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Loren Stel?.er felt Paraquat would be a restricteJ chemical for air uses only 
un<ler the new £.P.A. tep,ulations. Concerning the reuuttnhle presumption status, 
Paraquat is currently in Cnter.ory 5 -- those chemicals wl1ose s tatlls ls lll\detcr-

* mined at present. PP!J is -relyinµ on Chevron to keep them informed on tltis, and 
see that neither company is complacent. 

Lcrnac llopkins reporteJ on tlte development o[ the clos~d system f.or pourinr. antl 
mixinr, Gatl:!r,ory 1 chemicals. Several systems have been <leveloped which handle 
all pesticide contalners, except: one-gnllon plastic and glass jugs. PPD requested 
informntion so they could obtain one of these systems. 

David Whitehead revicweJ the performance tests, compariug Glyphosatc and Paraquat. 
In pasture tests, both Paraquat and Glyphosate appear equal at the one-pound rate; 
in no-til tests, poun<l for pound, Paraquat is bettP.r. PPD data indicates that 
both products are equal when they are used :i.lone. Tllcir data tloes differ when 

,·, both proc.J11cLs c1re comb"iue<l with residual lierhi.ciJe.s. More data sl1ould Ile developed 
at rates lietwecn one-h.'llf to one pou11J per acre to r.et a truer picture of the 
relation liclween the two cliemicnls. 

Dr. LJnwnlw.1 tz rcciuestc<l that both companies put to1:etl1cr a Leclmlcal dossier 
* on Glyphosalc. Chevron will make their comparison <lata available to PPU, along 

with a summ;iry anJ interpretation. Lemac llopkins note<l that P.araquat coul<l be 
blamed for Glyphosate drift problems in the future, so Chevron shoulJ be aware 
of the tlifforences in c.Jamage. 

Loren Stelzer revieweJ the new Clyphosate label. We are doin~ wot:k to remove 
our "one-use-per-season" restriction from the Paraquat label in order to remain 
competitive with Glyphosate. Art J\ssad reviewed the Glypliosate pricing and 
marketing plans. 

Loren Stelzer ,mcl Carl Tanner discusse<l the Taiw.:1nese l'araquut problems tl1aL 
we cmtl<.I encounter. It was felt that any other company wou.lJ have a difficult 
tlme rer,iste.ring n T'arar1uat product in the U.S. To help protect our position 
in tl1e nv1rket, these tltings were sugges tecl: 

I.. 

2. 

Cancel the c.Jimethyl sulfate registration (Dual ParaquaL); 

Restate the Paraquat tolerancel::i as the dichloride salt; and 

J. J)evelop a product profile on the 10 Taiwanese products to 
determine i( different imp11ritles are present. Imp1.1rities 
could ch;:in1;e the product toxicity and require toxicology 
research before the product could Le rer,isteretl in tlH! U.S. 
Chevron was r.eq11ested to estimate the cost to do this 
toxicolor,ical work. 

CUSA-00088664 



Case ID: 220300429
Control No.: 26064959

- • - 2 -

Lemac: llopkins 5umm;iri~ec..l the status of Para<Jmlt with the. state regulatory reople.. 
as heinr,- st~ble. A study is going on in California on the effect of Paraquat on 
111i...""<.ers, applicators and users. 

Art Ass.'.l<l reviewed the 1976-Bl Paraquat sales projections. David Hhitel\ead 
reviewed the on-f~oinr; research on Paraquat. 

Loren Stelzer reviewed the pending E.P.A. Paraquat labels and gave a status 
report on ench. 

Ospeni::on rcviewcJ our work on the solid P.1raq11:it formuL1tion. By June, n 
decision wi.11 be m:ide ;is to which of our for1111,,1l:'ltioru; will ue Jl!valopcd tow.:ard 
re~istration if proved necessary. 

PPD suP,~ested we work with a 0.01% level of dye, rather than n 0.1% level of 
rlye in or.<lcr to eliminnte the cotton stoining we ..ire 1iuticing now. PPIJ is 
also workinr,- on a non-temperature-dependent thickener and sur,r,ests we look 
into this as well as emetics for inclusion in our liquid formulation. 

Ospenson anti Arnes discussed the plans to stench Paraquat with 1% Valerie Acid 
as soon as the Dallas Plant beP,ins supplying us with product. 

The Paraqu.,t Review nook will riot be published until PPD and Chevron t!anar,crnent 
have reviewed its contents in light of the potential benefit it would be to any­
one seekinr. a rer,istration of the Taiwanese l'araquat product. 

Dr. Cavelli rev icwed our Physician's G11ide for Paraquat poisonings and several 
lawsuits which we have ar,ainst Paraquat nn<l Uiquat. \\le are being sueu, on the 
r,rounds of chronic dermal exposure to Paraquat anJ/or Diquat. 01\c suit claims 
that Diquat causes aplastic anemia. Dr. Cavelli recommends that the chronic 

* dermal e~1osure studies be redone in order to determine exactly what effect 
could be expected fi:orn this ty-pe of exposure. Our current data is sufficient 
for lahel and tolerance, but not sufficient from a legal liab~lity standpoint. 

,·, Dr. Fletcher of: PPIJ s:iys we should sit down an<l discuss this during the next 
month and set up an in-depth meetinr, with CTL an<l rvu to determine exactly 

~~ wliat needs doinP,. l'PD will send Chevron a. review of the toxicological infor­
nmtion on Paraquat. llans Franke will review this with Ospenson. n 

Carbon-ll, animal metabolism studies, necessary for the hir,her tolerances on 
forap,e crops, will be completed in June and the final. recaps available by 
AuRUSt. 

,~ !!ans Franke and lJev Tucker will review- our Diqu;it residue problems amJ set 
up n ml!ctiur, with 7-farketinr, to discuss future pl:rns. The Diqu.1t Potato Harvest 
Ai.d 1.-ibel cannot uc st1h111itled to E.P.A. for another three yeurs due tu t:hc ad<li­
tion;il work needed on the label l}Si-nif rht:!' application~hnd 

1
tolcrances. 

PT'D sur,gested that the week of September 6 be set aside for the next meetinJ~ 
date. No finnl decision was made. 

The meeting tlien a<ljournetl. 
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