
 

October 19, 2021 
 
Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20460 
 
Submitted electronically via Office of the Administrative Law Judges E-Filing System and Federal 
eRulemaking Portal 
 

RE: Formal Written Objections and Request to Stay Tolerance Revocations: Chlorpyrifos (EPA-
HQ-OPP-2021-0523) 

 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
We represent growers, retailers, co-ops, applicators, refiners, crop consultants, and other agricultural 
stakeholders. We write concerning EPA’s final rule issued on August 30, 2021, to revoke all tolerances 
for the insecticide chlorpyrifos (EPA-HQ-OPP-2021-0523). Pursuant to the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetics Act (FFDCA) section 408(g) (21 U.S.C. 346a) we are writing to file formal objections regarding 
this action, as we believe it is inconsistent with federal statute, the Agency’s own record on chlorpyrifos, 
and sound, science-based and risk-based regulatory practices. Based on these objections, we urge EPA 
to rescind the final rule revoking tolerances and consider continued agricultural uses of chlorpyrifos 
under its ongoing, normal-order registration review of chlorpyrifos. Furthermore, because this rule will 
cause significant and irreparable harm to food and agricultural stakeholders, we request the Agency stay 
implementation of the rule until these objections can be formally addressed and responded to by EPA. 
 
Harm to Food & Agricultural Stakeholders, the Environment 
 
As many of our organizations have commented regarding the ongoing registration review for 
chlorpyrifos (EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0850), this chemistry holds a unique and significant value for many 
agricultural producers. Chlorpyrifos has more than 50 registered agricultural uses on numerous crops, 
many of which are high-benefit uses to protect against economically significant pests. We object to the 
tolerance revocation of all uses, as EPA’s own risk assessments show some uses meet the legal standard 
under FFDCA. Additionally, this action will leave thousands of growers across the country defenseless to 
devastating pests, which is why we also request that EPA stay implementation of this rule until the 
Agency can thoroughly consider and respond to objections. To lose the ability to use chlorpyrifos, as 
would occur through implementation of the rule, would unnecessarily result in significant and 
immediate economic and environmental damage. 
 
For example, Michigan cherry producers currently have no other effective control options besides 
chlorpyrifos for American Plum Borers and Peachtree Borers. These insect pests can bore into trunks of 
cherry trees ultimately leading to the tree’s death.1 What is worse, since fruit trees take years to reach 
maturity, growers who lose trees will be harmed for not just one growing season, but many years to 
come. Michigan State University (MSU) Economists estimated that a grower who loses a tree to borers 
would spend $180 replacing it, as well as $42 per year in lost income for the average of seven years it 
takes a tree to begin producing marketable fruit, ultimately costing the producer $474 in lost revenue 

 
1 Tart Cherry Pest Management in the Future: Development of a Strategic Plan. June 2011. 23-24. 

https://ipmdata.ipmcenters.org/documents/pmsps/MITartCherryPMSP.pdf   

https://ipmdata.ipmcenters.org/documents/pmsps/MITartCherryPMSP.pdf


 

and replacement costs for every deceased tree.2 Given that USDA estimates Michigan has more than 4.7 
million cherry trees planted,3,4  this action would expose Michigan cherry producers to potentially tens to 
hundreds of millions of dollars in irreparable damage through the loss of chlorpyrifos. 
 
U.S. sugarbeet growers will also face significant damages from this rule. These growers contend with 
sugarbeet root maggots (SBRM) – flies that lay their eggs at the base of sugarbeets, whose larvae then 
hatch, burrow into the plant, and feed on the sugarbeet. Chlorpyrifos is the most effective product 
available for treating emerged SBRM. The few other products registered can only suppress SBRM, not 
control it, or are only registered for use on adult flies, not larvae.5 Without chlorpyrifos, sugarbeet 
growers will be exposed to this damaging pest which can inflict up to 45 percent yield loss and $500 in 
damages per acre.6 When considering  more than 140,000 acres of sugarbeets are at risk of from SBRM,7 
U.S. sugarbeet growers could be looking at tens of millions of dollars in irreparable damages annually 
should this rule take effect. 
 
It is important to note that it is not just farmers, but also our environment that will be impacted should 
this rule take effect. For example, soybean growers use chlorpyrifos to control both two-spotted spider 
mites (TSM) and soybean aphid populations that have developed resistance to other insecticides, such 
as pyrethroids. These pests can inflict yield losses as high as 60 percent if left unchecked.8 For growers 
who face these pests, there is no one-to-one replacement for chlorpyrifos – it is the only option that will 
control both pests.9 Should this rule take effect, soybean growers who face TSM and pyrethroid-
resistant aphids will now have to choose between applying twice as much pesticide active ingredient 
(which will also significantly increase their operational costs) or face serious crop damage. This results in 
an increase in pesticides used in the environment and additional sprays which unnecessarily increase 
the use of water and fuel. 
 
These are just a few examples out of many where agricultural producers, supply chains, and our 
environment will face irreparable harm should this rule take effect. Wheat, asparagus, peach, apple, 
alfalfa, citrus, peanut, onion, and other producers will experience similar costly adverse impacts. We 
object to the rule on the basis that it will inflict significant economic damage to the tune of hundreds of 
millions of dollars to these farmers and many others. To ensure that this irreparable harm does not 
occur from this rule, which the Agency may yet modify or rescind based on public comment, we request 

 
2 Gordon, Julie and Kyle Harris. Comments submitted by Cherry Marketing Institute to Pesticide Registration Review: Proposed 

Interim Decision for Chlorpyrifos (EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0850). February 26, 2021. 
3United States Department of Agriculture. National Agriculture Statistics Service. 2019. 2018-2019 Michigan Fruit 

Inventory: Tart Cherries. https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Michigan/Publications/Michigan_Rotational_Surv
eys/mi_fruit18/Tart%20Cherries.pdf  

4U.S. Department of Agriculture. National Agriculture Statistics Service. 2019. 2018-2019 Michigan Fruit Inventory: 
Sweet Cherries.  https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Michigan/Publications/Michigan_Rotational_Surveys/mi_
fruit18/Sweet%20Cherries.pdf  

5 Franzen, David, Mark Boetel, Ashok Chanda, Albert Sims, and Thomas Peters. North Dakota State University. January 2021. 
“2021 Sugarbeet Production Guide.” https://www.ag.ndsu.edu/publications/crops/sugarbeet-production-guide  

6 Boetel, Mark. North Dakota State University. June 10, 2021. “NDSU Helping Control Sugarbeet Root Maggot.” Newsletter. 
https://www.ndsu.edu/vpag/newsletter/ndsu_helping_control_sugarbeet_root_maggot/ 

7 Ibid. 
8 Hodgson, Erin. Iowa State University Extension and Outreach. July 6, 2016. “Spider Mite Injury Confirmed in Soybean.” 

Integrated Crop Management. https://crops.extension.iastate.edu/cropnews/2016/07/spider-mite-injury-confirmed-
soybean 

9 Koch, Robert, Theresa Cira, Raj Mann, Bruce Potter, Anthony Hanson. University of Minnesota Extension. August 19, 2021. 
”Environmental Protection Agency’s Cancellation of Chlorpyrifos Tolerances: Alternatives for Management of Key Crop 
Pests.” Minnesota Crop News. https://blog- crop- news.extension.umn.edu/2021/08/environmental-protection-
agencys.html  

https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Michigan/Publications/Michigan_Rotational_Surveys/mi_fruit18/Tart%20Cherries.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Michigan/Publications/Michigan_Rotational_Surveys/mi_fruit18/Tart%20Cherries.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Michigan/Publications/Michigan_Rotational_Surveys/mi_fruit18/Sweet%20Cherries.pdf
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Statistics_by_State/Michigan/Publications/Michigan_Rotational_Surveys/mi_fruit18/Sweet%20Cherries.pdf
https://www.ag.ndsu.edu/publications/crops/sugarbeet-production-guide
https://www.ndsu.edu/vpag/newsletter/ndsu_helping_control_sugarbeet_root_maggot/
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that EPA stay implementation of this rule until it considers and formally responds to additional 
objections raised below and by other stakeholders. 
 
Harm to Holders of Safe, Otherwise-Legal Foods 
 
We also object to this rule on the grounds that its implementation will likely force the disposal of 
significant volumes of safe, legal food and feed products. EPA has indicated that detectable food and 
feed residues of chlorpyrifos after the February 28, 2022 implementation date will be subject to section 
408(l)(5) of FFDCA and FDA’s channels of trade guidance. Under these provisions, FDA requires that: 
 

“In order to avoid possible regulatory action against a food containing a residue of a pesticide 
chemical that is subject to the channels of trade provision, the party responsible for the food 
must, under section 408(l)(5) of the FFDCA, demonstrate that the residue is present as a result of 
a lawful application or use of the pesticide chemical and that the residue does not exceed a level 
that was authorized at the time of that application or use.”10 

 
While this will not be an immediate issue, this provision is likely to become a significant concern once 
the rule takes full effect in February 2022. Since many finished food and feed products have extended 
shelf lives, there are almost certainly already foods in commerce with detectable residues from 
applications made prior to EPA’s revocation rule and before applicators knew special channels of trade 
application records would be retroactively required. Without these special records, products could be 
unnecessarily found adulterated and subsequently destroyed despite applications being made legally 
and residues not exceeding legal levels at time of application. This will potentially result in millions of 
dollars of additional food waste losses and further irreparable harm to agricultural supply chains. These 
significant food and feed losses do not seem to have been considered by the Agency in its issuance of 
the rule. We also object to the rule on this basis and, due to these additional economic harms that 
would occur should the rule take effect, request that EPA stay the rule’s implementation until it can fully 
consider and respond to these objections. 
 
Lack of Clarity on Continued Use, Existing Stocks 
 
We are also greatly concerned with and object to EPA’s approach to existing stocks of chlorpyrifos under 
the rule and in additional clarification guidance.11 The Agency has effectively not taken a position on the 
matter or how it expects to responsibly wind-down use of the product. As very few growers are using 
chlorpyrifos this late into the 2021 growing season, millions of gallons remain in storage across the 
country and are unlikely to be used ahead of the rule’s February 2022 implementation date. Most users 
will be effectively prohibited from using the product even if the registration has not been formally 
cancelled at that point, placing the financial and logistical burden on users and retailers to determine 
how to responsibly dispose of product. Without additional clarification from EPA on what to do with 
these existing stocks, it could inadvertently lead to inappropriate or mass disposal of product which 
would have significant environmental consequences.  
Significant Regulatory Action Subject to OIRA Review 

 
10 United States Food & Drug Administration. Guidance for Industry: Channels of Trade Policy for Commodities With Residues of 

Pesticide Chemicals, for Which Tolerances Have Been Revoked, Suspended, or Modified by the Environmental Protection 
Agency Pursuant to Dietary Risk Considerations. Jeffrey Shuren. Federal Register 70, No. 95. (May 18, 2005): 28544. 
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2005/05/18/05-9811/guidance-for-industry-on-channels-of-trade-policy-for-
commodities-with-residues-of-pesticide  

11 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Last Updated September 20, 2021. Frequent Questions about the 
Chlorpyrifos 2021 Final Rule. Accessed October 8, 2021. https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-
products/frequent-questions-about-chlorpyrifos-2021-final-rule  

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2005/05/18/05-9811/guidance-for-industry-on-channels-of-trade-policy-for-commodities-with-residues-of-pesticide
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2005/05/18/05-9811/guidance-for-industry-on-channels-of-trade-policy-for-commodities-with-residues-of-pesticide
https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/frequent-questions-about-chlorpyrifos-2021-final-rule
https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/frequent-questions-about-chlorpyrifos-2021-final-rule


 

 
We also take objection with EPA’s determination that this rule is not an economically significant 
regulatory action as defined by section 3(f)(1) of Executive Order (E.O.) 12866, subject to review by the 
Office of Information and Regulatory Analysis (OIRA). By EPA’s own analysis, the December 2020 
proposed interim decision (PID) suggests this rule is likely to trigger the impacts threshold of an 
economically significant action. In the benefits section of the PID, EPA attests that the annual economic 
benefit of chlorpyrifos could be as high as $130 million.12 Many of our organizations provided comment 
to the PID in a letter dated March 6, 2021 demonstrating how we believe this assessment drastically 
undervalues chlorpyrifos’ annual economic benefit, and that the actual value is likely to be much higher. 
The grower harm scenarios provided above for cherries and sugarbeets alone offer scenarios where 
harm might occur to individual crop groups in excess of the $100 million threshold of an economically 
significant regulatory action, to say nothing of the dozens of other crop producer groups who also will 
be economically impacted by the loss of chlorpyrifos resulting from this action. 
 
And this is only the impact on growers. As previously discussed, the economic damage from this action is 
likely to ripple across the agricultural supply chain as food holders may be required to discard millions of 
dollars in food and feed due to special retroactive channels of trade document challenges. It also does 
not factor in the costly paperwork burdens for stakeholders who may be capable of meeting the 
arduous channels of trade requirement, nor does it account for millions of gallons of existing stocks that 
may need to be discarded after the rule takes effect, and so on. When these factors are all considered, 
this rule will vastly exceed the $100 million economically significant threshold. 
 
If there continues to be any doubt that this rule is economically significant, the $100 million threshold is 
only one factor of several that can trigger this status under section (3)(f)(1). If a rule is also likely to 
“adversely affect in a material way the economy, a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, 
jobs, the environment, public health or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or communities,”13 
it is also considered economically significant. We have provided numerous examples how this rule is 
likely to adversely affect the entire agricultural economy, jobs, productivity, and our environment. At 
this point, there should be no doubt to the Agency that this action is in fact economically significant. 
 
As an economically significant action, EPA should have provided OIRA with a copy of this draft regulatory 
action, required cost and benefit assessments, and other documents enumerated in sections (a)(3)(B) 
and (C) of E.O. 12866. However, the Agency conducted none of these requirements for this action. 
While we appreciate the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals gave EPA a swift deadline for considering its 
order, E.O. 12866 also provides a mechanism for managing just such a scenario. Section (a)(3)(D) 
stipulates “for those regulatory actions that are governed by a statutory or court-imposed deadline, the 
agency shall, to the extent practicable, schedule rulemaking proceedings so as to permit sufficient time 
for OIRA to conduct its review….” We object to this action on the grounds that EPA had an obligation to 
conduct an OIRA review of this rule – a review which may have resulted in a significantly different 
regulatory outcome. However, EPA neglected to carry out this essential review function directed by E.O. 
12866 and as a result our organizations will be subject to significant harm from this rule. EPA should 
rescind the rule and, should it seek to advance it or another economically significant rule again, do so 
through appropriate regulatory review processes.  

 
12 United States Environmental Protection Agency. December 3, 2020. Chlorpyrifos Proposed Interim Registration Review 

Decision Case Number 0100. (EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0850-0971). 39. https://www.regulations.gov/document/EPA-HQ-OPP-
2008-0850-0971  

13 Executive Order 12866 of September 30, 1993: Regulatory Planning and Review. Clinton, William J. Federal Register 50, No. 
98. (October 4, 1993). https://www.reginfo.gov/public/jsp/Utilities/EO_12866.pdf, https://www.epa.gov/laws-
regulations/summary-executive-order-12866-regulatory-planning-and-review. 

https://www.regulations.gov/document/EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0850-0971
https://www.regulations.gov/document/EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0850-0971
https://www.reginfo.gov/public/jsp/Utilities/EO_12866.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-executive-order-12866-regulatory-planning-and-review
https://www.epa.gov/laws-regulations/summary-executive-order-12866-regulatory-planning-and-review


 

 
Revocation of Tolerances for High-Benefit Uses, Even with FQPA 10X Safety Factor 
 
We also object to EPA’s revocation of uses that the Agency describes as high-benefit and which EPA’s 
record for chlorpyrifos, as established by EPA’s career scientists, indicates would be safe for continued 
use. In its April 29, 2021 decision which precipitated this rule, the Ninth Circuit ordered EPA to “issue a 
final regulation within 60 days following issuance of the mandate that either (a) revokes all chlorpyrifos 
tolerances or (b) modifies chlorpyrifos tolerances and simultaneously certifies that, with the tolerances 
so modified, the EPA ‘has determined that there is a reasonable certainty that no harm will result from 
aggregate exposure to the pesticide chemical residue, including all anticipated dietary exposures and all 
other exposures for which there is reliable information’ including for ‘infants and children.’”14 
 
Importantly, the Agency has ample evidence instructing this matter from its ongoing registration review 
of chlorpyrifos. In the December 2020 chlorpyrifos PID, EPA identified 11 high-benefit agricultural uses 
that “the agency has determined will not pose potential risks of concern with a Food Quality Protection 
Act (FQPA) safety factor of 10X and may be considered for retention.”15 These uses include or are similar 
to the ones described above where growers or the environment would be significantly harmed if access 
to chlorpyrifos were lost. The PID is clear that these 11 agricultural uses meet the FFDCA safety standard 
when EPA evaluated the aggregate exposure for both food residues and drinking water concentrations. 
While we do not believe this 10X FQPA safety factor is necessary for the Agency to adopt and EPA’s 
water estimates significantly overstate potential drinking water exposures, which we further discuss in 
our below objections, these uses clearly satisfy FFDCA standards and the criteria the Court gave to EPA. 
 
Despite that EPA was given the option by the Court to modify chlorpyrifos tolerances, the Agency 
instead opted to arbitrarily revoke all tolerances in this rule, even those that EPA’s own record 
supported as meeting FFDCA safety standards to protect human health. EPA supposes in the rule that it 
must consider “all currently registered uses” when determining aggregate exposure risks and whether 
tolerances can be maintained, but this is simply not true. The Court permitted EPA to modify tolerances 
in response to the ruling and the law permits EPA to modify or revoke individual tolerances (21 U.S.C. 
346(b)). We object to this rule in that it unnecessarily revokes tolerances for these 11 high-benefit 
agricultural uses that EPA’s own assessments establish are safe, will protect human health from 
aggregate exposures, satisfies the orders given to EPA by the Court, and would otherwise help to 
minimize the rule’s environmental and economic impact on stakeholders. 
 
Import Tolerance Concerns 
 
It is also concerning, and we take objection that the rule makes no accommodation for retaining import 
tolerances. Food residues are the only potential domestic exposure source from imports with 
chlorpyrifos residues, and the Agency has clearly stated those are not of concern. Since the Agency 
clarifies in the rule that “exposures from food and non-occupational exposures individually or together 
do not exceed EPA’s levels of concern,” and since there are no domestic drinking water or 
environmental risks that could arise from foreign chlorpyrifos applications, there is no science-based 
reason for EPA to revoke these tolerances.  
U.S. producers regularly face prejudice in export markets that impose restrictions on pesticide residues 
that are not aligned with CODEX standards or are otherwise scientifically unsupported. U.S. trade 
representatives constantly struggle convincing foreign governments to align their import tolerances with 

 
14 League of United Latin American Citizens, et al. v. Michael S. Regan, 996 F.3d 673. 67. (9th Cir. 2021). 
15 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Chlorpyrifos Proposed Interim Decision. 40. 



 

these international standards. However, when EPA takes steps mirroring the unscientific actions of 
foreign governments, it erodes the ability of U.S. trade negotiators and producers to seek appropriate 
regulatory treatment abroad. This is yet another reason why the Agency should have sought OIRA 
review of this rule, to ensure EPA’s action would not undermine the mission of other federal agencies. 
 
Finally, our trade partners have expressed concern at previous EPA proposals to revoke chlorpyrifos 
tolerances, suggesting that “the EPA's revocation on all tolerances for this product may unfairly impact 
Canadian products exported to the U.S. market.”16 Given that EPA does not seem to have consulted with 
the U.S. Trade Representative on this action, we are concerned the Agency has not sufficiently ensured 
it is compliant with U.S. trade obligations which has great potential to disrupt international trade. We 
object to the rule on the basis that it does not permit import tolerances that are important to the U.S. 
agricultural trade strategy, as these residues pose no domestic dietary or environmental risks. 
 
Uses on Non-Food Crops, Foods Not Resulting in Residues 
 
Similar to our concerns with import tolerances, there are numerous domestic uses that are not intended 
for food purposes or will not result in food or feed residues, and thus pose little to no risk. Regardless, 
EPA has indicated it plans to revoke tolerances and will soon move to cancel these uses. We object to 
this aspect of the rule as well. For example, applications to fruit tree trunks where product is not directly 
applied to fruit will not result in residues and should not be cancelled. Sugarbeets are not sold as a raw 
commodity, but are highly refined, resulting in no residues in finished product. This use also should not 
be cancelled. Although EPA may have concerns with drinking water exposures resulting from these uses 
based on very conservative water modeling estimates, we would point the Agency to additional 
comments below on new drinking water data that should be considered which EPA did not use in 
developing this rule. The Agency should carefully review these uses and not unnecessarily revoke 
tolerances or cancel uses that truly do not pose a dietary exposure risk and will only result in burdening 
producers. 
 
Epidemiological, Drinking Water Data Concerns 
 
Finally, as suggested above, we have numerous concerns with the underlying data and methodologies 
EPA has used to establish a 10X FQPA safety factor and ultimately reach the revocation decision in this 
rule. We continue to believe EPA’s record on chlorpyrifos strongly supports use of a 1X FQPA safety 
factor. The primary driver of the Agency’s decision to use the 10X safety factor is three epidemiological 
cohorts that supposedly identified links between chlorpyrifos or organophosphates generally and 
alleged neurodevelopmental effects from a potentially unknown mode of action (MOA) beyond the 
known acetylcholinesterase (AChE)-inhibition. 
 
We object to EPA’s use of this data for establishing the use of a 10X FQPA safety factor for numerous 
reasons. First, these cohorts – and most notably the Columbia Center for Children's Environmental 
Health (CCCEH) epidemiologic studies, which was specific to chlorpyrifos – have not to date provided 
raw study data to EPA, despite numerous requests from the Agency. Without this underlying data, it is 
impossible for the Agency to determine alleged exposure sources, exposure levels, and actual causes of 
neurodevelopmental effects. For these limitations and others, EPA’s expert FIFRA Scientific Advisory 

 
16 Panday, Chris. Comments submitted by Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada to Tolerance Revocation: Chlorpyrifos (EPA-HQ-

OPP-2015-0653). December 22, 2015. 



 

Panel (SAP) on several occasions in recent years has cautioned the Agency against using these three 
cohorts as the basis for regulatory decisions.17 
 
The weight the Agency should place on these studies is further diminished by other factors. In the years 
since these cohorts were released, several other epidemiological studies (which EPA has as part of its 
record) have been released finding no link between organophosphates and alleged neurodevelopmental 
effects beyond known AChE-inhibition, to say nothing of decades of animal and other tests that also do 
not support the findings of these three cohorts. The results of these three studies have not been 
reproducible to date. Moreover, an additional, unknown MOA beyond the commonly-accepted AChE-
inhibition that could have potentially caused neurodevelopmental effects to date has never been 
identified, for chlorpyrifos or any other organophosphate. Finally, even if an unknown MOA does exist, 
EPA’s own career scientists at the Office of Research and Development (ORD) have developed data that 
indicates the mitigations the Agency has put in place to protect against AChE-inhibition would also be 
protective against the effects alleged in the epidemiological cohorts regardless of any unknown MOA. 
 
In the rule itself EPA acknowledges that food residues and non-occupational exposures are not a 
concern, only ultimately raising concern with modeled estimates of drinking water exposure risks. We 
believe these concerns can also be addressed, as in the rule EPA states of its 2020 drinking water 
assessment (DWA) that it “applied the new methods for considering the entire distribution of 
community water systems PCA [percent cropped area] adjustment factors, integrated state level PCT 
[percent crop treated] data, incorporated refined usage and application data, and included quantitative 
use of surface water monitoring data in addition to considering state level usage rate and data 
information” relative to its previous 2016 DWA. Using this improved DWA in its 2020 human health risk 
assessments for the registration review of chlorpyrifos, EPA sought to determine drinking water risks on 
the subset of 11 critical, high-benefit crop uses (the uses that the PID recommended retaining under the 
FQPA 10X scenario). The Agency found under the improved 2020 DWA none of the assessed uses 
exceeded drinking water levels of concern. It should also be noted that the 2016 DWA EPA reported 
there were no detections of chlorpyrifos-oxon degradates in any finished drinking water samples that 
people actually consume18 – another sign of how inappropriately conservative the Agency’s drinking 
water assessments are in this rule.  
 
Confoundingly, the Agency contends it cannot use the 2020 DWA because it is not comprehensive across 
all currently registered uses. This is an inappropriate determination. In this rule, EPA has instead opted to 
revert to its cruder 2016 DWA for all uses, concluding it should throw out every use even when it has 
better data it could utilize. EPA has the opportunity and obligation to use the best available science where 
it can and can explore the appropriateness of modeling or extrapolation where there may be gaps. We 
strongly encourage EPA to reconsider its decision in this rule using the improved, best-available science in 
the 2020 DWA. 
 
Conclusion 
 
To summarize our concerns, FIFRA is a risk-benefit statute which directs the Agency to identify hazards 
of a pesticide use, determine the risks caused by that hazard, weigh those risks against the benefits of 
uses, and assuming they can be mitigated, reasonably mitigate those risks so the benefits of use 

 
17 United States Environmental Protection Agency. FIFRA Scientific Advisory Panel. “Meeting on Chlorpyrifos: Biomonitoring 

Data.” (Meeting transcript: Arlington, VA; April 19-21, 2016). 644-646. https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2016-
05/documents/fifra_sap_04_19_16_to_04_21_16_final_transcript.pdf  

18 United States Environmental Protection Agency. Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention. Chlorpyrifos Refined 
Drinking Water Assessment for Registration Review. April 14, 2016. 104. 
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outweigh the risks. This process is done in concert with FFDCA, incorporating a stringent safety standard 
to protect the safety of the food supply. However, in this instance EPA has not even identified a hazard. 
The Agency has three limited, inconclusive studies which suggest a potential hazard, to say nothing of 
possible risks, the findings for which have never been confirmed or reproduced. There is also an 
abundance of additional human epidemiological and other evidence refuting the existence of this 
potential hazard. Even if a hazard exists and it presents a risk, EPA’s own experts believe that risk can be 
mitigated using existing controls. 
 
Despite all this, to mitigate the potential risks that may be posed by the alleged hazard, through this rule 
EPA is opting to eliminate hundreds of millions of dollars in agricultural benefits and inflict tens to 
hundreds of millions of dollars in additional costs to supply chains and the environment. We are very 
concerned about the precautionary precedent this rule poses to EPA’s pesticide program and object on 
the grounds that it is fundamentally averse to the processes by which Congress directed the Agency to 
regulate pesticides, as well as commonly-accepted principles of modern science and risk-based 
regulation. We urge EPA to rescind this rule based on the above objections and to stay the rule’s 
implementation to avoid these irreparable harms from taking effect until the Agency can thoroughly 
review and respond to these concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Richard Gupton 
Senior Vice President of Public Policy & Counsel 
Agricultural Retailers Association 
4201 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 700 
Arlington, VA 22203 

 
Andy Lavigne  
President & CEO 
American Seed Trade Association 
1701 Duke Street, Suite 275 
Alexandria, VA 22314 

 
 
/s/Craig J. Regelbrugge 
Craig J. Regelbrugge 
Executive Vice President 
Advocacy, Research, and Industry Relations 
AmericanHort 
2130 Stella Court 
Columbus, OH 43215 

 
Kevin Scott 
President 
American Soybean Association 
12647 Olive Boulevard, Ste. 410 
St. Louis, MO 63141 

 
 
 
 
Samuel Kieffer 
Vice President, Public Affairs 
American Farm Bureau Federation 
600 Maryland Avenue SW, Suite 1000 W 
Washington DC 20024 

 
Daniel Younggren 
President 
American Sugarbeet Growers Association 
1155 15th Street NW, Suite 1100 
Washington, DC 20005 
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Stefanie Smallhouse 
President 
Arizona Farm Bureau 
325 S. Higley Rd., Ste. 210 
Gilbert, AZ 85296 

 
 
/s/Raynor Churchwell 
Raynor Churchwell 
Agricultural Programs Specialist 
Georgia Farm Bureau 
1620 Bass Rd. 
Macon, GA 31210 

 
 
/s/Sara Arsenault  
Sara Arsenault  
Director, Federal Policy  
California Farm Bureau 
2600 River Plaza Dr. 
Sacramento, CA 95833 

 
 
 
Charles T. Hall, Jr. 
Executive Director 
Georgia Fruit and Vegetable Growers Association 
P.O. Box 2945 
LaGrange, GA  30241 

 
Kyle Harris 
Director, Grower Relations 
Cherry Marketing Institute 
12800 Escanaba Dr., Suite A 
DeWitt, MI 48820 

 
 
/s/Candi Fitch 
Candi Fitch 
Executive Director 
Idaho-Oregon Fruit and Vegetable Association 
P.O. Box 909 
Parma, ID  83660 

 
President 
Council of Producers and Distributors of 
Agrotechnology 
4201 Wilson Blvd, Suite 700   
Arlington, VA  22203 

 
 
 
Richard L. Guebert, Jr. 
President 
Illinois Farm Bureau 
1701 Towanda Avenue 
Bloomington, IL 61701 

 
 
/s/Richard Wilkins 
Richard Wilkins 
President 
Delaware Farm Bureau 
3457 S. DuPont Highway 
Camden, DE 19934 

 
 
/s/Kevin Johnson 
Kevin Johnson 
Interim President 
Illinois Fertilizer and Chemical Association 
14171 Carole Drive 
Bloomington, Illinois 61705 

 
 
/s/John L. Hoblick 
John L. Hoblick 
President 
Florida Farm Bureau Federation 
P.O. Box 147030 
Gainesville, FL 32614 

 
Steve Pitstick 
Chairman 
Illinois Soybean Growers 
1605 Commerce Parkway 
Bloomington, IL 61704 

  



 

 
/s/Robert White 
Robert White 
Director, National Government Relations 
Indiana Farm Bureau 
225 South East Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46206 

 
/s/ Mark Haney 
Mark Haney 
President 
Kentucky Farm Bureau 
9201 Bunsen Parkway 
Louisville, KY 40220 

 
 
 
Courtney Kingery 
CEO 
Indiana Soybean Alliance 
8425 Keystone Crossing, Suite 200 
Indianapolis, IN 46240 

 
 
 
Allen Pace 
President 
Kentucky Soybean Association 
P.O. Box 30 
Princeton, KY 42445 

 
Robb Ewoldt 
President 
Iowa Soybean Association 
1255 SW Prairie Trail Pkwy. 
Ankeny, Iowa 50023 

 
 
 
John Kran 
National Legislative Counsel 
Michigan Farm Bureau 
7373 W. Saginaw Highway 
Lansing, MI 48917 

 
 
/s/Ronald C. Seeber 
Ronald C. Seeber 
President and CEO 
Kansas Agribusiness Retailers Association 
816 SW Tyler Street 
Topeka, KS 66612 

 
 
 
Janna Fritz 
CEO 
Michigan Soybean Association 
3055 W M-21 
St. Johns, MI 48879 

 
Mark Nelson 
Director of Commodities 
Kansas Farm Bureau 
2627 KFB Plaza 
Manhattan, KS 66503 

 
Ben Smith 
Executive Secretary 
Michigan State Horticultural Society 
7087 E. Napier Ave. 
Benton Harbor, MI 49022 

 
Kaleb Little 
CEO 
Kansas Soybean Association 
1000 SW Red Oaks Place 
Topeka, KS 66615 
 

 
 
/s/Gregory Bird 
Gregory Bird 
Executive Director 
Michigan Vegetable Council 
6835 South Krepps Road 
St Johns, MI 48879 



 

 
 
/s/Richard Dickerson 
Richard Dickerson 
President 
Mid-Atlantic Soybean Association 
51 South View Drive 
Rising Sun, MD 21911 

 
Ronnie Russell 
President 
Missouri Soybean Association 
734 S. Country Club Drive 
Jefferson City, MO 65109 

 
 
/s/Patrick Murray 
Patrick Murray 
Executive Director 
Minnesota Crop Production Retailers 
601 Carlson Parkway, Suite #450 
Minnetonka, MN 55305 

 
 
/s/Luke Dighans 
Luke Dighans 
President 
Montana Agricultural Business Association 
PO Box 7325 
Helena, MT  59604 

 
 
/s/Kevin Paap 
Kevin Papp 
President 
Minnesota Farm Bureau 
3080 Eagandale Place 
Eagan, MN 55121 

 
 
 
John Youngberg 
Executive Vice President 
Montana Farm Bureau Federation 
502 S 19th Ave #104 
Bozeman, MT 59718 

 
 
 
Joseph Smentek, J.D., LL.M. 
Executive Director 
Minnesota Soybean Growers Association 
151 Saint Andrews Court, Suite 710 
Mankato, MN 56001 

 
Andrew D. Moore 
Chief Executive Officer 
National Agricultural Aviation Association 
1440 Duke Street 
Alexandria, VA  22314 

 
Andy Whittington 
Environmental Programs Coordinator 
Mississippi Farm Bureau Federation 
6311 Ridgewood Road 
Jackson, MS 39211 

 
Beth Nelson 
President 
National Alfalfa & Forage Alliance 
4630 Churchill St., #1 
St. Paul, MN 55126 

 
 
/s/Gip Carter 
Gip Carter 
President 
Mississippi Soybean Association 
P.O. Box 534 
Belzoni, MS 39038 
 

 
/s/Allison Jones 
Allison Jones 
Executive Vice President 
National Alliance of Independent Crop 
Consultants 
700 Wood Duck Drive 
Vonore, TN 37885 
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Alan Schreiber 
Chair 
National Asparagus Council 
2621 Ringold Road 
Eltopia, WA 99330 

 
 
/s/John Sandbakken 
John Sandbakken 
Executive Director 
National Sunflower Association 
2401 46th Ave., SE Suite 206 
Mandan, ND 58554 

 
 
/s/David Milligan 
David Milligan 
President 
National Association of Wheat Growers 
25 Massachusetts Ave NW, Suite 500B 
Washington, DC 20001 

 
Scott Merritt 
President 
Nebraska Agri-Business Association 
8700 Executive Woods Dr, Ste. 400 
Lincoln, NE 68512 

 
Brooke Appleton 
Vice President, Public Policy 
National Corn Growers Association 
632 Cepi Drive 
Chesterfield, MO 63005 

 
Mark McHargue 
President 
Nebraska Farm Bureau 
P.O. Box 80299 
Lincoln, NE 68501 

 
 
 
Charles F. Conner 
President & CEO 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives 
50 F St NW, #900 
Washington, DC 20001 

 
Shane Greving 
President 
Nebraska Soybean Association 
4435 O Street, Suite 210 
Lincoln NE  68510 

 
Greg Yielding 
Executive Vice President 
National Onion Association 
218 Oak Ave. 
Eaton, CO 80615 

 
Ryck Suydam 
President 
New Jersey Farm Bureau 
168 W State St. 
Trenton, NJ 08608 

 
 
/s/ Michael R Wenkel 
Michael R Wenkel, CAE 
Chief Operating Officer 
National Potato Council 
50 F St NW, Suite 900 
Washington, DC 20001 
 

 
Chad Smith 
CEO 
New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau 
2220 N. Telshor Blvd. 
Las Cruces NM 88011 



 

 
David Fisher 
President 
New York Farm Bureau 
159 Wolf Road, Suite 300 
Albany, NY 12205 

 
Ryan Rhoades 
President 
Ohio Soybean Association 
918 Proprietors Road, Suite A 
Worthington, OH 43085 

 
 
/s/Mitchell Peele  
Mitchell Peele  
Senior Public Policy Director 
North Carolina Farm Bureau  
P.O. Box 27766 
Raleigh, NC 27611 

 
 
 
Mary Anne Cooper 
Vice President of Government Affairs 
Oregon Farm Bureau 
1320 Capitol St. NE, Suite 200 
Salem, OR 97301 

 
 
 
Ashley Collins 
CEO 
North Carolina Peanut Growers Association 
P.O. Box 8 
Nashville, NC 27856 

 
 
/s/Katie Murray  
Katie Murray  
Executive Director 
Oregonians for Food & Shelter 
1320 Capitol Street NE, Suite B-50 
Salem, OR 97301 

 
Rob Hanson 
President 
North Dakota Corn Growers Association 
4852 Rocking Horse Cir S. 
Fargo, ND 58104 

 
Kristina Watson 
Director, Federal Government Affairs 
Pennsylvania Farm Bureau 
510 S 31st St. 
Camp Hill, PA 17001 

 
Tom Bernhardt 
President 
North Dakota Grain Growers Association 
1002 Main Ave W #3 
West Fargo, ND 58078 

 
 
/s/Kathy Zander 
Kathy Zander 
Executive Director 
South Dakota Agri-Business Association 
320 E Capitol Ave. 
Pierre, SD 57501 

 
Kasey Bitz 
President 
North Dakota Soybean Growers Association 
4852 Rocking Horse Cir S. 
Fargo, ND 58104 
 

 
Jordan Scott 
President 
South Dakota Soybean Association 
5000 S. Broadband Lane, Suite 100 
Sioux Falls, SD 57108 
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Bucky Kennedy 
Executive Vice President 
Southern Crop Production Association 
P.O. Box 1410 
Wetumpka, AL 36092 

 
 
/s/Karl Zimmer 
Karl Zimmer 
Chairman 
United States Peanut Federation 
313 Massachusetts Ave, NE 
Washington, DC 20002 

 
 
 
Jeff Aiken 
President 
Tennessee Farm Bureau Federation 
PO Box 313 
Columbia, TN 38402 

 
 
/s/Ben Mosely 
Ben Mosely 
Vice President, Government Affairs 
USA Rice 
2101 Wilson Blvd, Ste. 610 
Arlington, VA 22201 

 
Jay Bragg 
Associate Director, Commodity and Regulatory 
Activities 
Texas Farm Bureau 
P.O. Box 2689 
Waco, TX 76702 

 
Kyle Shreve 
Executive Director 
Virginia Farm Bureau 
P.O. Box 27552 
Richmond, VA 23261 

 
 
/s/Christopher Gerlach 
Christopher Gerlach 
Director, Industry Analytics 
U.S. Apple Association 
7600 Leesburg Pike, #400 
Falls Church, VA 22043 

 
Wayne F. Pryor 
President 
Virginia Farm Bureau 
P.O. Box 27552 
Richmond, VA 23261 

 
 
/s/Cassie Bladow 
Cassie Bladow 
President 
U.S. Beet Sugar Association 
50 F Street, NW, Suite 675 
Washington, DC 20001 

 
 
/s/Dell Cotton 
Dell Cotton 
Executive Secretary 
Virginia Peanut Growers Association 
P.O. Box 59 
Franklin, VA 23851 

 
/s/Robert L. Guenther 
Robert L. Guenther 
Senior Vice President, Public Policy 
United Fresh Produce Association 
1901 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW, #1100 
Washington, DC 20006 

 
/s/Tyler Franklin 
Tyler Franklin 
President 
Virginia Soybean Association 
P.O. Box 923 
Goochland, VA 23063 

  



 

 
 
John Stuhlmiller 
Chief Executive Officer 
Washington Farm Bureau 
975 Carpenter Rd NE., 301 
Lacey, WA 98516 

 
/s/Randi Hammer 
Randi Hammer 
Director 
Washington Potato & Onion Association 
P.O. Box 2247 
Pasco, WA 99302 

 
 
/s/ Heather Hansen 
Heather Hansen 
Executive Director 
Washington Friends of Farms & Forests 
P.O. Box 7644 
Olympia, WA  98507 

 
Kenneth Hamilton 
Executive Vice President 
Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation 
P.O. Box 1348 
Laramie, WY  82073 

 


