














' this case of the rule of evidentiary burdens 1n any adJudicatory pro-fi”“

‘3for essential’ ses of DDT 18 adequate to accomplish the statutory

qurpose of th

Durlng this._earing, the bentfﬁts and risks emanatrng from tﬂblliu

.uses 01 DDT were explored competently and thoroughly

To be considered 1n thc determination of the fate of the partiCuLsr-

-registrations Ln question. there has to be a, preponderant showing that

‘ the present uses cause an unreasonable adverse effect.

That showing has not been made. That preponderance is the burdeu

_of the Respondent.; I arrived at that conclusion by the application to»'

ceeding.f In thls case, the 1ssuance of the PR Notices constltuted ‘a

prima facie‘case for cancelletion.. The burden of proof was on. the

,_Petitioners to“overcome that prima facie case by a preponderance of

the evidence.»

That has‘been done‘b" proving that the label-languagev

"Likewiee, the




rdorrvlatlunviﬁinol n menningfnl fludlng‘whvnbcnﬁnb-nnd-01fcct
is thv tvqulrud con«luslon._ * | |
Althouph lt uaq not in 1auuc here, thorolwna ample eVidUH\C to
'indicate that DDT 19 not the sole offender in the family of pesticides;
and that”necessary replacements would in many cases nave more dele—
:terious effects than the harms allegedly caused by DDT.
In my opinion. the evidence in. this. proceeding supports the con-

SR _ clusion that there is a present need for the essential uses of DDT.‘that

and that a co—opetative program of surveillance and teview can result

in.a coptinued leesening 1n the risks involved. -




