
 

 

 
 

Jennifer “JT” Teerlink, PhD 
Deputy Director, Registration and Evaluation 
Department of Pesticide Regulation 
 
October 1, 2024 
 
SUBJECT:  Risk assessment, reevaluation, and mitigation for human health risks 
 
REFERENCES (attached):   

1) Your leOer to me dated September 13, 2024 
2) My leOer to PREC dated July 19, 2024 
3) CPR leOer to PREC Chair Tulio Macedo, dated May 16, 2024, RE: “Risk assessment and 

miTgaTon for PREC agenda July 19, 2024” 
 
Dear Ms. Teerlink: 
 
Thank you for your letter of September 13, which answered some but not all of the questions 
that I submitted to PREC via email on July 19 (Reference #2).   
 
We request a meeting to get more specific answers about timelines and processes. Please 
provide some dates and times in the coming two weeks that work for you. 
 
Most of your letter (Reference #1) is dedicated to documenting actions that DPR has taken 
since 2014, presumably because that is the year of DPR’s most-recent public prioritization of 
active ingredients for risk assessment.  All the actions that you list are commendable, and we 
thank you for them.  Our organization does its best to stay abreast of, and document, DPR’s 
actions.   
 
So, we were pleased to note that our most recent letter about human health risk assessment 
and mitigation (Reference #3) correctly documented nearly every completed action that you 
listed.   
 
As best we can determine, the only DPR accomplishments related to human health risk 
assessment or mitigation that you listed, but that our letter failed to document, are: 

1) DPR’s comple-on of a human health risk assessment for chlorothalonil more recently 
than 2014.  Your leOer lists this under “13 acTve ingredient human health risk 
assessments”.  Our leOer does not list this risk assessment and we were not aware of it, 
partly because the completed risk assessment seems to be missing from DPR’s acTve-
ingredient webpage for chlorothalonil. 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/chlorothalonil.htm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/chlorothalonil.htm


 

 

2) Protec-ons for workers and bystanders for carbon monoxide pest control devices.  
Your leOer lists this under “17 regulatory acTons”.  Our leOer focused on registered 
acTve ingredients, and thus overlooked devices.  Note that there is no entry for carbon 
monoxide on DPR’s webpage for human health risk assessment and miTgaTon. 

3) Improved monitoring of baseline cholinesterase levels for handlers of certain 
organophosphates and carbamates.  Your leOer lists this under “17 regulatory acTons”.  
Our leOer does not list this, but perhaps it should; it’s a small but helpful miTgaTon. 

4) Mi-ga-on (product reformula-on) for fenpyroximate.  Your leOer lists this under “9 
miTgaTon measures”.  Our leOer does not list this and we were not aware of it, partly 
because there is no entry for fenpyroximate on DPR’s webpage for human health risk 
assessment and miTgaTon. 

 
Thank you for bringing those commendable acTons to our aOenTon. In the interest of public 
transparency, we trust you will also ensure that DPR’s website reflects the most current status. 
 
In addiTon, we were pleased to learn from your leOer that DPR is “progressing on” 8 acTve 
miTgaTon evaluaTons: 

1) Carbaryl (occupaTonal)  [RCD completed 2014] 
2) Fipronil  [RCD completed 2021] 
3) Naled  [RCD completed 2001] 
4) Phosphine  [RCD completed 2014] 
5) Propanil  [RCD completed 2019] 
6) Propargite  [RCD completed 2014] 
7) Simazine  [RCD completed 2013] 
8) Tribufos  [no entry for tribufos on DPR’s webpage for human health risk assessment and 

miDgaDon] 
 
StarTng in 2021, we have sent three leOers requesTng miTgaTon of those AIs (with the 
excepTon of tribufos, for which the risk assessment is not posted on DPR’s website). DPR’s 
progress has been extremely slow, as you can see from the RCD dates listed above. We support 
your efforts, though this is the first we have heard of them. Nothing about these miTgaTons 
was presented at the July PREC meeTng. Why not? 
 
In summary, we already were aware of most of the acTons listed in your leOer.  And we remain 
convinced that DPR needs to increase the pace and transparency of its human health risk 
assessment and miTgaTon.  We would like to meet with you to discuss this overarching issue.   
 
In addiTon, we would like to discuss the following quesTons that I submiOed, but that your 
leOer did not fully answer.  I will use the same numbering system as in my July 19 leOer to PREC: 
 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/index.htm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/index.htm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/index.htm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/index.htm
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/whs/active_ingredient/index.htm


 

 

2.  Under AB 2113, DPR is under obligation to mitigate within 2 years of a finding of risk.  
What is the timeline for mitigating AIs that already have a completed risk assessment but are 
still awaiting mitigation, in some cases for years? 

We would like to discuss the 8 AIs listed above, and also two others that your letter does not 
mention but for which DPR seems to have completed risk assessment work: 

• Deltamethrin and tralomethrin  [RCD completed in 2014] 
• Methomyl  [RCD might sDll be pending; see CA NoDce 2018-25.  However, your leOer 

does not include methomyl in the lists of acDve risk assessments or acDve reevaluaDons.] 
 
4. DPR has set a goal in its SPM roadmap of phasing out priority pes-cides by 2050. How will 
DPR select these pes-cides when so few have had a risk assessment, even when they have 
been priori-zed by DPR for a decade or more? 

Your leOer did not address this quesTon; instead, it focused on the narrow and very 
unambiTous goal of complying with the minimum requirement of AB 2113 (iniTate one 
reevaluaTon per year).  It’s been two years since the SPM roadmap; the Tme has come for 
specific AI lists and Tmelines. 
 
5. JT was at pains to stress that AB 2113 obligates DPR to ini-ate one new reevalua-on, not 
risk assessment, per year. The dis-nc-on was unclear to most listeners but seemed to be a 
clear warning not to expect that even this minimal obliga-on will include risk assessments per 
se. Will you provide a wriTen explana-on of your understanding of the difference between 
risk assessment and reevalua-on?  

Your leOer did include a detailed discussion of the criteria for iniTaTng risk assessments versus 
reevaluaTons; thank you for that.  But we are sTll confused.  BoOom line, will differences 
between the two processes limit the range of AIs that are subject to the reevaluaTon and 
miTgaTon requirements established by AB 2113?  Your definiTon of reevaluaTon specifies that 
DPR must determine that “a pesTcide may have caused, or is likely to cause, a significant 
impact”.  Which AIs meet that criterion, as opposed to the similar-sounding criterion for 
iniTaTng risk assessment, per se: “potenTal risk to public health or the environment”?  
 
7. DPR priori-zed paraquat for risk assessment in 2011 and ranked it the #2 priority in 2014. 
So far, no progress has been made. In 2022 CPR, Center for Biological Diversity, The Michael J 
Fox Founda-on, and a group of Parkinson's researchers and prac--oners pe--oned DPR to 
reevaluate paraquat. DPR has not responded to those leTers. What is the -meline for 
comple-ng a risk assessment for paraquat specifically? And when can we expect a response 
to our pe--on? 

Your letter did not address these questions, which we consider urgent. 
 
We appreciate your statement that, “we recognize and share your interest in moving more 
expeditiously through our work to identify and mitigate pesticide risks, and to provide more 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/registration/canot/2018/ca2018-25.pdf
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/CPR-and-CBD-letter-to-DPR-re-paraquat-Nov-2022.pdf
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/20221104-pesticide-reevaluation-state-of-CA.pdf
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/20221104-pesticide-reevaluation-state-of-CA.pdf
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/Scientist-and-practitioner-letter-to-CDPR-paraquat-Nov-2022.pdf


 

 

transparent reporting on our progress.”  Towards that end, we look forward to meeting with 
you to discuss our remaining questions and concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Jane Sellen 
 
Cc: 
Angel Garcia, Co-Director, Californians for Pesticide Reform 
Bianca Lopez, Valley Improvement Projects 
Julie Henderson, Director, DPR 
Karen Morrison, Chief Deputy, DPR 
Yana Garcia, Secretary, CalEPA 
 
PREC Members: 
Stanley Armstrong, CARB 
Katherine Sutherland-Ashley, OEHHA 
Kristen Pidcock, California Dept of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
Lisa McCann, SWRCB 
Mai Ngo, DTSC 
Fatemeh Ganjisaffar, CDFA 
Brian Gress, CDFA 
Matt Hengel, UC Davis 
Kari Arnold, UC Davis 
Ryan Barbour, CDFW 
Krista Hoffman, CDFW 
Garrett Keating, CDIR 
Edgar Vidrio, CDPH 
Tom Ineichen, Dept of Consumer Affairs 
Fabiola, Estrada, US EPA Region 9 
Stephen Scheer, CACASA 
Tulio Macedo, CDPR 
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Director 
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September 13, 2024              VIA EMAIL ONLY 

         jane@pesticidereform.org 
 
 
Jane Sellen, Co-Director 
Californians for Pesticide Reform 
145 E. Hermosa Street 
Lindsay, California  93247 
 
Dear Ms. Sellen: 
 
Thank you for attending the Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee (PREC) 
meeting on July 19 and for your questions at the meeting and in your follow-up.  
 
We understand your concerns related to the current pace at which we identify, evaluate 
and mitigate pesticide risks and impacts. We are working to improve our risk 
determination and mitigation processes and timelines, increase our efficiencies and 
effectiveness, and increase the transparency of our processes and decision-making. To 
that end, we are in the process of implementing the current, specific, negotiated 
requirements for our pesticide risk evaluation and mitigation work established by AB 
2113 and funded by the 2024-25 State Budget. 
 
AB 2113 outlines annual numeric reevaluation and reporting requirements and 
associated mitigation deadlines for pesticides identified and prioritized by the 
department. It requires the department to initiate one reevaluation per year by July 2025 
and two reevaluations per year by July 2029, and to develop mitigation measures to 
address risks identified in those reevaluations within two years of the completed 
reevaluations. AB 2113 also recognizes the department’s orderly, data-driven program 
of continuous evaluation and requires the department to report annually on the status 
of, and timelines for, its identification, evaluation and mitigation of pesticide risks, which 
is not limited to reevaluation, and to report, by January 2025, estimated completion 
times for pesticides under reevaluation as of January 2024. 
 
We are also in the process of developing the public, science-based priority pesticide 
process recommended in the Sustainable Pest Management Roadmap to identify and 
prioritize high-risk pesticide uses and their alternatives and to develop actions to phase 
out or appropriately mitigate their risks. This process will replace static, point-in-time 
prioritization approaches to continuously incorporate and reflect current health or 
environmental impact data, changes in pesticide use, or mitigations in place on a 
federal or state level.  
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While we are focused on improving our processes, we have also taken significant 
actions to evaluate and reduce pesticide-related risks since 2014, including completing: 
 
13 active ingredient human health risk assessments: 

o 1,3-Dichloropropene (1,3-D) 
o AITC 
o Carbaryl  
o Chloropicrin 
o Chlorothalonil 
o Chlorpyrifos 
o Dicrotophos 
o Fipronil 
o MITC 
o Phosphine 
o Propanil 
o Propargite 
o Sulfuryl fluoride 

 
5 reevaluations: 

o Chlorpyrifos  
o Copper Antifouling Paints 
o Neonicotinoids: clothianidin, dinotefuran, imidacloprid, and thiamethoxam 
o Pyrethroids (beta-cyfluthrin, bifenthrin, bioallethrin, cyfluthrin, 

cypermethrin, d-allethrin, deltamethrin, esfenvalerate, fenpropathrin, 
gamma-cyhalothrin, imiprothrin, lambda-cyhalothrin, permethrin, 
phenothrin, prallethrin, resmethrin, (s)-cypermethrin, tau-fluvalinate, 
tetramethrin, tralomethrin)    

o Sulfuryl fluoride 
 

17 regulatory actions:  
- Active Ingredients 

o 1,3-D: Restricted use to protect non-occupational bystanders  
o Brodifacoum, bromadiolone, difenacoum, and difethialone: Designated as 

restricted materials 
o Carbaryl: Expanded the restricted material designation 
o Carbon monoxide pest control devices: Added protections for 

workers, bystanders, and non-target organisms 
o Chlorpyrifos: Designated as a restricted material; designated as Toxic Air 

Contaminant 
o Copper-based antifouling paint and coating products: Capped leach rate 
o Neonicotinoids: Restricted agricultural uses to protect pollinators 
o Organophosphates and carbamates (Types I and II): Improved Medical 

Supervision Program for monitoring and reporting of baseline 
cholinesterase for handlers 
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- Other Regulatory Actions 
o Increased the fine range for administrative civil penalties levied by county 

agricultural commissioners  
o Improved field fumigation posting requirements for clarity, enforceability, 

and consistency  
o Improved filtering facepiece definition for clarity and increased compliance 
o Prohibited use of pesticides near school sites during school hours and 

required annual notification of anticipated applications 
o Revised field fumigation methods to lower emissions of Volatile Organic 

Compounds in Non-Attainment Areas 
o Established closed mixing system and personal protective equipment 

requirements based on tiered mitigation scheme 
o Clarified PPE requirements for protective eyewear and hand protection  
o Updated notification procedures for pesticide applicators who intend to 

apply pesticides labeled toxic to bees and for apiary operators 
o Updated Groundwater Protection List and Groundwater Protection Areas 
 

9 mitigation measures for pesticide active ingredients (including label changes, 
permit conditions or other non-regulatory actions):  

o 1,3-D (permit conditions)  
o Acephate (label changes) 
o Air blast sprayer exposures (focused training and outreach)  
o Fenpyroximate (product reformulation) 
o Fipronil (label changes to address urban surface water concerns) 
o Chloropicrin (permit conditions and label changes) 
o Chlorpyrifos (cancellation) 
o MITC (permit conditions) 
o Sulfuryl fluoride (label changes residential re-entry) 

 
Additionally, we monitor actions taken at the federal level to determine if these actions 
mitigate identified risks associated with pesticides registered in California. Leveraging 
the efforts of U.S. EPA to mitigate pesticide risks allows us to focus our resources on 
addressing other priority pesticide risks.  
 
Since 2014, risks associated with the following pesticides have been mitigated at the 
federal level:  

o Amitraz 
o Azinphos-methyl 
o Benomyl  
o Carbofuran 
o Cyanazine  
o Cycloate 
o DCPA (Chlorthal-dimethyl or Dacthal) 
o N,N-Diethyl-meta-toluamide (DEET) 
o Diquat dibromide 
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o Endosulfan 
o EPTC 
o Ethoprop 
o Ethyl parathion  
o Fenoxaprop-ethyl  
o Hydramethylnon 
o Methamidophos  
o Methidathion 
o Methyl bromide 
o Methyl iodide  
o Methyl parathion 
o Mevinphos  
o MITC  
o Molinate 
o Ortho-phenylphenol and sodium ortho-phenylphenate 
o Pentachlorophenol  
o Propetamphos  
o Propoxur 
o Sulfuryl fluoride 
o Thiabendazole 

 
As of September 2024, we are also progressing on the following actions to evaluate and 
mitigate pesticide risks in California:  
 
7 active ingredient human health risk assessments: 

o Acetamiprid 
o Clothianidin 
o Chlorothalonil 
o Dinotefuran 
o Imidacloprid 
o Linuron 
o Thiamethoxam 

 
5 reevaluations: 

o Chloropicrin 
o Cyfluthrin 
o Diphacinone 
o Non-agricultural uses of neonicotinoids (acetamiprid, clothianidin, 

dinotefuran, imidacloprid, and thiamethoxam) 
o Second-Generation Anticoagulant Rodenticides (SGARs: brodifacoum, 

bromadiolone, difenacoum, and difethialone) 
 

In preliminary investigation for reevaluation: 
o Paraquat  
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4 regulatory actions: 

o 1,3-D (occupational bystanders) and 1,3-D (occupational handlers) 
o Decontamination station and eye wash (ag and non-ag eye exposures) 
o Rodenticides (brodifacoum, diphacinone, bromadiolone, difenacoum, and 

difethialone) 
o Updating criteria for groundwater protection list 

 
8 active mitigation evaluation for pesticide active ingredients: 

o Carbaryl (occupational) 
o Fipronil  
o Naled 
o Phosphine  
o Propanil 
o Propargite 
o Simazine 
o Tribufos 

 
DPR’s risk assessments, reevaluations, and regulatory and mitigation actions listed 
above are the product of the department’s orderly, data-driven program of continuous 
evaluation, and reflect the multiple tools the department utilizes to identify and mitigate 
potential risks associated with registered pesticides, including:  
 

• Risk Assessments: DPR initiates and conducts human health and 
environmental risk assessments to evaluate potential risks associated with 
pesticide use. A risk assessment is a scientific process that evaluates the nature 
and likelihood of adverse pesticidal effects by comprehensively assessing 
potential exposure pathways and risks to specific populations under defined 
exposure conditions. DPR maintains broad discretion to initiate a risk 
assessment at any time based on a variety of factors, including potential risk to 
public health or the environment, amount of potential emissions, application 
method, and ambient air concentrations in a community.    
 

• Reevaluations: As outlined in California Code of Regulations, Title 3, Section 
6220, reevaluation is a specific process for evaluating and mitigating risks that 
includes scientific and legal requirements, including public notice and a public 
comment period, and may include a data request(s). Reevaluations are subject 
to requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). DPR 
conducts pesticide reevaluations where, after investigating reported episodes or 
other information, the department determines, based on reported information, 
that “a pesticide may have caused, or is likely to cause, a significant adverse 
impact.”  In some cases, a risk assessment may be conducted to complete a 
reevaluation.  

 
Each of the tools used as part of DPR’s continuous evaluation process requires careful 
and often complex scientific data collection and/or analyses. Mitigation actions – 
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including regulatory actions, permit conditions, label changes, product reformulation or 
cancellation – may be adopted following a formal reevaluation or risk assessment.  
 
The time required to make a risk determination and initiate action to mitigate identified 
risks varies depending on the complexity and volume of materials associated with the 
scientific review, legal requirements, and other factors. DPR must comply with all 
applicable legal process requirements and characterize and mitigate risks associated 
with pesticides in a robust and defensible manner. When a DPR scientific evaluation 
determines that a pesticide poses risks to human health or the environment, DPR can 
adopt mitigation through regulatory, label, or other measures to address potential 
exposures. Where a risk cannot be mitigated, DPR may initiate proceedings to cancel 
the pesticide product registration.  
 
We are currently updating our draft 2024-28 Strategic Plan to reflect our efforts to 
implement AB 2113’s reevaluation and reporting requirements and mitigation deadlines. 
The plan’s goals outline specific next steps for initiating risk assessments and 
reevaluations, publishing timelines, and establishing a priority pesticide process for the 
identification and mitigation of risks. In working to satisfy our AB 2113 requirements, 
and meet our strategic plan goals, we are focused on streamlining our risk 
determination and mitigation processes without sacrificing our necessary rigorous 
scientific review.  
 
The Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee (PREC) plays a specific, defined 
role in support of our risk evaluation and mitigation processes. It is an interagency 
advisory committee that fulfills a consultation role as a part of DPR’s CEQA certified 
regulatory program relative to the registration and reevaluation of pesticides. The PREC 
provides advice, consultation and insight to DPR on our work to evaluate and mitigate 
pesticide risks to protect people and the environment through our registration and 
evaluation processes. PREC is not an oversight committee. 
 
In sum, we recognize and share your interest in moving more expeditiously through our 
work to identify and mitigate pesticide risks, and to provide more transparent reporting 
on our progress. We are in the process of taking active steps to achieve this goal, in 
alignment with the AB 2113 requirements.  
 
We look forward to continuing conversations with your organization and with the 
members of PREC as we advance our mission to protect people and the environment.  
 
Thank you,  
 
 
 
Jennifer “JT” Teerlink, Ph.D. 
Deputy Director, Registration and Evaluation  
Department of Pesticide Regulation   



Jane Sellen 
Page 7 
 
 
 
cc: Angel Garcia, Californians for Pesticide Reform 

Bianca Lopez, Valley Improvement Projects  
Julie Henderson, California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
Karen Morrison, California Department of Pesticide Regulation 

 
PREC Members 
Stanley Armstrong, California Air Resources Board 
Katherine Sutherland-Ashley, Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment 
Kristen Pidcock, California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery 
Lisa McCann, State Water Resources Control Board 
Mai Ngo, Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Fatemeh Ganjisaffar, California Department of Food and Agriculture  
Brian Gress, California Department of Food and Agriculture  
Matt Hengel, University of California Davis  
Kari Arnold, University of California Davis 
Ryan Bourbour, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Krista Hoffman, California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Garrett Keating, California Department of Industrial Relations 
Edgar Vidrio, California Department of Public Health  
Tom Ineichen, Department of Consumer Affairs 
Fabiola Estrada, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
Stephen Scheer, California Agriculture Commissioners and Sealers Association  
Tulio Macedo, California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
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Jane Sellen <jane@pesticidereform.org>

Questions regarding risk assessment, reevaluation and mitigation
1 message

Jane Sellen <jane@pesticidereform.org> Fri, Jul 19, 2024 at 11:36 AM
To: "CDPR PRECComments@CDPR" <preccomments@cdpr.ca.gov>
Cc: "Teerlink, JT@CDPR" <Jennifer.Teerlink@cdpr.ca.gov>, "Henderson, Julie@CDPR" <Julie.Henderson@cdpr.ca.gov>,
"Morrison, Karen@CDPR" <Karen.Morrison@cdpr.ca.gov>, Angel Garcia <angel@pesticidereform.org>, "Estrada, Fabiola
(she/her)" <Estrada.Fabiola@epa.gov>, Edgar.Vidrio@cdph.ca.gov, Katherine.Sutherland-Ashley@oehha.ca.gov,
stanley.armstrong@arb.ca.gov, Heather.Williams@calrecycle.ca.gov, Lisa.McCann@waterboards.ca.gov,
Mai.Ngo@dtsc.ca.gov, Kevi.Mace@cdfa.ca.gov, mjhengel@ucdavis.edu, Krista.Hoffman@wildlife.ca.gov,
Tom.Ineichen@dca.ca.gov
Bcc: Mike Zeiss <mike@pesticidereform.org>, Anne Katten <akatten@crlaf.org>, Caroline Cox
<caroline.s.cox@protonmail.com>, Mark Weller <mark@pesticidereform.org>, Bianca Lopez <bianca@vip209.org>,
catherine <catherine.dodd@gmail.com>

Dear PREC members,

Thank you for taking my live comment at today's PREC meeting. Unfortunately my questions were not answered, so
here are some questions I would appreciate a written response to:

1. DPR is under statutory obligation since 2014 to initiate 5 new risk assessments per year, and to provide a 45 day
comment period on the annual selection of AIs. Here is former DPR Director Brian Leahy's memo on the topic. Why is
DPR violating the law on this matter? 

2. Under AB 2113, DPR is under obligation to mitigate within 2 years of a finding of risk. What is the timeline for
mitigating AIs that already have a completed risk assessment but are still awaiting mitigation, in some cases for
years?

3. In a series of letters in 2021, 2022, and 2024, we have repeatedly called on the PREC to hold DPR accountable for
their lack of progress on this critical task. We have documented the pace of risk assessments, with just 18 risk
characterization documents in 13 years and only 7 mitigations. More than 80 pesticides were designated by DPR as
high priority in 2011, and ten pesticides were ranked as the top 10 in 2014. Not one of these 10 has had a risk
assessment, and there is no record that any have even been started. Not one. How does the PREC plan to hold DPR
accountable for this lack of progress?

4. DPR has set a goal in its SPM roadmap of phasing out priority pesticides by 2050. How will DPR select these
pesticides when so few have had a risk assessment, even when they have been prioritized by DPR for a decade or
more?

5. JT was at pains to stress that AB 2113 obligates DPR to initiate one new reevaluation, not risk assessment, per
year. The distinction was unclear to most listeners but seemed to be a clear warning not to expect that even this
minimal obligation will include risk assessments per se. Will you provide a written explanation of your understanding of
the difference between risk assessment and  reevaluation? 

6. In the course of negotiating AB 2113, DPR repeatedly claimed that there are statutory obligations that necessitate a
long and uncertain timeline for completing risk assessments, and used this as an excuse not to commit to completing
(as opposed to initiating) a single one.  What are those obligations? Please list them.

7. DPR prioritized paraquat for risk assessment in 2011 and ranked it the #2 priority in 2014. So far, no progress has
been made. In 2022 CPR, Center for Biological Diversity, The Michael J Fox Foundation, and a group of Parkinson's
researchers and practitioners petitioned DPR to reevaluate paraquat. DPR has not responded to those letters. What is
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the timeline for completing a risk assessment for paraquat specifically? And when can we expect a response to our
petition?

8. Today, there were many unanswered questions, both live and in the chat. The public attention to this topic is
proportionate to the disregard with which our many years of advocacy have been handled. Simply put, we are
frustrated. Will the PREC insist on a full public hearing on this issue so that DPR can be held fully accountable? 

9. As stated in my public comment, the PREC is the only publicly noticed, regularly scheduled and publicly accessible
forum at DPR. PREC members are the only people in the state with the power to hold DPR accountable by asking
hard questions and controlling the agenda. Today, not one single question was asked by PREC members. This is not
an informational seminar. This is it for public accountability. We are all depending on you. Will the PREC do this?

I look forward to your responses to these and my colleagues' questions,

Jane

-- 
______________________________

Jane Sellen, Co-Director
Californians for Pesticide Reform 
145 E. Hermosa Street, Lindsay, CA 93247
(559) 429-6794
www.pesticidereform.org
Working together for a just & sustainable food system since 1996

_____________________________



    
  
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. 
  



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? 



● 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 



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  

  
  



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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