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Agent Orange Q/A

S. G. Collins

G. D. Ingenthron

Attached are my comments on the Agent Orange Q/A which you sent - .
over this morning. Bob Berendt has reviewed and signed off on
this. Please note that I have taken the liberty of substantially

revising the answers to Questions 2 and 3.

In addition, Bob and

I both feel that we should not answer questions of the nature of
Nos. 4 and 5. These matters go directly to the heart of the 1liti-~
gation and we feel that it would be most unwise to depart from our
long-standing position of declining comment on these matters. I
have supplied the number of gallons of Agent Orange which we sold

as obtained from Court documents we filed last month.

Please feel free to contact Bob Berendt if you wish to discuss

further any of the enclosed answers.
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2;erWeidoomot «at: this time have sufficient information-to draw any

Ty )

conclusions with respect to the information contained in this

» <documeént. For example, we do not know at this time how the Agent

Orange allegedly produced by Monsanto was identified as such, how
-

the prodnct so identified had been stored, how the samples were taken

ar how the samples were analyzed. Further, it is impossible to

determine from this one document whether the Agent Orange sampled

T

‘~by the Government in this one test—was representative of all the

Government by Monsanto-—or by any other

Y

product supplled to the
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-producer. Accordingly,
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it would be. improper to draw general
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ﬂfconclusions.on-the.basis of.thie singlerdocument asﬁto!the level
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o ,of diox1n contained in. tﬁe.Agent Orange suoplled by any producer
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Because we lack crucial information as to the mannmer in which
the Agent Orange allegedly produced by Monsanto was identified
and analyzed, it would be inappropriatg to draw any conclusions
based on the information contained in the government document.
As a general matter, it should be borne in mind that there are
some 75 members of the dioxin family and that their toxicity varies
widely. of those, only one, 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin
(TCDD) is regulated by the Government because of its toxicity.
Further, the analytical capability to identify 2,3,7,8-TCDD
unambiguously from all the other members of the dioxin family
simply did not exist prior to 1979. We believe that the
andlysis reflected on the government document was conducted
prior to 1979. Thus, we have significant doubt as to the

accuracy-—or even the meaning--of the figures reflected there.
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Attached is aAQ/A on Agent Orange. May I have your comments

please.
Sarah Gainer Collins
:cm
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Q/A AGENT ORANGE

1. Q. A GOVERNMENT DOCUMENT SAYS THAT A SAMPLE TAKEN FROM THE
%GENT ORANGE SUPPLIED BY MONSANTO WAS HIGHLY CONTAMINATED
. WITH DIOXIN. 1S THIS CORRECT? . _ .
mevs mpovpoits to.alno

- ie b Jd

-,
]

' A. ﬂe are aware of one government document that -sh.ou-a—numencal
ranges for +mddeddws] samples gent Orange Dé-oy,,.__,
yaAlneeproducers, including o Monsanto predwet-

2 Q. WHAT IS MONSANTO'S OPINION OF THE DOCUMENT"

A we do'wwa £ mP-3-8 = RURBE Ppre-sents
fe~don'¥ khow h e samples were tdaken, how they were
b‘)}/ nr+~canalyzed, TRg/protodal_f6llowed or /whetRer af indiyidual
sample/ was rpre_sentve o 1@ cduetqade. Therefore,
. i;mis difficult to..draw—an—o anglusion.

3. Q. DOESN'T THE DOCUMENT SHOW THAT THE AGENT ORANGE USED IN
 VIETNAM WAS HIGHLY TOXIC AND CONTAMINATED WITH DIOXIN?

at—tire—qtOXIAS Tmumbers represent be;@
ioxi re are Ove -
p A

niques<to solate TCDD..were\ not developed
e government document is datedTaround 1977

an does not brg@l;__dm-th&«d&@xm-number&»mt .specmc_:t-_-:
o C-z-seaen———"""“
Ly :
O
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4. Q. DID MONSANTO KNOW ITS PRODUCT WAS CONTAMINATED WITH DIOXINS?

f‘:ﬂg A wMansanto prod X T
, L?.,,E’E and 254<l/ac r_d.;ng._tn,mennme.n.t-spe.mﬁicatlons.‘:* The

ﬁ" S product?"sup ted _to the government wer.e-«of"hlg quality

i o= and_met or surpassed t PEC ions. At the time

by & of production, we Analyzely thne~% £,5-T compo‘ﬁﬁfft“usmg

&7 L : state-of- the echnology and d1d fI deery low levels
hoy : of d;,x.orn's. had ho—iRes rontial.,
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5. Q DOESN'T THE FACT DIOXINS WERE FOUND HAKE ANY LEVEL FOUND
SIGNIFICANT’

6. Q. HOW MUCH AGENT ORANGE DID MONSANTO PRODUCE FOR THE GOVERNMENT?

A. \Monsanto supplied approximately 3. F million
gaélons for the U.S .government between the years 1963
and 1969. _

7. Q. DOES MONSANTO STILL PRODUCE EITHER 2,4,5-T or 2,4-D?

A. No. We got out of those bu51nesses in 1970 for economlc
reasons.
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AGENT ORANGE,... MONSANTO COMPANY POSITION

We genu1nely sympathize with the plight of our
Vietnam Veterans. .The unpopular war they fought has left
inevitable scars and Agent Orange has become an outlet
for accumulated frustrations.

As a result, this controversy has continued to
grow despite the lack of virtually-any scientific evidence
that this herbicide posed a danger to the veterans. To
the contrary, there is a substantial amount of scientific/ .
medical evidence on the record- (attached) that says there
is no link between Agent Orange and human health problems
of the magnitude claimed by the veterans.

Monsanto was one of the compan1es asked to produce
this herbicide mixture for the government during the war.- :
Now, much to our regret, we find that we are both an object

of the veterans' frustrations and a target of the many

lawsuits brought on their behalf.

Obviously, this conflict is not of our making.
However, having been drawn into it, we have no alternative
but to defend ourselves. We are confident that good science
will ultimately prevail over the emotions of the moment
and exorerate the producers of Agent Orange. At the same
time, we sincerely hope that good science will also provide
many of the answers the veterans now seek regarding p0551b1e
service-related health problems.
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For additional information, contact:

Dan R. Bishop

Environmental Communications %&ﬁ
Monsanto Company
800 N. Lindbergh Blvd. et
St. Louis, Mo. 63166 ™ o
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