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100.0 Pesticide Label Information

The registrant, in this submission, is presenting data, which allegedly
show, that no harmful hydrosoil residues accrued due to the use of Goal

2E in Ohio soybean fields.

104 Adequacy of Data

Although the submission is over 60 pages long it contains only 10
sentences of explanatory text. The maps might have provided information
concerning the size of the fields, slope, percentage vegetation cover
and other very relevant information. Unfortunately, the copies of the
maps were all illegible. 1In the conclusions, I have listed the types

of information which are. generally, pertinent to a field monitoring
study.

107.7 Conclusions

Application techniques, meteorlogical measurements, hydrological
measurements, chemical analytical techniques, and chemical sampling
techniques were not explained in the sixty pages of raw data submitted
with S.F. Krzeminsk's 18 December 1980 letter. Site maps were included
‘but, were illegible. ;

This reviewer, with the aid of the Envirommental Fate Branch, has routed
an outline for acceptable field monitoring submissions thru the Special
Pesticide Review Division for the registrant's use.

Without site descriptions, this reviewer can not determine whether

the monitoring information with the 18 December 1980 letter could be
expected to be typical for the soybean use pattern. Without knowing

if the sites typify soybean fieldg(or, hopefully, provide a somewhat v
worse than average scenario for pesticide transport), this reviewer
can not determine whether the study might be acceptable. It is
suggested that the registrant review the outline from SPRD before
resubmitting the current study and before planning additional Goal

field monitoring.
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