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DATE: IN{4-25-41 OUT7-3 -9]

FILE OR REG. NO. ' 4822—6»&1

PETITION OR EX?. PERMIT KNO.

DATE DIV. RECEIVED April 9, 1991
1 >

DATE OF SUBMISSION " November 5. 1990

DATE SUBMISSION ACCEPTED

TYPE PRODUCT(S): (I), D, B, F, N; R, S Repellent , -
1

DATA ACCESSION KO(S). 418443-02: D163895 : S3A5043 Case#QHBI1S: ActionCode:160

PRODUCT MGR. NO. , . 17-Hutton/Tavano : -
PRODUCT NAME(S) _ OFF! Insect Repellent Formyla 1990 %3
COMPANY NAME | ' S. C.‘fJ ohnson & _Son, In;:or?ora'('ed

SUBMISSION PURPOSE Provide performance daka to svpport claims for 2-
Py Pl ] ) i = L Bk) -

hour protection against mosquitees black Flies
—3 p) 1) .

and sand Flies with new low- D‘ed' ‘Formultri'ioh.

CHEMICAL & FORMULATION NN-Diethyl-mefa-tolvamide 6.657,

Other isomers : 0.35%

-«

(non-agqueaus; ready-to-vse liawid in 3= and ¢- Fluid evnce pump-spray bettles)
[Since identical mg/cm? of deet are applied as with the aerssol, data E& goizlusions are the same]

CONCLUSTONS & RECOMMENDATIONS The data presented in EPA Accession (MRID
Number 418443-02, having been shiwined -Fmi w labora: ond €ield tes ing -

condveted a.ccord,ing o ‘o_ro"'ocols which meet essential regu irements of §954

on pp- 262-'7 and especially  B5-4@N-G on p- 263 The stan for .o
"g‘q DAY and () o p- 264 of the Predoct Performnce Guide |ines are ade- - .~
wate the claims for repellenz against mosquitoes and biting flies ’

supp t a |
For 6p +o 2 hoors when the subjeet product is applied Yo human skin according fo
label directions. Jest No. 1 demonstrutes Leboratory efficacy of the subject
- Formulation ggg\ied as an aerosol %ains-} yellow fever mosauito and stable fly.-as -
. well as equivalency o o #5% loti aﬂ:l'x‘ed of the same dmount of deet per wnit
areas ij'i‘s 2 8,3 demonstrate effeckiveness of the svbject aerosol against these -
2 s‘n,cie,s vivalent o other deet aerosols of Iowel"and. hi qher concenttation in
labbratory tests. Tests #&6 denonstrate field -efficacy of the subject aerosel
aqainst A@es vexans in Wisconsin and A. taeniorhynchus ‘in Florida compared 1o o
7.5% lotion (which also co:il-ains R;‘:T-a;l' 1?;2 :ﬁylie% q:!-;he sam;, ““d:;:}mie;
demonstrate Field repe o e subject aerosel agai es In
Ef:m_nle&;loc:{-ionsz ared, ;l'oPo. Serosg (s fesi S‘Awmués field repel-
leney of the subject af;ﬁsol against Aedes in Wisconsin mny:;a o a 3% m:osg!
an&cztes*i' q compares Field re?eitmy of the subject aerosol Q%dff‘{eg id
asains‘i' Aedes ‘in Maine. Test 10 Jgamamﬁ:ra:l'«esa iidi r ehleﬁ):;‘{? lo‘l:iiu of o
asrosol against black Flies in Maine compared to a T.5% de¢ t‘l:ig% ot

h . 3 lenty of
ot the same unit-area rate. Test 11 demonstrates fiel u

: e H +o the same lotion at the same rote.
aerosol against sand Clige i1 GepN e v olher isomers shouﬁ be 0.35% (5%b of Z0O%,

L .ﬂk@nﬁaﬂg, IRB

Incidental ¥ the labe
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