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that are less well captured with suction (e.g. adult
spiders, larger coleopteran and adult heteropteran

taxa).
Weed sampling and Berlese- Vegetation samples were taken just outside the 10
Tullgren extraction: x 10 m central area. Weeds were sampled from a

predetermined surface of 0.5 m? per plot, obtained
by collecting two subsamples using an open
rectangular mould of 0.25 x 1 m. Mites and other
small plant inhabiting low mobile arthropods were
targeted.

Pitfall trap sampling: Samples were taken only in the central part of
cach plot (10 x 10 m). In this central area five
traps were placed (in a W-configuration). The
positions of all traps were fixed during the entire
sampling period. Each individual trap consisted of
a plastic funnel (diameter 15 cm) with a wide
plastic ring on top, which was buried flush with
the soil surface. Soil and surface dwelling
arthropods (e.g. beetles and spiders) were

targeted.
Soil sampling followed by Soil samples were taken from the same area as
Berlese-Tullgren extraction: used for the weed samples. On each sampling

occasion a total of approximately 1.5 kg of soil
per plot was sampled (2 cores per location, hence
4 per plot) using a core drill or a hoe when the soil
surface was too dry. Small topsoil inhabiting
mites were targeted.
Environmental test conditions (during application and some hours after)
Temperature range: 5.6to 11.4°C
Humidity range: 56 t0 94%

Study Design and Methods
Experimental dates: 30 April 2014 to 27 June 2014.

The study was performed in a true off-crop habitat, representing a realistic worst-case situation, and was
designed as a NOER-type approach (with assessment of the NOEAER/ LOEAER), which make the
results applicable to any product use pattern.

The trial was set up as a randomized complete block design with 4 replicates/treatment. Each block had
seven treatment plots of 30 x 30 m. To minimize interference among plots, the trial was laid out in a
checkerboard design, such that each treated plot was surrounded by four equally sized untreated plots.

A single application of A12690B was done at five rates (0.00153, 0.003, 0.0152, 0.03 and 0.152 g
a.s./ha), alongside a positive control (666 g chlorpyrifos-cthyl/ha) and a water control. The required
quantities of test item were measured out using a calibrated balance. Treatment solutions were prepared in
the experimental field by dilution with tap water. All treatments were applied on 2 May 2014 using a
tractor-mounted sprayer with two horizontal spray booms, with a nominal application volume of 200
L/ha.

The soil-surface- and plant-dwelling arthropod communities were monitored several days before and
three days, one week, two weeks, and one and two months after application. A broad spectrum of
arthropods was sampled with different sampling methods: suction, pitfall trapping, sweep netting,
Berlese-Tullgren extraction from weed samples and soil samples. All arthropods were identified using a
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Table ITTA 10.5.1-2: Arthropod numbers counted and evaluated

Sample type Number of % of total Number of taxa Included in univariate analyses
specimens evaluated identified % specimens Number of taxa

Suction 6938691 96.8 252 99.4 50
Sweepnet 116516 1.6 97 953 22
Weed 20318 0.3 35 96.9 5
Pitfall 61122 0.9 323 96.8 21
Soil 34523 0.5 43 99.2 5

Total 7171170 - 750 97.5 103

Trends were examined both statistically and graphically, to filter out false positive and false negative
conclusions that would be based on statistical analysis alone. Treatment with the test item A12690B did
not lead to statistically significant effects on the arthropod community sampled with any of the methods
employed. A summary of the community level effects is presented in the table below.

Table IITA 10.5.1-3: Community level effects (multivariate analyses)

Sample type Treatment (g a.s./ha)

0.00153 0.003 0.0152 0.03 0.152
Suction (all data) No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect
Suction (excluding Collembola) No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect
Sweepnet No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect
Weed No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect
Pitfall No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect
Soil No effect No effect No effect No effect No effect

Population responses were evaluated for Acari, Araneae, Coleoptera, Collembola, Diptera, Hymenoptera,
Hemiptera and other insects. For very few taxa analyzed at the population level, mainly of the insect order
Diptera, moderate and short lived adverse effects were detected in the highest test item rate of 0.152 g
a.s./ha, and on one occasion in the penultimate highest rate of 0.03 g a.s./ha (Chloropidae). Full recovery
was observed for all these taxa within one or two weeks after treatment. A summary of the population
level effects is presented in the table below.

Table IITA 10.5.1-4;: Population level effect classifications (univariate analyses)

Treatment (g A12690B/ha)
Sample type | Order Taxon 0.00153 0.003 0.0152 0.03 0.152
Pitfall Araneae Erigone adult No effect No effect No effect No effect 12
Sweepnet Diptera Chironomidae No effect No effect No effect No effect 1¢
Sweepnet Diptera Chloropidae No effect No effect No effect 2b 2b
Sweepnet Diptera Agromyzidae No effect No effect No effect No effect 1¢
Suction Diptera Lonchopteridae No effect No effect No effect No effect 1¢

2 Based on graphical trends
® Based on graphical trends and statistical significance on one or more sampling moments at ¢=0.1
¢ Based on graphical trends and statistical significance on one or more sampling moments at 0=0.05

The A12690B community NOER and population NOEAER were determined to be 0.152 g a.s./ha (the
highest rate tested in this study) or higher. The A12690B population NOER and LOER were 0.0152 and
0.03 g a.s./ha, respectively.

Validity criteria
No validity criteria are reported as the study did not follow a standard guideline.

Both univariate and multivariate analyses demonstrated acute and persistent statistically significant
adverse effects in plots treated with the toxic reference item, indicating that the test system was
sufficiently sensitive and adequate to detect statistically significant and distinctly different responses in
case these occurred. For several taxa no recovery was seen in the reference treatment within the time
frame of the study, indicating that test design parameters, such as plot size, were adequate to demonstrate
persistent adverse treatment related effects.
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Conclusions

Multivariate analyses did not reveal adverse community effects in any of the datasets examined for any of
the test rates included in this study. The A12690B community NOER (rate for which no statistically
significant community effects were observed on any sampling moment) was determined to be 0.152 g
a.s./ha or higher.

For very few taxa analysed at the population level (mainly dipteran taxa), moderate and very short lived
adverse effects were detected in the highest test item rate of 0.152 g a.s./ha and on one occasion at the
penultimate highest rate of 0.03 g a.s./ha (Chloropidae), but these populations all fully recovered within
one or two weeks after treatment. According to the effect classification (based on De Jong ef al. 2010),
univariate analyses of population level effects determined Class 2 effects (defined as clear adverse
treatment related effects with a duration of less than 2 weeks) for the Diptera Chloropidae at treatment
rates of 0.03 and 0.152 g a.s./ha. Class 1 effects (defined as clear adverse treatment related effect only
once immediately after application) were seen for the Arancae Erigone adults and the Diptera
Chironomidae, Agromyzidae and Lonchopteridae at the treatment rate of 0.152 g a.s./ha. The A12690B
population NOEAER (rate for which no statistically significant population effects lasting longer than two
months were observed) was determined to be 0.152 g a.s./ha or higher. The population NOER was 0.0152
g a.s./ha.

53D2e 51.2¢e 201 6)
Remark of the evaluator:

The study was first evaluated according to the criteria mentioned in de Jong et al, 2010.
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TEST ITEM NOTES RELIABILITY
LOWER?
DESCRIPTION
1. Substance
1.1 Purity N
1.2 Formulation N
1.3 Use class / mode of action N
2. Test site
2.1 Location adequately reported. N
2.2 Field history adequately reported. N
2.3 Characterization of the crop N
2.4 General weather conditions N
3. Application
3.1 Method of application adequately reported. N
3.2 Application rate and volume adequately reported. N
applied per ha
3.3 Verification of application adequately reported, no chemical analyses of spray solution or Y > Ri2
deposition.
3.4 Application scheme adequately reported. N
3.5 (Micro) climate adequately reported. N
4 Test design
4.1 Type & size adequately reported. N
4.2 Test date and duration adequately reported. N
4.3 Pre-treatment adequately reported. N
4.4 Untreated control adequately reported. N
4.5 Toxic reference adequately reported. N
4.6 Replications adequately reported. N
4.7 Statistics adequately reported. N
4.8 GLP adequately reported. N
5. Biological system
5.1 Test organisms adequately reported. N
5.2 Community Representatives of the essential groups as mentioned in Error! N
Reference source not found. of guidance for summarising and
evaluating non-target arthropod studies, were present in the field study.
6. Sampling
6.1 General features Adequately reported. N
6.2 Actual rate No chemical analyses of spray solution or deposition. Volume is Y > Ri2
checked.
6.3 Biological sampling Adequately reported. N
6.4 (Micro) climate Adequately reported. N
RESULTS
7. Application
7.1 Actual application rate Application rates deviated less up to 7.2 % from the intended rates. N
Water sensitive paper showed adequate spray deposit coverage. No
chemical check of the concentrations or deposition.
7.2 Condition of application Adequately reported. N
7.3 (Micro) climate Adequately reported. N
8. Endpoint
8.1 Type Endpoints are reported in detail. N
8.2 Value Endpoints are reported in detail. N
8.3 Verification of endpoint Possible with available data. N
8.4 Pre-treatment Adequately reported. N
8.5 Untreated control Adequately reported. N
8.6 Toxic reference The toxic reference showed clear effects for a large number of taxa. N
9. Elaboration of results
9.1 Statistical comparison Significant differences were only generally found for differences with N
the control of about 50% and more. The minimum detectable difference
is not given. Clear significant effects were found in the toxic reference
for a large number of taxa. Statistical analyses methods are up-to-date
and adequate.
9.2 Presentation of results Both multivariate and univariate analyses are presented in tables and N
figures.
9.4 Community level impact Multivariate analyses available N
10. Classification of eftects Effects are classified, and the classification can be reproduced from the N

available data.
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Some uncertainty exists whether the test compound was present in the concentrations tested in the
amounts indicated. Some effects were found in the highest dosages, suggesting that exposure took place.
However, actual measurements of the actual spray solution would have increased the reliability of the

study considerably.

Reliability

General information

Is a guideline method or modified guideline Yes
used?*

Is the test performed under GLP conditions?* | Yes

If applicable, are validity criteria fulfilled (e.g.
control survival, growth, etc.)?

No explicit validity criteria are given. However,
table 3 of the guidance of de Jong et al, 2010, could
partly be interpreted as general validity criteria.
These criteria are fulfilled.

Are appropriate controls performed (e.g.
solvent control, negative and/or positive
control)?

Yes, as usual in field studies

* these criteria are of minor importance for study reliability, but may support study evaluation

Test compound

Is the test substance clearly identified with Yes
name or CAS-number? Are test results reported

for the appropriate compound?

Is the purity of the test substance reported? Or, |Yes

is the source of the test substance trustworthy?

If a formulation is used or if impurities are
present: do other ingredients in the formulation
exert an effect? Is the amount of test substance
in the formulation known?

Well documented, no reason to lower the reliability.

Test organism

Are the organisms well described (e.g.
scientific name, weight, length, growth, age/life
stage, strain/clone, gender if appropriate)?

Yes, as usual in field studies.

Are the test organisms from a trustworthy
source and acclimatized to test conditions?
Have the organisms not been pre-exposed to
test compound or other unintended stressors?

Field population representative for the habitat
studied. No exposure before the test, no history of
PPP use.

Exposure conditions

Is the experimental system appropriate for the
test substance, taking into account its
physicochemical characteristics?

Yes, actual field situation.

Is the experimental system appropriate for the
test organism? Have conditions been stable
during the test?

Actual field situations.

If appropriate, were exposure concentrations
below the limit of water solubility (taking the

Not relevant




