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FAP #6H1946. Synergized pyrethrins in food-storage and food=-proceesing
The vse of synergized pyrethrins in food-storage and food-processing
areas has been permitted in the past under an extension of the Statute
(Section 121.91) with tolersnces of 3 ppm for pyrethrins sud 20 ppm
each for piperonyl butoxide end MGE 264 (N-Octylbicycloheptene '
dicarboximide). ' The last extension te 12/31/65 was granted under ¥AY #15. .

The McLaughlin-Gormley-King Company originally requested s permanent
regulation in FAP #404; but none was issued because of deficfencies in
the pharmacological support and descriptions of the analytical methods
(see our memo of 7/9/65 in FAP $404).

In this resubmission the petitioner prsposes a regulation to permit the
use of synergized pyrethring in food-storage and food-precessing areas,
with limits of: o :

1 ppm pyrethrins A
10 ppm piperenyl butoxide
10 ppm MEK 264

for residues in milling fractions derived from cereal grains, and of:

3 ppa pyrethrins
10 ppm piperenyl butoxide
10 ppm MCK 264 _

for residues in other foods (except meats, dairy products, and ether
fatty foods). (We umderstand that studfes are underway to support the
inclusion ef fatty foods.) 7 -

Use

This resubmission proposes the use of various spray and aerecsol formula-
tions, the maximum concentratioms being 0.5% for pyrethrims, 1.0% for
piperonyl butoxide and 1.67% for MGK 264. Space spray formulations are

to be used at rates up to 2.6 02s/1000 cu.ft. Surface applications are

to be limited to the following amounts per square foot: pyrethring - 3 mg;
piperonyl butoxide -~ 10 mg and MGX 264 - 10 ng.. . '

The new Section F contains various use restrictions, at least some of
vwhich might be covered by a statement in the regulation to the effect
that the labeling shall conform to that registered by the USPA; but this
can be decided at the time of our final review. \
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The lgbels in Section B should all conform to the requirements of
Section ¥. This {s not always the case. We presume that the petitiomer
has expressed his intended use in Section ¥. On that basis, the proposed
labels have the following deficiencies: : :

1. All but label #7 fail to state that the pesticide is not
to be used in plants processing fatty foods. .

2. Labels #2 and #6 merely state "do mot spply directly to
food.” It would be more proper to suggest the removal or
covering of food and food processing equipment.

3. All but label #7 fail to include the proposed &8~hour -delay
vhere washing of food processing surfaces is not feasible.

4. Labels #2 end #6 recommend surface applicstions at rates
higher than the maxima in Section ¥ for food processing or
storage equipment. The labels ghould make it clear that
these rates are not to be used on surfaces that would come
in contact with feod. :

In addition, cosments in the petitioner’s letter of 12/30/65 appear to be
inconsistent with Section F. The letter states that despite the exception
of fatty foods in the proposed tolerances, he sees no reason vhy the
sprays could not be used in warchouses and meat processing plants,
provided food is removed ox covered during applicatiom. The letter
further points out that the Meat Inspectieon Rivision of USDA permits

the use of these sprays in meat processing plants, provided processing
surfaces are washed after spraying. ,
However, the use pracautions indicated above are identical to those for
foods where tolerances are proposed. In addition the uas approved by
the Maat Inspection Division of USDA vas at a time before the tolerances
under the extension of the Statute had expired. Thus the uses of the
precesding paragraph might now result ia iilegal residues.

gidue e Dat.

The descriptions of the anﬂ.ytical methods have been reorganized and .
clarified. We now consider them adequate for final review. The residue
dsts also are adequate for final review. -

Recommendptions

1. The petitiemer should be advised that the 1sbels in Section B are
sot in conformity with the restrictions of Bection F. If the
 deficieneies enumerated above were correctsd, we would be able

to recommsend in favor of filing. '
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2. The petitiomer should also be advised that, even were the proposed
regulation to fgsue, if any residues result in mest from the uwses
mentioned in his letter of 12/30/65, such residuss would now be
illegal. ' }
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