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in response to the document "Guidance for the Reregistration of
pesticide Products Containing Chlorpyrifos as the Active Iingred- -
fent” (issued 9/28/84) Dow Chemical USA has submitted a package
containing metabolism and residue data as well as arguments as.
to why some of the requested studies sghould not be reguired.

Chlorpyrifos is the common name for the insecticide 0,0~-diethyl-
0-(3,5,6-ﬁridhloro~2—pyridy1)pho@phorothieate. Tolerances for
this pesticide are regulated in terms of the parent compound and
it@}m@t&bclite 3,5,6~trichloro-2-pyridinol (often referred to as
TCPJ . : : o

Those data gaps which the registrant has addressed in the current
gubmission are listed below (usually in abbreviated form; including -
the footnote numbers from the Residue Chemistry section of the
Generic Data Requirements Table) followed by Dow's response and our
conclusion. PRI

171-4 Nature of Residue {Metaboliem)

DATA GAP: ; ‘ A
Plants (Footnote 3)-Studies must be submitted concerning the meta-
boliem of ring-labeled flécj-chlorpyrifos and metabolites, especi-
ally TCP, by corn and a representative legume and root crep. :

radiosctive residuss must be characterized by a method such 28 GC;f;" °*“

or HPIL and verified by MB.




DOW'S RESPONSE We will conduct a corn and root crop metabolism
study as required. However. the request for another legume study

is not . justified since an earlier study on soybeans (PP¢§'s 9F2270

and 0P2281) adequately identified the nature of the residue. This
study identified chlorpyrifos and TCP in forage, beans, and field
trash. The remainder of the activity (40% foragei 88% bean, 40%

field trash) consisted of naturally incorporated 4c, a multiple

of minor polar products, and insoluble activity. These ill-defined
producte should not detract from the evidence that TCP ig the only
metabolite of chlorpyrlfog.

RCB'S CONCLUSION

As noted in ocur chapter for this Standard, we are concerned with
gsome of the metabolism studies vhereln identification was based
upon paper chromatography emploving one solvent system. Such

data is not sufficiently specific. Also, high levels of uniden-

tified residues were present in various plant samples. At this
time we conclude that the legume study will not be required o
provided that the corn and root crop metabolism studies identify
most of the residue using GC or HPIC in conjunction with mass
gpectral confirmation. Both grain and foliage must be analyzed
in corn. The foliage of the root crop should also be examined.
We suggest sugar beets be used due to the significant r@gldues

{8 ppm tolerance) found in the tops.

This<data gap {(plant metabolism) remains ocutstanding until adequate
corn and root crop metaboliem studies have been conducted.

DATA GAP:
Bnimels (Footnote 4)-Metabolism studies mugt be submitted for

ruminants (dermal study on cattle using dip treatment) and for
poultry (3 days of oral dosing).

DOW'S RESPONSE: We will conduct a poultry feeding study and a
ruminant dermal application study. The latter will be based on
pour-on use since we have no interest in supporting the dipping ,
vat use. We also have four reports %o be added to the chlorpyrifos
data base-two concerning the oral administration of the sodium salt
of TCP to pigs and two concerning the nature of the residue in goat

milk,

DIBCUSSION OF RBDITIONAL DATA: The swine studies are not reguired
and have limited value since they involved feeding a metabolite of
chlorpyrifos, not the active ingredient. A quick review of the
studies indicates that TCP is rapidly eliminated following with-
drawal from the diet. Residues in tissues and urine con@i@t@d

m@&tly of TCP and its glucuronide.

&lthough the registrant wos not informed of the necessity for milk
date, our chapter of the Standard states that available ruminant
gstudies 413 not identify regidues in milk. The studies in the -
current package include & continuation of earlier goat work by Dow
and dats from Egypt (Isotope & Radiation Res., 14, 63-9 [1882]).




the fourth entailed acidification followed by benzene extraction.

of extracts 1 and 3 consist.of chlorpyrifos. As expected, >90%

'clu@ionnab@ut 2/3 of the milk residue consists of the parent

-

The Dow study (R D. Glas, 1981, Report GH~C 1470) entail@& &osing
of two goats for 10 d&y@ at levels of 16 & 21 ppm based on they
feed consumption. Each goat received 32 mg chlorpyrifos per day
divided into two doses in gelatin capsules. Milk was collected
on days 3,7 & 10 for identification of residues. Pour @xtraction_f*
procedures were utilized for examination of the milk samples. The
solutions were made basic (pH>12) and extracted with benzene to =
determine non-polar residues. The second procedure involved bagic
hydrolysis followed by acidification and benzene extraction o - .
measure total residues convertible to TCP. The third method was a
neutral hexane extraction aimed at measuring chlorpyrifos, while

Radiocactivities of the various extracts were counted and analyses
performed using reverse phase HPLC. Total radioactivity in milk
ranged from 0.010 to 0.046 ppm after day 1. Percentages of total
activity removed by the four procedures were 65-72, 96-97, 55-63,
and 83-89, respectively. Sample histograms demonatrate'that;>90%

of extract 2 consisted of TCP\ The fourth extract contained about‘gff ”
85% chlorpyrifos and 15% TCP, | Combining extraction efficiencies =
“with the % composition aata, Dow claims the foll¢wingmdxstribution'_:
11-17% non-extractables (that is, not extractablé‘%y procedure 4\'
above) but hy&?mlyzable to TCP. We concur with their basic con-

campound and >90% of the total residue is hydrolyzable to TCP.

The Egypﬁian gtudy has a major difference from the Dow @tu&y in
that it utilized a M’C label in the ethyl groups of the phosphate
moiety. Therefore, this experiment would not detect TCP. The ‘
goats received 5 consecutive dally doses of either 20 or 40 mg :
chiorpyrifos (versus 32 mg in the Dow study). Milk was collected
twice daily and found to contain 0.12~0.52 and 0.3-0.65 ppm total
activity from the low and high doses, respectively. .Thin layer
chromatographic analyeis revealed the following distribution of
the residue: 28% monoethyl phosphate, 17% diethyl phosphate, 36%
diethyl thiophosphate, and 18% chlorpyrifos. The first three
components were not found in the Dow study since the phenyl label
would prohibit their detection. The 18% chleorpyrifos translates
to about 0.1 ppm maximum in the milk versus about 0.03 ppm in the
Dow study. We do not consider this difference serious @nomgh to
guestion the results of the two studies. : ‘

RCB'8 CONCLUSION

The submitted data sre adequate to determine the nature of thek
residue in milk. Chlorpyrifos and its metabolite 3,5, Gntrichloro-
2-pyridinol (PCP) are the components of concern.

This date gap %amimal metabelism) remaine outstanding until
adeguate dermal  pour-on) cattle and pouiﬁry (3 oral doses)
m@&@%@li@m stud¢ s have been conducted.




171~-4 Magnitude of the Residue (Residue Studies)

DATA GAP . '
Sweet potatoes (Footnote 7)-Additional data are required with &
90 day PHI or the registrant should revige the labels to include

a 125 day PHI. _ :

DOW'S RESPONSE: Product labels will be.amended toVshow 125“day";
PHI's for sweet potatoes. , : '

RCB'S CONCLUSION .

The practicality of such a PHI for sweet potatoes is questiOﬁabie“
gince the grower will harvest the potatoes vwhen they have reached

a marketable stage, which cculd be less than 125 days. However,
the presence of only trace residues {up to 0.08 ppm) in potatoes

following exaggerated rates (PHI's of 136-~182 days) alleviates our‘A'

concern over the possibility of earlier potatoes containing chlor-
pyrifos residues above the 0.1 ppm tolerance. Therefore, when
revised labels have been submitted, we will consider this data

gap to be filled.

This data gép for sweet potatoes remains cutstanding until revised
labels having the 1235 day PHI have been submitted for the 135G and

48 formulations. ,

DATA GAP: o
murnips ( roots) (Footnote 8)-Additional residue data are required

from TX and GA for at-plant and transplanting applications.

DOW'S RESPONSE: These data should not be reguired since they were
deemed sdequate at the time the tolerances were established thru
the IR~4 petition. Reguesting more data than are absolutely
necessary is contrary to EPA's minor use policy. Alternatively,
& label restriction against use in southern states would be
acceptable since the pest does not occur there. »

RCB'S CONCLUSION

Reexzamining the data for turnip roots from MI, NH, NY & WA vwherein
the maximum combined residues of chlorpyrifos and TCP were about
-2 ppm, we conclude that these data provide adequate geographic
representation for this minor use tolerance (3 ppm).

This data gap for turnip roots has been filled.

DATR GAP: _ v
Turnip greens (Footnote 9)-As with turnip roots, additional data

are needed from TX and GA for the planting and transplanting
{directed spray ¢o plant bases) uses of chlorpyrifos.

'S RESPONSE: Same as above for turnip roots.




"RCB'S CONCLUSION

pata submitted for cole crops in PP$7E2010 represented the states

RCB'S CONCLUSION

As with turnip roots. we consider the data from MI, NH, WA & NY
adequate for the minor use tolerance on turnip greens. :

This data gap forAturhip gre@na'has been filled.

DATA GAP: ’ ' ' ‘ ‘
Broccoli and Brussels sprouts (Footnote 12)-hdditional residue
data are required from California for soil applications at plan-
ting and at transplanting. : , SRS DN, '

DOW'S RESPONSE- As with turnips, requiring adéitional data is
contrary to EPA's Minor Use Policy. : '

Since California produces over 90% of the Brussels sprouts and
broccoli in the U.S., we do not concur with the registrant that
additional data from that state are not necessary. The data in
the petitions represented MI, NY, WA and WI. ' -

This data gap has not been filled. Residue trials from CA are.
required for both broceoli and Brussels gproutg as described in
the Chlorpyrifos Guidance Document. , : ‘

DATA GAP: : o
Cabbage (Footnote 13)-Additional data are required for planting
and transplanting uses of chlorpyrifos in NY, FL, TX, CA & WI. =

DOW'S RESPONSE: Same minor use argument as presented for turnips-
additional data would be against EPA policy. ‘

RCB’'S CONCLUSION

of NY, MI, WA & WI. As noted in our chapter of the Standard, the

acreage for cabbage in 1978 was distributed as follows: NY-15%, ‘
FL-178%, T¥~18%, CA-9%, WI-7%. Therefore, we feel that data are
gtill needed for FL and TX. _— B

The data gap f@r'@abb&g@ has not been filled. Ré@i&u@_tfi&l@
emploving the planting and transplanting treatments are reqguired
grom the states of Flori&a’an& Texas. :

DATA GAP: | :
Chinese c&h@&%g {Pootnote 14)-Additional residue data are reguired .
For the pienting and transplanting applications in CA, FL, HI & NJ.

poK'S RESPONSE: Again, reguiring such data is contrary to ths‘mino? «
Use Poliecy. @ o AR B




RCB'S CONCLUSION

In PP#0E2412 data were provided for Chinese cabbage in WA and NH.
We concluded this number of studies was inadequate, but approved = .
the 2 ppm tolerance by translating data from the other cole crops.
Since Chinese cabbage does belong to the Brassica leafy vegetable
group, we will not reguire additional data for this minor crop

provided the studies requested for the other cole cropsgare;carriedﬁ

' 7he data gap for Chinese cabbage remains outstanding. However,
additional data for this crop are not necessary if the studies
requested for broccoli, Brussels sprouts, cabbage and cauliflower
are conducted. ' : e o

DATA GAP: : Dl
Cauliflower (Footnote 15)-Additional residue data reflecting the

at-planting soil treatment (15% G formulation) are required in CA
and MI or NY and OR. Also tests must be conducted in the same
gites for the transplanting use of the 4 EC formulation. el

DOW'S RESPONSE: As with the other cole Crops, requiriﬁg a&ditional{\“
data is contrary to EPA's minor use policy. ‘ mn L

RCB'S CONCLUSION

The data in PP#7E2010 represent analyses of treated cauliflower
from the states of MI, NY, WA, and WI. Therefore, since CA pro-
. -duces over 70% of the cauliflower in the U.S., we require studies
> in that state reflecting the planting and transplanting uses of
chlorpyrifos. : R ‘

The data gap for cauliflower has not been filled. Studies are
needed from California for the planting and transplanting uses
of chlorpyrifos. We will not require the additional trials
reguested in MI, NY and OR. o

vDAT& GAP: ; ;
Cowpeas/lentils (Footnote 17)-Separate tolerances of 0.1 ppm ghould
 be establiehed on these commodities since the seed and pod vegetable

group is now obsolete. ‘ .

DOW'S RESPONSE: We do not intend to support seed treatment uses on
these minor crops. These uses will be deleted from the labels.

RCB'S CONCLUSION

This dats gap remains outstanding until the revised labels which
do not have uses on cowpeas and lentils are gsubmitted or until
tolerences for these commodities are established ( see Note to the
p.M. on page 15 concerning administrative establishment of these

tolerances).




DATA GAP: : ‘ ' .
Dry beans/peas (Footnote 17)-Separate tolerances of 0.1 ppm @hould
be establighed on these commodities since the @ee& and pod vegetaole~
group is now obsolete. : : ;

DOW'S RESPONSE Petitions will be submitted fcr 0.1 ppm tolerancea
for peas and beans {dry and succulent). Soybeans will be @xclu&ed‘
frcm the latter tolerance expression due to diff@rent u@e pattern@.

RCB'S CONCLUSION

Thig data gap remaing outstanding until the tolerances”for:g@&s and
beans are established. The registrant is urged to submit th@&e
tolerance petitions as soon as possible.

DATA GAP: : .
Lima beans (Footnote 18)~The tolerance is not supported due tc the o
absence of data for lima bean cannery waste. However, similar data
reguested for snap beans can be used to satisfy thig'requir@ment;,«T}

DOW'S RESPCONSE: Our comments regarding this subject are pregented
in the section for snap beans.

RCB'S CONCLUSION

This data gap for lima beans has been filled. See our conclu@ioan‘”
below under snap beans for discussion of this toplc. *

DATA GAP:

Snap beans (Footnote 19)-The following data are r@quiredz

(%) Residue data from snap beans taken at maturity from plants
raised from treated seeds in Oregon.

(B) Residue data for cannery waste from processing of snap be&nsﬁ
having detectable weathered residues as a result of being grown
from treated seed.

%

DOW'S RESPONSE: (A) A rezidue study will be con@ucted in & West
Coast @ﬁ&t@ using seed treated at 1 oz ai/l100 1b seed. We prefer.
doing the study in Calif. instead of Oregon. Ip this acceptable?
93 mat@ in PP24F1445 show no detectable residuss in beans grown
from seeds treated at three times the label rate.  Therefore, we
believe there will be no concentration of residues in the cannery
process fraction beyond that of the ewisting tolerance. This data
should translate to lims beans and satisfy the data r@quir@m@ﬂt
for both snap and lims beans.

RCB'8 CONCLUSTIONE
{A) Considering that seven studies have been con&uet@d in 5 @t&ﬁ@@
{W1,¥Y,.H8,PL,I%) and all these experiments showed no residues in
boans rolsed from treated seeds, we do not see the need fer any
more trials. The geographic representation is a&@qu&t@ for seed
¢roatments with a pesticide that is only slightly systemic.




(B) We concur with the registrant that cannery waste data should
not be required. 1In addition to the absence of residues in beans,
only traces (<0.1 ppm) were found in bean plants at the time of S
normal harvest (Section D.1.0.0 of PP$#4F1445) following seed treat-
ment at the registered rate. Therefore, residues in cannery waste

will be well below the 1 ppm tolerance for bean forage.

This data gap ( snap beans) has beén fiiléd.“ Thefrég£§££éh£%§$6uiaw
be informed that the seed treatment study on the West coast will
not be needed. o , o . .

- DATA GAP: : i e
Soybeans (Footnote 20)-Data are regquired for beans which have been
harvested 28 and 40 days after the last of six foliar applications
{aerial and ground) which were preceded by at-planting or early
postemergence treatment with the 15G formulation at 1.3 1b ai/A.

DOW'S RESPONSE: Data on other crope (alfalfa, cotton, sorghum,
sugarbeets, sunflowers, wheat) show residues from aerial appli-
cations are no greater than those from ground treatments (see the
' attached summary table). These results should be translated to
soybeans so that data from aerial applications are not necessary.
Regarding the absence of data for the combination of soil and fol-
iar treatments, we refer to data in PP#9¥2270. In these studies
the £first treatment was a soil broadcast application of the 48 =
formulation (2-4 1b ai/A) 0-11 days following emergence. Although
this does not represent the early season uses of the 156G product, .
the rate used is well above that of 156 (1.3 1b ai/A) and shouid
satisfy the concern over use of this formulation. . -

RCB’'S CONCLUSION

An examination of the summary tables reveals that aerial residues = =
for sorghum ( forage/fodder/grain), sugar beet tops, sunflower seeds,
wheat (grain/straw), alfalfa forage and cottonseed are in most cases
cages either comparable or less than those from ground applications.
We concur that additional aerial data for soybeans are unnecessary.
In addition, our 12/23/80 review (E. Leovey) of PP#9F2270 stated
¢that aeriasl data for soybeans would not be needed if foraging were
regtricted. As noted under the data gap for soybean forage and
strew below, Dow intends to place such & restriction on the labels.
This reinforces the argument against the requirement of soybean
aserial data as the beans are shielded from the pesticidal spray

by the pods. ; ~

Concerning the need for data reflecting the granular soll use plus
foliar applications, we also concur with the registrant that such -
studies are not necessary. With an early season application we
often translate data from one formulation to another. in addition, -
in this case the data in PP#OF2270 for the 4E formulatiom included
goil applications at rates of 2-4 1b ai/R, well above the granular

. rate, and therefore would certainly cover a worst case situstion '
for use of the 15G. - Sl

The data gap for sovbeans has beer filled.




DATA GAP- : . -
'@a@p_gn@_g@a_fqgggg_@n@whgy { Footnotes 22 & 25)~Residue data are. .

required from Gried hay, harvested at its normal time of maturity,
from plants grown from treated seed in NY,OR,CA.WI,MI, and ND. e

DOW'S RESPONSE: A feeding restriction for bean and pea hay W111 fi‘
be added to the seed treatment labels. Thus, residue studies. -
will not be conducted for dried hay. A

RCB'S CONCLUSION

This data gap remains outetanding until revised labels écntainihg
the bean and pea hay feeding restrictions have been provided.

DATA GAP: DR ~
Cowpea and lentils forage and hay (Footnote 23)-Tolerances must

be proposed for these commodities or a crop group tolerance
established for the Foliage of Legume Vegetables Group. '

DOW'S RESPONSE: Since we are not supporting the seed treatment
uge on these minor crops, a tolerance petition will not be sub-

mitted for these commodities. :

RCB'S CONCLUSION

This data gap remains outstanding until labels deleting use on
lentils and cowpeas have been submitted. If tolerances were to

Te established for lentils/cowpeas and their forages (cowpea forage
already covered by bean forage rolerance) and the hays restricted,
we would have no objection to retaining these uses { see page 15).

DATA GAP:
Soybean forage, hay, and straw ( Footnote 26)~Regidue data must be

obtained for these commodities following foliar applications with
the 4EC formulation and st-planting use of the 15G product. -

DoW'S RESPONSE: Instead of conducting such studies with'@oyb@an@,. :
we will add feeding and grazing restrictions to the LORSBAN labels.

RCB'S CONCLUSION

The data g&p for soybean forage, hay and gtraw remaing out@ténﬁingk
until labels restricting the feeding/grazing of these plant parts

have been provided.

DRTA GAP: R , | R
Peppersg {Footnote 27})~-Residue dsta are reguired involving use of

The 4 1b/gal EC formulation on peppers at 0.85 1lb ai/A from field
rests conducted in Israel using a PHI of 5 days and as normelly
grown for export to the U.8, V - ‘

DOW'S RESCONSE: Becausge the tolerance On peppers wag established .
at the reguest of an Israeli based pesticide formulator not affil-
iated with The Dow Chemical Company, We are unable to orovide the
additional data. S R T




RCB'S CONCLUSION

The data provided for peppers in PP#1E2523 represented market- -
bagket surveys and not controlled field studies. The tolerance
was established by translating data from tomatoes. Therefore,
we still need data from Israel reflecting the registered use.

This data gap remains outstanding until the requested data for
peppers grown in Israel has been provided. DA s

DATA GAP: : SRR TR S (10 i e a
Cranberries (Footnote 32)~Studies must be conducted in OR and WA ‘ s
reflecting two aerial applications of the 4EC product (l,% ib ai/a).

DOW'S RESPONSE: Additional data should not be required for this

minor use tolerance requested by the IR-4 project. In addition,
data on other crops comparing aerial and ground applications ‘

show that the former do not result in higher residues. These

results should be translated to cranberries. ‘ : g

RCB'S CONCLUSICN

We concur with the registrant that the comparative studies ahéw
aerial applicatione do not result in higher residues. Therefore,
we will not reguire additional data on cranberries. ‘ ;

Thie data gap (cranberries) has been filled.

DATA GAP: , -
Strawberries (Footnote 33)~Residue data are regquired from CA (73%
of U.8. production) for strawberriesz which have been treated foli-
arly vwhen buds first appear and again 10-14 days later. Data are
alsec necded from OR or WA and ID for strawberries from plants

which received preplant soil treatment the previocus yvear. In the
same studies some plants should receive foliar treatments to show
the effect of combination of uses on first vear fruit production.

DOW'S RESPONSE: A study conducted by the IR-4 project in CA is
attached for Agency review (discussed below under RCB'S CONCLUSIONW).
Thie should satisfy the concern for data from that state. The
reguested studies in the MY will be conducted in the summers of
1985 and 1986, We will reguire an extension of the requested data
submission date of March 1986 to December 1966. :

RCB’'S CONCLUSION

The additional study in this submiesion was conducted in Santa Ana,
ch {1981). One application of 1 1lb and 2 1b ai/A took place on 6/5
with berries harvested on 6/18, 6/25, and 7/2. Therefore, prehar-
vepst intervals were 13, 20 and 27 days (tables list 14, 21 and 28
days?). Total residues were determined as TCP following basic
hydrolysis (i.e., chlorpyrifos not measured separately). Control
semples contained less than 0.05 ppm TCP and recoveries were
81-100% for three spiked samples {0.4 ppm of apparently TCP).

[



A total of 24 treated berries were analyvzed {4 per PHI per raﬁ@)
Following the registered 1 1b rate residues of TCP were 0.11-0. 13,
0.06-0.24, and 0.07-0.08 ppm for the 13, 20 and 27 day PHiI's, = -
respectively. For the 2 lb rate TCP values were 0.05-0. 06, O. 05~
-0.10, and 0.06-0.08 ppm for.the same three intervals. Unfortu-

nately, the plots didn’'t receive the two applications allowed on
registered labels. However, we can combine residues from the 20
and 27 day sampleg ¢o approzimate the effects of the two tr@&tm@ntg.
In that case a maximum of 0.24 + 0.08=0.32 ppm TCP would be found.

Converting to terms of chlorpyrifos, which weighs 1.77 times TCP,
the total residue would be 0.57 ppm chlorpyrifos. This is slightly
over the tolerance of 0.5 ppm. Although the actual level of chioz=37
pyrifos + TCP is lese than this caleulation (since the latter ;~T[
sgsumes all the residue is parent and none is the’ m@t&b@llt@}, the

results of this study indicate the 0.5 ppm tolerance may be @xcee&-w
ed in CA. We believe that a controlled study is still needed in
that state reflecting the use of two applications. Preferably, b
residues of chlorpyrifos and TCP sghould be m@asur@d @@p&raﬁ@ly.‘f."“‘

The data gap for strawberriesz remains outstand;ng. Th@ r@que@t@d
studies from OR/WA, ID and CA are still necessary. The studies
must reflect the registered use: two foliar sprays of 1 1lb ai/A,if
21 day PHI, no applications after " berries start to form. RCB:
concurs with the registrant that an extension beyond Mardh 1986
will be needed to conduct the studies in the NW.

DATA GAP:

Sorghum grain (Footnote 36)-The following data are r@quireav
{AJ] Data in K8 reflecting three foliar treatments at three day
intervals, starting at 50% bloom: both aerial and ground data.
(B) Plorida data for at-planting granular use followed by the
three foliar uses noted in (A).

{C) Data from TX for successive treatments (i) seed use, (ix)
at-planting granular and {(iii) foliar as in (A). ;

DOW'S RESPONSE: Regarding the additional data for grain in Ks,
we gsubmit data from a milling etudy. Sorchum in KS & MS was
sprayed three times starting at 30% bloom with 0.25 1b ai/A.
At harvest the grain from M8 (49 days) contained 0.05 ppm
chlorpyrifos and 0.22 ppm TCP. 8ix samples of Kansas grain
{62 days) had <0.01 and <0.05 ppm of those two c@mp@n@nt@,

Concerning the need for aerisl and ground data we again refer
£o the summary of dats for variocus crops including @@rghum.
addition aerial data should not be necessary. ;

Regerding the data regusst for multiple treatments (seed, atm
pilant, foliar) we refer to residue studies conducted in the
elosely related Grop corm. No detectable residues were found
in grain, forage end fodder of field corn following at-plant
epplications of 1-3 1b al/s (PPE3P1306). For sweet corn, %@@&,
troatment use was found ¢o produce no resilduss in the whole
green plent, kernels, end kernels + cobs. These data ghould
¢ranslate to sorghum negating the need for grain dats for the o
pood &m& at-plant uses &8 only negligible residuss are @xp@@t@&.

@ %M
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RCB'S CONCLUSION

We concur that additional grain data from KS are unn@c@@@ary.;~> g RTEE
The milling study was reviewed in the preparation of the Standard =
but was apparently overlocked as a source of residue data for the;_
r.a.c. grain. Concerning aerial data we algo agree that more =
data are not required since the available sorghum studies in MS o
& TX show aerial residues of chlorpyrifos + TCP to be eiﬁh@r iesa
than or comparable to those from ground uses in most cases. o
Pinally, in connection with the data regquest for multiple uses
we do not see the need for such information on sorghum grain.
The registrant has submitted a reasonable argument: studies on
the closely related crop corn indeed showed no residues in the
grain portions of field and sweet corn. Seed treatment studies

- with beans also revealed no detectable r@gidu@& in snap anﬁ lima

beans at harvest.

The data gap for gorghum grain has been filled.

DATA GAP: :
Sorchum forage and fodder (Footnote 38)-The same three @ets of d&t&

requested for sorghum grain in KS, PL and T are reguired for ﬁh@ge
crop parts. Forage should be cut and snalyzed 14 days after the
£inal foliar treatment. Some forage should be ari@& ﬁo f@&d@r an&
some engiled prior to analysis. . .

DCW'S RESPONSE: We will conduct a study in K@n@as r@fl@ctxng thr@e
foliar ground spplications at three day intervals. Using the same
arguments pregented under grain sorghum we feel that additienal

data for aerial zpplications and multiple treatments (@@@d/at»plant/
foliar) are not necessary., ,

RCB'S CONCLUSION

We again concur that aerial data are not needed. For multiple

uses we note that although corn studies showed no residues from
at-plant and gseed treatments, bean forage contained measurable
residueg at various times up through normal harvest time for the
beans. Therefore, we would like to see at least one trial reflec~
ting at~planting plus foliar uses on sorghum. We suggest that
the KE study planned for forage and fodder analysiz be modified

to include an at-planting spplication. If the Kansas study is so
conducted, additional data from Florida and Texas will not be
reguired providing the existing tolerances are shown to be @ﬁ@@u@te.

The data gap for gorghum forage and fodder has not been filled.
At a minimum, the registrant needs to conduct one trial u@ing
both at-planting and foliar applications of chlorpyrif@& as
noted in the previous paragraph.

N ez
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DATA GAP- ' e P
Alfalfa forage and hay (Footnote 40)-Additional data are required

as follows: (A) Combined residues of chlorpyrifos and TCP 14 days

after the fourth aerial application of 0.5.1b ai/A and 21 days
after the fourth aerial application of 1.0 1b ai/A. ' Data should
algso include the residues from maximum use within the individual
cuttings. (B) A processing study toudetermine;re@iduegﬁin;m@al
processed from hay containing detecta le weathered residues. -

DOW'S RESPOMNSE: Regarding the need for aerial data, w refer to
PP{OF2281 with aerial data from K8 and CA reflecting three 1 1b ;
ai/A applications. Although the 0.5 1b rate and a fourth treat-
ment were not examined, the data should be sufficient to conclude

that aerial applications will not result in residues exceeding.
the established tolerances. We will provide the necessary data

for alfalfa meal. T : : : R e

RCB'S CONCLUSION

As with othér crops discussed above, we agree there is no need i
for additional aerial data. Also, the available data for three g
applications (and three cuttings) indicate there is no increase
in residues as the number of sprays increases. In most cases .
residues after the third cutting were the same or less than those
after the first cutting. Therefore, we will not require data
for four consecutive cuttings. However, in reexaminingfﬁhef&ata,
in PP#0F2281 we have concluded that more data are needed reflecting
the 14 day PHI/0.5 1b use (residues were as high as 4 ppm, the Sl
exigitng tolerance) and from the 21 day/1.0 1b use {no data .
available for this use pattern). Furthermor@,'th@r@‘i@snefinfor«gp;;
mation for residues in alfalfa seed, a source of the human food
item alfalfa gprouts. e

‘The data gap for alfalfa is still outetanding. Studies are =
required from at least two states reflecting three applications
(ground or serial as convenient) over three congecutive cuttings.
Both the 0.5 1b/14 day PHI and 130 ib/21 day PHI use patterns 5
must be examined for both forage and hay. We are also concerned
‘with use of chlorpyrifos on alfalfa grown for seed. Therefore, ‘ :
data ghould be supplied for seeds harvested 14 ang 21 days after ey
treatment with 0.5 and 1.0 1b ai/a, respectively. The seed data =
may be from one application to ene cutting (i.e., the registrant.
does not have to spray two or three cuttings before sllowing the
- alfalfa to go to sced). g PETRT I

DATA GAP: : , b e e
Bananas (Footnote 43)-Information for regulatory purposes (rep.,
abels, English translations, ete.) must be collected and sube-
mitted on chlorpyrifos usage on bananas in countries. which :

- export bananss to the U.:o, . ; ' e

POW'S RESPOMSE: Coples of product labels are attached for EPA's
consideration. : . HEEER e e




RCB'S CONCLUSION

Copies of labels for Lorsban 1-PE andiE@Lf@t%;l@%m Q af@ provided.
These ars pmly@ﬁhfgep@‘ﬁr@ducta containing chiorpyrifos for ~
many facture of banzna fruit bags. Instructions are present in
both English and Spanish. However, labels were not provided for
the 5% G formulation which is registered for b@n&e& @oil appli~ ‘
cations. - These labels are still requir@&. S , -

The data gap for bananas remains out@tanding until foreign I&bels
are submitted which describe use of the 5% G product for banded
goil applications. S o ‘ ;

DATA GAP° o
Cottonseed (Footnote 44)-Data must be supplled r@flectinq five

appiications (both aerial and ground) in CA.

DOW'S RESPONSE: We will conduct a study in CA emploYing fivei.
ground applicationse. Aerial data should not be required based
on similar residues in ground and aerially treated cottongeed

in PP#6F1673.
RCB'S CONCLUSION

We concur that aerial studies on cottonseed gave similar results
to those employing ground applicationg. Only the latter need to
be tested in CA. ~ : e ,

Th@ cottongeed data gap remains outstanding until data have b@@n
obtained in California. We emphasize that thiﬁ trial should b@
conducted on 1rrigated cotton.

DATA GAP:

Pigs (Footnote 45)~Data must be submitted for fresh fige 7 m@nth@~
foliowing soil application of 2 1lb a2i/A. Data must algo be PEO-
vided for dried figs prepared from fresh figs treated at that rate.

DOW'S RESPONSE: The use on figs involves treatment when fruit are
not present. The available data show no detectable residues in
dried fige, a worst case situstion as far as residue concentration
is concerned. Therefore, a tolerance based on &uch data should

cover both fresh and dried figs.

RCBR'S CONCLUSION

We concur with the registrant that additional data are not needed.
Taking into account zhe results for field corn eoil treatments |
with chlorpyrifos, the use on figs before fruit are present {ca
7 months before harvest) is not @xp@cted to result in detectable

residues.

The data gap for f£igs has been filled.




Noteg to the Product Manager The registrant should be informed
of all our conclusions, especially since some result in a change .
(in most cases a reduction) in the data requirements.  We particu-
larly wigh to emphasize that the following data gaps have been =
£illed due to ocur acceptance of Dow's arguments that existing
data are adequate (Footnote # in Generic Data R@quiz@M@nﬁ@;T&ble)z
turnip roots (#8), turnip greens (%9}, lima beans-cannery waste
(4#18), snap beans~-cannery waste (#19), soybeans ($20), cranb@rrieg‘
(#32), sorghum grain (#36), and figs ($4%).

It should be noted that Dow intends to remove use on l@ntil@ and
cowpeas from their seed treatment labels. Tolerances of 0.1 ppm’

are needed for these minor crops in connection with label restricﬁ— .,
ions against feeding lentil forage and cowpea/lentil h&y@\(cowp@a‘ ‘
forage ig covered by exisgting bean forage tolerance). Instead of
imposing a lentil forage restriction, a 1 ppm tolerance could be =
establighed for that commodity based on existing data for bean and .
pea forages. We suggest the Minor Use Officer of EPA be contactede
to see if these tolerances could be established administratively
to retain use on these crops. (Another alternative to the 0.1 p@m,
tolerances for cowpeas and lentils is a crop group tolerance of

0.1 ppm for the Legume Vegetables excluding 30ybeans )

This submission does not addregs Product Chemigtry data gaps for
chlorpyrifos. These all remain outstanding at this time.

gee: Circu, RF, Chlorpyrifos SF, W. Boodee, Loranger
RDI:Section Head:ARRathman:3/20/85:RDSchmitt:3/20/85
T8-769:RCB R.Loranger:557-7324:RAL:CM#2:RM.810:Date:3/20/85
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