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ATRAZINE TESTIMONY

I wish to thank you for letting me appear in opposition to
Clearinghouse Rule 95-147.

I am William Pink, a farmer with land in the proposed ban area.
The atrazine bill, as written, is worse than killing a person in this
state. You would probably get 15 years or so of actual prison time.
The bill, as written, puts an economic blight on the value of the
property forever.

I don’t understand why this legislature is so interested in
regulating farmers out of farming. Doesn’t agriculture constitute a
large part of the state economy? This ban would make it more
expensive for chemicals and create more hardships on already
stressed farmers.

Mr. Taylor and | attended the hearings in Monroe and the Ag.
Board meetings in November and December. The other farmers in
the area submitted letters asking not to be included in the ban areas
and agreed to let samples be taken from their wells.

At the November meeting, the Ag. Board asked for additional
tests which were conducted by the department. You have the area
and results.

Mr. Taylor and | were led to believe that the most recent tests
would be used. The department asked for a ban which the Ag. Board
agreed with after much discussion. Two members voted against it




and two members apologized for the way they voted. The Board was
more politically concerned, rather than worried about the economic
or moral issues.

I am requesting that this area be kept out of the ban area and
the wells monitored since the most recent test was below the ban
level.

Thank you.

B/Zn‘ c QM
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original form, or as a metabolic or 2 degradation or waste product, may
decrease the quality of groundwater.

History: Cr. Register, September. 1965, No. 357, of. 16-1-85.

Ag 161.02 Groundwater test results; ase by deps tment. {1; Usg oF OFFi~
CIAL GROUNDWATER TEST RESULTS. An official groundwater test result is

121 USE OF UNOFFICIAL GROUNDWATER TEST RESULTS. A regultory or
enforcement action under this chapter may be based on 2 groundwater
test result which is not an official groundwater test result oaly if the de-
partment determines that the mmofficial groundwater test result 1s refi-
able for purposes of the regulatory or enforcement action.

Note: agggggggﬁnwggggémﬁug&
regulatory or enfarcetent action under this chapter, the department may nevertheless:

1. Refer the wnofficial groundwater test result to the gﬁnﬁgg with
or without 2 recommendation for official samplog and testing.

2. Inform aflected persons of the unoficial groandwater test result.

u\gﬁggogﬁﬁﬁaggaﬂcuWSﬁwgﬁggwﬁgﬂ and to
county agracalteral extension agents

1. [mtiate turther nvestigation o7 research related to the unofficial groandwater sample re-
sudt.

natural resources. It shall also govern the collection, handling and analy-
sis of official groundwater samples by the department of natural re-
sources or its designated agents. The memorandum of understanding
shall include:

_”wumgaw&mmowﬂ.mnommnmon& official groundwater samples, in-
cluding standards related $o: V

I. Collection equipment and containers.
2. Collection procedures.
3. Coltection records.

ng.
1. Temperature conditions under which samples are to be kept.
2. Time periods within which samples are to be analyzed.
3. Chain of custody requirements.

~ {c) Standards for the analysis of official groundwater samples, includ-

mng:
Register, Septeraber. 1985, No. 357

~ {b) Standards for the handling of official groundwater samples, inciud-

AGRICULTURE, TRADE & CONSUMER PROTECTION 871
Ag K1

1. Required quality assurance programs for laboratories enga in
the analysis of official ground water samples under this chapter. ged

2. Control sample requirements.

3. Required analytical methods,

4. Required confirmation of analytical resuits.

5. Instrument calibration and maintenance requirements.

6. Required analytical worksheets and docurnentation.

7. Chain of custody requirements in the laboratory.

8. Requirements for the timely reporting of analyticai results.
9. Continumg sample acm«o% requirements.

0. Acoess to laboratory records by the department and the depart-
ment of natural resources.

{d) Contract requirements applicable to designated agents engaged in
MWM collection or analysts of official groundwater samples under n%mnnwwmv.

(1) Standards for the reporting and certification of official groundwater
test results to the department by the department of natural resources.

(al A community water system covered under ch. NR 111.

(b) A private water supply, high capacity water system, school water
System or public water system covered under ch. NR 112

Register, September, 1985 Ng air



Most residents of rural Wisconsin rely
on ground water for their supply of
drinking water. By state law, The
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture,
Trade and Consumer Protection
{DATCP) is charged with protecting
this resource from contamination by
agricultural chemicals such as
pesticides and fertilizer. The
department monitors this valuable
resource by collecting samples of
drinking water for laboratory analysis.

We would like to collect a sample
from your water supply as part of this
program. :

There are benefits to participating in
this program. Testing your drinking
water can determine if the water is

safe for drinking and preparing food.

If pesticides are found, it may be
possible to identify the source(s) of
contamination. If so, the chances for
further contamination of area ground
water can be reduced.

the groundwater and Causing further
contamination.

Soil cleanups generally involve
excavating the contaminated soil and
spreading it on agricultural fields. The
costs for this activity are relatively

All sample resuits are, by state law,
public records; they are not

confidential. The department cannot low.
withhold sampie results from any
interested party.

~ You may incur some responsibilities
~ depending on the resuilts of this wei}

i

test. In some extreme cases, the sail
or ground water contamination may
be so severe as to require more
extensive action. This could inciude
hiring an environmental consultant
and cleaning up ground water. These
costs may reach tens of thousands of, !
. . N
dollars. An agricuitucal chemical . {\*
| ?I‘_,,ww cleanup fundywill be ayailable to cover L1
.,“&M.éc a significant poTtiBIT Of these costs. |81
This investigation may aiso involv A j) To date, groundwater cleanup has
coliecting and analyzing soil samples [ L'\, . been necessary only at a few farm

e

from your land. Any sampling results (L= supply dealerships. No farm site has
from your property will be provided to . %‘m:n.mncwmn the cleanup of groundwater
you - D0 tsets

if we find significant levels of
pesticide contamination in your
property’s soit, the contaminants will
have to be removed from the soil to
prevent them from moving through to

If you have any questions, please call
our office at 608/224-4500.
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WEED CONTROL OPTIONS WITHOUT ATRAZINE OR BLADEX

R. Gordon Harvey’

Many herbicides are registered for use in corn which could
substitute for atrazine in Wisconsin corn production systems. Potential
benefits of many of these treatments compared to atrazine include 1)
reduced carryover potential, 2) reduced likelihood of ground water
contamination, and 3) improved control of atrazine tolerant or resistant
species. Unfortunately, these alternatives often 1) require more
applications per year, 2) are more expensive, 3) are more likely to cause
corn lnjury, 4) are more likely to drift off-site and cause injury to
adjacent crops, 5) are less effective overall in controlling a broad

spectrum of weed species, and 6) result in reduced corn yield. Wisconsin

atrazine use restrictions are more severe than in any other state. Thus,
Wisconsin corn producers are at an economic disadvantage compared to corn
producers in other states. But what is the magnitude of this economic
disadvantage?

A three-year field study was initiated at the University of

' Wisconsin Arlington Agricultural Research Station in 1993 to i{dentify the

best alternatives for weed management practices which include atrazine.
Results of this study also demonstrated the potential cost of atrazine use
restrictions to Wisconsin corn producers. Most of the treatments included
in the study utilized Clarity for broadleaf weed control. Clarity and
other formulations of dicamba (e.g. Banvel and Marksman) are currently the
‘most widely used atrazine substitutes in Wisconsin, Several other
alternative treatments were included as well. Each year, plots were
harvested and corn yield determined. Approximate chemical costs were
determined by a survey of dealer prices. Actual costs may vary depending
upon container size, date of purchase, and region of state. For this
analysis, application costs were assumed to be $6.00 per acre. This cost
will also vary depending if growers apply herbicides themselves, or depend
upon custom application. Crop value was estimated by multiplying the corn
yield by a price of $2.50 per bushel. Of course crop value will vary
‘depending upon the price farmers can get for their erop. Net return was
calculated by subtracting chemical and application costs from crop value.
Net returns of alternative treatments were compared to net returns from a
tank-mix combination of atrazine at 1.5 1b ai/A plus a soil-applied grass
herbicide (Partner at 3.1 1b/A was used as a representative soil-applied
‘grass herbicide).

Net returns from all 13 alternative treatments included. in the
three-year study were lower than from the atrazine plus Partner standard
(Table 1). The reason was obvious. All alternatives were more expensive
and resulted in numerically lower corn yields. Only three alternative
 treatments did not have a significantly lower corn yield (based on 90%
confidence level), and those three treatments had significantly lower

Tprofessor, Department of Agronomy, University of Wisconsin--Madison.
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-application of Harness plus Clarity did nctt*esulc‘ir}ts gnificantly lower }
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ubstituting Bladex and Extrazine for atrazine
cre reductions in pet returns, respectiyely.¥As s result of & DuPont at
‘EPA agreement, both Bladex and Extrazine will be ‘phased out over the next
few years.' Thus, other alternatives will be needed. i/l \
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o Numerous new corn herbicides are being dévalopedi to substitute for
- atrazine combinations. .Results of a 1995 study “with two of them are
' swmmerized in Table 3, .. The examples demonstrate two  options for
. waintaining net value. Basis was registered for use by growers in 1995,
: ‘and was promoted as a low cost weed management system. - While {t provided
¢« . excellent weed control, it also caused slight corn injury and resulted in
 'a lower corn yield than a handveeded standard. Despite the low price, the
' net return way be less than desired due to the lower yield. EXP-31130A is
"an experimental, -low-rate, goil-applied herbicide ‘being developed by
 Rhone-Poulenc, Inc. This broad spectrum herbicide was extremely effective
- in university trials conducted around the corn "belt in 1995. - If oy
- registered for commercial use as anticipated in 1997, ‘this product might  _.
result in corn yields more comparable to atrszine treatments, . But, most
new herbicides are more expensive than older chemicals like atrazine, It
is unrealistic to expect that a new product 1like EXP-31130A will not
‘reduce net returns relative to standard atrazine containing treatments as
- a result of higher product cost. : N e A '

~ Wisconsin corn producers are being penallzed ecomomically

to corn producers in other states due to the state’'s atrazine use
: - The magnitude of this penalty will vary depending upon
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twhether or not a producer operates within an atrazine prohibition area,
. and upon the severity of weed infestations on the producer’s farm. It 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 a reduction in net economic return
to the crp producer!

" Table 1. Comparison of herbicide treatments included in 1993 to 1995

field corn weed control study conducted at the University of
~ Wisconsin Arlington Agricultural Research Station.

Loss in net

_ Cost Corn Crop Net return w/o
Treatment Chem. Applic. yield value return atrazine

7 P Ny S /A -
~ Nontreated “ 0 0 79 198 198 -238
. Atrazlne + Partner 18 6 184 460 436 0
- Partner/Clarity-split 24 12 174 435 399 .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
Broadgtrike + Dual-PRE 25 6 173 432 401 -35
- Accent + Beacon - POST 19 6 169 422 398 -38
 Clarity/Accent - split 43 12 180 450 395 -41

LSD(10%) = .- .- 8 20 20 20
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% State of Wisconsin
1‘— Tommy &. Thomoson, Gavarnor

; Department of Agriculture, Trade and Corsurmner Protecti

Alan T. Tracy. Secretary 2811 Agricutture [
Madison, Wisconsin 53704
PO Box |

Madison, Wi 53708-

Dear Walter;

You asked me to circle the srea on the map that I believe
contaminatad yeur wsl) T cannor detrermine the axact area thar
contributes water to your well without installing & ssries of
groundwater monitaring wells to determine the direction of
groundwater flow. We drew the prohibition area as we cdid, a tour
square mile area centered around your well, to include all lands
that could contribute water to your well. We are confident that
the zone of contribution to your well is ineluded in =his area.
Please call me if you want tn discuge this matter.

I have also faxed the letter T wrnte to Mr, Dink sheut Tanoratory
variability. I mailed a copy to you yesterday.

Thank you for your continued interest in your groundwater
quality.

Sincerely,

S8incerely,

B L, ait.

Gary LeMasters :

Soil Scientist/Groundwater Specialist
ACRICULTURAL RESOURCE MANACEMENT DIVISION
608/266-0541
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GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION FORM

 INVESTIGATION NUMBER: 09-10-93-01-413

GW SPECIALIST:BobGutknecht/JeffPostle
SECTION 1: BACKGROUND INFORMATION (also sec enclosed summary
report):

T22N RO4W Sec. 18 SE SW Town of Alma EXISTING PA#:
WUWN:

SECTION 2: PHYSIOGRAPHIC DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE

Gently rolling terrain. Area in the immediate vicinity of the Oliver residence is relatively flat
with the ground surface sloping to the north, Groundwater assumed to be flowing north
toward the South Branch of the Trempeleau River. The area assumed upgradxent and side
gradient of the Oliver property is largely agricultural - cornfields.»

SECTION 3: PESTICIDE USE HISTORY

s location is a private home/hobby farm. It
g is taking place from this location.

‘does not appear as if

SECTION 4: WELL CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

WELL TYPE (check one): _X_ drilled(assumed)
driven __dug

SECTION 5: LOCATION OF PESTICIDE MIXING/LOADING AREAS AND
SPILL/POINT SOURCE HISTORY
unknown !




(over)

ARM-ACM-1389 (07/27/93)
“SECTION 6: CONCLUSIONS
CONCLUSION (check all that apply)

___ suspect point/spill source ___ request follow-up assistance
X_  suspect nonpoint/use source
. suspect backsiphon
___ unknown/undetermined
SECTION 7: DISCUSSION

Suspect nonpoint/use source:

I stopped at the Joe Laufenberg farm to ask directions to the Oliver residence. Laufenberg’s
 is a large farm that appears to be in general disarray. Oils spills were noted. Equipment and
“parts” were in assorted locations on the farm.

The area is relatively flat. The site is surrounded by agricultural fields - cornfields.
The general area is rolling with some high hills.

Oliver’s telephone number: 715/964-7803




February 18, 1996

Senator Alan Lasee, Chair

Senate Committee On Agriculture
P.O. Box 7882

Madison, WI

Dear Senator Lasee:

County and State agencies have abandoned or ignored all statutory
proceedings, policies, and ethics in using water samples obtained from my
family farm in a most misleading, inappropriate, and fraudulent manor for
the soul purpose of putting my farm in a State controlled Prohibition Area.

This outrageous dictatorial and arbitrary action caused my family (wife
and four children) great and unnecessary economic damage.

I feel that my constitutional rights have been seriously violated.
Immediate action should be taken to correct this situation, to prevent any
further injurious suffering by my family.

The laws and regulations of this state must be applied to all- including
state agencies and other employees without exception.

The blatant disregard of State policies and procedures by employees of
the state and/or it’s agencies, including Jackson County Land Conservation
Department, and the Department of Natural Resources,’ etc., constitutes-a
reckless disregard of individuals rights, which are guaranteed to each of us
by the State and Federal constitutions.

Please see the attached two page report that is purported to be a
“thorough, competent, and statutorily correct investigation”. Gentleman, if
this type of investigation is all that is required to destroy the economic
stability of an American farm family - may God have mercy on all of us.

I pray that you possess the wisdom to do what's right according to the
constitution of the State of Wisconsin.

Respectfully,

Yolim O

John Oliver, Alma Center, WI

CC: Senator Gary Drzewiecki Representative Richard Skindrud
Senator David Zien Representative Eugene Hahn
Senator Joseph Andrea Representative Luther Olsen
Senator Alice Clausing Representative Barbara Gronemus

Representative Alvin Baldus
Representative Al Ott, Chair Representative Martin Reynolds
Representative David Ward Representative Thomas Springer
Representative John Ainsworth Representative Michael Wilder
Representative Robert Zukowski Representative Robert Dueholm

Representative Clifford Otte
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original form, or as a metabolic or 3 degradation or waste product, may
decrease the quality of groundwater.

Eivory: Cr. Register, Septernber, 1985, No. 357, o8, 16-1-85.

Ag 161.02 Gronndwater Lest results; use by deps tment, 1; USE oF orri-
CIAL GROUNDWATER TEST RESULTS. A1 official groundwater test result is

31 MEMORANDUWY Op UNDERSTANDING. Pursuant 0 ss. 160.21 (2} (o3
and 160.27, Stats., the department shall enter into a memorandum of
understanding with the department of natyuraj Tesources to easure the
reliability of officia) groundwater test resyits used by the department for

sources or its designated ageats. The memorandum of ggb&um
shall include:

{a} Standards for the callection of official groundwater samples, in-
cleding standards related to:

I. Collection equipment and containers.
2. Collection procedures.
3. Collection records,

,mgwggmsgo wwuambmomoa& groundwater samples, inciug-
ing:

1. Temperature couditions under which samples are to be kept.
2. Time periods within which samples are to be analyzed.
3. Chain of custody requirements.

. ic) Standards for the analysis of official groundwater samples, includ-
tng:
Register, Septermber, 1885, Ko. 357

1. Required quality assurance programs for laboratories enga i
tke analysis of official groundwater sampleg under this chapter. ged In

3. Required analytical methods,

4. Required oonfirmation of analytical resyits,

S. Instrument calibration ang maintenance requirements,

6. Required analytical worksheets ang docurnentation.

7. Chain of custody requirements in the laboratory:.

8. Requirements for the timely reporting of analyticaj results.
9. Continumg sample custody Tequirements,

10. Acoess to laboratory records by the de N )
ment of naturay gﬂﬂm.u 3 Partment and the depar

_H& Ooamqvna requirements appilicable to designated 3gents engaged in
MWM coliection or analysrs of officia] groundwater samples under zmww.ww?

{e) Reports and certifications reQuired to accompany officia) ung-
water samples ang test results obtamed by designateg agents ommmw.a de-
Partment of natyrg] resources,

({) Standards for the reporting ang certification of officia] groundwate
test results to the department by the department of natyraj Qmocwamm.u.

NTS DESIGN A

Ag 161.03 Points of stacdards application. (1) To determine wh
enforcement standard or Preventive action Limit for 5 fertilizer ﬁmwwﬁm.aww
O Pesticide substance has been attained or exceeded, the concentration
of the mgﬁgmﬁgﬁgﬁggag at a
mﬁﬁ om.«ggw s mﬂwﬁﬁﬁoﬂqwmgw u«%&@dm: ise provided in this sec.

on, pomn 0: rtili bstan pesti-
cide substances include: e " o fertilizer su ces and

Register. Sentember. 1985 W e
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WEED CONTROL OPTIONS WITHOUT ATRAZINE OR BLADEX

R. Gordon Harvey'

Many herbicides are registered for use in corn which could
substitute for atrazine in Wisconsin corn production systems. Potential
benefits of many of these treatments compared to atrazine include 1)
reduced carryover potential, 2) reduced likelihood of ground water
contamination, and 3) improved control of atrazine tolerant or resistant
" species. Unfortunately, these alternatives often 1) require more
applications per year, 2) are more expensive, 3) are more likely to cause
corn 1njury, 4) are more likely to drift off-site and cause injury to
adjacent crops, 5) are less effective overall in controlling a broad

e}

spectrum of weed species, and 6) result in reduced corn yield. Wisconsin

atrazine use restrictions are more severe than in any other state. Thus,
Wisconsin corn producers are at an economic disadvantage compared to corn
producers in other states. But what is the wmagnitude of this economic
disadvantage?

A three-year field study was initiated at the University of

. "Wisconsin Arlington Agricultural Research Station 1n 1993 to identify the

best alternatives for weed management practices which inc¢lude atrazine.
Results of this study also demonstrated the potential cost of atrazine use
restrictions to Wisconsin corn producers. Most of the treatments included
in the study utilized Clarity for broadleaf weed control. Clarity and
‘other formulations of dicamba (e.g. Banvel and Marksman) are currently the
most widely used atrazine substitutes in Wisconsin, Several other
alternative treatments were included as well. Each year, plots were
harvested and corn yield determined. Approximate chemical costs were
determined by a survey of dealer prices. Actual costs may vary depending
upon container size, date of purchase, and region of state,. For this
analysis, application costs were assumed to be $6.00 per acre. This cost
will also vary depending if growers apply herbicides themselves, or depend
upon custom application. Crop value was estimated by multiplying the corn
yield by a price of $2.50 per bushel. Of course crop value will vary
“depending upon the price farmers can get for their crop. Net return was
calculated by subtracting chemical and application costs from crop value.
Net returns of alternative treatments were compared to net returns from a
tank-mix combination of atrazine at 1.5 1b ai/A plus a soil-applied grass
herbicide (Partner at 3.1 1lb/A was used as a representative soil-applied
‘grass herbicide).

Net returns from all 13 alternative treatments included in the
three-year study were lower than from the atrazine plus Partner standard
(Table 1), The reason was obvious. All alternatives were more expensive
and resulted in numerically lower corn yields. Only three alternative
 treatments did not have a significantly lower corn yield (based on 90%
confidence level), and those three treatments had significantly lower

'Professor, Department of Agronomy, University of Wisconsin--Madison.
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Iate seaaon weed control (dat:a ‘not shovm) auggészzing" at the observed o
'~ .pumerical yleld differences were probably Yeal.f: In’ fac,,g;} only the 7DAP.: T
_.application of Harmess plus Clarit:y did not’ result: 1n . significantly lower ﬁe
;. late-geason weed control. - Thus when a ssquancial nppli&ation of ratt:ner
PRE followed by Clarity EP was uaed “the loss 1:: mt: ¥e irn ‘relative to
" the "standard atrazine treamont: ‘was §37_per  acre. ﬁpplying the two'
produccs t:ogother PRE reduced the applicatim cost, }‘ ut:””also resulced in
8 $53 per acre loss {n net x:etum due t:o:d '‘lower .c Co} ﬁyield .. The most |
economical ‘method of ‘applying’ 'Patmer.,,plfus Clarityx Wwas ‘;ns 8 delayed
praemetgence treahneht: seven days -!:'tar plmung C?DAP} whlch resulted in ~
& loss of only $21 per acre.'iThe’ ‘least Ioss “in net 'Zeturn teﬁsulted from '
the tank-mixed appli.cation of Ptowl nnd Clari.ty ‘,'7,!)44\!’\,Q ‘r‘\y ‘growers may
esitate to use this treament however,}dua to ’p‘dt‘éntial‘for crop 1njury
‘Timing of this treatment may be particularly ctit:ical "a’sincs net return
,was yveduced $52 and $47 per acre, ,reapactzlvaly.ﬂvhsu .;‘l)e "¢hemicals were
: appl!.od seven days early or | lacc i) LA g e e
,,g: !

, , L e"’t reeoyeii;";cudy : o
:described :above. ‘;Yet both’ Products “are oftonﬁiae”a"u substitutes fo:“’"
‘atrazine. '} In order to detemine ‘the’ ulat:f.ve beuefita of c};ose pxoduccs.
"cgult:s were eombimd from 311 a}:ud:las “¢onducted ‘e .the'“' ast"26 _years at
he * Arlingt:on Agr{cul.tural Reusrch Stati’dh’f’,%ll tzeawents summrizad
‘dncluded ‘normal ‘use -rates 'of ialachlor ‘(eicher»
FEn r} Dual or Prowl (Table 2. Atp&zlnagﬂnlpdex ‘and 1 *Extrazine xaces
were approximately 1.8, 2.0 and 2. 0 1b . 8L ‘per acre,’ires ectg}gﬁl‘ Yields®
”re adjuat:ed to, 1993 throu;h 1995 lov I ""&ﬁhﬁﬁ ’%’i‘é:sg&d t:ogeft:her. che'
met ‘returns ‘for 216 ‘atrazine ;rut:uents,‘ 123 “Bladex “treéatments, and 4?
Extrazine zutmems were '7"3385 +§365, ;"'3&375 dp
-substituting Blm;ex and Extrazine ,for atrazim g:esgl ted in $20 and 310 pet .
icre reductions in net returns, u:especuvely' ‘As s ‘Tesu ‘of a_‘DuPont,gnd .
,__EPA ‘agreement, bot:h Bladex ond Extrazine vul bé"~phased out ¢ V

oy

ey u‘it"é‘ "» " 5 , o a3
2 Numerous new corn herbicides are bcing devaloped o substituce for O
at:razine combinations. Result:s of a’ 1995 study’ with’ t:wo ‘of them are
,,mmmarized in Table 3, .. The examples demonstrate two options for
. malntaining net value. Basis ‘was registered for use by growers in 1995,
‘ -and was promoted as & low cost weed management system. .While it ‘provided
ce : axcellent weed control, it also caused slight corn injury and résulted in
a lower corn yield than a handveeded standard. Despite the low price, the
‘ mt return may be less than desired due to the lower yield. ‘EXP-31130A is
" an experimental, -low-rate, goil- -applied herbicide being devaloped by
" Rhone-Poulenc, Inc. This broad spectrum herbicide was extremely effective
in university trisls conducted around the corn 'belt {in 1995. - 1If 5
- registered for commercial use as anticipated in 1997, ‘this product might e
result in corn yields more comparable to atrazine treatments. But, most
new herbicides are more expensive than older chemicals like atrazine. It
is unrealistic to expect that a new product like EXP-31130A will not
reduce net returns relative to standard atrazina cunt;aining creatnxents as
- a result of higher product cost. e o

Summary: Wisconsin corn producers are being penalized aconomically
relative to corn producers in other states due to the state’s atrazine use
restrictions. The magnitude of this penalty will vary depending upon
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wheﬁher or not a producer operates within an atrazine prohibition area,

- and upon the severity of weed infestations on the producer’s farm. It 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 pust result in a reduction in net economic return

to the crp producer!

°:I§h;g_l. Comparison of herbicide treatments included in 1993 to 1995

field corn weed control study conducted at the University of
Wisconsin Arlington Agricultural Research Station.

Loss in net

, Cost Corn  Crop Net return w/o
Treatment Chem. Applic. yileld value return atrazine
---- §/A ---- bu/A ---.--.-- $/A ---eeoon--

' Nontreated ¢ (6] 79 198 198 -238
. Atrazine + Partner 18 6 184 480 436 0
. Partner/Clarity-split 2 12 176 435 399 - .37
',ﬂPartner + 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 1 e 180 450 417 -19
Frontier + Clarity-7DAP 30 7 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 12 180 450 395 <41

LSD(108) = - 8 20 20 20
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GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATION FORM ,
INVESTIGATION NUMBER: 09-10-93-02-413
GW SPECIALIST :BobGutknecht/Jef(Postic.
SECTION 1: BACKGROUND INFORMATION (also sce enclosed summary
report):
122N ROSW Sec. 12 NE SE Town of Hixton EXISTING PA#:
WUWN:
SECTION 2: PHYSIOGRAPHIC DESCRIP’ FION OF THE SITE

Gently rolling terrain to bluffs. Groundwater is assumed to be flowing toward the south
branch of the Trempeleau river south southwest of the Giese farm. The area is largely
agricultural - cornfields.

*».

SECTION 3: PESTICIDE USE HISTORY

SECTION 4: WELL CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

WELL TYPE (check one): X drilled _ driven . dug
SECTION 5: LOCATION OF PESTICIDE MIXING/LOADING AREAS AND
| . SPILL/POINT SOURCE HISTORY

(over)




g

ARM-ACM-189 (07/27/93)
SECTION 6: CONCLUSIONS

CONCLUSION (check all that apply)
___ suspect point/spill source request follow-up assistance
‘X_  suspect nonpoint/use source

suspect backsiphon

unknown/undetermined

P

SECTION 7: DISCUSSION
Suspect nonpoint/use source:

appeared to be relatively clean and we
The area is relatively flat with the ground surface sloping slightly to the north.

")

The site is surrounded by agricultural fields - cornfields.

I attempted to contact Giese by telephone on October 1, 1993 at 10:30 am - no answer.

Giese telephone number:  715/964-1413

Oliver’s telephone number: 715/964-7803




AFFIDAVIT

February 19, 1996

To Members of Committee:

I would like to bring to your attention a disservice done to both my
surrounding neighbors and myself which has caused both emotional and
financial stress, apparently a sample of my well water was taken on
2/22/93 unbeknown to me and also a investigation was done also unknown
to me. | am in a Prohibition Area, without question this contamination
was caused by a sprayer tank running over. There are several other reasons
to support this theory:

1. The rotation of crops in this area
2. How quick the well water cleared up
3. Few amounts of acres of corn grown in area

>

The investigation report | have since read shows the creditability of the
investigation should definity be questioned. The report suggests my well
is surrounded by corn fields, which without question is not true in any
sense. If the gentlemen would have looked for any evidence of a spill they
would have found two brown areas of my lawn which did not grow any
grass of any sort for several years until | put new soil on top, thus
Supporting evidence there was a spill. I wish | could have talked to these
gentlemen and helped them conduct a complete investigation and not just
. give their opinion without any knowledge about my farm. | hope you will

. take a good look at this disservice which affects so many people with an
unfair investigation that has cost me with emotional and financial
stress that was highly unnecessary.

| A Respectfully,
CQO\AQQ\ O E 5 /C// «;} ? L:f”'{//(&/ (’,z;/:zf/

"l Emil Giese, Alma Center, WI
e

 Hackion q
Oowwn. E;ﬂ) |- 12-97
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State of Wisconsin
1 Tommy G. Thompson, Govermnaor

, Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection

Alan T. Tracy, Secretary 2811 Agriculture Drive
Madison, Wisconsin 53704-6777
PO Box 8911

November 8, 1995 Madison, WI 53708-8911

Emil Giese EX526
Rt 1
Alma Center, WI 54611

Dear Mr. Giese,

On September 6, 1995 I collected a water sample from your well.
The sample was tested for atrazine and its breakdown products,
alachlor (Lasso) and itg breakdown product ESA, metolachlor (Dual),
nitrate-nitrogen, and several other agricultural chemicals. Below
is a list of the results for your water sample.

Drinking Water

Compound Concentation Advisory Level
parts per billion parts per billion

Alachlor No: Detect 2.0

Alachlof ESA No Detect 20.0

Atrazine 0.41

Deethyl atrazine No Detect

Deisopropyl atrazine No Detect

Diamino atrazine No Detect

Total atrazine residues ' 0.41 3.0

Metolachlor No Detect 15.0

Nitrate-H 7.33 ppm 10 ppm

Your drinking water is below the driﬁking water advisory levels set
by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for the compounds
tested and is considered safe to drink. You may want to have your
water retested periodically to monitor for changes in the level of
nitrate-N. This test can be done at the State Laboratory of Hygiene
(608/262-1293) or a private laboratory.
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WEED CONTROL OPTIONS WITHOUT ATRAZINE OR BLADEX

R. Gordon Harvey'

Many herbicides are registered for wuse In corn which could
substitute for atrazine in Wisconsin corn production systems. Potential
benefits of many of these treatments compared to atrazine include 1)
reduced carryover potential, 2) reduced likelihood of ground water
contamination, and 3) improved control of atrazine tolerant or resistant
species. Unfortunately, these alternatlves often 1) requlire more
applications per year, 2) are more expensive, 3) are more likely to cause
corn lnjury, 4) are more likely to drift off-site and cause injury to
adjacent crops, 5) are less effactive overall in controlling a broad
spectrum of weed species, and 6) result in reduced corn yield. Wisconsin
atrazine use restrictions are more severe than in any other state. Thus,
Wisconsin corn producers are at an economic disadvantage compared to corn
producers in other states. But what is the magnitude of this economic

disadvantage?

' A three-year field study was fnitiated at the. University of
“Wisconsin Arlington Agricultural Research Station’tn 1993 to identify the
best alternatives for weed management practices which in¢lude atrazine.
Results of this study also demonstrated the potential cost of atrazine use
restrictlons to Wisconsin corn producers. Most of the treatments included
in the study utilized Clarity for broadleaf weed control. Clarity and
‘other formulations of dicamba (e¢'.g. Banvel and Marksman) are currently the
. most widely used atrazine substitutes in Wisconsin, Several other
alternative treatments were included as well. Each year, plots were
- harvested and corn yield determined. Approximate chemical costs were
determined by a survey of dealer prices. Actual costs may vary depending
upon container size, date of purchase, and region of state. For this
analysis, application costs were assumed tO be $6.00 per acre. This cost
will also vary depending if growers apply herbicides themselves, or depend
upon custom application. Crop value was estimated by multiplying the corn
yield by a price of $2.50 per bushel. Of course crop value will vary
“depending upon the price farmers can get for their crop. Net return was
- calculated by subtracting chemical and application costs from crop value.
Net returns of alternative treatments were compared to net returns from a
tank-mix combination of atrazine at 1.5 1b ai/A plus a soil-applied grass
herbicide (Partner at 3.1 1b/A was used as a representative soil-applied
-grass herbicide).

Net returns from all 13 alternative treatments included, in the
three-year study were lower than from the atrazine plus Partner standard
(Table 1). The reason was obvious. All alternatives were more expensive
and resulted in numerically lower corn ylelds. Only three alternative
_ treatments did not have a significantly lower corn yield (based on 90%
confidence level), and those three treatments had significantly lower

Tprofessor, Department of Agronomy, University of Wisconsin--Madison.
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lato-season weed control (dat:a ot shown) us'u’ggesting X at: ‘the_observed
| .ouserical yleld differences were probably "Yeal.:f In fu £ only the 7DAE.:
.application of Harness plus Claxlty did not :osulc 1n slgnificantly lower ‘l
.late-geason’ weed control. - Thus whun a soqwmtial apyl‘l&ation of Partner ! Vr 2
PRE followed by Clarity EP was used,”the loss in nct: return relative to }3
~ the at:andatd atrazine ttutuenc ‘was $37 por acre Applying the two i}
;ptoduct:s together PRE reduced t:he applicat.lun cost, 7 uc"’alno resulted in
8 $53 per acre loss in net z:etutn due to fa’lower cog‘? yleld, '.The most’;
economical mechod of applying Part‘ner pl‘us cuzi was "‘aa s delayed,
prunergence ‘treatment seven daya -ft:or plmung (7DAP) which resulted in’
& loss of only $21 per acre. 'y The” lcuac Ion in net’ t_‘tpz:n reaulted from ‘.X
‘the’ tnnk-mixod ‘application of Prowl und Chrit:y 7DAP i ny growe:a may
hesitate to use this treamem: however: }dua to potential for crop mjury
-Timing of this treatment may be purticularly crit:ical i’since net return
. was veduced $52 and §47 per acre, reupectlvcly.ﬂwhqxt ,‘t‘he‘j¢b¢m1qa13f‘wcre
. applied seven days early or late. -/"yl,%.‘s. X hg L AR N
R . ;;‘, ‘ ;:s.". ‘.'A; H b!ftjw } h "!ﬁ,}'\;“;{' Q,q"‘y‘ "Q" g ﬁm"ukl., V-
,Neithe'r Bhdax or thtfnz?lbo were ‘included fn the’ three-year *'aé'udy'
ducx’ibed ;above. ;Yac .beth” products axa'ot’mn s d"fu? aubscicuccs fot‘
atrazine. wIn ordar to determinn t:he":a‘htivo bonefitzs of c ose product:s .
tpsults vere combincd from 011 nt:udies condu::ted ‘ovex’ the pust 26 years at
the" Arlingt:ou Agricul.tural Reseatch sut:i’ohf’,' A 11 reatment:s oumriz.d
y ‘Ancluded ‘normal ‘use -rates ‘of Jalachlok $lelther’, quuw F{Microtech, ~of /i
,rygar} “Dual or, Prowl ('rable ;) !g. Atpazlne %Bladex and d!"l‘z:ct:mzi,m’ uces P
g}:q";npprcxiutely 1.8, 2, 0. and 2. O 1b af; per acxe,’ prespocti’.y’oly ge{ields
:were adjusted to 1993 through 1995 levaIc hmun ‘avaraged togecher. t:hc
et - rex:umg t’ot 216 lttazine trutuent:s, ‘123 ‘Bhdep& t.',rgatmancs,
Exttazine reatments “were 'f’ 1/6385,"¥ +§365 ) “';A‘$375 ﬁjg ' Wacre "'?‘“Ih
¥ 'ubscituting”aladsx and Excra;me ,for atx'azim’ ;:asult;ad 1o’ 320 ‘and §10 per
cre xsduccions 1n pet retums, rcapacti.vely.ﬁvﬁs 8, result: of a Du?ont and
EPA agreement, both Bladex end Extrazine vill be phassd outz over tho next
few years !’hus, other altemativas 'willlrbe needed, ”{, 'y:u,;. ,',,z_' Joitigs
e A Co i ‘. :,: PR "fb'i,‘fa’;g;;’i’ ; i"';l,:\,:j, g- e e o
; Numrous new corn herbicides are baing devaluped !:o substituce £or .
_'v:u:razine combinations. Resulcs of a 1995 study "with’ two ‘of them are
. swumsrized in Table 3, .. The oxamples demansttate two options for
. ‘waintaining net value. Basls was registered for use by growers in 1995,
; R -and was promoted as & low cost weed management system.  While it provided
« « - . excellent weed control, it also caused slight corn injury and rosult:ed in
* - '‘a lower corn yield thm a handveeded standard. Despite the low price, the
" met return way be less than desired due to the lower yleld. 'EXP-31130A is
" an experimental, - low-rate, goil-applied herbicide being developed by
. Rhone-Poulenc, Inc. This broad spectrum herbicide vas extremely effective
" in university trisls conducted around the corn ‘belt in 1995. - If
- registered for commercial use as anticipated in 1997, ‘this product might L
result {n corn yields more comparable to atrazine treatments.  But, most -
new herbicides are more expensive than older chemicals like ntrazine. It
is unrealistic to expect that a new product like EXP-31130A will not
reduce net returns relative to standard ‘atrazine containing treatments &8
- @ result of higher product cost.

’ !

Sumpary: Wisconsin coxrn producers are being penauzed economically
relative to corn producers in other states due to the state's atrazine use
restrictions. The magnitude of this penalty will vary depending upon
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whether or not a producer operates within an atrazine prohibition area,

‘and upon the severity of weed infestations on the producer’s farm. It 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 pmust result in a reduction in net economic return

to the crp producer!

Comparison of herbicide treatments included in 1993 to 1995
field corn weed control study conducted at the University of
Wisconsin Arlingtomn Agricultural Research Station.

o mrros e e i e

Loss {n net

, Cost . Coru Crop Net return w/o
Treatment Chem. Applic. yield value return atrazine
- §/A ---- bu/A --oeoens $/Ah -
.~ Nontreated 0 0 79 198 198  -238
" Atrazine + Partner 18 6 184 460 ,, 436 0
" partner/Clarity-split 2 12 176 635 399 =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 1 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 6 165 412 386 .52

_Prowl + Clarity - 7DAP 23 6 182 455 426 -10
Prowl + Clarity - 14DAP 23 6 167 418 389 -47
' Broadgcrike + Dual-PRE 25 6 173 432 401 -35
" Accent. + Beacon - POST 19 6 169 422 398 -38
: Clarity/Aécent - split 43 12 180 450 395 -41

LsD(108) = - - 8 20 20 20




ATRAZINE SAMPLE RESULTS AROUND
PROPOSED PA IN GRANT COUNTY

Atrazine Not Detected Atrazine Detect > 3 PPB (ES)

4 Atrazine Detect > 0.1, < 3 PPB (ES) 5 Proposed Prohibition Area

1] 0.5 1 Miles
N ——————

0 0.5 1 1.6  Kilometers
Scale 1:55,000
Wisconsin Dept. of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection.




well finished above plume
Atrazine NOT Detected

well intercepts plume
Atrazine Detected

well finished below plume
Atrazine NOT Detected

Corn field with ' Y

atrazine applied land surface

unsaturated zone

groundwater

atrazine plume

grundwater flow
direction ——»







TRADE & CONSUMER.

=== Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
Alan T. Tracy, Secretary 2811 Agriculture Drive
Madison, Wisconsin 53704-6777

PO Box 8911
Madison, Wi 53708-8911

TESTIMONY ON
PROPOSED CHANGES TO CHAPTER ATCP 30,
ATRAZINE PESTICIDES; USE RESTRICTIONS
before the
ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

February 8, 1995

Chajrman Ott and Committee Members:

My name is Nicholas J. Neher and I am Administrator of the Agricultural Resource
Management Division of the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection.

The department’s Agricultural Resource Management Division is responsible for
administering the groundwater law (Chapter 160, Wis. Stats) related to pesticides. Proposed
revisions to ATCP 30 reflect the department’s response to groundwater contamination from
the pesticide atrazine. Atrazine is found in 12% of Wisconsin wells and about 2% of
Wisconsin wells exceed the health standard for atrazine (see state map). The rule restricts
the statewide rate at which atrazine pesticides may be applied. The rule also prohibits
atrazine use in areas where groundwater findings have exceeded health standards.

GROUNDWATER LAW
The groundwater law states that "if the concentration of a substance in groundwater attains or
exceeds an enforcement standard at a point of standards application (a well), the regulatory
agency shall take the following responses unless it can be shown to the regulatory agency
that, to a reasonable certainty, by the greater weight of credible evidence, an alternative
response will achieve compliance with the enforcement standard at the point of standards
application:

1. Prohibit the activity or practice which uses or produces the substance: and

2. Implement remedial actions with respect to the specific site..."

DATCP’s GROUNDWATER PROTECTION PROGRAM

The department’s Groundwater Protection Program, ATCP 31, outlines the measures to be
taken to protect groundwater from pesticide use. Regarding prohibitions against pesticide
use, ATCP 31 states that "If... the concentration of a pesticide in groundwater attains or
exceeds an enforcement standard, and if the concentration has resulted from or may be
affected by a pesticide use, the department shall... prohibit the pesticide use on a site-specific
basis unless the department is shown, and determines to a reasonable certainty by the greater
weight of credible evidence, that an alternative response will achieve compliance with the



enforcement standard... A prohibition may remain in effect indefinitely unless the department
is shown, and determines, that resumption of the pesticide use in not likely to cause renewed
or continued violation of the enforcement standard. .. The department’s responsibility to
initiate a site-specific prohibition... is not affected by ... contemporaneous findings that
concentrations of the same pesticide substance at other points of standards application fall
below the standard. ~ ‘

BACKGROUND ON ATRAZINE

Atrazine is a corn herbicide which has been in use in Wisconsin since 1959. Atrazine is
often used in combination with a number of other herbicides. In 1994, atrazine was used on
about 50% of Wisconsin corn acres which was greater than any other herbicide. Over the
years, atrazine application rates have declined. In 1985, use rates of atrazine were 1.6
pounds of active ingredient per acre. In 1994, the use rate has declined to 0.86 pounds per
acre. '

INVESTIGATION OF CONTAMINATION ,

Statewide the department has found over 300 wells which exceed the enforcement standard
for atrazine. Of these, nearly 200 have been investigated by department staff and determined
to be affected by the field use of atrazine. Site investigations include interviews with
growers and records checks to determine atrazine use in the area. Investigators also identify
spills of atrazine and collect soil samples to confirm possible point sources of contamination.
If investigators determine that field use of atrazine has contributed to the contamination in the
well, an atrazine use prohibition area surrounding the well is proposed.

Surrounding wells are also sampled to help characterize the extent of contamination.
depending on the movement of the contaminant in groundwater, individual wells may or may
‘not draw water from the contaminant plume. Findi g a pattern of detections below the '
enforcement standard indicates that broad contamination exists and is most likely due to the
application of atrazine on agricultural fields rather than spills of the chemical.

widespread nature of atrazine contamination, s tewide use rates of atrazine have been

testricted below Federal EPA label rates and are specified in the atrazine rule. Based on
wells which have tested over standards, the atrazine rule now contains 80 atrazine prohibition
million acres. artment proposes an additional 12

;;;;;;

ATRAZINE RULE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Annually, the department reviews groundwater test results from private wells around the
state. Concentrations of pesticides are compared to standards which are adopted by the
Department of Natural Resources based on recommendations from the Department of Health
and Social Services. Atrazine has an enforcement standard of 3 parts per billion. This
standard includes atrazine and three of its breakdown products.




Investigations are conducted at each well site that exceeds the enforcement standard. Where
atrazine use is determined to contribute to the known contamination, an atrazine prohibition
area is proposed to a standing technical advisory committee made up of UW researchers,
farmers and DNR staff for their review. A single well result over the enforcement standard
can prompt a proposed prohibition area if the result is considered reliable. After this review
process, a draft rule is presented to the Board of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection. The department has followed this process since 1991. This process has resulted
in approximately 12 prohibition areas per year.

EVALUATION OF RULE EFFECTIVENESS

The Board of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection directed the department to
evaluate the effectiveness of the atrazine rule and to report the results of that evaluation in
1996. The evaluation was to consist of two statistically designed surveys of groundwater
separated by two years. The first survey was completed in summer of 1994 and the second
survey will be completed in the summer of 1996. The survey is designed to show whether
atrazine concentrations in groundwater have increased or declined. The surveys will look at
the effectiveness of both the atrazine prohibition areas and the lower statewide use rates of
atrazine. The report will be completed in December of 1996,

In addition to well sampling, the department will evaluate other aspects of its atrazine

management strategy through the following components:

* A pesticide use survey which will include detailed information about atrazine use
patterns

* A summary of pesticide and groundwater research projects which look at the
environmental fate of atrazine applications and a study of farmer understanding and
compliance with the atrazinerule =~ &

* A summary of over 10 years of monitoring well information from fields receiving
atrazine applications v

* A summary of over 22,000 well tests conducted statewide for atrazine

RESCISSION OF ATRAZINE PROHIBITION AREAS

Currently, the groundwater law puts the burden of proof upon the manufacturer or others to
show that renewed use of a pesticide or other substance will not result in contamination
above standards. This is a difficult task and no concerted effort has been undertaken by
anyone to date.

The Board of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection directed the department to
develop a process for elimination of atrazine prohibition areas. The department will develop
a generic process for prohibition area rescission and propose them as part of the 1997
Agrichemical Management Rule revisions. Under the proposed process, specific prohibition
areas would be eligible to be considered for rescission during the 1998 Atrazine Rule
revisions.




CONCLUSION

The proposed rule fulfills DATCP’s regulatory obligations under the Groundwater Law.
We have moved to prohibit atrazine use where reliable test results indicate exceedences of
the enforcement standard. In all of the proposed prohibition areas, atrazine field use was
determined by department staff to contribute to the documented contamination in a specific
well. The proposed rule is a key component of the Department’s atrazine management
strategy and compliments other groundwater protection efforts in the areas of pesticide
storage, handling, and disposal.




GRANT COUNTY
Results of Sampling in Proposed PA

November, 1995

S

Alachlor Nitrate-

Atrazine  DEAI DIA! DAAL Alachlor  ESA  Nitrogen
Duerst ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Halferty ND ND ND ND ND ND 5.68 ppm
Kruel 0.309 0.352 ND ND ND 1.33 24.4 ppm
McEachron 0.186 ND ND ND 0.3248 ND 0.34 ppm
McCauley ND ND ND ND ND ND 171 ppm
Pink 0.252 0.580 ND ND ND ND 13.0 ppm
Potter ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
Raeder ND ND ND ND ND 2.20 8.70 ppm
Schwab ND ND ND ND ND ND 3.24 ppm
Shaw ND ND ND ND ND 3.20 5.67 ppm
L. Taylor 0.186 0.386 ND ND ND 2.97 C.62 ppin
R. Taylor ND ND ND ND ND 8.48 14.4 ppm
Wetter ND ND ND ND ND ND ‘10.5 ppm
W. Taylor e
July 6, 1994 2.06 1.49 ND ND 355 0.328 2.55 17.7 ppm
August 9, 1995 1.54 .34 ND ND 2.88 0.487 5.84 16.4 ppm

I DEA = deethylatrazine, DIA = Deisopropylatrazine and DAA = Diaminoatrazine. These are breakdown products of atrazine.
2 TCR is the sum of atrazine, DEA, DIA and DAA.




y Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection

Alan T. Tracy, Secretary 2811 Agriculture Drive
Madison, Wisconsin 53704-6777
PO Box 8911

November 8, 1995 Madison, Wi 53708-8911

Emil Giese EX526
Rt 1
Alma Center, WI 54611

Dear Mr. Giese,

On September 6, 1995 I collected a water sample from your well.
The sample was tested for atrazine and its breakdown products,
alachlor (Lasso) and its breakdown product ESA, metolachlor (Dual),
nitrate-nitrogen, and several other agricultural chemicals. Below
is a list of the results for your water sample.

Drinking Water

Compound Concentation Advisory Level
parts per billion parts per billion

Alachlor No Detect 2.0

Alachlor ESA No Detect 20.0

Atrazine 0:41

Deethyl atrazine ’ No Detect

Deisopropyl atrazine No Detect

Diamino atrazine No Detect

Total atrazine residues 0.41 3.0

Metolachlor No Detect 15.0

Nitrate-Ii{ 7.33 ppm 10 ppm

Your drinking water is below the drigking water advisory levels set
by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for the compounds
tested and is considered safe to drink. You may want to have your
water retested periodically to monitor for changes in the level of
nitrate-N. This test can be done at the State Laboratory of Hygiene
(608/262-1293) or a private laboratory.

e

T —



State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

101 South Webster Street
Box 7921

Madison, Wiscongin 53707
TELEPHONE 608-266-2621

~ WISCONSIN
DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCES

George E. Meyer TELEFAX 608-267-3579
Secretary ’ TDD 608-267-6897
March 19, 1993 Bureau Code: 3320
Unique Well Number: EX526
Emil Giese
Rt #1

Alma Center WI 54611

SUBJECT: Rural Well Testing Results, Western District, Jackson County,
- T22N, RO5W, NE% of the SE% of Section 12

Dear Mr. Geise:

On:February 23, 1993, I collected a water sample from your well to analyze for
the presence of atrazine and two of its by-products. The by-products, formed in
the soil, are named deethylatrazine and deisopropylatrazine. Current technology
indicates that these by-products, also called metabolites, have the same health
risks as atrazine.

The results of your test are as follows:

Drinking Water

Eéxegggg; Concentration* Advisory Level*
atrazine ' 6.4 3.0
deethylatrazine 1.4 #
deisopropylatrazine Not Detected #

Total @ 3.0

alachlor Not Detected 0.5
metolachlor Not Detected 15.0
cyanazine Not Detected 12.5

* in micro-grams per liter (parts per billion)
# Currently there is no advisory level for the
individual metabolites of atrazine.

Because you have chemical concentrations in your water supply that exceed the
drinking water health advisory levels, we advise you not to consume the water on
a long term basis. Do not use the water for drinking or as the primary
ingredient in foods (e.g. soups, beverages, gravy, baby formula). You may
continue to bathe, wash foods, dishes, and clothing or water your lawn with the
water.

Because of these test results, you may wish to make some modifications in your
drinking water supply system. All owners or operators of water systems

&9
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State of Wisconsin \ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

101 South Webatar Street

Pt o Box 7921

WISCONSIN =ox
QEPT. DF NATURAL RESUURGES %ﬂaﬁ“é:%f‘a%ﬁégf
TELEFAX 608-267-3579

George €. Mayar ,

Sacretary TDD 608-267-6897

March 19, 1993 Bureau Code: 3320

Unigue Well Number: EX534

e et S s oy

Doug Oliver
N8561 Cty F
Alma WI 54611

SUBJECT: Rural Well Tesring Results, Westernm Distriect, Jackson County,
T22N, RO4W, SEYU of the SEYU of Section 18

Dear Mr. Oliver:

On February 23, 1993, I collected a water sample from your well to aunalyze for
the presence of atrazine and two of its by-prbducts, The by-products, formed in
the soil, are named deethylatrazine and deisopropylatrazine. Current technology
indicates that these by-products, also called metabolites, have the same health

rizsks as atrazine.

The results of your test are as follows:

Drinking Water

¢

Parameter ' Congentration¥ : Advisory level¥
atrazine , ' 1.6 3.0
deethylatrazine 1.5 t.
deisopropylatrazine Not Detected i#
D
alachlor : Not Detected 0.5
metolachlor Not Detected 15.0
cyanazine Not Detected 12.5

* in micro-grams per liter (parts per billion)
# Currently there is mno advisory level for the
individual metabolites of atrazine.

Because you have chemical concentrations in your water supply that exceed the
drinking water health advisory levels, we advise you not to consume the water on
a long term basis, Do not use the water for drinking or as the primary
ingredient in foods (e.g. soups, beverages, gravy, baby formula). You may
continue to bathe, wash foods, dishes, and clothing or water your lawn with the
water.

Because of these test results, you may wish to make some modifications in your
drinking water supply system. All owners or operators of water systems

.
i
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ATCP 31.08 Prohibitions against pesticide use. (1) S1re-
SPECIFIC PROHIBITION IN RESPONSE T0O GROUNDWATER
CONTAMINATION WHICH EXCEEDS AN ENFORCEMENT STAN-
DARD. If, at a point of standards application, the concen-
tration of a pesticide substance in groundwater attains or
exceeds an enforcement standard, and if the concentration
has resulted from or may be affected by a pesticide use, the
department shall, as a site-specific response under s,
ATCP 31.07, prohibit the pesticide use on a site-specific
basis unless the department is shown, and determines to a
reasonable certainty by the greater weight of the credible
evidence, that an alternative response will achieve compli-
ance with the enforcement standard. The scope and dura-
tion of the site-specific prohibition shal] be reasonably de-
signed to achieve and maintain compliance with the en-

* forcement standard at the point of standards application,

- and at other downgradient points to which the pesticide

~ substance may migrate. A prohibition may remain in ef-
fect indefinitely unless the department is shown, and de-

-termines, that tion of the pesticide use is nof likely
M%muewaMéﬁﬁwﬁf
——ment standard, The department's responsibility to initi-
ate a site-specific prohibition under s, 160.25, Stats., and
this subsection is not affected by sub. (2), or by contempo-
raneous findings that concentrations of the same pesticide
substance at other points of standards application fall be-
low the enforcement standard.
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Chairman:
Agriculture Committee

Member:

Environment & Utilities
Government Operations
Natural Resources

Rural Affairs

Al Ott

State Representative ® 3rd Assembly District

Assembly Agriculture Committee

MEMO

To: Members of the Assembly Agriculture Committee
From: Representative Al Ott, Chair
Date: January 2nd, 1996
The following clearinghouse rule has been referred to the Assembly
Agriculture Committee:

Rule No. 95-147: relating to atrazine use restrictions.

The deadline for committee action on this rule is February 1st, 1996. If you would
like a copy of the rule, please contact Kim in my office at 266-5831.

Office: P.O. Box 8953 ¢ Madison, WI 53708 e (608) 266-5831 e Toll-Free: 1 (800) 362-9472

Home: P.O. Box 112 e Forest Junction, WI 54123-0112 e (414) 989-1240




DAVID BRANDEMUEHL

State Representative
49th Assembly District

January 10, 1996

Representative Al Ott
318 North, State Capitol
Madison, Wisconsin

Dear Representative Ott:

I respectfully request a public hearing for Clearinghouse Rule
95-147, relating to atrazine use restrictions. I believe this
issue merits closer attention and review.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

David A. Brandemuehl
State Representative
49th Assembly District

DAB:slk

Member: Committees on Education; Criminal Justice & Corrections; Highways & Transportation (Chair); Transportation Projects 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: (608) 266-7038



Wisconsin Agribusiness Council

2317 International Lane Suite 109 » Madison, WI 53704-3129 < (608) 249-2523 Fax (608) 249-2797

January 11, 1996

State Representative Alvin Ott

Chair, Assembly Committee on Agriculture
318 North, State Capitol, P.O. Box 8953
Madison, WI 53708-8953

Re:  Clearing House Rule 95-147 (ATCP 30 relating to atrazine)

Dear AL
I'm requesting that you hold a public hearing on this proposed rule change.

ATCP 30 was first promulgated in March of 1991, Amendments to this rule have been enacted each year
since then. Until now, except for 1993 when restrictions were imposed state-wide (even in areas where there
were no atrazine detections) there has been little opposition or controversy with this rule.

This year farmérs from two different areas of the state have legitimate concerns about ATCP 30. A Grant
County farmer indicated the Prohibition Area (PA) now proposed for his farm should not be imposed since
a retest of his well shows that atrazine residues are now well below the WI Enforcement Standard (ES).

A Jackson County farmer whose well tested 7.8 ppb (parts per billion) in 1993 noted his atrazine residue
level isnow just 0.41 ppb. The Wisconsin’s ES is 3 prb.

Both farmers felt the original high level readings were from point-source contamination, rather than field use.
Given the fact that no other wells in the area had high levels of detection, their points seem very logical.

The DATCP board, in forwarding the rule to the legislature for review, felt they had no iegal option except to
add the Grant County PA, and noted there is no provision in state law or their administrative rule which
aliows them to rescind an existing PA. At least 5 of the 7 board members expressed concem over the actions

they were forced to take.
A legislative public hearing would allow the DATCP board and the farmers involved to present their reasons
as to why changes are needed. You might also consider setting a joint hearing with the Senate Ag
Committee. This would be an efficient use of everyone’s time.

, TN ,
Thank you for considgzation of my request.

Smcereiyj .

RusselR.
Director, Legisiative Affairs

cc: selected committee members

A Positive Force for Agriculture
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a3 Senator ALAN J. LASEE

President Pro Tempore 1st Senate District

January 23, 1996

Mr. Alan Tracy

Secretary

Department of Agriculture, Trade
and Consumer Protection

Post Office Box 8911

Madison, Wisconsin 53708

Dear Secretary Tracy:

As Chairman of the Senate Transportation, Agriculture and
Local Affairs Committee, I am writing to inform you that I
have scheduled a public hearing on CHR 95-147, relating to
atrazine use restrictions, for Wednesday, February 14, 1996 at
1:30 P.M. in Room 1 of the Lower Level of 119 MLK Blvd.

The initial 30-day review period for CR 95-147 expires on
February 1, 1996. This letter will serve to extend the
committee’s review period by an additional 30 days to February
21, 1996.

If you have any questions, please let me know.
Siggerely,

P Reemo ety

ALAN J. LASEE
President Pro Tem
Wisconsin State Senate

cc: Members, Senate Transportation, Agriculture and Local
Affairs Committee
Chairman Alvin Ott, Assembly Agriculture Committee v’
Donna Doyle, Senate Chief Clerk’s Office

OFFICE: HOME: COMMITTEES:

6 South, State Capitol 2259 Lasee Road CHAIR, Transportation, Agriculture & Local Affairs
Madison, WI 53707-7882 De Pere, Wl 54115 State Government Operations & Corrections
608-266-3512  FAX: 608-266-7038 414-336-8830 Human Resources, Labor, Tourism,

Toll-free Hotline: 1-800-362-9472 Veterans & Military Affairs




Chairman:
Agriculture Committee

Member:

Environment & Utilities
Government Operations
Natural Resources

Rural Affairs

Al Ott

State Representative ® 3rd Assembly District
January 26, 1996

Mr. Alan Tracy, Secretary

Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
2811 Agriculture Drive

INTER-DE "ARTMENTAL MATIL

Dear etary Tracy:

As Chairman of the Assembly Agriculture Committee, I am
writing to notify you that I have scheduled a public hearing on
Clearinghouse Rule 95-147, relating to atrazine use restrictions.
CR 95-147 was submitted to the Legislature on December 26, 1995.

The hearing will be held at 9:30am in Room 417 North of the
State Capitol on Thursday, February 8th, 1996. The initial 30-day
review period for CR 95-147 is set to expire on February 1, 1996.
This letter will serve as notice that I am extending the
committee’'s review period by an additional 30 days to February
25th, 1996.

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss
this further.

Sincerely,

n

Alvin R. Ott
State Representative
3rd Assembly District

ARO:kjm

cc: Chairinn Alan Lasee, Senate Transportation, Agriculture and
Local "ffairs Committee '

Office: P.O. Box 8953 Madison, WI 53708 e (608) 266-5831 & Toll-Free: 1 (800) 362-9472
Home: P.O. Box 112 e Forest Junction, WI 54123-0112 » (414) 989-1240






