
 
 

June 10, 2016 

 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

1200 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W.  

Washington, DC 20460 

 

Docket No. EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0850-0856 

RE: Biological Evaluations of Chlorpyrifos, Diazinon, and Malathion 

 

The California Farm Bureau Federation (CFBF) appreciates the opportunity to provide 

comments on the biological evaluations of chlorpyrifos, diazinon, and malathion and request that 

the agency take into account the impact the agency’s actions may have on farmers and ranchers. 

As the largest farm organization in California, CFBF represents over 53,000 farm families and 

individual members. These growers are engaged in the production of the widest range of 

agricultural products and in many instances are critically dependent on pesticide products 

regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

 

CFBF has extensive policy regarding the safe use of pesticides to insure a reliable, high quality 

supply of safe, nourishing, and affordably priced food and agricultural commodities. 

Organophosphates (OPs) provide a number of beneficial uses to farmers for a wide range of 

crops. They can be readily implemented into an integrated pest management (IPM) program, as 

well as insect resistance management (IRM) programs. OPs also work readily in tank mixes 

while providing flexible timing and method of application; they have a history of usage and 

familiarity for growers while providing effective, consistent pest control. 

 

To cite one example, chlorpyrifos is widely used on a broad spectrum of crops, including apples, 

almonds, broccoli, cherries, cotton, dry beans, grapes, sunflowers, onions, and watermelon 

among many others. For an exhaustive discussion of its uses and benefits, we refer the agency to 

a document prepared by Dow Agro Sciences (DAS), viz.,  

http://storage.dow.com.edgesuite.net/dowagro/chlorpyrifos/Use_and_Benefits_of_Chlorpyrifos_i

n_Agriculture_2016.pdf. This carefully prepared paper delineates the many uses and benefits of 

the product and underscores its importance for production agriculture.1 

 

Because of the important benefits provide by OPs to agriculture, CFBF wishes to register its 

strong concern about EPA’s approach in this proceeding. We strongly urge the agency to revisit 

its assumptions and revise its thinking because we believe the agency appears to be establishing 

an approach that will result in nearly irreparable impacts on farmers. 

 

As a general remark, we note that the agency has released in this docket a series of papers and 

materials that constitute over 12,000 pages of highly technical text, scientific assumptions and 

                                                 
1 Included in this document as Appendix A is a copy of CFBF’s comments filed on December 21, 2015 when the 

agency announced it was considering revoking all tolerances for chlorpyrifos.  The comments also contain details 

about the benefits and usage of chlorpyrifos in California. 

http://storage.dow.com.edgesuite.net/dowagro/chlorpyrifos/Use_and_Benefits_of_Chlorpyrifos_in_Agriculture_2016.pdf
http://storage.dow.com.edgesuite.net/dowagro/chlorpyrifos/Use_and_Benefits_of_Chlorpyrifos_in_Agriculture_2016.pdf
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evaluations and consequent judgments. It is nearly impossible for farmers and ranchers to 

examine such a wealth of data in the amount of time provided by the agency and respond in a 

meaningful manner. As a result, the agency’s process may well fail to live up to the statutory 

guidelines laid down by Congress, under which the agency is instructed to take into account the 

impacts of its pesticide evaluations on farmers. Accordingly, we caution the agency that its 

actions may well prove highly detrimental to agriculture. 

 

Additionally, the approach itself that EPA appears to favor presents problems.  For instance, we 

are fearful that the agency may be proceeding in a manner that injects a ‘precautionary principle’ 

approach into its evaluations and decisions. Such an approach is without precedent, flies in the 

face of the law and should not be adopted. 

 

EPA has an obligation, scientifically and validly, to evaluate the risk and exposure scenarios 

posed by a given chemical – in this instance, the three OPs under consideration.  It appears that 

EPA has purposely chosen very low effects endpoints and unrealistic levels of exposure that 

artificially inflate ‘likely to adversely affect’ (LAA) determinations.  We anticipate that others 

will file related comments to these dockets underscoring flaws in EPA’s methodology and how 

that methodology overstates potential risks and exposures. We strongly advise the agency to 

consider such comments carefully. While CFBF does not retain professional staff trained in 

biological evaluations, we are concerned that the agency has apparently adopted a methodology 

that overstates risk/exposure scenarios, the impact of which will be to limit the availability of 

these OPs to farmers, thus undermining the ability of farmers to manage their lands efficiently, 

productively and profitably. In a similar vein, EPA apparently is relying on provisional models 

and approaches that are defective (one spatial distribution estimate reportedly has several whale 

species occupying habitat in Indiana). 

 

For these reasons – the limited time available to affected stakeholders to provide comment; the 

voluminous amount of highly technical material; the potentially broad and negative impact on 

growers; the flawed methodology adopted by the agency; the overly conservative assumptions 

embedded in the agency’s approach; and the adoption of a precautionary approach that is not 

consistent with the law – we urge the agency to carefully reconsider its approach and not proceed 

as outlined in these biological evaluations. 

 

We value the opportunity to provide comments to the agency. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
Chelsea Molina 

Legislative Analyst 
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Appendix A 
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