to rescind some
atrazine prolubition areas,

We need to remember that atrazine has been widely used in our state for some 30 vears. Wisconsin had
no groundwater law until 1984, no atrazine groumdwater standards until 1988, and no atrazine rule until
March, 1991. Smce then we've added numerous restrictions on this product. The application rate has
been severely cartailed. (Even in eastern Wisconsin counties where little or no atrazine has been
detected. ) Our rates are lower than those in other states. Atrazine may only be applied by certified
(tramned) applicators/farmers. Sirict regulations are in place for mixing and loading of atrazine. Fall
applications are prohibited. These strict regulatons will, in some areas of Wisconsin, allow atrazine to
be used withowut impairing the quality of our groundwater.

Using the PAL as the trigger for repeal of an atrazine prohibition area is unrealistic, particularly here for
we are the only state which includes metabolites to calculate an enforcement standard (ES).

A logrcal trigger for repeal could be 3 tests below the ES (1 test gets you i - 3 tests get vou out). This
however we do not support for the vanability of test resuits would likely cause a yovo effect. The trigger
at 50% of the ES will both provide some relief for a few areas which probably should never have been
in a prohibinon area, while sull protecting our groundwater and our health,

If all the water you consumed contained atrazine at 50% of the Wisconsin ES, you waould need to
consume 42.000 gallons daily for a life time to consume the amount of atrazine which caused no
health effects on any test animal,

Nanonally, based on current test data, the EPA changed its atrazine reference dose, the formula used in
animal studies to assess nisk. Minnesota, noting this change, has since established 20ppb as its
kealth risk for private wells. Wisconsin not only maimntains the current enforcement standard at 3ppb,
our DNR mcluded atrazine metabolites in calculating this enforcernent standard. Neither the EPA nor
any other state has this resmctive formula. Minnesota also does not consider atrazine to be a possible
carcmogen! {(See attached)

Now, vig the mtemet, more compelling evidence from an internal panel of EPA toxicologists reinforces
the Mimnesota conclusion. See attached excerpts from an Octobar 17, 1997 release.

The EPA panel has concluded that atrazine poses no cancer risk at a
low level of exposure and that the EPA has overstated atrazine risks!

-1Rore-

Atlnified Voice for Agriculture



EPA sources say this mformanton “could push the agency to relax its current drinking water and water
quality limits for atrazine” and “may alter the decision to include atrazine and other wiazines” for
inclusion in mandated state management plans (SMP).

Since this EPA panel now feels that atrazine “is more suitable for a non-linear risk assessment model”
and given the fact that Wisconsin atrazine regulations are even more strict than those of the EPA,
it would seem prudent for our state to immediately re-assess the toxicity of this herbicide and the
regulations which govern its use here.

In spite of all the negative publicity on atrazine, and the fact that Wisconsin has more than 1 million
acres in atrazine prohibition areas, our farmers still use this valuable tool on 51 percent of their com
acres (1996 data). The reascns are clear. (See the attached list) In the past 10 years over 20 herbicides
have included atrazine to improve weed control and lower the cost to the farmer. The benefit of this
herbicide is also described in the attached excerpts from research hear at the UW-Madison.

Given the ample safety factors in Wisconsin’s groundwater standards, we must not penalize any
farmer growing corn in our state where the use of atrazine does not resulf in residue levels
exceeding enforcement standard.
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Health Risk Limits for Groundwater Uy, /79¢

Minnesota Rules

The Minnesota Department of Health has adopted permanent rules defining health risk
{imits for 120 contaminanis that have been found in Minnesota groundwater.’ This fact
sheet explains the health risk limits, how they were developed, and how they are used. and

includes the tabie of Health Risk Limits.

Background
The 1989 Minnesota Groundwater Protection Act directed the Minnesota Department of Heaith (MDH) to

develop health risk limits for substances found to degrade groundwater through groundwater quality
mOenEoring.

The Minnesca Department of Health uses health risk limits for several public health protecdon purposes.

I. Advice for Private Wells. Because private well drinking water supplies are not regulated for
contaminaton, HRLs are used 1o evaluate contaminated wells and provide advice to consumers
and well owners about the suitability of their water supply for consumpton and other uses.

Revisions to the Health Risk Limits Rules

The rules include a provision for updating the health risk limits to kesp them current. As more toxicologic
studies are completed and evaluated, updated data on reference doses and cancer potency slope factors
may be added to the USEPA databases. The USEPA may change an RfD or slope factor due © new
scientific data. Sometimes the USEPA removes an RfD or siope factor while they consider new data.
This provision for revising HRLs can permit MDH to add 2 heaith risk limit, change a health risk limit, or
remove 3 health risk limit as data about a chemical change.

Health Risk Limits for Groundwater and Toxicologic Endpoints

Chemical or Substance . CASRN Hexith Risk Texicologic
Limit ug’L Endpeint
Acenaphthene 83-32-9 400 liver
Acetone : 67-54-] 700 dney
Alachler 15972.60-8 4 cancer
Aldicarb 116-06-3 1 Nervous sysiem
Allvl chionide (3 chloropropene) 107-03-1 30 NEervous sysiem
Anthracene 1204127 2000 p—
&n’mony 7440.36-0 & J—

( Atrazine 1912.24-9 20 cardiovascular system
Banutf 7440-39-3 2000 cardiovascular system
Benzene T143-2 1o . cageer




Atrazine Prepacks

Many of today’s popular herbicides are prepacked with atrazine. Some
are even touted as “atrazine alternatives”. Here is a list of the more
popular atrazine prepacks. (Home and garden products not listed)

Year Brand Manufacturer Atrazine prepacked with:
1987 ... Basis Gold w.cooeevereennn, DuPont ..o rimsulfuron and nicosulfuron
1987 .... Bicep Il Magnum............. Novartis.................... s-metolachlor

1897 ... Bicep Lite Il Magnum ...... Novartis.................... s-metolachlior

PEo /L BIOMOXTal o, MIECTUTO . reeeraan STOMmoxyinil

1987 ... Fultime ..o, Zeneca................... acetochior

1897 ... MON 58420 ...covvvov Monsanto ................ glyphosate and acetochlor
1897 ... MoXy-at ...ocooveeeeran . Terra.....coceceennan.. bromoxynil

1996 ... Shotgun ...cvvveeevee Platte (UAP) ............ 2,4-D

1995 ... Bicep Lite U evevvvenn Novartis................... metolachlor

1895 ... Harness Xtra......ovoooo. Monsanto ............... acetochlior

1985 ... Surpass 100 ......co.ooovvii) Zeneca................... acetochlor

1984 ... Guardsman..................... BASF oo, dimethenamid

1894 ... Harness Xtra 5.6L........... Monsanto ................ acetochlor

1992 ... Bicep Lite .ocooveereen Novartis................... metoiachlor

1981 o Bicep Wi Novartis................... metolachior

1891 ... Contour .ocveeeeee AMCY v, imazethapyr

1980 ... Simazat .o Drexel .....ccooovven.n., simazine

1983 .... Buctril-atrazine................. Rhone-Polanc ......... bromoxynil

1989 ... Bullet .o, Monsanto ................ alachlor

1989 ... Laddock w.ooovveeeev BASF ..o bentazon

1987 ... Marksman ....coovevvoi . BASF ., dicamba

1986 ... Extrazine ....cooveveevi . DuPont.......coo....... Cyanazine

1986 ... Lariat....cocoooeeverne Monsanto ................ alachior

1985 ... Conquest ....ovvevoveeneo DuPont ..., Cyanazine

1983 .... Ramrod-atrazine ............. Monsanto ................ propachlor

1983 ... Sutazine .....coeeeevvoo Zeneca .................. butylate

1982 .... Lasso-atrazine ................ Monsanto ................ alachlor

1979 ... Bicep oo Novartis........cco........ metolachlior




WEED CONTROL OPTIONS WITHOUT ATRAZINE CR BLADEX

R. Gordon Harvey' ﬂj/;;L

fm/w,pﬁ !

whether or not a producer operates within an atrazine prohibicion area,
and upon the severity of weed infestations on the producer’s farm. 1t is
unlikely that this penalty can be eliminated until either Wisconsin
atrazine use restrictions are withdrawn, or until similar rules are
enacted nationwide. Results of University of Wisconsin research confirms

what was intuitively obvious. Restricting use of the least expensive and
most effective product must result in & reduction in net economic return

to the crp producer!

Table 1. Comparison of herbicide treatments inecluded in 1993 to 1995
field corn weed control study conducted at the University of
Wisconsin Arlington Agricultural Research Station.

Loss in ner

Cost Corn Crop  Net return w/o
Treatment Chem. Applic.{ yield alue returk atrazine
SSTT§/K c-- bu/A <ii-aooas §/A --oeoiie-
Nontreated 0 0 79 198 198 -238
Atrazine + Partner 18 & 184 460 436 0
Partner/Clarity-splic 24 i2 174 435 399 -37
Partner + Clarity-PRE 24 6 165 412 383 -53
Partner + Claricy-7DAP 24 6 178 445 &15 -21
Partner + Clarity-14DAP 24 ) 169 423 393 -43
Dual + Clarity - 7DAP 27 6 180 50 417 -19
Frontier + Clarity-7DAP 30 6 173 432 397 -39
Harness + Clarity-7DAP 27 6 176 440 407 -29
Prowl + Clarity - PRE 23 6 165 412 384 -52
Prowl + Clarity - 7DAP 23 6 182 455 426 -10
Prowl + Clarity - 14DAP 23 & 167 418 389 -47
Broadstrike + Dual-PRE 25 6 173 432 401 -35
Accent + Beacon - POST 19 ) 169 422 398 -38
Clarity/Accent - split 43 12 180 459 395 -41

1SD(10%) = .- .- 20 20 @
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