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Please refer to Document M-II Section 4.

No specific residue studies on the plant protection product are required in addition to those submitted in Annex II on
the active substance. The summary from Document M-II Section 4 is reproduced below. @o

IITA 8.1 Summary and evaluation of residue behaviour; Reasonable gr@gnds@?
support of the petition Q &)
Gy S8
IITA 8.1.1 Summary and evaluation of residue behaviour § § &
&9 o %
A
Crop residue trials have not been conducted in Europe. How@ data are ax@ﬁ’able from tvé\GL mpli@Qtrials@
conducted in California, one on outdoor grown tomatoes, the second on outdeor grown mu&ard g dditj
supporting data are presented from a study with prim@e conductedeaccording t prln@)les @ GL%ut
unaudited. Further, it is well known that the active substa) hee rapidly Vo@mse 2&1 1) an reak&wn
=3¢
in air, which makes analytical detection after spray «f’\) atlon difficalt. | @ &)
N @ ©\ N 4

R
Results of the primrose, tomato and mustard gree&tudw@emom@%ﬁ%&t mt@ﬂe apatlons of QRD 452 or the

original plant extract product resulted in no degtable due y aftewrapplication éﬁ no @ mulatién of
residues over multiple applications. %, N N % < @

& N @} @ @ V\g
As a result of this data, and the fact tha .f:? thr%%erpengs in thg acti lest areatura ccur@lg in many
plant species, it was reasonable to cddctude®that plﬁ m tg(’?ohsn@tud ﬁ bgtance was not
necessary. Data presented clearly sh@s natur%occur%nc of 2 1s@1qu1t‘§us and the plant
protection use does not appear to contributén any_ f@eani 1w 1 on, act1 Substante is not expected

to enter the plants after apphcato angi?fgmﬁca degzpe, th& re s not avallab@to betabohsed in plants
from this proposed pesticide usg,, & . S

Q
Due to the fact that all threg%rpe es in th@)RD@ act&e sub@'mce afeonat %ﬁy 0 ing, have been shown to

dissipate rapidly in the environgient byeyolatiligation % Secfibn 5uEnvironmental @gte), and that the available
studies clearly demonsée thefgis n ful re %ps slortly %@r ap}kl‘%atlon no residue definition is
proposed and QRD @sho&ld be e@pte m th

Q &
An ADI is not opr due f% thessafe pr e of Q}D 45?50 reamﬁble to conclude that the standard
consumer riskiodel § not #dcessar$y) Values ideptified t§l§{ AO assessment of the three terpene
components %f QRD @32 asFood a@gltlve%furthcsguppo at exp sur%@om the proposed plant protection use is

negligiblex "\9
S @ &

Q x
Future crops on whlch&D 482 ma&ﬁe app@ sho"u:lgi als%be exe@ted from the need for specific residue studies.

N
IIIA 8.1.2 Kbas@bl@%u in, S@ppo of t@)etltlon

O o @ @
No metabolisi®) studl@ or s\iue ies reql%ed to conclude that the consumer risk from the plant
protection 1,% of QRD 452 @glblé\@e ncefp and 1@cceptable

Exposuregc humans @n na%;al and\other séyrces 6@16 three constituent terpenes has been a reality for centuries
and ndwconcern is rai abc@& eir { t@lcn exp@re effects from known studies or anecdotal evidence.
N <

Due to the lack @f” remdues d d& ap@ation of the QRD 452 product, it is proposed that QRD 452 be
exempted fro e nee%%to s€ SRy

This is in Wlt -C“ R @ato 0nclus1ons regarding essential oils and plant extracts and consistent with other

regulaté@ dl@, %

Q& Y
Al@ 1 11 Y5t ) ¢ can 6% sup@ted without a requirement for further consideration of consumer risk.
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