
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CPDA September Newsletter 

CPDA MEETS WITH EPA REGISTRATION DIVISION LEADERSHIP 

On August 29, 22 CPDA member representatives met virtually with Marietta Etcheverria – the Acting 
Director of the Registration Division – and her senior staff. The EPA Team included: 

Dan Rosenblatt, Deputy Director  
Jennifer Saunders, Branch Chief, Invertebrate-Vertebrate 1  
Debra Rate, Branch Chief, Invertebrate-Vertebrate 2  
Danna Colby, Branch Chief, Invertebrate-Vertebrate 3  
Cynthia Giles-Parker, Branch Chief, Fungicides  
Lindsay Roe, Branch Chief, Herbicides  
Rachel Holloman, Branch Chief, Fungicides and Herbicides  
Eric Bohnenbust, Branch Chief, Minor Use  
Kerry Liefer, Brank Chief, CTAB  
Raven Arnold, Branch Chief, Information Services  
Ryan Mroz, Risk Assessment Process Leader 
 
The discussion focused on how CPDA and EPA can work together to reduce the non-PRIA backlog and 
other process improvements that will address EPA’s resource limitations for other PRIA actions. CPDA 
requested and EPA agreed to meet regularly to continue the progress made during this initial meeting. 

DICAMBA UPDATE – WHAT’S NEXT? 

Dicamba is in the news again. EPA announced last month that they are updating their ecological and 
human health risk assessment for dicamba as part of the registration review process. How this will affect 
dicamba’s availability in 2023 and beyond is a concern for CPDA members. Based on CPDA’s 
communications with EPA, here’s what members can expect.  

According to EPA, there are three scenarios that could impact dicamba’s availability moving forward. The 
first is registration review.  
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By law, EPA must evaluate each registered active ingredient at least every 15 years through a registration 
review. EPA uses the latest science and data to ensure that products do not create “unreasonable adverse 
effects to human health and the environment.”   

Dicamba is currently going through a registration review with EPA accepting public comments on its 
updated human health and ecological risk assessment. The comment period for these assessments ends on 
October 17. After reviewing the comments, EPA expects to issue a “proposed interim decision” (PID) 
sometime in the first quarter of 2023, followed by a 60-day public comment period. Typically, during 
registration review, EPA takes at least 6 months to review the public comments (which will number in the 
thousands) before issuing a “proposed final decision” or “final decision.”  EPA expects a final decision to be 
issued in the fall of 2023, which could include label changes and other mitigation measures. These changes 
would not affect the 2023 growing season.  

The second scenario involves EPA’s Registration Division (RD). Registration review decisions and RD actions 
do not occur in tandem. In other words, RD could take actions affecting dicamba, separately from actions 
taken by the registration review process. RD has no plans at this point to take any action. EPA issued the 
current dicamba registrations less than two years ago. These products are set to expire in December of 
2025 unless EPA takes further action to amend the registrations. Instead, RD seems content to let the 
registration review process play out naturally. On top of that, RD has a long backlog of pending PRIA and 
non-PRIA registration decisions. Their plate is already overflowing. 

The third scenario is the wild card. In January of this year, environmental groups sued EPA in federal court, 
hoping to convince the court to “vacate” the dicamba registrations. They are hoping for a repeat of 2020, 
when the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals issued an order “vacating” EPA’s dicamba registrations. This meant 
that the application of the three products was illegal, effective immediately.  

If this happens, EPA has three options. First, they can appeal the ruling. Second, they could issue an order, 
like they did in 2020, to allow dicamba already on farms and in distribution warehouses to clear the 
channels of trade. Or third, they could do nothing, allowing the court to vacate the registrations.  

This is an important issue for CPDA members and agriculture because of the spread of glyphosate-resistant 
weeds. Included in dicamba’s initial OTP registration was a Herbicide Resistance Management Plan which 
included grower education and remediation. Glyphosate-resistant weeds are not going away. This is why 
dicamba and other tools are needed to manage the growing problem of herbicide resistance.  

PER-AND POLY-FLUOROALKYL SUBSTANCES  

On September 1, EPA announced that it is proposing to remove 12 chemicals identified as per- and 
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) from the current list of inert ingredients approved for use in pesticide 
products.   

“Exposure to PFAS is an urgent public health and environmental issue in our country and we’re continuing 
to work aggressively to reduce the use of these dangerous chemicals,” said Michal Freedhoff, Assistant 
Administrator for the Office of Chemical Safety and Pollution Prevention. “Ensuring that these 12 chemicals 
can no longer be used in pesticides is an important step to protect workers, the public, and our planet from 
unnecessary PFAS exposure.” 

This follows an October 18, 2021, unveiling by EPA Administrator Michael Regan of the Agency’s PFAS 
Strategic Roadmap, which lays out an Agency-wide approach to addressing PFAS. 

PFAS are a key component in fluorinated high-density polyethylene pesticide containers. EPA notified 
container manufacturers earlier this year about the potential for PFAS to form and leach from containers, so 
EPA announcement was not a surprise. 



INERT INGREDIENTS IN PESTICIDES USED IN ORGANIC PRODUCTION 

On September 2, USDA’s Agricultural Marketing Service announced that they are seeking public comments 
on alternatives to its existing regulations on the use of inert ingredients in pesticides used in organic 
production. USDA hopes to harmonize the existing regulations under the Organic Foods Production Act of 
1990 with EPA’s regulatory framework for inert ingredients. 

USDA is doing this through an “advanced notice of proposed rulemaking (ANPR). An ANPR is a 
bureaucratic “trial balloon” designed to test public sentiment before going through formal rulemaking. If 
there is little pushback, USDA will move quickly to prepare and publish a proposed rule. If there is a public 
outcry, USDA will either shelve the proposal or modify it based on what was submitted during the ANPR 
public comment period. 

ATRAZINE 

In 2020, EPA concluded the registration review of atrazine and set the aquatic level of concern (CE-LOC) at 
15 parts per billion (ppb). Earlier this year, EPA lowered the CE-LOC to 3.4 ppb. In response, grower groups 
raised the alarm. The National Sorghum Producers Association said in comments to EPA that “atrazine is 
utilized on 75 percent of U.S. sorghum acres, and the proposal will have drastic impacts on a large majority 
of those acres.” 

The U.S. Sugar Cane League said:  

“Atrazine is the backbone of sugarcane weed management. Because sugarcane is a perennial crop 
(harvested multiple years from one planting), atrazine is an essential product to obtain adequate 
weed control to extend the cropping cycle. Maintaining adequate weed control reduces tillage and 
extends the crop cycle while reducing runoff and erosion. It is affordable and highly effective when 
used as a tank-mix partner with other herbicides, a practice that allows less overall herbicide use. 
The use of effective herbicides allows crops to be grown using fewer resources and environmentally 
friendly methods that can reduce greenhouse-gas emissions by limiting tillage while improving 
sugarcane yields. Growers already face a limited supply of effective and safe herbicides. In addition 
to atrazine, several other herbicides like metribuzin and diuron are under EPA registration review, 
facing more restrictions and leaving fewer choices for effective weed management. Atrazine allows 
farmers to eliminate weeds that compete for nutrients, water, and other resources crops need to 
grow.” 

CPDA President Terry Kippley signed onto an industry coalition letter to EPA urging them to reconsider the 
3.4 ppb CE-LOC. 

 

 

 

 


