
    
  

May 16, 2024 

 

Dr. Tulio Macedo, Chair 

Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee (PREC) 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation 

via email to: Tulio.Macedo@cdpr.ca.gov 

 

SUBJECT: Risk assessment and mitigation for PREC agenda July 19, 2024 

  

Dear Dr. Macedo: 

  

We are writing to request that you agendize progress reports on DPR’s risk assessment and 

mitigation efforts for the PREC meeting scheduled for July 19, 2024. 

  

That meeting date represents one year since DPR’s most recent public report about its risk 

assessment process.  At PREC’s July 21, 2023 meeting, Primary State Toxicologist Andrew 

Rubin explained, for the second time, how DPR plans to develop a prioritized list of active 

ingredients for risk assessment1. Essentially, he repeated the same promises made a year 

earlier2. The public and PREC deserve to hear how DPR is progressing on that vital task. We 

hope that after all this time, DPR will be able to present specific plans about which active 

ingredients will undergo risk assessment on which dates, not merely another recap of how such 

plans might, someday, be developed. 

  

PREC’s upcoming meeting on July 19, 2024 will also represent three years since we initially 

requested a PREC presentation about mitigation actions to reduce risks that DPR’s own risk 

assessments have already identified as excessive. On July 2, 2021 we submitted an open letter 

requesting a mitigation report to PREC3.  Despite our repeated requests to you since, PREC still 

has not received any presentation about DPR’s mitigation priorities and procedures. 

  

In the 13 years since DPR’s 2011 list of priority pesticide active ingredients4, DPR has posted 

draft or completed risk characterization documents (RCDs) for about 18 active ingredients. Of 

those, DPR initiated actions to mitigate risks for about seven active ingredients.  

For details, please see the attached Table 1. 

  

https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/FINAL-Open-letter-to-PREC-re-Risk-Assessment-July-2021-1.pdf
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/CDPR-2011-prioritization-for-risk-characterization-Report-52.pdf


Those risk assessments, when followed by mitigation actions, represent a substantial 

contribution to protecting the health of Californians. In particular, we concur with DPR's decision 

to focus much of current risk assessment and mitigation efforts on the soil fumigants. That 

includes the decision to complete a risk assessment on the fumigant AITC to inform the decision 

on whether to allow registration in California. As highly toxic and volatile pesticides, fumigants 

pose high hazards, and thus are appropriate targets for DPR’s risk assessment and mitigation. 

  

Nonetheless, DPR’s results are not sufficient to address its mission. Firstly, the pace of risk 

assessment is too slow, for the following reasons: 

1)    DPR currently manages 1,040 unique active ingredients.5 At the rate of 18 assessments 

per 13 years, it would take decades to assess even a fraction of this total. 

2)    DPR's most recent public prioritization, in 20146, listed the top-10 priority active 

ingredients for risk assessment. All 10 active ingredients are in active use today, yet all 10 are 

still waiting for DPR to initiate the risk assessment process. DPR's more-comprehensive 

2011 assessment4 listed 82 active ingredients as "high" priority for risk assessment. Most 

of the 82 are still in active use, and DPR has initiated risk assessment for only a handful (Table 

1). 

Those previous priority lists might seem like yesterday’s news, but neglecting them puts today’s 

children at risk. A 2021 study of pesticide exposure to pregnant mothers identified eight 

pesticide active ingredients as associated with subsequent infant cancer.7 One of the eight, 

dimethoate, was on DPR’s 2014 top-ten list. Another two were classified as “moderate priority” 

on DPR’s 2011 list: kresoxim-methyl and propiconazole. Unfortunately, DPR has not yet 

conducted a risk assessment of any of the three - even though all three have active California 

registrations. 

3)    To that daunting backlog must be added at least some of the new active ingredients that 

DPR is registering at a rate of roughly 15 each year.8 

  

Similar to risk assessment, the recent pace of mitigation simply is not adequate to protect 

Californians' health. Even after DPR’s own risk assessment has identified unacceptable risks, 

DPR routinely takes more than 4 more years to put mitigation protections into place 

(Table 1). Those years of delay represent illness and health impacts that can and must be 

prevented. Seven partial mitigations in 13 years is not sufficient to fulfill DPR's mission. 

  

What can be done to solve these problems? We think it is incumbent on DPR to answer that 

question. Indeed, according to the recently-published Sustainable Pest Management Roadmap, 

one of the “keystone actions” required for sustainable pest management includes, “improve 

processes for evaluating currently registered pesticides.”9 

  

PREC could help achieve that goal, by resuming its traditional role of receiving and publicly 

reviewing progress reports on risk assessment.  Therefore, we recommend that PREC receive 

annual progress reports from DPR on risk assessment. The reports should include: 

● What process is DPR using to prioritize specific pesticides for risk assessment? 

https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/CDPR-2014-top-10-prioritization-for-risk-assessment.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/sustainable_pest_management_roadmap/spm_roadmap.pdf


● What is the current list of pesticides that are highest priority for risk assessment? 

● How many risk assessments will need to be done per year to keep up with the list? 

● And, what progress is DPR making towards that target? 

  

Equally important, PREC needs to promote transparency about how DPR implements 

mitigation once risk assessments find unacceptable risks. As for risk assessment, we 

recommend annual progress reports. The mitigation reports should include: 

● The list of active ingredients for which DPR risk assessments already have identified 

unacceptable risks, 

● How much time has elapsed since each of those risk assessments, and 

● Specific plans and target dates for implementing mitigation for each active ingredient. 

  

As we stated earlier, three years have elapsed since our letter requesting a PREC presentation 

on mitigation. Despite our repeated requests to you since, PREC still has not received any 

presentation. We find it ironic that DPR recently invested staff time to produce a new version of 

its “continuous evaluation” factsheet10, giving the impression that mitigation is routine and 

punctual. As shown in Table 1, this is false. We call on DPR to present a mitigation plan to 

PREC that lives up to the claims made in the new factsheet. 

  

Thank you in advance for resuming PREC's traditional role of promoting transparency about 

DPR's risk assessment and mitigation. This is one of the best ways for PREC to live up to its 

stated mission: "to foster communication and understanding on pesticide issues".11 As an 

important step, we ask you to include these two topics on the formal agenda of the July 19, 

2024 PREC meeting. Indeed, both risk assessment and mitigation should be annual topics at 

every July PREC meeting. 

  

Yours sincerely, 

  

  

  

  

  

Jane Sellen & Angel Garcia, Co-Directors, Californians for Pesticide Reform 

Anne Katten, Pesticide and Work Health and Safety Project Director, California Rural Legal 

Assistance Foundation 

  

  

Cc: Julie Henderson, Director, DPR, julie.henderson@cdpr.ca.gov  

Karen Morrison, Chief Deputy Director, DPR, karen.morrison@cdpr.ca.gov  

Dr. Andrew Rubin, Primary State Toxicologist andy.rubin@cdpr.ca.gov  

And PREC members https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/prec/precmembers.pdf: 

Stan Armstrong, stanley.armstrong@arb.ca.gov 

Katherine Sutherland-Ashley, katherine.sutherland-ashley@oehha.ca.gov 

Heather Williams, heather.williams@calrecycle.ca.gov 

https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/07/FINAL-Open-letter-to-PREC-re-Risk-Assessment-July-2021-1.pdf
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/continuous-evaluation-factsheet-4-12-24.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/prec/preccharter.pdf
mailto:julie.henderson@cdpr.ca.gov
mailto:karen.morrison@cdpr.ca.gov
mailto:andy.rubin@cdpr.ca.gov
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/prec/precmembers.pdf
mailto:stanley.armstrong@arb.ca.gov
mailto:katherine.sutherland-ashley@oehha.ca.gov
mailto:heather.williams@calrecycle.ca.gov


Lisa Horowitz McCann, lisa.mccann@waterboards.ca.gov 

Mai Ngo, mai.ngo@dtsc.ca.gov 

Kevi Mace, kevi.mace@cdfa.ca.gov 

Brian Gress, brian.gress@cdfa.ca.gov 

Matt Hengel, mjhengel@ucdavis.edu 

Kari Arnold, klarnold@ucdavis.edu 

Krista Hoffman, krista.hoffman@wildlife.ca.gov 

Garrett Keating, gkeating@dir.ca.gov 

Edgar Vidrio, edgar.vidrio@cdph.ca.gov 

Tom Ineichen, tom.ineichen@dca.ca.gov 

Fabiola Estrada, estrada.fabiola@epa.gov 

Stephen M. Scheer, sscheer@co.yuba.ca.us  
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Table 1. Pesticide active ingredients prioritized by DPR for  

human-health risk assessment12   Updated 5/12/2024 

 

Active ingredient 

(AI) 

DPR priority 

rankings: 

Risk assessment 

status 202413 

Mitigation status 

202413 

 in 20146 in 20114 (risk evaluations 

more recent than 2011) 

(protective actions 

more recent than 2011) 

Mancozeb 1 High none listed none listed 

Paraquat 

dichloride 

2 High none listed none listed14 

Dimethoate 3 High none listed none listed 

Iprodione 4 High none listed none listed 

Propylene oxide 5 High none listed none listed 

Ziram 6 High none listed none listed 

Glufosinate- 

ammonium 

7 High none listed none listed 

Cypermethrin 8 Moderate none listed none listed 

Glutaraldehyde 9 High none listed none listed 

PCNB 10 High none listed none listed 

DPR did complete at least draft risk assessments on 18 AIs in the 13 years since the 

2011 priority rankings (other risk assessments may be underway)15: 

Acephate [not 

listed] 

High Addendum to RCD 

July 2013; 

recalc of exposure 

Mar 2018; 

review new products 

May 2019 

Product-specific 

changes to Federal 

labels16 underway in 

July 2021 

[8 years after RCD] 

Allyl 

isothiocyanate 

(AITC) 

[not 

listed] 

[not listed] RCD April 202217 Not applicable 

[as of 5/13/2024, DPR 

has not approved the soil 

fumigant registration]18 

Carbaryl [not 

listed] 

High RCD June 201419 Expanded designation 

as restricted material 

June 202020 

[6 years after RCD] 

Chloropicrin [not 

listed] 

High RCD Nov 2012;  

update to RCD Aug 

2016 

CA-specific label 

changes Sept 201721. 

[5 years after RCD]. 

Recommended permit 

conditions, last updated 

202322 



Chlorpyrifos [not 

listed] 

High Draft RCD Dec 2015; 

determination as 

Toxic Air Contaminant 

Aug 2018 

Cancellation of many, 

but not all, products Oct 

201923 

[4 years after RCD] 

Active ingredient 

(AI) 

DPR priority 

rankings: 

Risk assessment 

status 202413 

Mitigation status 

202413 

 in 20146 in 20114 (risk evaluations 

more recent than 2011) 

(protective actions 

more recent than 2011) 

Cyfluthrin [not 

listed] 

High Problem Formulation 

Document Jan 201824  

RCD pending25 

none listed 

Deltamethrin & 

tralomethrin 

[not 

listed] 

[not listed] Addendum to RCD 

Oct 2014 

none listed  

["Possible Mitigation 

Needs" memo Feb 2015, 

but no action yet] 

1,3-

Dichloropropene 

[not 

listed] 

High RCD Dec 2015; 

revised risk 

parameters for tarp 

cutters Dec 2022 

pending26 

Dicrotophos [not 

listed] 

[not listed] RCD Dec 201627 DPR decided not to 

grant the SLN 

registration Oct 201627 

[same year as RCD] 

Fipronil [not 

listed] 

High Draft RCD Jan 202128 none listed 

Imidacloprid [not 

listed] 

Moderate Draft EA and RCD 

March 202429. 

Initiated reevaluation 

of non-ag uses March 

202412. 

none listed30 

[mitigation for pollinators 

but not human health] 

Methomyl [not 

listed] 

Moderate Draft RCD Nov 2015  

[still pending]31 

none listed 

Methyl 

isothiocyanate 

MITC 

(dazomet,  

metam sodium,  

metam potassium) 

[not 

listed] 

High RCD July 2004; 

Exposure update Aug 

2016 

Recommended permit 

conditions  

2000 - 201532 

Phosphine [not 

listed] 

[listed as 

underway] 

RCD June 2014 none listed  

Propanil [not 

listed] 

High RCD Feb 2019 none listed  



Propargite [not 

listed] 

High RCD May 2014;  

recalc of handler and  

re-entry worker risks 

Sept 2021 

none listed 

Simazine [not 

listed] 

Moderate RCD June 2013 none listed 

Sulfuryl fluoride [not 

listed] 

[not listed] Addendum to RCD 

May 2020 

none listed33 

["Mitigation scoping" 

memo Dec. 2021, but no 

results yet] 

 

References and notes                              

Last updated 5/12/2024; all URLs were successfully accessed on that date, with the exception 

of references “4” and “6”. Archived versions of those two references are available: 

https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/CDPR-2011-prioritization-for-risk-

characterization-Report-52.pdf  

https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/01/CDPR-2014-top-10-prioritization-

for-risk-assessment.pdf  

                                                 

EA = Exposure Assessment 

RCD = Risk Characterization Document  

RMD = Risk Management Directive                               
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23 CDPR cancelled use and possession of many, but not all, chlorpyrifos products, effective 31 December 

2020: https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/chlorpyrifos/pdf/general_notice_append_o.pdf. As of 5/12/2024, six 

chlorpyrifos product labels still have active CA registrations.  

 

Chlorpyrifos use for production agriculture is mitigated by 2018 recommended permit conditions: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/enforce/compend/vol_3/append_o.pdf 
 
24 CDPR. 2018. Problem formulation document β-cyfluthrin cyfluthrin. Available at: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/pdf/cyfluthrin_problem_formulation.pdf 
 
25 CDPR. 2024. Semiannual report summarizing the reevaluation status of pesticide products during the 

period of July 1, 2023, through December 31, 2023. CA Notice 2024-03. Available at: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/registration/canot/2024/ca2024-03.pdf 

 
26 For 1,3-Dichloropropene, CDPR implemented several versions of recommended permit conditions 

during 2015 – 2017. However, those were only designed to address cancer risk to bystanders: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/pdf/1,3-d_directive_mitigation.pdf 

 

In October 2021, DPR promulgated a Risk Management Directive limited to acute [non-cancer] 1,3-D 

exposure to non-occupational bystanders: https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/pdf/1,3-

d_directive_mitigation_exposure.pdf 

 

To evaluate mitigation options, during 2020 - 2021 CDPR conducted field trials managed by CDPR's 

Environmental Monitoring Branch: https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/risk/rcd/13-

d_pilot_mitigation_options_march_2020.pdf and 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/prec/2021/111921minutes.pdf 
   

During 2022-2023, CDPR developed regulations to mitigate acute and cancer risks to non-occupational 

bystanders.  The regulations became effective on 1/1/2024: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/22-005/1-

3_dichloropropene_field_fumigation_requirements.pdf and 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/22-005/22-005.htm             

             

In March 2024, CDPR issued a Risk Management Directive regarding cancer risk for occupational 

bystanders: https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/pdf/1,3-d_memo_030624.pdf 
 
27 Dicrotophos has not had any active California registrations since 1991, but was evaluated in 2016 

because of an application for a Special Local Needs (SLN) registration to control brown stink bugs on 

cotton: https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/risk/rcd/dicrotophos.pdf 

CDPR did not grant the request, as no SLN registrations are listed for dicrotophos as of 5/12/2024  

https://apps.cdpr.ca.gov/sln/ 
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28 CDPR. 2021 Fipronil risk characterization document draft. Available only via public records request 

at:  https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/fipronil.htm 
 
29 Imidacloprid draft EA and RCD are not posted on CDPR’s website and are available only via Public 

Records Act request, per the following document: CDPR. 2024. Notice of Initiation of Scientific Peer 

Review with Partner Agencies Following Completion of the Draft Risk Characterization Document and 

the Draft Exposure Assessment Document for the Non-Agricultural and Residential Uses of the Active 
Ingredient Imidacloprid. CA Notice 2024-06. Available at: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/registration/canot/2024/ca2024-06.pdf 
 
30 New neonicotinoid regulations 3CCR 6990 through 6990.11 became effective 1 Jan 2024.  However, 

those changes were not intended to protect human health.  Rather, the intent was to protect pollinators.  

That is stated in the Initial Statement of Reasons:  https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/22-

001/22-001_dpr_oal_isor_neonics.pdf 

The history of these regulations, including the final text, is available at: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/22-001/22-001.htm   
 
31 For methomyl, most recent CA Notice was in 2018: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/registration/canot/2018/ca2018-25.pdf 
 
32 For MITC, 2015 is the most recent version of recommended permit conditions, which CDPR gradually 

developed via multiple versions during 2000 – 2015: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/enforce/compend/vol_3/append_l.pdf 
 
33 For sulfuryl fluoride, the 2020 reference concentration may be higher than in 2006 RCD, which may 

have been used to justify lack of additional mitigation. See presentation at July 17, 2020 meeting of 

CDPR's Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee (PREC). Presentation available via public 

records request. Summarized in meeting minutes, available at: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/prec/2020/071720_minutes.pdf 

                                     

In December 2021, CDPR announced its intent to validate the model AERFUM for sulfuryl fluoride, then 

use the model to simulate a range of    structural-fumigation scenarios. Depending on the results, CDPR 

might explore mitigation options that could reduce air concentrations: 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/pdf/sulfuryl_fluoride_mitigation_012221.pdf 
 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/fipronil.htm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/registration/canot/2024/ca2024-06.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/22-001/22-001_dpr_oal_isor_neonics.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/22-001/22-001_dpr_oal_isor_neonics.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/22-001/22-001.htm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/registration/canot/2018/ca2018-25.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/enforce/compend/vol_3/append_l.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/prec/2020/071720_minutes.pdf
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/pdf/sulfuryl_fluoride_mitigation_012221.pdf

