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Bugged By Junk Science
Angela Logomasini | Huffington Post | August 21, 2017
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“Don’t let the bed bugs bite” was once nothing more than a

lighthearted expression, yet nowadays it’s a real concern. Banning

the most effective controls will do that. The same can be said for fruit

and vegetable pests. It seems such pests are having a field day

thanks in part to misguided pesticide regulation driven by junk

science and anti-chemical fearmongering.

And that is not just a problem for farmers trying to make ends meet.

You might feel a bite in your budget, too, as agricultural pests are an

increasing problem, impacting the prices for basic dietary staples

like orange juice and many other fruits and vegetables.

It’s time to step back and consider why we use these products in the

first place.

Farmers need them to fight off a range of pests that would otherwise

destroy a large percentage of the world’s food supply. Vector control

officials need them to fight disease-carrying mosquitos. And

consumers need products to battle home pests such as bedbugs

and cockroaches that carry diseases and allergens.

These important public health benefits are too often left out of

debates about pesticide policy. Instead, the focus is on tiny, largely

theoretical and unproven risks associated with the products. This

lopsided approach is producing bans and regulations that leave

few options for farmers and others who benefit from careful pesticide

use.

The latest example is the ongoing debate about chlorpyrifos, a

common pesticide that U.S. farmers have safely used for decades.

Activists with the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and the

Pesticide Action Network of North America (PANNA) petitioned the

agency to ban it in 2007 without regard to the impacts or scientific

justification.

The EPA has conducted several decade-long, exhaustive scientific

reviews demonstrating that the chemical poses little risk when used

according to legal guidelines. And in 2009, the Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) launched a scheduled safety review of the

chemical and indicated it would answer the petition as part of that

review.

But NRDC and PANNA did not want to wait for the science. Working in

tandem with other activist groups, they mounted a media campaign

to hype risks and build political pressure for a ban. They also took

their battle to court, suing EPA multiple times to force a premature

decision.

Under political pressure and court-ordered deadlines, EPA proposed

banning the chemical at the end of 2015. But the agency explained

in the Federal Register that the proposal was driven by a court-

imposed deadline, admitting that it did not have science to support

a ban.

In March 2016, EPA suddenly called a meeting of its Science

Advisory Panel (SAP) to review an entirely new and controversial

approach for its chlorpyrifos risk assessment in an attempt to justify

its proposed ban. Agency officials asked the SAP to comment on

EPA’s plan to rely on a single statistical analysis that suggested a link

between chlorpyrifos and developmental effects in children, yet

such associations alone do not prove cause and effect.

At the meeting, members of the SAP raised numerous concerns

about the study; the final SAP report concluded that reliance on this

study for regulatory purposes was “premature and possibly

inappropriate.” They explained that the study data was highly

flawed, the effects alleged lacked biological plausibility, and its

methodologies were questionable.

Nonetheless, the Obama EPA released a revised risk assessment at

the end of November 2016. It used the faulty study to claim its

proposed ban was justified. But the final decision was left to the

newly elected Trump administration.

In March 2017, EPA Administrator Scott Pruitt rightly rejected the

petition, allowing the EPA to continue its more thorough safety review.

His decision was judicious, but news headlines and environmental

activists have dubbed it an assault on science. Few media stories

focused on what’s at stake and why Pruitt’s decision was, in fact,

wise.

Consider the importance of this crop protection product for the

orange industry. The national orange crop has already shrunk in

recent years because of a bacterial disease transmitted by an insect

known as the Asian citrus psyllid, which was accidentally introduced

into the United States from Asia. Discovered in 2005, these insects

transmit a bacterium that causes a disease known as

huanglongbing (HLB), which prevents proper ripening of fruit.

Referred to as “citrus greening,” HLB has taken a heavy toll on citrus

crops, particularly in Florida. According to Florida Agriculture

Commissioner Adam Putnam, the disease has reduced orange

production by 70 percent compared to 20 years ago. “Our brightest

minds are working to find a solution, but until then, we must support

our growers and provide them every tool available to combat this

devastating disease,” he told reporters.

Research has shown that a one-time winter application of

chlorpyrifos helps reduce overwintering populations of the Asian

citrus psyllid “for up to 6–7 months” while maintaining populations of

other insects that feed on the citrus psyllid. Without access to

chlorpyrifos, the Asian citrus psyllid may soon become a major

problem in California as well because there are few alternative

products.

These problems are just the tip of the iceberg, as multiple comments

to EPA related to its risk assessment reveal serious impacts for a wide

range of crops. Commenters also addressed adverse impacts for

alfalfa, almonds, corn, peanuts, cotton, soybeans, wheat,

cranberries, and other products.

Such risk benefit considerations, unfortunately, are not part of the

equation for many politicians. In response to Pruitt’s decision,

Senator Ben Cardin (D-Md.) and six other Democratic Senators

recently proposed the “Protect Children, Farmers and Farmworkers

from Nerve Agent Pesticides Act of 2017” (S. 1624). It would do

legislatively what activists could not achieve administratively: ban

chlorpyrifos before EPA can finish its scientific review.

Such blind overreactions may gain political points for lawmakers

who puff themselves up claiming to be guardians of public health.

But it’s all just a charade. Their policies would harm public health by

raising prices and thereby reducing consumption of many healthy

fruits and veggies.

Stay Connected

Stay up-to-date with everything IWF! Sign up
for our newsletter:

Subscribe

Related Stories

Does Talc Baby Powder Cause Cancer?

Jennifer C. Braceras | February 24, 2020

Rounding Up the Science Behind the RoundUp Litigation

Jennifer C. Braceras | May 28, 2019

Junk or Joke Science? Hard to tell with this one • KZIM/KSIM

| December 14, 2018

Read Next

ESG Courses Set University
Students Up For Failure

ENERGY

Gabriella Hoffman | Op-Ed

Energy Abundance, Not Net
Zero, Will Lower Electricity

Prices

ENERGY

Gabriella Hoffman | Op-Ed

Ignore Progressives: Child-
Welfare Probes Work — Saving

Kids

CULTURE

Naomi Schaefer Riley & Rafael
Mangual | Op-Ed

Charlie Kirk’s Debate Legacy
For Educators

EDUCATION

Kelly Garcia | Op-Ed

First Name

First Name

Last Name

Last Name

Email

Email

Zip

Zip

Cell (optional)

Cell

By providing your phone number, you consent to receive text updates — including autodialed and automated messages — from Independent Women (40442) to the number provided. Message frequency may vary. Msg & Data Rates May Apply. Text HELP for help, STOP to opt out. For assistance, contact us at 202-807-9986. SMS opt-in information will not be sold, rented, or shared. Messages may
include requests for donations. Privacy Policy | Terms of Use

Privacy  - Terms

Innovation

🔍Donate  About ⌄ Centers ⌄ Get Involved ⌄ Real Stories ⌄

English | Español

https://www.independentwomen.com/subscribe
https://www.independentwomen.com/media-requests
https://www.independentwomen.com/opt-in-media-updates/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/blog/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/takeaways/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/two-truths-and-a-lie/
https://www.independentwomen.com/champion-women
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/unicorn-fact-check/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/policy-focus/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/op-eds/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/press-releases/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/testimony/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/amicus-briefs/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/letters/
https://www.independentwomen.com/privacy-policy
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/economy/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/culture/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/health/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/environment/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/energy/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/innovation/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/education/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/law/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/national-security/
https://www.independentwomen.com/issues/work/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/angela-logomasini/
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/bugged-by-junk-science_us_599b1bfae4b09dbe86ea3627
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs13593-012-0105-x.pdf
https://cei.org/sites/default/files/Angela%20Logomasini%20-%20EPA%20Denial%20of%20Chlorpyrifos%20Ban%20Sets%20Pro-Science%20Precedent.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-07/documents/chlorpyrifos_sap_april_2016_final_minutes.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/newsreleases/epa-administrator-pruitt-denies-petition-ban-widely-used-pesticide-0
https://m.lasvegassun.com/news/2017/jul/13/science-facing-assault-on-all-fronts-during-trumps/
http://edis.ifas.ufl.edu/ch19
http://protectingyourpocket.blog.palmbeachpost.com/2017/01/12/floridas-orange-crop-estimate-sinks-lower-as-tree-killing-disease-spreads/
http://www.imok.ufl.edu/hlb/database/pdf/12_Boina_14.pdf
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0163
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0706
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0303
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0630
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0205
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0543
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0475
https://www.regulations.gov/document?D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653-0579
https://www.regulations.gov/docketBrowser?rpp=25&so=DESC&sb=commentDueDate&po=0&dct=PS&D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2015-0653
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/senate-bill/1624/text
https://www.independentwomen.com/subscribe
https://www.independentwomen.com/2020/02/24/does-talc-baby-powder-cause-cancer-2/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/jennifer-c-braceras/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2019/05/28/rounding-up-the-science-behind-the-roundup-nuisance-litigation/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/jennifer-c-braceras/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2018/12/14/junk-or-joke-science-hard-to-tell-with-this-one-%e2%80%a2-kzim-ksim/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2025/10/23/esg-sets-students-up-for-failure/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/gabriella-hoffman/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/op-eds/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2025/10/22/energy-abundance-will-lower-electricity-prices/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/gabriella-hoffman/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/op-eds/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2025/10/21/ignore-progressives-child-welfare-probes-work/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/naomi-schaefer-riley/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/rafael-mangual-2/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/op-eds/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2025/10/21/charlie-kirks-debate-legacy-for-educators/
https://www.independentwomen.com/people/kelly-garcia/
https://www.independentwomen.com/category/our-work/op-eds/
https://www.independentwomen.com/privacy-policy/
https://www.independentwomen.com/terms-of-use/
https://www.independentwomen.com/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2017/08/21/bugged-by-junk-science/#
https://secure.anedot.com/independent-women/donate
https://twitter.com/IWF
https://www.facebook.com/independentwomensforum/
https://www.youtube.com/user/IWF06
https://www.instagram.com/independentwomensforum/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2017/08/21/bugged-by-junk-science/#email-signup-header
https://www.independentwomen.com/about/
https://www.iwfeatures.com/
https://www.independentwomen.com/2017/08/21/bugged-by-junk-science/
https://www.independentwomen.com/es/2017/08/21/bugged-by-junk-science/

