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lis previoudy indicated, the Fooeland Drug lIdministr:ltion 
and nOl'l El'l\ an' studying this situation very carefully, and is con­
siclcrin<:; the 1'~l;Hact.:'ristics ,of the mnterinl, cX,tent of use, and so on. 
I am certain: ;,at FDA will pursue this matter seriously. 'I must point 
out that 2,4,5"'1' hi'ls been a victim of a panic-but'ton operation--buf:" .. 
I am Dot certain '~ have heard the end of this one. I would hope 
that industry wOllld pursue this matter intentively and intensively. 
Furthermore, th' Office of Science an~ Technol,ogy has been studying 
2,4,S-T very calcfully and deliberately, and will, I hope, very 
soon issue its report. l\ccording,to neHS reports, the OST report 
is availilble and nOH some officials are having second thoughts about, 
the hasty action taken when the use of 2,4,5-T Has so restricted. 
In any event, I would bank on the judgment of,OST on this one 
for it has studied the matter carefully and deliberately. In 
banning 2,4,S-T, I should like to point out that neither FDA nor 
SPAC I~ere involved in the decision and for this I am glad, for 'I . 
think the action taken was a serious mirtake. • 

A rather interesting aspect of this chemical is that there 
has never. been a tolerance es tabl ished for it" ,and it \-;a s only 
used for certain field crops including sug~r ~ane. It will" on 
the other hand, be permitted for use alo:1g the high\':ays for the 
control of poison oak, but not in home gardens or near water 
sheds, field crops such as sugar carie, barley, oats, rye and so on. 

" . 
One of ' the peopic of 'the Interagency group involved in making 

the, decision to ban, this chemical indicated that ,it is dangerous 
for women of childbearing age tei inhale the'chemical for it is a 
teratogenic material. I cannot refrain from raising the question,as 
to whether or not a ~'oman of childbearing age \-,ould be more apt' to 
be exposed to the chemical along high\~ays, or in areas where field 
crops or' sllgar cane may be gro\-;n, even if one takes in' 0 consideration 
their private lives. In line with this, one scientist made a rather 
interesting calculation. I should like to tell you about it. 
If a 130 lb. woman was lying naked on her back in a field being aerially 
sprayed with 2 Ibs •. of 2,4,5-T per acre she would receive th~ oral' 
equivalent of only 1/190th of the no effect level based on animal 
tests. If she I'lere 100 feet dOHn wind, her exposure would be only 
1/38000th of the no effect level. The degree to which these 
assumptions represent an extreme population is indicated by the 
fact that preCJnant Homen are' rarely engaged in activities relating 
to field' spraying and that sllch spraying is highly uncommon when .. / .. ' 
workers arc in the field. " ,. _______ .. 

Our Recommendation number S stated: "Seek' modification of 
the Dclan(~y Cl C\u~e to perIni t the' Secretary 'of the Department of , 
lIealth, F.duc'ltion, i'lnel lvelfare to determine when evidence of 
~arcinoJeJl('cin justifies restrictive action concerning food con­
tainirlg analytically detecti'lble tri'lces of chemicals." While I 
sec a rCill need for this change, I doubt whether it is politically 


