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.- (DETA: CAS No. 111-40-8) be required

to coaduct chronic oncogenicity
bioassay® of this substance in both rats
and mice, if positive test results are
obtained for DETA in certain of the .
mutagenicity assays required for this

“subetunce n the final Phase I test rale

for DETA, which the Agencyis

promnigating elsewhere in this issue of
_ the Federal Register. Oncogenicity

bioassay testing of DETA iz being-

_proposed a» ¢ singie-phese test rule.

mm&mmgpum&i:mpucdnﬁi
mtbcsubﬂudnnorbeﬁn]ulynf
1885.

manmmmshoﬂd

.. bear the document comtrol sumber
- OPTS-42012A. and should be submitted
‘in triplicate to: TSCA Public Information

Office (TS-783), Office of Toxic
Sabstances, Bavironmental Protecﬂon
Agency, Room B-108. 401 M St.. SW..
Washington, D.C. 20460

All 'written comments filed under dnl
‘proposal will be available for public
inspection in room E-107 at the address
given above from S a.m. to 4 p.m..

 Monday through Friday. uapthgd
. bolidays.

Mmmmcmd
Toxic Sshetances, Bzrvirenmental
Pmtecﬁonwhl-m.musy’
SW., Washington, D.C. 2000 Toll Free:
(800-426-8085). I Washington, D.C.:.

" (554=1404). Ouitside the IBA. (Oplrltol\- :

m-m-uon
mm mm EPAis-

’.mpocbghmdluﬂnd&uolbu

rule for DETA, which appears elséwhers
hthhhmafthei‘odndm 0.

tesuits are abtained foe DETA ifi cartain
of the mu assays required in .

tagenicity
- mmwmmmm

requirement for
ﬁng.ifpoduvo :

L Mpud

- A. Introduction T

Section 4(e} of TSCA (Pub. L 94489,
90 Stat. 2003; 15 U.S.C. 2801} established
an Interagency Testing Committee (TTC)

“to recommeiid to EPA a list of d\emmb

to be considered for testing under
section 4{a) of the Act. The ITC may.

-designate substances on the list for .

priority considerstion by EPA. TSCA
requires EPA to respond to such

 designations within 12 months of the

dr:lm they are ?”dc cnhu‘l(’y’hlt:’;ﬂng
emaking under section 4(a) or
Foderal Register

anmmdm
zz1mmmzmamm:

. recommended that DETA be tested for
-the following health effects: Chmnie
_-effects, reproductive effects, und

teratogenicity. S
EPA issued & proposed test raié foe.

DETA. published in the Faderal Registes

oprnl&u&‘IWPRlM).hm
mudm&nuhmm :

undnbothuobicmdmuoﬁc )
conditicne was prope d

,tanmhwaErAdidloududo v

chronic bicassay tuting o!
DETA ‘either is an abaoiute .
mqumnntotuanuhdmﬁu ‘
test results‘in’ qnuﬁed nunslmnty :
uuyn .

Since the test rule for DETA was
proposed. EPA has adopted the general
approach of requiring tiered testing
sequences for both gene mutation -
testing and chromosomal aberration -
}udng in its ‘lﬁm saction 4 test mlu

ormmc ects. These: nqunen
oncogenic ‘!
bnouayu of uh-niul

4oxlubiﬂn|nliﬁnm hmd
,thcfollommwﬂiy i .

uences: (1) The mﬁu
"“......u..l o ux-linh.::,

_recessive lethal gene mutation asesy in

il melanogaster; (3) the in vmq
ogmﬂuuuy. nr(&) the: in.vivo -

previously described ki proposed tast
rules for masityl exide (48 FR-30800; -
July. 8 1083), Mmamwy

. . the C3 aromatic

' 11, 1863), and ethyltoluerms, -

trimethylbenzenes, and the €9 arometic
hydrocarbon fraction {48 FR 23088 May
g.m)-kapon:;s to corznents on

ese mutagenicity testing sequences
:hngthem;genwuhmthszw

nic oncogenicity be

foundmtheﬁnd?haemﬁr
fractiar
(SOFRMMayU.lﬂS).ThCAm

“"believes that there is & high correlation

positive test resuits in any of
the four previously listed mutegenicity
.assays and positive test results in
- chronic bh-uysha

oncogenicity
- large number of substances testod

both types of sssay systems.. Mn
the Agency belisves that chamical
substances exhibiting a pniﬂn
fesponsein any of thesefomr = -
mutagenicity tests uh-ldbcvie\nd.
under section 4a}{1}A)-of TSCA. as

- potantially posing aa unreasonabile riske.

of oncogenicity, assuming a poiential for
humian exposure and the lack of . -

-substantial scientific evidencs t» the

contrary.
Elsewhere in this issue oFilie Federdl

Register, EPA is prom a fnal-
mantmtmgng'ﬁm&-w

- tegting of this' chemicsl sehstanos for- -~
‘oral subchromic (90-day) hesith sffests
in-at least cne mammalkian species. for
- dermal:absoception

-subchroaic study, fordnml hh
under aerobic conditions, and for -

‘inducing in vive gene metations (teved

testing sequence) and in vitro and v
vivo chromoscraal aberrations {tiered
testing seqneneu] Consistent with the -

mutagenicity tests are positive, EPA

now is under TSCA -a'x;-

«lm’)(ll(hl nd rb.l‘.“' of DETA ix botly
toussays

rats and mice, if this substance exhibits

- positive test fesults in any of the

following mutagenicity assays in the

. tiered mutageticity tasting ssquences

{for in'vivo gens mutation testing and
both in vitro and in vivo cheomosomal
aberration testing) required in the finel

‘Mxmmmum\.mmm- :

linked recessive iethai gene mutation- .

-~ aseay in Drosophila . (2)
_th-mmcytoammv.cmh

in vivo cytogenatics assay. .

- B. Chawmhw:[vr.!dbptbq Tost
‘“Standards -

hh}'ﬁdmdma

bm 1962 (47 FR 13012), Dkumdnr
" approech
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‘ _the'use of the two-phase process [NRDC

. 1984}k

_suitable test guideline(s) as the required

. . of the test data. Industry and other :
. - commenters may suggest an alternative

squired tests. In the sacond phase. EPA "
would establish the test methodologies-
{test standards) and ths deadlines for.

submission of test:dats. EPA has used

. this approach for most of the test rules it

period, and such comments should'state "

why the alternative methodology or
modification is-more suitable for the
chemiical substance in question‘than the
EPA-proposed test standard. Comment

has proposed for.chemicals. ~_will also be sought on the propased dats
recommended in the first through the - submission:deadlines. Allsuch
thirteenth ITC reports. : submissions. including alternative test -

In December, 1983, thnNttnnl -

" Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and

the induitrial Union Departmant of the- ~
American Fedération-of Labor-Congress
of Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO}
which challenged, among other things.

(SD.N.Y~ 1984)]. In an August 23, 108
Opiriion and Order, the Court'féund that
utilization-of the two-phase rulemaking

procsas was permissible. However. the
Court also heidithat the Agency was

subject to:a:standard of nigating
test rules within a reasonable time

frame {NRDC and AFL-CIO v. EPA, 536

F. Supp. 1255, 1207-1270 (g.nf.'N;Y.. .

- Subssquent to.the issusnoe of this.
Opinion. the Agency submitted papers:
to the Court which indicated that in
orderto expedite the test rule

a single-phase ralemaking process for
most test rules. The Agéncy also -
indicated that EPA would publicly .
announce this policy in the first test rule

‘describes in detail the procsdures to be

utilized in the one-phase rulemaking
process.: These one-phase rulemaking -

in this proposed test rule for DETA. -
Section 4{b){1).of TSCA specifies that:
test rules shall include standards for the
development of test data-{"tast
submission of test data. Under the two- -
phase process. both test standards and.

“éstablished during the second phase of

_ However, in the single- . -
phase spproach, EPA will propose the
pertinent OTS guideline(s) or other

test standard(s) in the initial notice of

proposed rulemaking, and EPA will also -

-tims frames for the submission

methodology oz

‘methodologies, will be piaced in the -

 of these: gui

the flexibility of the two-phase process. .
‘but at reduced administrative cost. -
‘Because,of these advantages. the -

. descriptien of the tisted testing -

rulemaking record-and will be available
for review by the public. The final rule.

. -will promuigata as the test standards

sither the OTS guidelines, or other .. -
suitable guidelines. a modified versioa -
ese guidelines. the altarnative

methodology submitted by commenters,
or'a modified version of the alternative
standards and data submission -
deadlines will be open for discussion at -
any public meeting held pursuant to
TSCA section 4{bj)(2). S ;

The single:phase approach offers w
aumber of advantages over the two- e

phase approach. First, the Agsncy -

will shorten rulemaking by as moch as
18 months, resulting in the éxpedited -
injtiation of the required testing. .
Secondly, by allowing commenters to
submit alternative test methodologies
during the comment period, it preserves

Agency intends to utilize single-phase

proposal to be published in the spring of emaking f prem!

1885: [Declaration.of Don R. Cl;,\’y. atiz. f::der‘rSCAfm:; :('l:)? emulgated
(September:24, 1984}]. In accordance ST -
TEBERI LI RO e
prom srule on TestRule = ) . s e o , )
Development and Exemption Procedures- ";;’g‘m Contained in Final ”"f‘" !T”" :
(50:FR 20852 May 17, 19@5), which )

The final Phasa I test rule for DETA;
appearing elsewhere in this issue of the
Federal Register, contains (1) DETA’s =
profile. (2) EPA's previous findings with

" respect ,DETA. (3] a description of the
pu.omwhuwwldbtnqdndw S
..conduct the pr

oncogenicity biossays of DETA. should

" /the substance exhibit positive resuits-in

certain mutagenicity assays, and (4) &
description of the test substance to be
utilized for this bicassdy testing: The
test standard for the encogenicity -

sting of DETA. if required. will be the

oncbgenicity bioassay testing, published

* by the National Technical Information - .

Service (NTIS) in report number PB 82—
232084, The final Phase I test rule for-
DETA also contains a detailed : - .

sequences for botk in vivo gens - - .
mutation testing and for in vitre and in

e e ——
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. specify the test substance, who would OTS guideline. i.e.. the proposed test  vivo cytogenetics testing which are
- be'responsible for testing and the, standard, during the public-comment : _required for this chemical substancs.

. Au ic. Triggers for Chronie
Oncogenicity Bioassays

EPA's approach of using sequences of
tiered tests to assess the mutagenic’

-potential (with-réspect both to gene
somal

mutations and chromo
aberrations) of chemical substances, as

" well ‘as.the use of positive test results in

certain assays in these test sequerices t0
trigger-a:requirement for chromic - -
oncogenicity bicassays, has been

“previotisly described in test.rules’ - .
- - oxide{48 FR 30009), cresols.(48 FR !

31812), and ethyitoluenes.. -

trimethylbenzénes: and the-Ca aromatic
- 'hydrocarbon:fraction (48 FR M)..Tb

Ageticy’s responses to a variety of
public.comments on- this approaeh. the-

_ testsequences; and the sssays (and. . -

wriggers:for vocogenicity testing)
contained within 4
romatic.hydrocarbon fraction (8.FR. . -

le for the €9 aromatic hydrocarbon-
fraction (50 FR 20862}, the Agency- - .
believes thiat the use of sequences of .-
tiered tests for miutagenicity testing, and
the use of automatic triggers to require
chronic’ancogenicity bicassays -based.

- ‘on-the resuits of certain ourtagenicity

- ‘assaysi is:consistent with both curren

-~ approach to chemical testing established
_under section 4 of TSCA. Existing data

show a:strong.correlation between -
positive results in certain mutagenicity -
tests and positive results in animal - -
chronic oncogenicity bicassays for a
lua: number of substances tested in
both types of systems. Thus, positive

- results in one or more of these

mutagenicity assays provide a basis for

concluding that the substance may bean
- oncogen. and, in conjunction with- - -

evidence ef potentis] far human = -
exposure to the substance, that such -
eXposure may:present an unressonable
risk of oncogenicity. Coaversely,
negative results:in all of the “trigger”

- mutagenicity tests pravide substantial

evidence that the tested substance is not

.of
screening mutagenicity assays are ..
unsuitable for the substance, EPA would
not require chronic oncogenicity ~ © -
bioassays for such a substance.

. -Because the different mutagenicity:

. _ assays used to trigger chronic . .
'oneo‘pnfdtyhiocnayu_sﬂngtmnﬂy, .

SR\

/
{

. "‘\
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measure different pmwde effects.or
similareffects: und.-huuﬁdly

- different mteudﬁom o mnbu

sh strong abill bmmn
own zsieag sbly B nﬂeptbﬂahedahmhmmm.m

carcinogens, EPA bulieves that
gemnllybmmpﬂahbrpoﬂﬂn

results in any one ofthese mutagenicity -
: -mbbm;gannqmmnnopuﬁnu

chronic oncogenicity bicassays. -

Howmr. EPA agrees with commn!m .

on the proposed test mles mentioned -

- above thas the overall scléntific weight- .

ofevidenceas o u:lhw ;
nmﬁ‘za-
th EPA bdcnﬂhl

diﬂormﬂyhbmofm kN
whare testing is réguired under section’

o 4(:)('][&) alons:tas inthe case-of DETA)
* . when compared with mm

the Agency finds that testing ts
supportest dy“rmqmnm
-(as fathe case for the ¥ aromatis
bydrocarbon fractien). Where EPA has
made:findings. of substantiel production
and significint or subetantiel exposure
ubncﬁu&n)ﬂmﬂnof llui'. )
presumption that tasting' .
substance for omcogenicity is m&d

oncogewtic potemtial
sufficiently unlikely that EPA can
reasonably predict that the anticipated
exposures-to the substance will not
present an unreasonahle risk of .

-~ oncogenicity. In contrast, where leltina

is being required under sectian

- 4(a)(1{A) sione, EPA must coa-iul_cr

whether all of the relevant data :
.&m»ﬁ-mmm
of required mutagenicity tests:
provids substantial evidence that the

o substance may present an unressoneble

risk of oncogenicity.
In the case of DETA, where

testing is
being required-wnder section l(lﬂ!)(lt)

oedle (Chinese
bhemster overy). However, DETA did
produce positive results io tests for
mtudrmﬁdu:hnp(@h
hemster overy cells and for
nnldlduledMAm&ni'(UDS)m
“cuitured rut liver cells. Among these
- tusts, only the gene mutation festin -
cultured marmalizn ceils (which was .
;?A“tw:rlf: DETA) wouclgy b:uundby :
0 er ting
directly. However, & ponﬂvc SCEand

- finding 0 show

‘ mltund-—dincdh.
o cmvm

UDS test results provide some basis for
suspicion that DETA could.be a mutagen

.. and/or oncogen. Thua, ETAunqmnm

an in vivo gene motation test and both

_ in vitro and in vivo chromosomal

abberation tests for DETA in a final test

uyofﬂ-mupmdmudcdy
pomdvcr-uh.ﬂhu:_dcnthn
ETA be hp;-tmd
DI te be an oncogen
chronic

of this substancs, despite the existing

" evidemce that DETA does net ciuse

mmbﬂmmu ’

maummummb
Folrﬁvamtmuluinmydh
ollowing mutagenicity assays
for DETA in the final Phase Liesiruls -
for this substancs chowhno

. manufactire, procssainguuse,.
and disposal of DETA may m .

unnuombhmktohn-o& e

carcinogenicity: (1) The /n vitro. :
cytogenetics assay; (Zy thesnr vive: - -
Cytogenetics assay, or (3} b-:-hhd
neu-well.::ll zmm:;t-ly hb
Drosophile melenogoster. finding
based on thar Agancy’s helief that: there - -
is & high correlstion betweea pesitive
test resuits in any of these three
mutagenicity assays mthponﬁnwst
results in chronic oncogenicity
bioassays for a large number.of
chemical substances tundutmh

* kinds of assay systems.

TheEPAlhoﬁndlthlt.lftht

uuy-indmmmmo L

bea potenﬁtZl oncoger, there are :
insufficiént data and experience upon

.which the potential carcinogenic effects - -

of DETA’s manufacture. distribution in -
commerce, processing. use. &-poul.
or any combination of these activities,

on human health cani be reasonably - .
determined o redicted. end that L

: dD.rrAunmurywmpm

mwmdwm
Touuuthceconomchnputoithu
proposed rule, EPA has

“economic evaluation (Ref. 1) that - ﬂ‘
. examinss the cost of the testing
and analyzes four market characteristics. .

of DETA: (1) Demand sensitivity, (2} Gost .
characteristica, (3) industry structure,

- . and (4) market expectations. The
.-economic evaluation for the DETA -

proposed test rule; which estimates a -

*. total testing cost of $480,700 to

$1.442.200 for chronic oncogenicity
bioassays in both rat end mice, -

I — - - Ao —— ey SO

.- 2.The market

indicates that the patemtial for adverse
economic effeets dus to ths eptincated:
cast of testing is iow. The annulised test
costs for DETA range fromr $124.800 to
$373,850. This conclusion is based on the
followmg observations (Ref. 1) =~ .

" 1. The demand for DETA is relatively -
inelastie, due to limited potenttui for .
substitution in efid uses.

Hons for Dm

are relatively favorable.

'3, The relative magnitude of the M
cost is negligible (Ee.. an sstimated 140
cents per pomd inthe w

| Salas price T DETA. et
. w.m-mmmfmum-na '
Personoet

P Y
v .’

mnmmmmm
bmm&mrm d -
a 1 and ¢
peunnmlmdadlupcrfnmthemm

 required undée the sula ‘I‘hmfotu.m
conducted

sshidy to.assess the. . ...
avullbdity oftutfadliﬂ—d.- A

ucdnn &uu mlulnd l‘ltm
negptiated with!ndum-y tnpha‘d,~

“Qen!ul‘l'uﬁu!ildu o(..‘!.
Tnxieologhll‘l'nﬁng."ﬂdnbu 1083, .
obhimdthmughtheﬂ'ﬂ!ndq
pnhﬁulur—b.“w LR
Onthebamdﬁhidy.lkm
acilities persannel 1o perfomn | -
mun;nqmedbﬁhmoudmh.

‘V.NHIGM- ’ T

EPAhnnuhliMApnblieneud.
for thhnﬂmhn‘(doddmb-_-_ weo-

(n) Notice of proposed nhom

®) Nomn of previous proposed rele-.
on DETA (47FR 18388): - -
D(c)Nobo‘ﬂndhuﬂr*a

d) Notice comtaining the ITC -
d!dlnaﬁanoltﬁ.‘!’hbﬁohb-ﬂrl&

/(48 FR 28138).

(e) Notice containing EPA’s Good -
Labozatory Practice Standaxds “4aFR

- .53822),

(ilNoﬂudﬁnInhanh‘tnh-

» developmant and exsmption:

i
fotone—phumlamkiu(sonm

A&\\‘?b_

B B S T v,
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(g) Notice of final nule eonnemins dlll
reimbursement (48 FR 31788).

. - (2) Support documents, consisting of:

-{a) Diethylenetriamine support
document.

(b) Economic impact mlm of -
proposed test rule for DETA. -~ -~

(3) Communications, consisting of;

(a) Written public comments on
previous rule on DETA (47 FR
168388).

(b) Summaries o! tciepllom
conversstions.

Mesting summaties.
: {d; Reports=—published and

blished-factual mtcﬂlll. hdudin; '

eomncton

(4) OTS Health Effects ‘l'ul
Guidelines—chronic oncogenicity.
bioassay testing.
B. References

(1) MATHTECH. Inc. “Economic Impect
Asnalysis of Proposed Test Rule for

Diethylenetriamine.” Washington D.C.: Office
of Pesticidés and Toxic Substances, US.
Environmental Protection Agency, Contract
No. 68-01-0630. 1965. .

The Agency will supplement the
record with additional information as it .
is'received. The record is available for
inspection froti 8 a.m. to 4 p.m., Monday
through Friday, except legal holidays. in-
Room E-107; 401 M Street, SW.,

Washington, D.C.

VLOMSMWN
A. Executive Order 12291

‘Under Executive Order 12291, EPA
must fudge whether s regulation is
“major” and, therefore, subject to the

t of a R
e The egetce oyt

chemu:a}u not major because it does °

not meet any of the criteria set forth in
section 1(b) of the order. First, the actual
cost of the testing prescribed for DETA
{s less than $1,442,200 over the testing
and reimbursement period. Second,
boanu!hnemhoﬂhcnqtﬁndmﬁn;
will be distributed qver & large
production valume, the ris. will have -
m!ynryminwdnﬁsum
costs or users’ prices for this chemical
substance. Finally, taking into account
‘the nature.of the mariet for this :
_substance, the level of costs invoived.
and the expected nature of the
mechanisms for sharing the costs of the
_required testing, EPA concludes that -
there will be no significant adverse

eeonomieimpactohnytypelumﬂt -
. ‘of this rul

B. nogulamy Flexxbduy Act
Under the Regulatory Flexibility Aet.

. (18 U.S.C. 601, Pub. L. 96-354. September

'19, 1960}, EPA is.certifying that this test
rule; if promuigated, will not have
significant impact on 2 ‘substantial
number of small businesses for the
following reasons:

- estimated to represent less than1

Baood on the Ecobomic lmpnct B
Analysis prepared for this rule (Ref.-1),
there is only one small manufactiirer of

. DETA that manufactures less than 0.003

percent of the estimated annual -
domestic pmduction of DETA. Although‘

" no figures are available to indicate

whether or not there are small
businesses which import DETA, the
total amount of DETA imported is - -

percent of the estimated domestic
produchonolDZl’A.‘l‘hu.th
estimated number of small .
manufacturers (including importers):
affected by this rale will be te.mll.,
2 Small manufacturers small
pmeusonofDErAmnouxpecudto
perform testing themselves or to
plrﬁmp:éctn!hoorgmiuﬂonohho .

orts.
3. Smnll manufacturers and small-
rs will experience only minor

processors
- costs, if any, in securing exemption for
-testing requirements.

4 Small mumfactnmi and small

) pmmmmhkelymbolﬂ'ecudby

reimbursement nqmremenu.

. C. Paperwork Reduction Act

The information collection
requirements contained in this rule-bave

" been approved by the Office of

Management and Budget (OMB) under
the provisions of the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1980, 44 U.s.c. 3501 ot
seq. and have been assigned OMB -
control number 2070-0033. - -

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 799

Testing, Environmental Protection
Agency. Environmental protection,
Hazardous material, Chemicals.

Dated: May 18, 1985,
J-A. Moere,
Assistant Administrator for Pesticides and
Toxic Substances. e
PART 799—{AMENDED]
lthpmpoosdthn:mmmmb-
‘amended as

PR Tholuthoﬁtydudonﬁothnm

- 7 continues to read as follows:

AMruu.s.c.m.zm.m

" 2. By adding paragraph (c}(S}) to
§ 780.1575 to read as follows:

§750.1578  Diethylenetriemine (DETA).
(6)"'. » .
(8) Carcinogenicity—{1) Required
testing. A chronic dermal oncogenicity
bionuy shall ba eonducted in bath rats

and mice with DETA, if this substance
yields a positive test result in any ons of

" the following mutagenicity tests: the in

vitro cytogenetics assay conducted
pursuant to pmgraph (c)(2)(i)(A) of this

_-section, the in vivo cytogenetics assay

"""""Ecollducted pursuant wp‘rr - .vh
.~ (c){2)(i)(B) of this sectian, D x

linked recessive lethal assay in
Drosophila melanogastsr condusted

pursuant to paragraph (c)(1)(i)(A) of this °
those

section. Positive test results are
which meet the cfiteria established for
these three mutdgenicity assays in the
OTS Health Effects Guidelines,

published by the National Technical

Information
zams).

Serviﬂ(NTB.PBaz-

{li) Test Standard The OTS Health

Eﬁm Test Guideline for chronic

blouuy ludng of DETA.RisUS -
Environmental Protection Agency -
Publication No. EPA 580/6-82~001 md is

mpecﬂonhmomml!n.!.-‘,

107, 401 M St., SW., Washiagton, D.C. ..
20460, from 8 a.uxx. to 4 pm., Monday . -
through Friday, uecpthdhohdnyl.
These materiale are :
thuymstouthodamof!htlpmvd
and a:notice of any change in these

‘materials will be-published In the-

Federal Register.
{iii) Reporting mwumm—(n

Datawnmadmnporu.hlddiﬁmb-'

the reporting req

thoEPAGLPlundnd: hwm
Pcﬂm the specific infornation listed
in part I, C. of the test standard
identified in paragraph (c)(5){ii) of this
section 4 be reported.

sumzsary reports
shail be submitted to EPA. at least svery-
three months, beginning with the start of:

-oncogenic testing and ending with

submission of the Final Test Report.
(C)Findl test report submission date:
The final test report shall be submitted

‘to EPA no later than 48 months

following the date the test M;)
are notified by the Agency that EPA has
determined that DETA has exhibited a

). quamﬂymmmy_ reports.
. The interim quarterly

positive test result in one or more of the

mutagenicity assays conducted
to paragraph (c)(l)(l)(A)- (2)01 (A) or (B)
of this section.

A ] .« e e *
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