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SUBJECT: Revised Analytical Method for Quizalofop ethyl
.
FROM: Alfred Smith, Chemist
Product Chemistry Review Section
Registration Support Branch
Registration Division (7505W)

TO: Vickie Walters, PM Team 25 : APR 5 1004
Fungicide-Herbicide Branch
Registration Division (7505C)

/ L

THRU: Harold Podall, Chief K 6? g l‘[ A
Product Chemistry Review Section
Registration Support Branch
Registration Division (7505W)

The registrant (E.I. du Pont de Nemours and Company). has
submitted a revised analytical procedure for the determination of
the herbicide chemical Quizalofop ethyl in pest1c1de products
(See letter of 10/25/93, Marie M. Chubb). The revision is in
response to the EPA letter of 11/24/92 (R.J. Taylor, PM-25) which
pointed out problems in the procedure which needed to be.
resolved.

The registrant’s revised analytical procedure responds to
the question on retention times (item a) by indicating that for
the recommended chromatography column (Chromegabond MC-18), the
elution pattern consists of first the active ingredient and then
the internal standard. This is consistent with the results
achieved by the Agency’s method validation. Item(b) of the EPA
letter confirms this elution pattern. This resolves the question
on retention times.

In items (c & d) of the EPA letter, the registrant was
informed that the active ingredient (al) concentrations of the
sample will, in some cases, be higher than the ai concentration
of the standard solution. As a result, some of the peak responses
would be beyond the standard callbratlon range. The revised
procedure has changed the weights of the components so that the
concentrations are within the standard calibration range. This
resolves the questlon on concentrations of the active ingredient.

The equations in Sec. VI.F.6 of the analytlcal procedure
have been revised to reflect changes indicated in the EPA letter
of 11/24/92 (item e). This corrects the errors noted in the
analytical procedure. : '

The reglstrant’s revised analytical procedure contalns the
changes suggested in the EPA letter. This resolves the questions
raised, and no additional information is needed.



