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Negative: Glyphosate Ban
By “Coach Vance” Trefethen
The AFF plan bans glyphosate, the herbicide forming the active ingredient in “Round Up.”  It’s also commonly used on crop fields that have been sown with “Round Up Ready” genetically modified seeds, so that the herbicide can be sprayed on the crop and kill everything else except the desired crop, whose genetic resistance to glyphosate protect it against harm.  Glyphosate has been linked to human health risks mostly by one study, the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC). Watch for AFF evidence coming from multiple sources but all or most of them ultimately mapping back to the single IARC study, which was flawed.  All the other studies have reached negative conclusions, finding that glyphosate does not cause cancer or other human diseases. 
Note:  This brief has been corrected to meet the new Stoa “full paragraph” evidence rule. It also has  corrections to some citations from the article at https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate, which was substantially modified after this brief was originally written and has a new “last updated” date in its online publication.  We have removed the old quotes from the old article and replaced them with quotes from the new version of the article or from other articles that had the same information.
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[bookmark: _Toc234172598][bookmark: _Toc240979635]1. “Effects Topicality”.   Glyphosate “affects” agriculture, but it isn’t agriculture.

[bookmark: _Toc234172599][bookmark: _Toc240979636]Link:  Glyphosate is not an agricultural product
It’s a man-made chemical produced in a factory.  

[bookmark: _Toc234172600][bookmark: _Toc240979637]Link:  Glyphosate is regulated by the EPA, not the Dept of Agriculture.
Environmental Protection Agency 2020 “Glyphosate” last updated 30 Jan 2020 https://19january2021snapshot.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate_.html (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Glyphosate is a widely used herbicide that controls broadleaf weeds and grasses. It has been registered as a pesticide in the U.S. since 1974. Since glyphosate’s first registration, EPA has reviewed and reassessed its safety and uses, including undergoing registration review, a program that re-evaluates each registered pesticide on a 15-year cycle.

[bookmark: _Toc234172601][bookmark: _Toc240979638]Link:  AFF wants it to be topical because it “affects” agriculture, but this logically fails to justify
Glyphosate “affects” agriculture.  So does gasoline, because tractors on farms use gasoline to power their engines.  So do banks, because farmers borrow money from banks to pay for farm equipment.  So does road construction, since farmers use roads to transport their crops to be sold or processed. You can see the problem:  Everything that “affects” agriculture ultimately includes… everything.  

[bookmark: _Toc234172602][bookmark: _Toc240979639]Violation:  An interpretation of the resolution that makes “everything” topical cannot be valid
The resolution must put boundaries around the scope of what cases are topical to limit the burden of research for Negative teams.  I’ve just shown that energy policy, transportation policy and banking policies are all topical if you accept the Affirmative’s interpretation of “agriculture policy.” 

[bookmark: _Toc234172603][bookmark: _Toc240979640]Impact:  Abusive expansion of the resolution justifies NEG ballot
 Opening up the resolution to make anything topical is abusive to the Negative team.  The best way to teach Affirmatives not to do this is to cast Negative ballots every time they run cases on things that “affect” agriculture but are not actually “agriculture policy.”  You’ll see this even further as we develop it into…

[bookmark: _Toc234172604][bookmark: _Toc240979641]2. Extra-topicality.   Glyphosate is used for things besides agriculture

[bookmark: _Toc234172605][bookmark: _Toc240979642]Glyphosate is not an agriculture policy because it is used on things that have nothing to do with agriculture
Gasoline is used for people commuting to work, in addition to farmers driving tractors, and that’s why regulating gasoline wouldn’t be topical as an “agriculture policy” this year. Likewise glyphosate is used for numerous things besides agriculture.

[bookmark: _Toc234172607][bookmark: _Toc240979643]Examples of non-agricultural uses
Environmental Protection Agency 2020 “Glyphosate” last updated 30 Jan 2020 https://19january2021snapshot.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate_.html (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Glyphosate is used in products such as Roundup® to control weeds in both agricultural and non-agricultural settings. [END QUOTE] Glyphosate can be applied in agricultural, residential and commercial settings using a wide range of application methods, including aerial sprays, ground broadcast sprayers of various types, shielded and hooded sprayers, wiper applicators, sponge bars, injection systems, and controlled droplet applicators. Agricultural uses include corn, cotton, canola, soybean, sugar beet, alfalfa, berry crops, Brassica vegetables, bulb vegetables, fruiting vegetables, leafy vegetables, legume vegetables, cucurbit vegetables, root tuber vegetables, cereal grains, grain sorghum, citrus crops, fallow, herbs and spices, orchards, tropical and subtropical fruits, stone fruits, pome fruits, nuts, vine crops, oilseed crops, and sugarcane. [LATER THEY CONTINUE QUOTE:] Nonagricultural uses include conservation land, pastures, rangeland, aquatic areas, forests, turf grass, residential areas, non-food tree crops (e.g., pine, poplar, christmas trees), rights of way, commercial areas, paved areas, spot treatments, ornamentals, parks, and wildlife management areas.

[bookmark: _Toc234172608][bookmark: _Toc240979644]Impact:   Extra-topical mandates must be stricken from the round and any advantages they produce must be dropped
AFF has no power to ban glyphosate 100% from the United States.  They can only ban it for agricultural uses.  But here’s the problem: Their harms or justifications all come from “all” uses of glyphosate.  They aren’t broken down into how many harms are happening on farms and how many are happening elsewhere.  Ultimately, they can’t prove that any significant impacts are happening from glyphosate on farms.  All of the deaths or sickness they claim may all be coming from non-agricultural uses, where those users are careless, whereas farm usage may perfectly safe.   In that case, their harms will continue post-plan because they can’t ban it off of farms.  

[bookmark: _Toc240979645]SOURCE INDICTMENTS

[bookmark: _Toc240979646]International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) – methodology was flawed and lots of other studies contradict
Environmental Protection Agency 2026 “Glyphosate” last updated 26 Aug 2026 https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
In its 2017 assessment, EPA concluded that glyphosate is not likely to be carcinogenic to humans. EPA reached a different conclusion than the International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC), which classified glyphosate as "probably carcinogenic to humans." The two evaluations differed in scope and methodology: IARC assesses whether a chemical is capable of causing cancer under any conditions — while EPA assesses risk under expected real-world exposures. EPA's classification is consistent with conclusions reached by a number of other regulatory authorities, including the Canadian Pesticides Regulatory Directorate, Australian Pesticide and Veterinary Medicines Authority, European Food Safety Authority, European Chemicals Agency, German Federal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health, New Zealand Environmental Protection Authority, and the Food Safety Commission of Japan and the Joint Food and Agriculture Organization/World Health Organization (FAO/WHO) Meeting on Pesticide Residues (JMPR). 
[bookmark: _Toc240979647]A/T “IARC critics have conflict of interest” – IARC refuses to discuss the evidence and ignores flaws in their study
Geoffrey Kabat 2019 (cancer epidemiologist) Fall 2019 ISSUES IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY “Who’s Afraid of Roundup?” https://issues.org/whos-afraid-of-roundup/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
This pattern of refusing to engage in a discussion of the evidence for its classifications goes back more than 10 years. In the most recent publications of IARC supporters addressing the glyphosate issue, the authors restate yet again IARC’s conscientious approach to its mission, focus on alleged questionable behavior by Monsanto, and imply that IARC’s critics have conflicts of interest. However, they continue to avoid discussing the evidence and ignore the fact that all other regulatory agencies have found glyphosate to be safe and noncarcinogenic. Nor, with the exception of acknowledging Portier’s becoming a litigation consultant immediately after publication of the glyphosate assessment, do they acknowledge any of the other irregularities pertaining to the glyphosate report.

[bookmark: _Toc240979648]HHS Secretary Robert F. Kennedy Jr. and the IARC – overlooked the best research
Emily Bass 2025 (Director of Federal Policy, Food and Agriculture at Breakthrough Institute; formerly worked in government consulting at American Institutes for Research, where she provided policy support to federal health agencies with a focus on health equity and payer innovation) 27 May 2025 “Mythbusting MAHA: A Reality Check on Glyphosate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026)  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/mythbusting-maha-a-reality-check-on-glyphosate
Kennedy’s concern with pesticides centers around toxicity. He claims exposure and ingestion are linked to various health issues including non-Hodgkin lymphoma (NHL). Detractors often cite the International Agency for Research on Cancer’s classification of glyphosate as “probably carcinogenic to humans” as evidence glyphosate causes cancer. IARC’s assessment of glyphosate has been called procedurally and scientifically flawed and it overlooked one of the largest longitudinal cohort studies which followed 50,000 pesticide applicators and their spouses. The study found no association between glyphosate and any solid tumors or lymphoid malignancies, including NHL and its subtypes. Per Canada’s 2019 evaluation, “no pesticide regulatory authority in the world currently considers glyphosate to be a cancer risk to humans at the levels at which humans are currently exposed.”

[bookmark: _Toc240979649]A/T “EPA withdrew its Interim Decision that Glyphosate was safe” – Didn’t change its findings of safety
Environmental Protection Agency 2022 “EPA Withdraws Glyphosate Interim Decision” 23 Sept 2022 https://www.epa.gov/pesticides/epa-withdraws-glyphosate-interim-decision (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
EPA’s underlying scientific findings regarding glyphosate, including its finding that glyphosate is not likely to be carcinogenic to humans, remain the same. In accordance with the court’s decision, the Agency intends to revisit and better explain its evaluation of the carcinogenic potential of glyphosate and to consider whether to do so for other aspects of its human health analysis. For the ecological portion, EPA intends to address the issues for which it sought remand, including: to consider whether additional or different risk mitigation may be necessary based on the outcome of ESA consultation for glyphosate, prepare an analysis of in-field effects of glyphosate on monarch butterfly habitat, consider whether there are other aspects of its analysis of ecological risks and costs to revisit, and consider what risk mitigation measures may be necessary to reduce potential risk following completion of analyses left outstanding in the ID. EPA also intends to complete ESA consultation with the Services, make a determination under the Endocrine Disruptor Screening Program, and respond to an administrative petition regarding glyphosate before issuing a final registration review decision.

[bookmark: _Toc76903073][bookmark: _Toc20662235][bookmark: _Toc104582371][bookmark: _Toc240979650]HARMS / SIGNIFICANCE

[bookmark: _Toc240979651]1.  No human health risk

[bookmark: _Toc240979652]EPA investigation of glyphosate finds no human health risk and no link to cancer (not a “carcinogen”) 
Environmental Protection Agency 2026 “Glyphosate” last updated 26 Aug 2026 https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
February 2020: As part of registration review, EPA published the Glyphosate Interim Registration Review Decision (ID). The agency found no human health risks when used as directed and determined that glyphosate is unlikely to be a human carcinogen. Potential ecological risks were identified primarily for non-target plants through spray drift and interim mitigation measures were identified to address those risks. 

[bookmark: _Toc240979653]Glyphosate has no risk to children and no risk from residue on food
Environmental Protection Agency 2026 “Glyphosate” last updated 26 Aug 2026 https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
There is no indication that children are more sensitive to glyphosate. After evaluating numerous studies from a variety of sources, the agency found no indication that children are more sensitive to glyphosate from in utero or post-natal exposure. As part of the 2017 human health risk assessment, the agency evaluated all populations, including infants, children and women of child-bearing age, and found no risks of concern from ingesting food with glyphosate residues. EPA also found no risks of concern for children entering or playing on residential areas treated with glyphosate.

[bookmark: _Toc240979654]Canada Study:  No glyphosate link to cancer in humans
Health Canada 2019 (agency of the Canadian federal government) 11 January 2019 “Statement from Health Canada on Glyphosate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/news/2019/01/statement-from-health-canada-on-glyphosate.html
Following the release of the Department’s final re-evaluation decision on glyphosate in 2017, Health Canada received eight notices of objection. There have also been concerns raised publicly about the validity of some of the science around glyphosate in what is being referred to as the Monsanto Papers. Health Canada scientists reviewed the information provided in these notices, and assessed the validity of any studies in question, to determine whether any of the issues raised would influence the results of the assessment and the associated regulatory decision. After a thorough scientific review, we have concluded that the concerns raised by the objectors could not be scientifically supported when considering the entire body of relevant data. [END QUOTE] The objections raised did not create doubt or concern regarding the scientific basis for the 2017 re-evaluation decision for glyphosate. Therefore, the Department’s final decision will stand. Health Canada follows a transparent and rigorous science-based regulatory process when making decisions about the safety of pesticides. As part of this process, Health Canada will publish its response to each notice of objection in the Pest Management Regulatory Agency’s Public Registry on January 14. Our scientists left no stone unturned in conducting this review. They had access to all relevant data and information from federal and provincial governments, international regulatory agencies, published scientific reports and multiple pesticide manufacturers. This includes the reviews referred to in the Monsanto Papers. Health Canada also had access to numerous individual studies and raw scientific data during its assessment of glyphosate, including additional cancer and genotoxicity studies. To help ensure an unbiased assessment of the information, Health Canada selected a group of 20 of its own scientists who were not involved in the 2017 re-evaluation to evaluate the notices of objection. [LATER THEY CONCLUDE QUOTE:] No pesticide regulatory authority in the world currently considers glyphosate to be a cancer risk to humans at the levels at which humans are currently exposed. We continue to monitor for new information related to glyphosate, including regulatory actions from other governments, and will take appropriate action if risks of concern to human health or the environment are identified.

[bookmark: _Toc240979655]N. Carolina & Iowa Study:  No link between Glyphosate and Non-Hodgkins Lymphoma (NHL)
Journal of the National Cancer Institute 2018 (Lead author: Dr Laura E Beane Freeman – PhD; Occupational & Environmental Epidemiology Branch, National Institutes of Health.  Other researchers: Gabriella Andreotti , Stella Koutros, Jonathan N Hofmann, Dale P Sandler, Jay H Lubin, Charles F Lynch, Catherine C Lerro, Anneclaire J De Roos, Christine G Parks, Michael C Alavanja, Debra T Silverman) Volume 110, Issue 5, May 2018 Glyphosate Use and Cancer Incidence in the Agricultural Health Study (accessed 16 July 2026) https://academic.oup.com/jnci/article/110/5/509/4590280?login=false (brackets added)
The Agricultural Health Study (AHS) is a prospective cohort of licensed pesticide applicators enrolled in Iowa or North Carolina, which has been described elsewhere. Briefly, 57 310 individuals seeking licenses to apply restricted-use pesticides were enrolled between 1993 and 1997. Of the enrolled participants, 63% completed a follow-up phone interview approximately five years after enrollment (1999–2005). The study questionnaires are available on the AHS website (www.aghealth.nih.gov/collaboration/questionnaires.html).  Incident cancer diagnoses were ascertained via linkage to cancer registries in Iowa (enrollment through 2013) and North Carolina (enrollment through 2012). Cancer diagnoses were classified according the International Classification of Disease–Oncology, 3rd Revision. Subtypes of lymphoid malignancies were defined according to the Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results Program Lymphoma Subtype Recodes. Vital status was ascertained via state mortality registries and the National Death Index, and state of residence was regularly updated. The study has been approved by the Special Studies Institutional Review Board of the National Cancer Institute, and relevant contractors.
[END QUOTE.  LATER THEY CONCLUDE QUOTE:]
In our study, we observed no associations between glyphosate use and NHL [non-Hodgkins Lymphoma] overall or any of its subtypes. This lack of association was consistent for both exposure metrics, unlagged and lagged analyses, after further adjustment for pesticides linked to NHL in previous AHS analyses, and when we excluded multiple myeloma from the NHL grouping. The lack of association between glyphosate and NHL is also consistent with the previous AHS [Agricultural Health Study] analysis. However, three case–control studies reported increased risks of NHL with glyphosate exposure. Another study reported a statistically significant association between glyphosate and NHL, but the association was attenuated when controlling for other pesticides. Two other case–control studies evaluated glyphosate and NHL risk, but had limited power (n = 12 and n = 4 exposed cases). All of these studies, including the AHS, relied on self-reported pesticide use for exposure assessment, and registry- or hospital-based cancer diagnoses. However, some study design differences are important to note. First, the AHS is a prospective cohort study, while the others are case–control studies. While exposure misclassification is possible in all studies, recall bias should not occur in the AHS because pesticide use was ascertained prior to cancer diagnosis. Second, this AHS analysis includes only licensed pesticide applicators who have been shown to reliably report their pesticide use. In this analysis, we controlled for the use of correlated pesticides, which was not possible in all previous studies. At least one study showed evidence of confounding by the use of other pesticides. In our study, controlling for other pesticides did not change the risk estimates. Finally, it is important to note that these studies have been conducted in different time periods; changing agricultural practices, such as pesticide application methods and use of personal protective equipment, may impact actual exposure levels. In addition, if changing product formulations or amounts used are associated with risk, this may also impact results.


[bookmark: _Toc240979656]“Large volume” of glyphosate is irrelevant. What matters is toxicity, and glyphosate has very low toxicity
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from Univ of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026 “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
By almost any measure, glyphosate and glyphosate-based herbicides (which contain other substances such as surfactants) have a low toxicity even at the high volumes used. For example, a 2017 analysis by weed scientist Andrew Kniss found that in the most recent data available, glyphosate accounted for roughly 26% to 43% of herbicide applications in corn and soybeans, respectively, yet contributed only 0.1% and 0.3% of the chronic mammalian toxicity hazard in those crops, which reflects the risk of adverse effects to mammals from long-term exposure. We updated these estimates with USDA data released since then. As shown in the figure below, although glyphosate accounts for a large share of the herbicides applied to each major crop, it accounts for a much smaller share of the acute hazard to mammals and no more than 1% of the chronic hazard. For instance, in 2024, glyphosate accounted for 50% of herbicide applications to winter wheat, but only 0.7% of the chronic hazard to mammals.

[bookmark: _Toc240979657]Critics of glyphosate are using “Facebook science” rather than looking at the actual data, which proves glyphosate is net beneficial to mankind
Geoffrey Kabat 2019 (cancer epidemiologist) Fall 2019 ISSUES IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY “Who’s Afraid of Roundup?” https://issues.org/whos-afraid-of-roundup/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
The glyphosate controversy may be the most glaring example of Facebook science, but it should come as no surprise that the same factors that are at work here are at work in many other areas, whether electromagnetic fields, cell phone “radiation,” so-called endocrine disrupting chemicals, numerous aspects of diet, cosmetic talc, GMOs, vaccines, nuclear power, or climate change.[END QUOTE] Today’s highly interconnected world faces serious problems that are in large part the result of the unprecedented progress that has been made over the past 150 years in science, technology, public health, and nutrition. These problems include, among others, the emergence of new pandemic virus strains and increasing antibiotic resistance; degradation of the environment, leading to loss of habitat and loss of species diversity; the challenge of producing adequate food for a growing population; and the pressing need to transition to a realistic energy policy as part of a response to a changing climate. These challenges will not be met by appeasing activists who seem to believe that the world would be better off today without many of the scientific and technological advances of the past, who exaggerate the risk associated with those advances by misrepresenting the scientific evidence, and who have nothing to offer but the simplistic and moralistic narratives of Facebook science. [LATER HE CONCLUDES QUOTE:] I realize that complex issues of risk and the environment create a near-impenetrable thicket of uncertainties, values, interests, and competing experts’ views of the evidence. But sometimes the clear weight of evidence coupled with a dose of common sense is enough to show what’s right, even if that means going against the tide of popular outrage. Glyphosate is a boon to agriculture and humanity. Let’s refocus the energy and resources spent on trying to demonize this useful and valuable chemical on problems that really matter.
 

[bookmark: _Toc240979658]2. No food safety risk

[bookmark: _Toc240979659]Glyphosate residues are not a threat to food safety
Environmental Protection Agency 2026 “Glyphosate” last updated 26 Aug 2026 https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Residues of glyphosate on any food or feed item are safe for consumers up to the established tolerances. Before allowing the use of a pesticide on food crops, EPA sets a tolerance or limit on how much pesticide residue can legally remain on food and feed products, or commodities. The complete listing of tolerances for glyphosate can be found in 40 CFR § 180.364. If residues are found above the established tolerance level, the commodity will be subject to seizure by the government. The presence of a detectible pesticide residue does not mean the residue is at an unsafe level.

[bookmark: _Toc240979660]EPA study found that even with excessive assumptions about glyphosate residues on food, there still isn’t any risk
Environmental Protection Agency 2026 “Glyphosate” last updated 26 Aug 2026 https://www.epa.gov/ingredients-used-pesticide-products/glyphosate (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
EPA's dietary assessments frequently use deliberately conservative, health-protective assumptions — for example, assuming that every single acre of a registered crop has been treated with the specific pesticide, even though actual usage is typically much lower. Additionally, EPA assumes that pesticide residues on food at the time of consumption are present at the maximum legal limit (the tolerance level) rather than actual, lower residue levels found in real-world monitoring.  EPA is re-examining dietary exposure as part of the current review.

[bookmark: _Toc240979661]FDA concurs:  2-year study found either no glyphosate residues at all, or else so tiny it has no impact
US Food & Drug Administration 2024. “Questions and Answers on Glyphosate” content current as of 5 March 2024 (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.fda.gov/food/pesticides/questions-and-answers-glyphosate
What are the results of the two-year sampling assignment? Results for both FY 2016 and FY 2017 assignment samples for glyphosate and glufosinate testing showed no pesticide residue violations for glyphosate in all four commodities tested (corn, soybeans, milk, and eggs). Of the 879 corn, soybean, milk, and egg assignment samples tested for glyphosate and glufosinate, approximately 59 % of the corn and soy samples tested positive for residues of glyphosate and/or glufosinate, but all were below the tolerance levels set by the U.S. EPA. No residues were found in any of the milk or egg samples.

[bookmark: _Toc240979662]84% of agricultural use of Glyphosate is on crops that are not for human consumption
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Glyphosate was first approved and marketed in the United States in 1974 as a broad-spectrum herbicide designed to kill most plants it contacts. Its rise coincided with the commercialization of genetically engineered glyphosate-tolerant (“Roundup Ready”) crops beginning in the mid-1990s. Today, glyphosate is primarily used on corn, soybean, and cotton operations, applied to roughly 80–90% of those crops’ acreages. These crops—which are overwhelmingly grown for animal feed, biofuel, and fiber rather than direct human consumption—account for the vast majority of all agricultural glyphosate usage, about 84%. 

[bookmark: _Toc240979663]99% of food products don’t exceed residue exposure limits, and most glyphosate use is on crops not used for human consumption anyway
Emily Bass 2025 (Director of Federal Policy, Food and Agriculture at Breakthrough Institute; formerly worked in government consulting at American Institutes for Research, where she provided policy support to federal health agencies with a focus on health equity and payer innovation) 27 May 2025 “Mythbusting MAHA: A Reality Check on Glyphosate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026)  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/mythbusting-maha-a-reality-check-on-glyphosate (brackets added)
While pesticides can be toxic, human health risks are a function of exposure to a relevant dose. When it comes to acute toxicity, defined as risk associated with exposure during the application process, glyphosate has lower toxicity to humans than 94% of all alternative herbicides. [HHS Secretary] Kennedy often claims, without citing any evidence, that the harms of glyphosate stem from prolonged exposure via low dose ingestion of residues in food products. Risk of prolonged exposure is measured as chronic toxicity, for which glyphosate is lower than 90% of all herbicides.  USDA regularly finds that 99% of sampled food products are compliant with federal pesticide residue exposure limits, including for glyphosate. Furthermore, the majority of corn, soybean, and cotton acres in the U.S. grow commodities that are not for direct human consumption. Restricting glyphosate for crops that are used for animal feed, energy, or fiber will have absolutely no impact on health outcomes in consumers.


[bookmark: _Toc240979664]3.  No risk to non-target species

[bookmark: _Toc240979665]EPA study found net benefits of glyphosate outweigh risks to non-target organisms
Environmental Protection Agency 2022 “EPA Withdraws Glyphosate Interim Decision” 23 Sept 2022 https://www.epa.gov/pesticides/epa-withdraws-glyphosate-interim-decision (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
On Feb. 3, 2020, EPA published the Glyphosate Interim Registration Review Decision (ID). The ID did not identify any human health risks of concern from exposure to glyphosate but did identify potential ecological risks. The ID included interim risk mitigation measures in the form of label changes, including labeling to manage spray drift and herbicide resistance. It concluded that the benefits of glyphosate outweigh the potential ecological risks when glyphosate is used in accordance with the labels.

[bookmark: _Toc240979666]Glyphosate harm to milkweed and butterflies is less risky than the alternative herbicides it replaces
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 16 July 2026)
Glyphosate itself, as well as other broad-spectrum herbicides, also can have indirect effects on wildlife by killing the plants they rely on. For example, glyphosate is not considered acutely toxic to monarch butterflies or their larvae at the rates they’re exposed to it. But spraying and drift can kill milkweed, which the butterflies exclusively lay their eggs on. Milkweed populations substantially declined at the same time that herbicide-tolerant crops and glyphosate use rose. But increased use of any herbicide that affects milkweed would have had a similar effect. In fact, compared to glyphosate, many common herbicides—like Dicamba—affect milkweed at even lower doses and are more likely to drift from where they were applied and affect nearby vegetation.


[bookmark: _Toc240979667]4.  A/T “Other countries banning it”

[bookmark: _Toc240979668]…and now they’re reversing the ban after more study.  Examples: Mexico, Germany and Sri Lanka
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026 “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Glyphosate may just be the most polarizing chemical in modern agriculture, if not modern society. Since the World Health Organization’s International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) classified it in 2015 as a “probable human carcinogen,” glyphosate has become a fixture of courtroom battles, consumer anxiety, and political debate. Juries have awarded multi-billion-dollar verdicts against its manufacturer, Monsanto, acquired by Bayer in 2018. Several countries have banned its use, often to reverse the ban shortly after, as in Mexico, Germany, and Sri Lanka. And activists have successfully forced regulatory agencies, including the Environmental Protection Agency, to revisit their assessments of the chemical’s safety.

[bookmark: _Toc240979669]5.   A/T “Cancer victims winning lawsuits against glyphosate”

[bookmark: _Toc240979670]Jury only heard the IARC study, not all the contrary evidence
Geoffrey Kabat 2019 (cancer epidemiologist) Fall 2019 ISSUES IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY “Who’s Afraid of Roundup?” https://issues.org/whos-afraid-of-roundup/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
In May 2019, a California jury awarded $2 billion to a husband and wife who claimed that the weed-killer Roundup caused their non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma. The defendant in the suit was Bayer AG, which had recently acquired Monsanto, Roundup’s manufacturer. Crucial in determining the judgment was Alameda County Superior Court judge Winifred Smith’s denial of a request by Bayer’s lawyers to share with the jury the US Environmental Protection Agency’s recent determination that the active ingredient in Roundup, glyphosate, is not carcinogenic and poses no risk to public health when used as directed. “What is the relevance?” the judge is reported to have asked. Instead, the judge allowed the plaintiffs’ lawyers to base their case on the International Agency for Research on Cancer’s (IARC) 2015 determination that glyphosate is a “probable carcinogen.” Deprived of the opportunity to hear any countervailing evidence, the jury found for the plaintiffs.

[bookmark: _Toc240979671]The lawsuits are the results of social trends where panic gets headlines and reinforces fear, while reliable studies by scientists are ignored
Geoffrey Kabat 2019 (cancer epidemiologist) Fall 2019 ISSUES IN SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY “Who’s Afraid of Roundup?” https://issues.org/whos-afraid-of-roundup/ (accessed 22 Sept 2026)(ellipses in original)
The memes that shape people’s—including some scientists’—views on complex issues of risk coalesce, and reinforce and amplify each other, contributing to what the Nobel Prize–winning behavioral psychologist Daniel Kahneman terms an “availability cascade … a self-sustaining chain of events, which may start from media reports of a relatively minor event and lead up to public panic and large-scale government action.” This cycle, he adds, “is sometimes sped along deliberately by ‘availability entrepreneurs,’ individuals or organizations who work to ensure a continuous flow of worrying news. The danger is increasingly exaggerated as the media compete for attention-grabbing headlines. Scientists and others who try to dampen the increasing fear and revulsion attract little attention, most of it hostile: anyone who claims that the danger is overstated is suspected of association with a ‘heinous cover-up.’” Under such circumstances, positive studies or assessments, such as IARC’s assessment of glyphosate, reinforce the prevailing beliefs and fears, while negative studies or assessments, such as those of the other government organizations that do not reveal a cancer risk, fail to find a receptive audience. The availability cascade has in turn led to the juggernaut of litigation cases against Monsanto/Bayer, each one enacted as a morality play in which a plaintiff with a rare, poorly-understood cancer is pitted against a powerful corporation.

[bookmark: _Toc119429557][bookmark: _Toc240979672]SOLVENCY
[bookmark: _Toc456458796][bookmark: _Toc119429558]
[bookmark: _Toc240979673][bookmark: _Toc119429562][bookmark: _Toc456458803]1.  Alternatives to glyphosate not effective

[bookmark: _Toc240979674]Farmers would not be able to fully compensate for reduction in glyphosate
Emily Bass 2025 (Director of Federal Policy, Food and Agriculture at Breakthrough Institute; formerly worked in government consulting at American Institutes for Research, where she provided policy support to federal health agencies with a focus on health equity and payer innovation) 27 May 2025 “Mythbusting MAHA: A Reality Check on Glyphosate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026)  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/mythbusting-maha-a-reality-check-on-glyphosate
Economic realities must be considered in addition to human health and environmental impacts. A recent report, commissioned by Bayer, found that alternative crop protection products can cost producers up to 2.5 times the cost of glyphosate on a per acre basis. An independent 2021 study modelled the economic impact of a hypothetical tax, as a proxy for regulation, on glyphosate in U.S. corn production. The researchers found that even a modest 10% tax on glyphosate, projected to reduce glyphosate use by about 5%, would result in $98 million in annual losses due to increased costs for farmers and decreased corn production. They find that the market economic loss from restricted weed control outweighs any human health and the environmental benefits achieved by switching to alternatives.  Notably, the results indicate farmers would not be able to fully compensate for glyphosate restrictions with alternative herbicides. While a reduction in glyphosate use would lead to a modest increase in the use of other herbicides, this substitution is found to be relatively small and not sufficient to offset the reduction in glyphosate, suggesting substitutes aren’t as available or effective.

[bookmark: _Toc240979675]A/T “Go Organic Instead!” – Won’t work.  Too costly and impossible due to multiple systemic constraints
Emily Bass 2025 (Director of Federal Policy, Food and Agriculture at Breakthrough Institute; formerly worked in government consulting at American Institutes for Research, where she provided policy support to federal health agencies with a focus on health equity and payer innovation) 27 May 2025 “Mythbusting MAHA: A Reality Check on Glyphosate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026)  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/mythbusting-maha-a-reality-check-on-glyphosate
A nationwide shift to organic agriculture in the wake of a broad pesticide ban is practically impossible due to a range of systemic constraints. First, organic farming typically produces lower yields, requiring more land to produce a given amount of food. Differences in yield are especially pronounced for certain commodities including wheat. Second, there is not nearly enough manure in the U.S. to fertilize all crops in place of synthetic fertilizers. Therefore, shifting to organic production would also require additional land to produce manure or to grow legumes and other nitrogen-fixing crops that provide needed nutrients. Lastly, organic production is often more costly. Although organic price premiums may enable farmers to make up for the elevated cost of production of farming organically, price premiums can fluctuate. The magnitude of shifting a significant percentage of U.S. farmland to organic can’t be understated. Less than 1 percent of U.S. cropland and pasture is certified organic. Organic sales only made up about 5.5 percent of all retail food sales in 2021.

[bookmark: _Toc240979676]2.   A/T “Europe successfully banned glyphosate”

[bookmark: _Toc240979677]They outsourced it: Instead of growing food with glyphosate, they import it from countries that use glyphosate
Emily Bass 2025 (Director of Federal Policy, Food and Agriculture at Breakthrough Institute; formerly worked in government consulting at American Institutes for Research, where she provided policy support to federal health agencies with a focus on health equity and payer innovation) 27 May 2025 “Mythbusting MAHA: A Reality Check on Glyphosate” (accessed 16 July 2026)  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/mythbusting-maha-a-reality-check-on-glyphosate (brackets in original)
Europe is often venerated by MAHA enthusiasts as having an enviable precautionary regulatory regime for food additives, chemicals, and ingredients. Even President Trump recently asserted that U.S. agriculture is “probably heading towards [the United Kingdom’s] system with no chemicals” under Kennedy’s direction, though the UK does not have a “no chemical” food system. Rather than a beacon, policymakers should view Europe’s farming policy objectives as a cautionary tale. The EU’s Farm to Fork strategy, for example, includes the goal of shifting 25% of production to organic farming. Critics warn such a shift will cause the EU to increase its imports of agricultural products, offshoring environmental damage to other nations, particularly in South America. USDA found that the EU’s plan to increase organic production would increase consumer costs and worsen food security. Other countries have also grappled with these tradeoffs. These exact consequences of a dramatic shift to ban synthetic agricultural inputs were born out in Sri Lanka in 2022. The Mexican government postponed their ban on glyphosate citing concerns that the government has yet to identify an alternative that can replace glyphosate without sacrificing productivity.

[bookmark: _Toc240979678]3.   Reverse advocacy:  Plan was tried & failed in Mexico

[bookmark: _Toc240979679]Mexico tried to ban glyphosate but discovered they couldn’t actually make agriculture work without it
Emily Bass 2025 (Director of Federal Policy, Food and Agriculture at Breakthrough Institute; formerly worked in government consulting at American Institutes for Research, where she provided policy support to federal health agencies with a focus on health equity and payer innovation) 27 May 2025 “Mythbusting MAHA: A Reality Check on Glyphosate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026)  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/mythbusting-maha-a-reality-check-on-glyphosate (brackets in original)
Europe is often venerated by MAHA enthusiasts as having an enviable precautionary regulatory regime for food additives, chemicals, and ingredients. Even President Trump recently asserted that U.S. agriculture is “probably heading towards [the United Kingdom’s] system with no chemicals” under Kennedy’s direction, though the UK does not have a “no chemical” food system. Rather than a beacon, policymakers should view Europe’s farming policy objectives as a cautionary tale. The EU’s Farm to Fork strategy, for example, includes the goal of shifting 25% of production to organic farming. Critics warn such a shift will cause the EU to increase its imports of agricultural products, offshoring environmental damage to other nations, particularly in South America. USDA found that the EU’s plan to increase organic production would increase consumer costs and worsen food security. Other countries have also grappled with these tradeoffs. These exact consequences of a dramatic shift to ban synthetic agricultural inputs were born out in Sri Lanka in 2022. The Mexican government postponed their ban on glyphosate citing concerns that the government has yet to identify an alternative that can replace glyphosate without sacrificing productivity.

[bookmark: _Toc240979680]DISADVANTAGES
[bookmark: _Toc119429563][bookmark: _Toc240979681]
1.  Replacements are worse

[bookmark: _Toc240979682]“Glyphosate has risk” isn’t the issue.  The issue is: What is its risk compared to alternatives?  And Glyphosate wins
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Glyphosate, like any product designed to kill plants, carries some risk. The relevant question for judging its environmental impact is not whether it poses any risk, but whether it poses less risk than realistic alternatives. For most uses in farming, the answer is clear: glyphosate is the lesser evil.

[bookmark: _Toc240979683]Glyphosate is net beneficial because the replacements are worse
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Public opposition to glyphosate rests not only on concerns about its alleged health impacts, but also on a widespread narrative casting glyphosate as an ecological villain—accused of destroying healthy soils, harming pollinators, contaminating water, and degrading biodiversity. But a closer look at how glyphosate is used, which herbicides it has replaced, and how it reshaped farming systems tells a more complicated story. For many of its most common agricultural uses, glyphosate has delivered net environmental benefits, largely by displacing more toxic herbicides and enabling farming practices that reduce soil erosion, water and air pollution, energy use, and crop losses.

[bookmark: _Toc240979684]Glyphosate has little impact and is much safer than the alternatives
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 16 July 2026)
To be sure, there are many different ways to measure the toxicity of herbicides. The hazard figures above are based only on estimates of toxicity to rats. While this is helpful in understanding potential impacts on mammals, it sheds little light on how an herbicide affects birds, insects, fish and other organisms. But by most measures, glyphosate also has little impact on these animals and is much more benign than the other herbicides farmers often use today instead of glyphosate such as when they’re dealing with glyphosate-resistant weeds. The table below compares several of these measures for the herbicides most widely used on corn, soybeans, and wheat. It shows that glyphosate, as well as glufosinate (a non-selective herbicide often used on glyphosate-resistant weeds), are among the least toxic options for most species studied.

[bookmark: _Toc240979685]Example:  Glyphosate replace Alachlor, which was much worse
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
The adoption of glyphosate and glyphosate-tolerant cropping systems also reduced reliance on a number of legacy herbicides that had disproportionately high toxicity levels. For example, glyphosate-based weed management enabled farmers to cut back on Alachlor, an herbicide that was widely used on corn and soy farms. After determining that it is a probable human carcinogen, EPA restricted its use and, with effective alternatives available to farmers, eventually revoked approval for all Alachlor products.

[bookmark: _Toc240979686]Example:  Diquat replaces Glyphosate, and it’s worse
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 16 July 2026)
That starts with a strong, science-based regulatory system capable of evaluating both existing products and new alternatives. Abrupt removal of glyphosate from the market without viable replacements would likely increase tillage and revive more hazardous chemistries, undermining decades of progress. As it stands, Bayer—the manufacturer of Roundup—has phased out glyphosate in its residential lawn & garden products, replacing some of it with diquat, which is generally considered more toxic.

[bookmark: _Toc240979687]Diquat replaces glyphosate, but it’s more toxic:  Neurotoxin, carcinogen and Parkinson’s Disease
Tom Perkins 2025 (journalist) THE GUARDIAN 6 July 2025 “Weedkiller ingredient widely used in US can damage organs and gut bacteria, research shows” (accessed 22 Sept 2026) https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2025/jul/06/weedkiller-diquat-organ-damage-study
The ingredient, diquat, is widely employed in the US as a weedkiller in vineyards and orchards, and is increasingly sprayed elsewhere as the use of controversial herbicide substances such as glyphosate and paraquat drops in the US. But the new piece of data suggests diquat is more toxic than glyphosate, and the substance is banned over its risks in the UK, EU, China and many other countries. Still, the EPA has resisted calls for a ban, and Roundup formulas with the ingredient hit the shelves last year. “From a human health perspective, this stuff is quite a bit nastier than glyphosate so we’re seeing a regrettable substitution, and the ineffective regulatory structure is allowing it,” said Nathan Donley, science director with the Center For Biological Diversity, which advocates for stricter pesticide regulations but was not involved in the new research. “Regrettable substitution” is a scientific term used to describe the replacement of a toxic substance in a consumer product with an ingredient that is also toxic. Diquat is also thought to be a neurotoxin, carcinogen and linked to Parkinson’s disease. An October analysis of EPA data by the Friends of the Earth non-profit found it is about 200 times more toxic than glyphosate in terms of chronic exposure.

[bookmark: _Toc240979688]2.   Loss of no-till farming

[bookmark: _Toc240979689]Link:  Glyphosate is key to enabling “no till farming”
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
One of glyphosate’s most important environmental benefits, however, is indirect. By enabling effective weed control without plowing, glyphosate and glyphosate-tolerant crops made no- and reduced-tillage farming viable at scale. Beforehand, tillage was the primary way farmers suppressed weeds, repeatedly disturbing the soil to uproot plants and bury their seeds deep underground. Farmers could kill weeds before they planted their crop with other herbicides, but many herbicides weren’t effective in killing all species or persisted long enough in the soil that farmers had to wait too long to plant their seeds. Once the crop was growing, farmers also often had to till in between rows to control weeds. Glyphosate, combined with tolerant crops, allowed farmers to spray their fields before planting to effectively control weeds as well as to spray after their crop emerged. 
[END QUOTE. LATER HE CONTINUES QUOTE:]
Glyphosate-based weed management is not the only factor impacting a farmer’s decision to implement conservation tillage, a practice that dates back to the 1940s, but it has substantially increased use of reduced- and no-till farming. Surveys of farmers in the mid 2000s, as illustrated below, found a large jump in adoption after producers of cotton, soy, or corn adopted glyphosate-tolerant varieties. Since then, the development of glyphosate-resistant weeds has caused some farmers to plow more. Yet glyphosate use remains the strongest predictor of whether a farmer uses conservation tillage methods.

[bookmark: _Toc240979690]Link:  “No till” farming reduces soil erosion and protects the environment
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Less tillage leads to less soil erosion, one of agriculture’s most damaging externalities. Eroded soil carries sediment, nutrients, and pesticides into waterways, degrading aquatic habitat and water quality. Since 1982, U.S. cropland erosion rates have fallen by about one-third, with glyphosate-based weed management and conservation tillage playing a large role. By one estimate, adoption of glyphosate-tolerant soybean varieties increased the use of no-till among soy producers by 20%, cutting soil erosion by 27 million tons per year and generating over $100 million in water quality improvements. Leaving crop residues on the field also improves soil structure, increases organic matter, and reduces nutrient runoff. No-till systems disturb earthworms and soil organisms less frequently and provide more continuous ground cover for wildlife. Studies often find higher abundance of birds and small mammals in reduced-till systems, in part because residues provide cover from predators, food, and avoid the destruction of ground-nesting birds during spring tillage.

[bookmark: _Toc240979691]Impact:   Air pollution deaths.  Soil tillage causes 1300 deaths annually from air pollution
Dan Blaustein-Rejto 2026 (Masters in Public Policy from the University of California; Director of the Food and Agriculture program at Breakthrough Institute) 13 March 2026  “Glyphosate’s Environmental Benefits”  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/glyphosates-environmental-benefits (accessed 22 Sept 2026)
Though often overlooked, conservation tillage also reduces the amount of dirt and dust from farming, significantly improving air quality. Conventional tillage disturbs the soil, kicking some into the air where it often remains windborne and contributes to cardiovascular disease and chronic respiratory problems like COPD. Though it is not one of the primary sources of particulate matter or other air pollution, tillage-related pollution nevertheless causes about 1300 deaths annually. The rise in no-till and conservation tillage, often enabled by glyphosate, helps avoid several hundred deaths annually.

[bookmark: _Toc240979692]3.   Economic Losses

[bookmark: _Toc240979693]Negative net benefits weighing the economic impact of glyphosate ban compared to the benefits
Emily Bass 2025 (Director of Federal Policy, Food and Agriculture at Breakthrough Institute; formerly worked in government consulting at American Institutes for Research, where she provided policy support to federal health agencies with a focus on health equity and payer innovation) 27 May 2025 “Mythbusting MAHA: A Reality Check on Glyphosate” (accessed 22 Sept 2026)  https://thebreakthrough.org/issues/food-agriculture-environment/mythbusting-maha-a-reality-check-on-glyphosate
Economic realities must be considered in addition to human health and environmental impacts. A recent report, commissioned by Bayer, found that alternative crop protection products can cost producers up to 2.5 times the cost of glyphosate on a per acre basis. An independent 2021 study modelled the economic impact of a hypothetical tax, as a proxy for regulation, on glyphosate in U.S. corn production. The researchers found that even a modest 10% tax on glyphosate, projected to reduce glyphosate use by about 5%, would result in $98 million in annual losses due to increased costs for farmers and decreased corn production. They find that the market economic loss from restricted weed control outweighs any human health and the environmental benefits achieved by switching to alternatives. Notably, the results indicate farmers would not be able to fully compensate for glyphosate restrictions with alternative herbicides. While a reduction in glyphosate use would lead to a modest increase in the use of other herbicides, this substitution is found to be relatively small and not sufficient to offset the reduction in glyphosate, suggesting substitutes aren’t as available or effective.
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