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Executive Summary 
In 2021, the 131st Maine legislature voted to pass LD 125, An Act to Prohibit Aerial 

Spraying of Glyphosate and Other Synthetic Herbicides for the Purpose of Silviculture 
(Appendix I). Governor Janet Mills vetoed the bill and issued an executive order (EO 41 FY 
2021) requiring state agencies to review the best management practices, rules and regulations, 
and potential consequences of aerial glyphosate application (Appendix II.) One of the key 
provisions of this executive order was the establishment of a surface water quality study 
specifically focused on the impact of aerial herbicide spraying in forestry. The Maine Board of 
Pesticides Control (BPC) was tasked with conducting this study, which was initially scheduled 
for completion in 2022. 

Due to funding constraints, equipment and personnel availability, and significant changes 
in staffing, this project was conducted in the fall of 2023.  BPC staff have undergone and 
overcome many changes and challenges while completing this study resulting in an extended 
timeline for completion.  

Despite numerous hurdles, this report compiles the methodologies, data analyses, and 
results for the 2022 surface water quality study. The full dataset is also included in the appendix 
to provide transparency and facilitate further research. The findings of this study are crucial for 
understanding the potential environmental impacts of aerial herbicide spraying and informing 
future decisions regarding the practice. 
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Introduction 
Herbicide use is a key silvicultural tool in modern forestry practice. The aerial application 

of pesticides has been shown to increase timber yields, expedite reforestation, and reduce 
pressure from invasive species after logging has been conducted. While it offers several 
advantages, its environmental consequences also pose concerns. Parts of the scientific 
community, conservationists, and members of the public have challenged the validity of large-
scale herbicide use in forestry due to its potential to impact biodiversity and contaminate surface 
and groundwater, posing risks to human health and aquatic life. (Wagner, 2004.) 

This study intended to fulfill the requirements of Executive Order 41 (EO 41) and to find 
if, where, and in what quantity these aerially applied herbicides appear in Maine’s surface 
waters.  

Previous studies conducted by the BPC have detected and measured pesticides in the 
surface waters of Maine. Most recently, our 2021 study Surveillance for Current-Use Pesticides 
in Maine’s Freshwater Resources Along a Population Gradient, otherwise known as the “10 
Cities Project” found detectable and measurable levels of pesticides in the surface water of all 10 
sites tested. Atrazine, imidacloprid, prometon, diuron, fipronil, and metolachlor had the most 
surface water detections in the 2021 study.  

Samples included in this study were collected and analyzed from October 16, 2023, until 
November 9, 2023. Surface waters collected and tested were adjacent to and downstream from 
forest, agriculture, urban, and mixed-use land uses located in Aroostook, Franklin, Hancock, 
Kennebec, Oxford, Piscataquis, Penobscot, Somerset, and Washington Counties. The sampling 
sites encompassed various water bodies, including brooks, rivers, ponds, and lakes. Priority 
pesticides being monitored include glyphosate, aminomethylphosphonic acid (AMPA), 
aminopyralid, imazapyr, metsulfuron methyl, and sulfometuron methyl. These target pesticides 
were prioritized using records and data submitted to the BPC by foresters currently using 
herbicides in Maine. Additional pesticides detected and tested for are listed in Appendix III.  

While the initial study design included a supplemental drift study to assess the potential 
for herbicide drift from aerial applications, this component was eliminated. Time constraints 
coupled with remote site location with difficult access played a role in this decision. The lack of 
suitable sites and dates available for testing hindered our ability to conduct a drift study.  

Methods 
Site Selection 

Initially, site selection was built around exploring if the current distance cited in pesticide 
regulations restricting broadcast pesticide applications within 25’ of waterbodies is sufficiently 
protective. However, timber harvesting by clearcutting is prohibited within 75 to 250’ of a 
waterbody according to Department of Environmental Protection CMR 06-96 Chapter 310, and 
site exploration revealed that most harvesting happens 2000 – 2500’ from water bodies.  Site 
selection was re-evaluated and directed at watersheds downstream from herbicide application 
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sites. Sampling of these watersheds could provide an integrated understanding of the extent of 
pesticide movement downstream. There were 149 sites selected based on available access points 
and the probability they could receive drainage from forestry site preparation or conifer-release 
herbicide applications. This information was gathered using the aerial application plans 
submitted to the BPC by Clayton Lake Woodland Holdings LLC, Irving Inc., Katahdin Forest 
Management, Northridge Services, Seven Islands Land Company, Solifor Timberlands, and 
Worcester Holdings LLC in 2022.  In addition to these individual sampling locations there were 
6 duplicate samples taken and 18 field blanks submitted.  

Surface Water Sampling 
Grab sampling was determined to be the best method for testing the water from the 

selected sites. Grab samples are single samples collected at a single location manually. An SOP 
for surface water sampling, “Standard Operating Procedure for Collecting Surface Water 
Samples for Pesticides Analysis” was developed in October of 2023 and instructed field staff on 
proper sample collection. Many of the details are outlined in this study and the full Standard 
Operating Procedure can be found in Appendix IV.  

Collection Equipment included 500mL amber, glass, certified pre-cleaned bottles for the 
collection of pesticides. The bottles had Teflon-lined caps. The site was visited, the bottle was 
labeled and held below the water’s surface to collect the sample. The date and time were 
recorded at the time of the sampling along with a full recording of the inspector’s name, precise 
geographic location, accuracy, access point and water flow direction, and any applicable notes 
about the collection. 

Duplicate Frequency and Field Blanks 
When duplicate samples were collected the bottles were submerged either side by side or 

one immediately after the other. Field blanks were triple rinsed with distilled or deionized water 
to 1-2” depth, shaken, and emptied. Pre-rinsing was performed three times and refilled with 
distilled or deionized water to the shoulder of the bottle.  

Sample Storage and Transfer 
All samples were packed in ice or refrigerated from the time of collection to delivery to 

the laboratory. Samples were shipped in coolers with ice packs and were well-packaged to 
prevent breakage. All samples arrived at the laboratory within the holding period established by 
the lab for analysis.  

Budget  
This work was funded by a United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Region 1 grant supporting the Board of Pesticides Control projects under the Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide & Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) Cooperative Agreement. 
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Results 
Surface Water Grab Samples 

All counties sampled had at least one detection of a target herbicide (Table 1). None of 
the detections in this study reached any of EPA’s lowest benchmarks (Table 2).  

Field Blanks 
Results from October 31st, 2023 were removed from the study due to consistencies found 

between the results and the positive field blanks. Identical compounds were found in similar 
concentrations suggesting that the field blanks could have become contaminated during 
transportation, packaging, or sample collection. To ensure the integrity of the data and to 
eliminate the possibility of cross-contamination affecting the conclusions of the study, the 
samples were discarded from the analysis.  

Results with Exclusions 
There were 98 detections of pesticide compounds across 53 sites, 50 of which were above 

the designated reporting limit. Imazapyr and metolachlor ES, a metabolite of metolachlor, had 
the highest number of detections. Three of the target compounds were detected. Imazapyr was 
detected in 25 samples, sulfometuron methyl was detected in 3 samples and metsulfuron methyl 
was detected in 1 sample. Of the 25 sites that had detections of the target pesticides, 7 were 
within a drainage divide where spraying occurred, 8 sites were in drainage divides adjacent to 
where aerial spraying occurred. 76 samples did not have any detections. 

Table 1.  
Field identification numbers not present on this table did not result in any detections. All 

units are represented in µg/L (ppb). ‘Q’ indicates a detection below the reporting limit that is 
adequate for identification but not sufficient for quantification. 

 

SAMPLE DESCRIPTION 2,4-D Alachlor OA Aminocyclopyrachlor Atrazine Azoxystrobin Carbaryl DEA 
Reporting Limit (ug/L (ppb) 0.009 0.0084 0.025 0.0022 0.0052 0.014 0.002 
231016LRSLITTL06     Q         
231017BETHE07               
231017COLFLS02               
231017COLUM03               

231017ELSIE06   0.0085           
231017HANOVW05               
231017MACHI04               
231017WOODSS10       Q     Q 
231018Allag04N               
231018LRSTHEFO09             Q 

231018T13R1206               
231018T15R902E               
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231018T15R1105           Q   
231019Allag01N               
231019Eagle07             Q 
231019Walla05               
231019Winte08               

231020Ashla07W               
231020LRSFAIRF03               
231020LRSNEWPO01               
231020LRSPALMY02       Q     0.005 
231020Masar01N               
231020Masar02W               

231020Masar03S               
231020Masar06E               
231020T8R504N               
231020T8R505W               
231023Carib03E       Q Q     
231023Limes04               

231024Carib01W               
231024INDUS01       Q     Q 
231024Sincl07         Q     
231024Squar06               
231024StAga10 Q             
231024Stock04S               

231024Washb11               
231024Westl02               
231027Conno07               
231027FortK05         Q     
231027NewCa04               
231027VanBu06               

231031ADAMS08       Q     Q 
231101HERMO01               
231101KENDU02       Q     0.003 
231101LINCO05 Q             
231101WINN06               
231101WINN06               

231102MEDWA03               
231102T11R701               
231102T6R1108       Q     Q 
231102T9R1305               
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Table 1. Continued 
SAMPLE DESCRIPTION Dimethenamid HA Hexazinone Imazapyr Imidacloprid Isoxaben Metalaxyl 
Reporting Limit (ug/L (ppb) 0.006 0.004 0.0015 0.0035 0.0018 0.003 0.0035 
231016LRSLITTL06       0.0044       

231017BETHE07               
231017COLFLS02     0.0066         
231017COLUM03     0.007         
231017ELSIE06               
231017HANOVW05               
231017MACHI04     0.0019         

231017WOODSS10               
231018Allag04N       0.012       
231018LRSTHEFO09               
231018T13R1206       Q       
231018T15R902E               
231018T15R1105 0.0092   Q 0.005       

231019Allag01N       Q       
231019Eagle07       Q       
231019Walla05       Q   0.0046   
231019Winte08       Q       
231020Ashla07W       0.016       
231020LRSFAIRF03               

231020LRSNEWPO01   Q           
231020LRSPALMY02   0.0041   Q       
231020Masar01N       0.045       
231020Masar02W       0.011       
231020Masar03S       0.01       
231020Masar06E       0.034       

231020T8R504N       0.048       
231020T8R505W       0.1       
231023Carib03E       0.0098       
231023Limes04         0.0043   Q 
231024Carib01W       0.013       
231024INDUS01               

231024Sincl07         Q   Q 
231024Squar06       0.038       
231024StAga10               
231024Stock04S       0.043       
231024Washb11       0.019       
231024Westl02       0.11       

231027Conno07       0.063       
231027FortK05               
231027NewCa04               
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231027VanBu06               
231031ADAMS08               
231101HERMO01               
231101KENDU02   Q           
231101LINCO05               

231101WINN06               
231101WINN06               
231102MEDWA03               
231102T11R701       0.017       
231102T6R1108               
231102T9R1305       0.0043       
        

Table 1. Continued 
SAMPLE 
DESCRIPTION Metolachlor 

Metolachlor 
ESA 

Metolachlor 
OA 

Metsulfuron 
methyl Nicosulfuron Pyroxsulam 

Sulfometuron 
methyl Tebuthiuron 

Reporting Limit (ug/L 
(ppb) 0.024 0.005 0.042 0.01 0.011 0.013 0.0025 0.0011 

231016LRSLITTL06                 

231017BETHE07   Q             

231017COLFLS02                 

231017COLUM03                 

231017ELSIE06                 

231017HANOVW05   0.006             

231017MACHI04                 

231017WOODSS10               0.0015 

231018Allag04N                 

231018LRSTHEFO09                 

231018T13R1206                 

231018T15R902E   Q             

231018T15R1105         Q Q     

231019Allag01N                 

231019Eagle07   Q             

231019Walla05   Q             

231019Winte08                 

231020Ashla07W   Q             

231020LRSFAIRF03   0.013             

231020LRSNEWPO01   0.015             

231020LRSPALMY02   0.34 0.085           

231020Masar01N   Q             

231020Masar02W                 

231020Masar03S                 

231020Masar06E             Q   

231020T8R504N             0.0042   

231020T8R505W       Q     0.0055   
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231023Carib03E   0.02             

231023Limes04   Q             

231024Carib01W   0.013             

231024INDUS01                 

231024Sincl07   0.37 0.12           

231024Squar06   0.026             

231024StAga10   0.024             

231024Stock04S                 

231024Washb11   Q             

231024Westl02                 

231027Conno07                 

231027FortK05   Q             

231027NewCa04   0.1 Q           

231027VanBu06   0.0068             

231031ADAMS08                 

231101HERMO01   0.016             

231101KENDU02 Q 0.34 0.13           

231101LINCO05                 

231101WINN06   0.043             

231101WINN06   0.043             

231102MEDWA03   Q             

231102T11R701                 

231102T6R1108                 

231102T9R1305                 
 

Table 2. Pesticide Summary by Lowest and Human Benchmark 

Pesticide Number of 
Detections 

Highest 
Detection Lowest Benchmark Acute Human Health 

Benchmark 
(ppb) (ppb) (ppb) 

2,4D 2 Q 299.2 400 

Alachlor + analytes 1 0.0085 

1.64 

N/A 
  

Aminocyclopyrachlor 1 Q 

8900 

16500 Freshwater Invertebrate 
(Chronic) 
  

Atrazine + analytes 23 0.014 

4.6 

N/A 
Vascular Plants 
  
  

Azoxystrobin 3 Q 44 1070 
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Freshwater Invertebrate 
(Chronic) 

Carbaryl 1 Q 
0.5 

N/A Freshwater Invertebrate 
(Chronic) 

Dimethenamid 1 0.0092 
8.9 

300 
Vascular Plants 

Hexazinone 4 0.007 
7 

N/A 
Nonvascular Plants 

Imazapyr 25 0.11 
24 

15000 Vascular Plants 
  

Imidacloprid 2 0.0043 
0.01 

500 Freshwater Invertebrate 
(Chronic) 

Isoxaben 1 0.0046 
10 

300 
Vascular Plants 

Metalaxyl 2 Q 
1200 

3000 Freshwater Invertebrate 
(Chronic) 

Metolachlor + 
Analytes 26 0.4 N/A N/A 

 
 

Metsulfuron methyl 1 Q 
0.36 

1500 
 

Vascular Plants  

Nicosulfuron 1 Q N/A 7400 
 

 

Pyroxsulam 1 Q 
2.57 

6000 
 

Vascular Plants  

Sulfometuron methyl 3 0.0055 
0.45 

1630 

 

Vascular Plants  

   

Tebuthiuron 1 0.0015 
50 

N/A 
 

Nonvascular Plants  

 

Full data set available by request. Please email julia.vacchiano@maine.gov for complete testing 
results.  

Glyphosate 
There were no detections of glyphosate in any locations or in any samples. Similarly, 

there were no detections of AMPA, a primary breakdown product of glyphosate, or Glufosinate, 
a similar herbicide. Glyphosate and its breakdown byproducts bind tightly to the soil and are 
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unlikely to enter the groundwater when bound to most soil types (National Pesticide Information 
Center, 2019.)  

Discussion 
This study confirms the presence of various pesticides in the waters of Maine, including 

but not limited to the pesticides commonly used in the forestry industry.  The degree to which 
these substances exist in Maine’s surface water varies from questionable detections below the 
reporting limit to clear and quantifiable results. These results align with water quality reports 
from states with significant forestry sectors like Wisconsin (Wisconsin Department of 
Agriculture, 2023), Minnesota (Minnesota Department of Agriculture, 2023), and Washington 
(Sandison, 2024.) The active ingredients found were primarily broad-spectrum herbicides. 
Imazapyr and a degradation product of Metolachlor were detected at a higher frequency than 
other pesticides in the study. Atrazine and one of its degradation products, deethylatrazine (DEA) 
are also detected more often than other pesticides despite field blanks with possible 
contamination being removed from the data. While pesticides were present, there were no 
detections that exceeded EPA established benchmarks for aquatic life, terrestrial life, or humans.   

Trends 
The study suggests that pesticide presence in the surface water is clustered. While most samples 
showed no pesticide detection, samples taken from certain areas had a wide range of pesticides 
present. The map below shows detections and pesticide compounds clustered in positive 
samples. Three samples had six detections each.  

No single pesticide was detected in more than 20% of samples taken, indicating that detections 
are generally rare.  

These findings suggest that reporting limits influence the detection of certain compounds. The 
analytes detected most frequently had the lowest reporting limits, implying a higher likelihood of 
detection. However, most of the analytes detected were broad-spectrum herbicides or their 
breakdown products. Despite the higher likelihood we would detect certain analytes, this specific 
kind of herbicide has variable reporting limits. This indicates that we are finding more broad-
spectrum herbicides not due to their reporting limits, but because there is more of it leaching into 
the surface water.  
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Figure 1. Detections and Analytes found. Map displays GPS coordinates with detections and 
points are divided by which compounds were detected.  



14 
 

Thresholds and Reporting Limits 
Aquatic Life Benchmarks are presented with the data and determined by the United 

States Environmental Protection Agency. These benchmarks are intended to indicate the point at 
which a pesticide concentration begins to affect a population. There are no definitive levels at 
which all organisms of a singular category are injured but EPA evaluation has determined these 
benchmark figures are the levels where concern should be raised. As stated previously there are 
no samples in this study that are above any determined benchmark, but sample concentrations 
can be viewed and their absolute proximity to these determined figures can be evaluated to 
predict future issues that could arise. Levels in this study do not necessarily beg immediate 
action but encourage further monitoring. 

It is also prudent to assess the benchmarks in relation to the reporting limits of the 
laboratory used. Reporting limits are the levels at which the methods of detection can identify an 
analyte in a sample. The only active ingredient in the study with a reporting limit above any 
EPA-determined benchmark was Chlorpyrifos. A non-chlorpyrifos non-detect in this study means 
that, regardless of whether the study can detect it, it is present at a concentration below the level 
of concern. Additionally, the use of chlorpyrifos began to be phased out in Maine with the 
signature of L.D. 316 on June 8, 2021.  

Individual Compounds Most Commonly Found 

Metolachlor 
Metolachlor is a broad-spectrum herbicide used for weed control outdoors that has 

applications for agricultural fields, turf and lawns, ornamentals, trees, shrubs, vines, rights of 
way, and in forestry. Metolachlor was first registered with the EPA in 1976 and Maine has 46 
registered products in 2024 containing the active ingredient or metabolites of metolachlor. 
According to the EPA, it has relatively low toxicity and is mostly non-irritating to the skin and 
eyes. It is classified as a likely carcinogen to humans. The highest risk of exposure is handlers 
and applicators who may be mixing, loading, and applying the pesticide in any of its liquid or 
granular formulations. Metolachlor is moderately persistent in the environment and is mobile in a 
variety of soil types. Half-life in water is about 200 days. It is toxic to birds exposed chronically 
and moderately toxic to freshwater fish when exposed acutely. Potential risk to nontarget plants 
is a likely consequence of runoff, leaching, and drift (United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, 1995.)  

Imazapyr 
Imazapyr is a systemic, non-selective herbicide used for the control of a wide variety of 

terrestrial and aquatic weeds in agricultural, industrial, residential, forestry, and ornamental 
settings. Imazapyr was first registered with the EPA in 1985, and Maine currently has 44 
Imazapyr products registered. According to the EPA, this active ingredient has relatively low 
acute toxicity through oral and dermal exposure while it is determined to have a slightly higher 
toxicity when inhaled. It does not present dermal irritation but can cause irreversible eye damage. 
It is classified as non-carcinogenic in humans. The highest risk of exposure is, again, to 
applicators mixing, handling, or applying the product at higher concentrations. Risk evaluations 
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of Imazapyr show that it is both mobile and persistent and degrades in surface water with a half-
life of 3-5 days. There is very little risk to birds, mammals, bees, or aquatic organisms when 
levels in the surface water are below the established benchmarks. However, there are risks to 
aquatic vascular plants, particularly those on the federal and state endangered species lists 
(United States Environmental Protection Agency, 2006.) 

Atrazine 
Atrazine is a systemic herbicide used for broadleaf weeds and certain grasses. It is 

labeled for use on soil, roadsides, lawns, agricultural fields, and athletic fields. It was first 
registered by the EPA in 1958 and there are currently 39 products registered in Maine containing 
Atrazine or its metabolites. The EPA has determined that acute oral and dermal toxicity is low 
and inhalation toxicity is very low. There are minimal effects to the skin or eyes. Atrazine is not 
likely to be carcinogenic to humans. Human exposure is most likely for people handling and 
applying the product. Atrazine is broken down by water, sunlight, and microorganisms in the soil 
and has a half-life of around 578 days in water. Atrazine is moderately mobile, does not bind 
well to soil, and breaks down more slowly in colder climates. It is slightly to moderately toxic to 
fish, and highly toxic to other aquatic organisms while being essentially non-toxic to bees, 
worms, birds, and mammals. Due to runoff potential and mobility, off-target plants are likely to 
be injured by applications of atrazine and its breakdown products (NPIC, 2020.) 

Conclusions 
This study demonstrates that pesticides both used in and apart from the forestry industry can be 
found in the surface waters of Maine. Detections of pesticides appear to be clustered. None of the 
pesticides detected reached any level of concern established by EPA benchmarks. This data 
contributes to our understanding of pesticide presence and movement in the state and monitoring 
to show the progression of these figures is encouraged.  
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Appendix III 

List of 102 pesticides analyzed by Montana Department of 
Agriculture Analytical Laboratory. "Universal Method for 
the Determination of Polar Pesticides in Water Using Solid 
Phase Extraction and Liquid Chromatography/Mass 
Spectrometry/Mass Spectrometry." 
   

Analyte 
Reporting Limit 

 ug/L (ppb) 
2,4-D 0.009 
Acetochlor 0.14 
Acetochlor ESA 0.02 
Acetochlor OA 0.0084 
Alachlor 0.11 
Alachlor ESA 0.044 
Alachlor OA 0.0068 
AMPA 1 
Aminocyclopyrachlor 0.025 
Aminopyralid 0.03 
Atrazine 0.0022 
Azoxystrobin 0.0052 
Bentazon 0.0022 
Bromacil 0.0041 
Bromoxynil 0.012 
Carbaryl 0.014 
Chlorpyrifos 0.06 
Chlorsulfuron 0.0056 
Clodinafop acid 0.013 
Clopyralid 0.088 
Clothianidin 0.016 
Deethyl atrazine (DEA) 0.0017 
Deethyldeisopropylatrazine (DEDIA) 0.1 
Deisopropyl atrazine (DIA) 0.04 
Dicamba 0.88 
Difenoconazole 0.011 
Dimethenamid 0.006 
Dimethenamid OA 0.0072 
Dimethoate 0.0022 
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Disulfoton sulfone 0.0066 
Diuron 0.0053 
FDAT (indaziflam met) 0.0051 
Fipronil 0.0024 
Fipronil desulfinyl 0.14 
Fipronil sulfide 0.08 
Fipronil sulfone 0.04 
Flucarbazone 0.0024 
Flucarbazone sulfonamide 0.0039 
Flumetsulam 0.029 
Flupyradifurone 0.045 
Fluroxypyr 0.035 
Glufosinate 1 
Glutaric acid 0.03 
Glyphosate 1 
Hydroxy atrazine 0.004 
Halosulfuron methyl 0.01 
Hexazinone 0.0015 
Imazamethabenz acid 0.0025 
Imazamethabenz ester 0.001 
Imazamox 0.0057 
Imazapic 0.003 
Imazapyr 0.0035 
Imazethapyr 0.004 
Imidacloprid 0.0018 
Indaziflam 0.002 
Isoxaben 0.003 
Isoxaflutole 0.13 
Malathion 0.028 
Malathion oxon 0.0024 
MCPA 0.0046 
MCPP 0.0044 
Metalaxyl 0.0035 
Methomyl 0.012 
Methoxyfenozide 0.01 
Metolachlor ESA 0.005 
Metolachlor OA 0.042 
Metolachlor OA 0.042 
Metsulfuron methyl 0.01 
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Nicosulfuron 0.011 
NOA 407854 0.0052 
NOA 447204 0.02 
Norflurazon 0.02 
Norflurazon desmethyl 0.02 
Oxamyl 0.01 
Parathion methyl oxon 0.012 
Phorate sulfone 0.024 
Phorate sulfoxide 0.003 
Picloram 0.28 
Picoxystrobin 0.0075 
Prometon 0.001 
Propiconazole 0.01 
Prosulfuron 0.005 
Pyrasulfotole 0.02 
Pyroxsulam 0.013 
Saflufenacil 0.01 
Simazine 0.0026 
Sulfentrazone 0.035 
Sulfometuron methyl 0.0025 
Sulfosulfuron 0.0054 
Tebuconazole 0.014 
Tebuthiuron 0.0011 
Tembotrione 0.073 
Terbacil 0.0048 
Terbufos sulfone 0.011 
Tetraconazole 0.0039 
Thiamethoxam 0.02 
Thiencarbazone methyl 0.04 
Thifensulfuron methyl 0.022 
Tralkoxydim 0.0051 
Tralkoxydim acid 0.005 
Triallate 0.3 
Triasulfuron 0.0055 
Triclopyr 0.022 
Trifloxystrobin 0.02 
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