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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 Chlorpyrifes, 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. !

Because of the important benefits OPs provide 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

! 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.
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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

California Farm Bureau Federation
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Dacember 21, 2015

Docket, Environmental Protection Agency
Mailcode 282217
1200 Pennsyheania Ave, NW Washington, BC 20460

Chiorpyrifos Tolerance Revocations
Docket 10y No, EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653

The California Farm Bureau Federation would like to submit the following comments on the
LLS. EPA proposal to revoke all tolerances for the insecticide chlorpyrifos in response 1o a court-
ardered deadline. &s the largest farm grganization in the state représanting cver 53,000 farm
families and individual members, Farm Bureau works to find solutions to problems faced on the
farm and throughout the rural community in Califarnia,

We have 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. We
support reducing pesticide risk and danger wharg they actually exist. But in the absencg of a
refined, realistic and comprehensiva drinking water analysts, proposing the revocation of all or
any chicrpyrifos tolerances & unjustified.

Products containing chiorpyrifos are critical to California agriculture, They are one part of
comprahensive Integrated Pest Management programs and provide benefits for both small and
farge farm operations, including maximizing vield and vield guality, and contributing to inssct
resistance management.

The California Department of Pesticide Regudation use reporting database indicates thers were
close to sty crops that were treated with chilorpyrifos products in 2013, on approximately 1.3
mitlion acres, There are no known areas with drinking water concerns related to use of
chiarpyrifos in California.  Listed below are the crops obtained from the DPR database that
benefit from having chlorpyrifos available.

California Farm Bureau Federation

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

Biological Evaluations of Chlorpyrifos, Diazinon, and Malathion
Page 3

Sierra Club v. EPA 18cv3472 NDCA Tier 3/4 ED_002061_00057100-00003



California Farm Bureau
Chiorpyrifos Tolerance Revocations
Docket 1D No. EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653

2013 Pesticide Use Repuorting
hitpf S wwwr. cdpr.ca.gov/docs/pur/purmain. htm

Table 71 The reported pounds of pesticides used that are chalinesterase-intibiting pesticides.
Y 1 2605 {2008 | 2007 | 2668 [ 2608 [ 2646 12074 13612 172613 !
{ CHLORPYRIFOS | 2,031,348 | 1928980 | 1442521 | 1,368,568 | 1,248584 | 1,288,733 | 1,300202 | 1104438 | 1460672 |

Table 8: The reparted cumuiative acres treated with pesticides that are cholinesterase-inhibiting pesticides.
Al 05 173658 13507 (3568 120081200 {2074 12613 643 |
{ CHLORPYRIFDS | 1681634 | 1,538,958 | 1,154,681 | 1,162,554 | 935588 | 1,097,107 | 1,188,150 | 1053936 | 1288690 |

CHLDRFYRIFOS

Commadity Pounds Applisd | Appiications Treated Type
Alfalla 103,653.45 5,981 438,498.28 A
Alrpong 448 67296 258¢ 240,685 31 A
Apple 3,631.20 98 2,187 05 A
Apricot 1.43 2 O 64 A
Asparagus 10,135,532 174 10,485.56 A
Avocado 28.28 4 8.00 A
Barley 35,47 2 133.00 A
Bean, Drisd 48612 34 535.00 A
39434 715,800.60 3
Totat Pounds On This Commodity 8&0.52
Bean, Succulent 243352 15 255,00 A
Bermuda grass 37.50 1 4.00 A
Bok Choy 128315 184 1,269.00 A
Bresool G98512 365 5366 62 A
Brussels Sprout T64.05 72 988 .68 A
Cabtbuge 030858 208 216621 A
14,66 3 19.66 | U
Totat Pounds On This Commedity. | 304553
Cabtage, Savoy 12.97 2 19.00 A
Cancla (Rape} 2858 1 14.00 A
Caulifiower 8573 106 771.51 A
Chery 938.07 30 514,68 A
Chinese Cabbage (Napa) 8388 28 11102 A
Christras Tree 4.08 1 4.00 A
Cilrus 542.38 ps 179.95 A
Q.04 2 92.00 | U
Total Pounds On This Commaodity 54345
Coliarg 73.8% 13 137.37 A
Commodity Fumigstion 21.16 1 4508 ?
1.Q0
Totat Pounds On This Commodity 3216
Carn (Forage -Fodder) 4043378 111G 54,204 60 A
Corn, Grain 827.24 28 1308.20 A
Corn, Human Consumption 9,218,682 158 9.927.01 A
Cotton 157,790.22 1,525 169,015.74 A
Cusumber 0.74 556232 | P
0.14 3582775 1 U
Totat Pounds On This Commotity 0.88
Baikon 1.38 2 275 | A
(Gat Choy 1,24 1 D301 A
Gai Lon 15635 43 154 50 | A
Grape 7596414 233 A2749.07 | A
Grape, Wine 37.217.82 332 20582711 A
2
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California Farmo Bureay
Chiorpyrifos Tolerance Revocations
Docket 1D No. EPA-HQ-0OPP-2015-0653

Grapefruit 2,273.39 91 1,284.70 | A
Gugva 0.70 1 200 | A
Kaile 24223 44 33208 | A
15.26 1 2035 (U
Total Founds On This Commedity 257.49
Landscape Maintenance 37268
Leman 30,128.82 548 9927.10 | A
teityce, Leaf 10.50 1 10.00 § A
Lime 8:38 4 Q25 A
Blustard 2885 3 88.88 | A
N-Grhs Flower 81.08 61 18983 | A
70.82 28 1280,74500 | S
Total Pounds On This Commuodity 151.91
N-Gmhs Blanis in Containers 137.91 138 408093000 1 5
70.01 £ 68.42 | A
Totsl Pounds On This Commondity 257,83
N-Grnhs Transpiants 318 g 178 | A
237 11 27434000 | S
Total Pounds On This Commodity 5.
W-Quidr Flower 54342 17% 128350 | A
12883 a7 77883400 | S
Total Pounds On This Commadity 67334
N-Qutdr Plants In Containers 6545.82 242 100734 1 A
55,47 52 132502000 | S
2,40 £ 930000 | U
Totsl Pounds On This Commaodity 70729
K-Outdr Transplants 57878 53 47311 L A
4.51 18 1675500 | S
Tolal Pounds On This Commodity 575.28
Mectarine 1,881.56 &8 136081 | A
Cat {Forage ~Fodder) 82.87 3 800 1 A
Onion, Dry 514222 123 582441 1 A
QOrange 152.322.81 1,817 45374021 | A
Geehard Floor 38.4% & 2150 1 A
Peach 5513,48 143 265544 | A
Pear 98.32 F 50.50 { A
Peoan 1,874.71 38 1,370.50 | A
Pistachio 0.13 1 4000 | A
Blun 112479 68 FRGEXE I
Pomsto 24827 12 855G | A
Brune 473.20 11 25470 1 A
Public Health Q.83
Radish 1,218.34 268 7292 1 A
Regulatary Pest Contrdl 18.54
Research Commodity 78.05 14 3851 | A
3118
Total Pounds On This Commodity 109.24
Rights Of Way 987 81
1.88 1 200§ A
Total Founds On This Commadity 385.69
Soit Fumigstion/Preplant 10.68 4 11.34 | A
Gorghuny (Forage -Fodder) 2.536.87 ] 419360 | A
SorghumiMilo 280035 77 5019.78 | A
Sguash 815 ¢ 40.00 { A
Strawberry 8,186.40 207 8,405.08 | A
Structurat Pest Control 1,661.28
3
California Farm Bureau Federation
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California Farm Bureau
Chiorpyrifos Tolerance Ravocations
Docket 1D No. EPA-HG-OPP-2015-0653

Sudan grass 1.276.47 46 FIRTR A
Sugar best %5,114.88 704 478687 | A
Sugar bast {Forsge -Fodder) 13274 3 18200 | A
Sunfiowar 1,071.38 19 125300 | A
Bumet Fotato 147528 30 TEBEG | A
Tangslo Q4775 31 523,20 | A
Tangerine 523 1568231 | A
TwtSad 29 EOB.65 | A
Tuenig 38 2808 | A
7 21800060 1 8
Totad Pounds On This Commotity 57.97
Uncultivated Ag 8 89.50 | A
Varigbrate Gontrol
Weatnt 1 2823 PLAI2TL | A
Wheat 3.4194.78 107 7248.04 | A
Wheat (Forage -Fodder) 10,554.57 420 2197861 | A
Chemical Total 1,460,672.48 24,178

.5, EPA has presented no justification to reveke any of these tolerances and all should be
retained, As the Agency produces refined information on drinking water risk and economic
impact, we would suggest that analysis should be representative of realistic scenarios in key
areas of use, including the State of California.

We look forward to working with the Agency as they finalize this important policy decision.

Sincerely,

([ ithen A oy
7 gf

Cynthia L. Cory
Director, Environmental Affairs
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