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First correction The authors regret the following text for the supplementary infor-
The quality of the figures in the final manuscript was reduced in a mation was previously published in a wrong format.
way that reduced the quality and readability of the manuscript. We The authors would like to apologise for any inconvenience caused.
provide higher quality figures in this document. We apologize for the
inconvenience, but the journal does not allow a correction directly in the Appendix A. Supporting information
published paper.
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Fig. 1. Absorption (a-d) and translocation (e—f) of *C-mesotrione in E. heterophylla plants. In a, b, and c the line represents the absorption rate as a function of time,
adjusted to the Michaelis-Menten model (p < 0.05), and the shaded band around the line represents the 95 % prediction band. In e, the lines represent a linear
regression. In d and f, the box represents the mean + SE and the bars represent 95 % of the confidence interval. Symbols represent the data and may cover the bars.
Outliers are represented by gray symbols. Treatments followed by the same lowercase letter are not significantly different according to Tukey’s test (p < 0.05).
*Significant (p < 0.05).



G.V. Munhoz-Garcia et al. Ecotoxicology and Environmental Safety 286 (2024) 117172

Mesotrione Mesotrione + Oil Mesotrione + Adjuvant

Radioactivity intensity scale |

N . Indicates the leaf treated with “C-Mesotrione
Low High

Fig. 2. Images (left) and autoradiography (right) of E. heterophylla plants submitted to '“C-mesotrione application, alone or in combination with oil and adjuvant, as
a function of time. The blue arrows indicate leaves treated with *C-mesotrione, the red color indicates a higher intensity of radioactivity, and the blue color indicates
a lower intensity. HAA - hours after application.
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Fig. 3. Uptake of 14C-indaziflam (a) and 14C-quinclorac (b) from soil; herbicide remaining in the soil after cover crop growing (c); 14C-herbicide translocation by
cover crops (d); herbicide effect on plant height compared to the control (e) and cover crop images (f). The symbols represent the data, and the bars represent 95 % of
the confidence interval. Symbols can cover the bars. In a, b, and e the box represents the mean + SE. Boxes or bars followed by the same lowercase letter are not
significantly different according to Tukey’s test (p < 0.05). Asterisks indicate a significant difference according to Dunn’s test (p < 0.05). SH - sunn hemp, CV -
common vetch, WL - white lupin, BO - black oat, and FT - forage turnip.
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Fig. 4. Absorption of *C-atrazine from water under different concentrations (a) and water pH (b), concerning the total initially applied. The absorption data were
normalized to plant dry weight (c and d). Images (left) and autoradiography (right) of Salvinia spp. plants 21 days after contact with 1*C-atrazine in water (e); the
higher intensity of radioactivity is represented by the black color in autoradiography images. The symbols represent the data, and the bars represent 95 % of the
confidence interval. Symbols can cover the bars. Outliers are represented by gray symbols. Boxes followed by the same lowercase letter are not significantly different
according to Tukey’s test (p < 0.05). Ns - non-significant (p > 0.05). C15 - 15 ug L%, G135 - 135 ug L.



Ecotoxicology and Environmental Safety 286 (2024) 117172

G.V. Munhoz-Garcia et al.

DA ®
O
S|z
= 0
T@ &)
mww#om‘_muxm _mmﬂog »_o.nh\& (Pe1oBIX® [E10] J0 QM.W
uoljezijogeo\ Il 8jjogels|N
& “
NN 1)
g 0
TP g § @ ©
onemesou oo, (POPEXe L )
o o ’ ’ vt - | SNjogesN
J A LM
S b |
(poridde feto1 Jo %) (porseine €101 10 %)
J8Jem Ul BUIZBIY-D,, suiZeny-0,,
© o

@
c
s S
[ Q
© -
a 3
£ £
£ £
g 8
2 2
s g8
[0} [}
= =
5 B y
2 2
g E s
== /vA =
g 3 f m
E E =
& & o
g e
3 D D 3
1 a
Qo _~ ©
8 5}
8 == £
B - i
S P
2 e g 8
o =] o o
Aysus( psjewnsy
<
R £
(@]

(o))

© © < « o
(pejoeIX [E10} JO %)
1l 4jogelsy

. 135pugL”

75 [ |15ugL"

Fig. 5. Mineralization and degradation study of 14C.atrazine in water. '“C-atrazine quantified in water (a), total mineralized to 14C02 (b), and metabolized in
biometric flasks (c), without the plants. Total atrazine remaining in water (d) and the amount of each metabolite formed in water in the presence of the Salvinia spp.
plants (e-g). Similarity between the atrazine degradation in the presence and absence of plants (h) according to Kernel’s density estimation. The symbols represent

the data and the bars represent 95 % of the confidence interval. Symbols can cover the bars. Outliers are represented by gray symbols.
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Fig. 6. General overview of absorption and translocation studies using radiometric techniques.
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