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Editor's note 

The California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) was created in 1991, 
when the state’s pesticide regulatory program was incorporated into the newly cre-
ated California Environmental Protection Agency. Earlier, pesticides were regu-
lated by the California Department of Food and Agriculture and its predecessor, 
the California Department of Agriculture. 

The Department of Agriculture published annual reports from 1919 through 
1958, which are cited throughout this guide. In addition to these reports, the col-

 
critical to the project. 

A Guide to Pesticide Regulation in California  
guide contains information on pesticide laws and regulations, DPR’s organization-
al structure, an explanation of regulatory and registration processes, a description 
of local and state enforcement activities, and details on DPR initiatives to protect 
people and the environment. The 2011 guide was an update to a 2001 DPR publi-
cation, Regulating Pesticides: The California Story, a Guide to Pesticide Regula-
tion in California. 
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[CHAPTER 1]
 

Mission and Organization
 
Since its creation about a quarter century ago, the mission of the Department  

of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) has been to protect human health and the environ-
PHQW�E\�UHJXODWLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�VDOHV�DQG�XVH��DQG�E\�IRVWHULQJ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW� 
management. 

DPR’s strict oversight begins with pesticide product evaluation and registra-
tion and continues through statewide licensing of commercial applicators, deal-
ers, consultants, and other pesticide professionals; evaluation of health impacts  
RI�SHVWLFLGHV�WKURXJK�LOOQHVV�VXUYHLOODQFH�DQG�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��HQYLURQPHQWDO� 
PRQLWRULQJ�RI�DLU��ZDWHU�DQG�VRLO��¿HOG�HQIRUFHPHQW��ZLWK�FRXQW\�DJULFXOWXUDO� 
commissioners) of laws regulating pesticide use; residue testing of fresh pro-
duce; and encouraging development and adoption of least-toxic pest manage-
ment practices through incentives and grants. 

California’s Food and Agricultural Code authorizes the state’s pesticide regula-
tory program and mandates it to: 

•		 3URYLGH�IRU�WKH�SURSHU��VDIH�DQG�HI¿FLHQW�XVH�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�HVVHQWLDO�IRU�
 
SURGXFWLRQ�RI�IRRG�DQG�¿EHU��DQG�IRU�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�SXEOLF�KHDOWK�DQG�
 
safety. 

•		 Protect the environment from environmentally harmful pesticides by
	
prohibiting, regulating or ensuring proper stewardship of those pesti-
cides.
	

•		 Assure agricultural and pest control workers have safe working condi-
tions where pesticides are present.
	

•		 Authorize agricultural pest control by competent and responsible licens-
ees and permittees under strict control of DPR and the state's county
	
agricultural commissioners.
	

•		 Assure pesticides are properly labeled and appropriate for the use des-
ignated by the label, and that state or local governmental dissemination
	
of information on pesticidal uses of any registered pesticide product is
	
consistent with the uses for which the product is registered.
	

•		 Encourage the development and implementation of pest management
	
systems, stressing application of biological and cultural pest control
	
techniques with selective pesticides when necessary to achieve accept-
able levels of control with the least possible harm to public health,
	
nontarget organisms, and the environment.
	

The state’s pesticide regulatory program had its beginnings in the early 1920s as 
a function of the California Department of Agriculture—later called the Depart-
ment of Food and Agriculture. (See Appendix C for more on DPR's history). 

DPR was created in 1991, within the then-newly-created California Environ-
mental Protection Agency. 

DPR today has a staff of about 400, including a large number of scientists  
from many disciplines. In 2016-17, the department had an annual operating bud-
get of about $100.8 million. 

DPR is organized into the Pesticide Programs Division, Administrative Ser-
YLFHV�'LYLVLRQ��DQG�WKH�2I¿FH�RI�7HFKQRORJ\�6HUYLFHV��ZLWK���EUDQFKHV�EHWZHHQ� 
WKHP��'35
V�([HFXWLYH�2I¿FH�DOVR�KDV�RI¿FHV�IRU�OHJDO�DIIDLUV��OHJLVODWLRQ�DQG� 

To protect human health and the  
environment by regulating pesticide 
sales and use, and by fostering  
reduced-risk pest management.  

— DPR Mission Statement 
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DPR Worker Health and Safety 
scientists travel throughout the 
state to share information with 
workers, farmers, community 

members and experts. 

policy, communications, and outreach and public engagement. 

In carrying out its mission, DPR also partners with county agricultural com-
missioners and their staffs who enforce pesticide laws in their counties. 

PESTICIDE PROGRAMS DIVISION 

Pesticide Registration Branch 

One of seven branches in the Pesticide Programs Division, the Pesticide  
5HJLVWUDWLRQ�%UDQFK�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�WKH�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQ�DQG�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 
of pesticide products. A pesticide product must be registered (licensed) with the  
state before it can be used, possessed or offered for sale in California. 

7KH�3HVWLFLGH�5HJLVWUDWLRQ�%UDQFK�FRRUGLQDWHV�WKH�UHTXLUHG�VFLHQWL¿F�GDWD� 
evaluation process among branches within the Pesticide Programs Division and  
with other state agencies. The branch also serves as primary liaison to companies  
applying to register their products (called registrants). It prepares public notices  
and corresponds with registrants regarding data requirements, determinations of  
WKH�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV��DQG�¿QDO�DFWLRQV�RQ�UHJLVWUDWLRQV� 

%UDQFK�VFLHQWLVWV�VKDUH�VFLHQWL¿F�GDWD�UHYLHZ�UHVSRQVLELOLWLHV�ZLWK�VWDII�VFL-
entists in other branches. The branch also manages all data received and over-
sees call-ins of data on environmental fate and acute and chronic toxicology. It  
PDLQWDLQV�ODEHO�¿OHV�DQG�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�GDWD�OLEUDU\��DQG�SURYLGHV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WR� 
pesticide enforcement agencies and the public on the registration status of pesti-
cides and about product label instructions. 

Human Health Assessment Branch 

The Human Health Assessment Branch has two major functions: review of  
WR[LFRORJ\�VWXGLHV�DQG�SUHSDUDWLRQ�RI�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV��'35�UHTXLUHV�UHJLVWUDQWV� 
of certain products to submit data on a product’s potential chronic, sub-chronic,  
and acute health effects. 

Branch staff scientists review the data for new active ingredients and new  
products containing currently registered active ingredients; label amendments  
on currently registered products; and reevaluation of currently registered active  
ingredients. Staff scientists review toxicology data for adequacy and indica-
tions of possible adverse health effects. They use the results of these reviews  
and exposure information from other branches to assess the adequacy of product  
ODEHOV��DQG�WR�FRQGXFW�KHDOWK�ULVN�HYDOXDWLRQV�DQG�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�WKDW�HVWLPDWH� 
the potential for adverse health effects in humans.  

Worker Health and Safety Branch 

7KH�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\��:+6��%UDQFK�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�KXPDQ�VDIHW\� 
�ZRUNHUV�DQG�WKH�SXEOLF��GXULQJ�DQG�DIWHU�SHVWLFLGH�XVH��7KH�:+6�%UDQFK
V� 
+XPDQ�+HDOWK�0LWLJDWLRQ�3URJUDP�HYDOXDWHV�H[SRVXUH�DQG�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�WR� 
GHYHORS�DQG�LPSOHPHQW�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�WKDW�UHGXFH�WKH�ULVN�RI�ZRUNHU�DQG� 
public exposure to pesticides. 

The Pesticide Illness Surveillance Program (PISP) analyzes investigations and  
maintains a database of pesticide-related illnesses. The PISP database helps con-
¿UP�WKH�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�H[SRVXUH�FRQWURO�PHDVXUHV�DQG�LGHQWL¿HV�DUHDV�ZKHUH� 
improvements are needed. A medical consultant provides medical advice and  
assistance to physicians on pesticide exposures. 

Exposure Monitoring and Industrial Hygiene Program scientists design and  
FRQGXFW�¿HOG�UHVHDUFK�WR�FKDUDFWHUL]H�H[SRVXUH�WR�SHVWLFLGHV�IRU�XVH�LQ�H[SR-
VXUH�DVVHVVPHQWV�DQG�LQYHVWLJDWH�XQVDIH�ZRUN�FRQGLWLRQV�GHWHFWHG�E\�WKH�3,63�� 
,QGXVWULDO�K\JLHQLVWV�HYDOXDWH�ZRUNSODFHV��DSSOLFDWLRQ�HTXLSPHQW�DQG�SHVWLFLGH� 
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labeling for effectiveness in controlling exposure hazards, and recommend safety 
measures when needed. 

Pesticide Enforcement Branch 

DPR oversees a multi-tiered enforcement infrastructure and is vested by the  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency with the primary authority to enforce  
federal pesticide-use laws in California. The Pesticide Enforcement Branch’s  
responsibility is to enforce federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to  
the proper and safe use of pesticides. The branch has oversight responsibility for  
pesticide incident investigations and enforcement response to pesticide use vio-
lations, conducts outreach, provides guidance to county regulators, trains inspec-
tors, and evaluates effectiveness of county pesticide use programs. The Enforce-
ment Branch also operates the nation’s largest state monitoring and enforcement  
program to ensure domestic and imported produce are free from illegal pesticide  
residues. 

3HVWLFLGH�XVH�HQIRUFHPHQW�LQ�WKH�¿HOG�LV�ODUJHO\�FDUULHG�RXW�E\�&DOLIRUQLD
V���� 
county agricultural commissioners (CACs) and their staffs (roughly 280 biolo-
JLVWV���'35�KHDGTXDUWHUV�SHUVRQQHO²ZLWK�¿HOG�VWDII�LQ�$QDKHLP��&ORYLV�DQG� 
West Sacramento—provide training, coordination, and technical support to the  
counties. 

The branch also is charged with overseeing the Product Compliance Inspec-
tions  Unit, which ensures all pesticide products sold for use in California are  
UHJLVWHUHG�DQG�SURSHUO\�ODEHOHG��7KH\�GR�VR�ZLWK�¿HOG�LQVSHFWLRQV�RI�SHVWLFLGH� 
wholesalers and retailers to determine whether products are registered and if  
labels are identical to registered labels. When violations of pesticide sales or  
ODEHOLQJ�UHTXLUHPHQWV�DUH�IRXQG��WKH�EUDQFK�WDNHV�WKH�OHDG�LQ�GLUHFWLQJ�WKH�LQYHV-
WLJDWLRQ��FROOHFWLQJ�HYLGHQFH�DQG�GRFXPHQWLQJ�¿QGLQJV�WKDW�ZLOO�VHUYH�WR�SURYH� 
the violation. 

Environmental Monitoring Branch 

The Environmental Monitoring Branch monitors the environment to determine  
the fate of pesticides, analyzing potential hazards in air, soil, ground water, and  
VXUIDFH�ZDWHU��,W�XVHV�VFLHQWL¿F�GDWD�WR�GHYHORS�SROOXWLRQ�SUHYHQWLRQ�VWUDWHJLHV�WR� 
protect public health and the environment from the potentially adverse effects  
of pesticides. The branch develops methods for collecting and analyzing envi-
ronmental samples for pesticides and evaluates environmental data submitted  
by registrants. The branch provides environmental monitoring data required for  
emergency eradication projects, environmental contamination assessments, pesti-
cide registration and reevaluation, and human exposure evaluations. The branch  
WDNHV�WKH�OHDG�LQ�FDUU\LQJ�RXW�PDQ\�'35�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SURWHFWLRQ�SURJUDPV��LQ-
cluding the Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act, designed to prevent ground  
water pollution by pesticides. 

Pest Management and Licensing Branch 

7KH�3HVW�0DQDJHPHQW�DQG�/LFHQVLQJ�%UDQFK�KDV�¿YH�PDMRU�SURJUDPV��7KH� 
Pest Management Analysis and Planning Program evaluates pesticide and pest  
management problems and awards grants to develop and promote new strate-
gies that reduce adverse environmental effects and hazards from pesticide use  
in agricultural, nonagricultural and urban settings. The Pesticide Use Reporting  
Program collects, reviews and analyzes pesticide use data in California. The  
Endangered Species Project maps habitats of federally listed species, evaluates  
SHVWLFLGH�H[SRVXUH�ULVNV�RQ�LQKDELWHG�VLWHV��DQG�GHYHORSV�SURWHFWLYH�VWUDWHJLHV� 
WR�PLQLPL]H�WKRVH�ULVNV��7KH�/LFHQVLQJ�DQG�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�3URJUDP�H[DPLQHV�DQG� 
licenses those who sell, apply commercially, or consult on the use of pesticides.  
It also accredits continuing education courses and collaborates with the Univer-
sity of California for the development of license exam study guides and exam  

DPR operates a network of air 
monitoring stations in farming 

regions. 
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DPR product compliance 

inspectors annually visit about 


250 locations throughout 

the state—including general 


merchandise, grocery, hardware 

and sporting goods stores—to 


ensure pesticide products
 
sold for use in California are
 

registered and properly labeled.
 

questions. The School and Child Care IPM Program promotes and facilitates the 
training of California school and daycare staff in the adoption of integrated pest 
management strategies for public schools and public and private daycare sites. 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIVISION 

The Administrative Services Division provides those services necessary for run-
ning a government agency, such as personnel, accounting, budgeting, contracting 
and related functions. The division provides support services to address the needs 
of the entire department to maintain and improve business processes. 

Fiscal, Audits and Business Services Branch 

The Fiscal, Audits and Business Services Branch collects revenue and pays 
LQYRLFHV��PRQLWRUV�FDVK�ÀRZ��GHYHORSV�DQG�PRQLWRUV�'35¶V�DQQXDO�EXGJHW��DVVLVWV� 
program staff with contracting and purchasing, oversees asset management and 
conducts other business services. 

The branch also audits pesticide sellers throughout the United States to ensure  
that they comply with sales reporting and mill assessment payments (See Chap-
ter 13 for more on the mill assessment). They also follow up if violations are  
found. The branch is also responsible for disbursing a percentage of mill assess-
ment revenue to CACs to help support local pesticide enforcement. 

Human Resources Branch 

The Human Resources Branch administers and oversees all personnel activi-
ties, including recruitment, examinations, hiring, labor relations, employee health 
DQG�MRE�VDIHW\��EHQH¿WV�DQG�SD\UROO��ZRUNIRUFH�GHYHORSPHQW�VXFFHVVLRQ�SODQQLQJ�� 
administrative directives, employee recognition, training, and operational and 
strategic planning. 

OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY SERVICES 

7KH�2I¿FH�RI�7HFKQRORJ\�6HUYLFHV�SURYLGHV�GHSDUWPHQW�ZLGH�LQIRUPDWLRQ� 
technology related activities and technical oversight to county agricultural com-
missioners in the automation and maintenance of the department’s enforcement 
and use programs. 

Information Technology Branch 

The Information Technology Branch (ITB) operates under a centralized IT gov-
HUQDQFH�PRGHO��,7%�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�GHSDUWPHQW�ZLGH�DFWLYLWLHV�VXFK�DV�QHWZRUN� 
VHUYLFHV��VHUYHU�DQG�GHVNWRS�VXSSRUW��DSSOLFDWLRQ�DQG�GDWDEDVH�GHYHORSPHQW��PDQ-
agement and support, internal and external website design and administration, and  
information security. 

STRUCTURAL PEST CONTROL BOARD 

Formerly under the direction of the DPR, the Structural Pest Control Board  
(SPCB) licenses and regulates structural pest-control businesses and professionals  
and addresses consumer complaints through mediation and enforcement of the Struc-
tural Pest Control Act. 

The seven-member board and its employees: 

• Develop rules and regulations for licensing, examination, training, and practice 
standards, and oversee the administration of licensing exams. 

• ,VVXH�OLFHQVHV�LQ�WKUHH�FDWHJRULHV²DSSOLFDWRUV��¿HOG�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�DQG�RSHUD-
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Chapter 1:  Mission and Organization 

Strategic planning 

DPR has broad authority to regulate pesticides in Cali-
fornia and a responsibility to regulate in a manner that is 
IDLU��HIIHFWLYH��HI¿FLHQW��DQG�UHVSRQVLYH�WR�RXU�YDULRXV�FRQ-
stituencies. This mandate requires practical and productive 
planning. Realizing this, DPR has created a blueprint to 
build a dynamic organization committed to environmental 
protection and with the capacity to anticipate and react to a 
changing world. Strategic planning gives us that blueprint. 

'35�� ZRUNLQJ� LQ� FRQFHUW� ZLWK� WKH� FRXQW\� DJULFXOWXUDO� 
FRPPLVVLRQHUV��&$&V���EHJDQ�ZRUN�RQ�LWV�¿UVW�VWUDWHJLF�SODQ� 
in the fall of 1993, in response to the passage of legislation 
(Chapter 418, SB 1082, Statutes of 1993) that among other 
things required CalEPA and all its departments, boards, and 
RI¿FHV�WR�³LQVWLWXWH�TXDOLW\�JRYHUQPHQW�SURJUDPV�WR�DFKLHYH� 
increased levels of environmental protection and the public’s 
VDWLVIDFWLRQ�WKURXJK�LPSURYLQJ�WKH�TXDOLW\��HI¿FLHQF\��DQG� 
cost-effectiveness of the state programs which implement 
and enforce state and federal environmental protection 
statutes.” 

The legislation stated that the quality government pro-
grams must include: 

•		 A process for obtaining the views of employees,
	
the regulated community, the public, envi-
ronmental organizations, and governmental
	
RI¿FLDOV�ZLWK�UHJDUG�WR�WKH�SHUIRUPDQFH��YLVLRQ�� 
and needs of the agency implementing the qual-
ity government program. 

•		 A process for developing measurable perfor-
mance objectives using the views of the persons
	
DQG�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�VSHFL¿HG�LQ�WKH�¿UVW�SDUD-
graph.
	

•		 Processes for continually improving quality and
	
for training agency personnel, using the infor-
PDWLRQ�REWDLQHG�IURP�LPSOHPHQWLQJ�WKH�¿UVW�WZR� 
paragraphs. 

Strategic planning was given a further boost in 1994, 
with the passage of the State Government Strategic Plan-
ning and Performance and Review Act (Chapter 779, 
$%��������,W�UHTXLUHG�WKDW�³LQ�GHYHORSLQJ�LWV�VWUDWHJLF� 
SODQ��HDFK�DJHQF\��GHSDUWPHQW��RI¿FH��RU�FRPPLVVLRQ� 
shall consult with at least the following affected parties: 
employee organizations, the Legislature, client groups 
served, suppliers, and contractors.” Strategic plans were 
DOVR�WR�³LGHQWLI\�WKH�VWHSV�EHLQJ�WDNHQ�WR�GHYHORS�SHUIRU-
mance measures that could be used for a performance 
budgeting system or a performance review.” 

The legislation also required the State Department of 
Finance (DOF) to annually survey agencies to obtain speci-
¿HG�LQIRUPDWLRQ�FRQFHUQLQJ�VWUDWHJLF�SODQV�DQG�WR�UHFRP-

mend which agencies should develop or update a strategic 
plan. It also required DOF to develop a plan for conducting 
performance reviews of those state agencies which DOF 
recommended have strategic plans. In 1996, in a report to 
the Legislature on strategic planning, DOF recommended 
that all agencies have a strategic plan and, later that year, 
issued a strategic planning directive. It mandated that all 
agencies have strategic plans in place by July 1, 1997, and 
stated that future budgetary requests would only be approved 
if consistent with an approved strategic plan. 

DPR’s 2013 strategic plan lays out six goals with several 
accompanying objectives which include: 

•		 Protecting people and the environment by assuring 
California’s environment is not adversely affected 
by pesticides and that all people are protected from 
unacceptable pesticide risks. 

•		 Advancing reduced-risk pest management systems by 
advancing the research, development and adoption of 
effective pest management systems that reduce risks 
to people and the environment. 

•		 Enforcing and achieving compliance by maintain-
ing and continuously improving strong and equitable 
compliance and enforcement programs to ensure 
people and the environment are not exposed to unac-
ceptable pesticide risks. 

•		 Ensuring environmental justice—protecting all 
people in California, regardless of race, age, culture, 
income, or geographic location, from adverse envi-
ronmental and health effects of pesticides. 

•		 Continuously improving performance, accountability 
and organizational effectiveness by attracting and 
retaining a competent workforce, implementing effec-
tive business processes, and using current technology. 

•		 Using communication and outreach to promote an 
understanding and awareness of DPR programs, 
priorities, initiatives and accomplishments through 
effective external communications, outreach and 
public education. 

More information on DPR’s strategic planning process 
FDQ�EH�IRXQG�RQOLQH�DW�ZZZ�FGSU�FD�JRY�GRFV�GHSW�SODQQLQJ� 
stratmenu.htm 

California Department | 5
of Pesticide Regulation 



 

 

 

Chapter 1: Mission and Organization 

WRUV²DQG�LVVXH�UHJLVWUDWLRQV�WR�SULQFLSDO�RI¿FHV�DQG�EUDQFK�RI¿FHV� 

• 5HYLHZ�FRQVXPHU�FRPSODLQWV�DERXW�OLFHQVHHV�DQG�ZRUN�WR�PHGLDWH�VROXWLRQV� 

• Investigate alleged violations of the Structural Pest Control Act or related laws and 
UHJXODWLRQV��FRQGXFW�UHFRUGV�LQVSHFWLRQV��DQG�¿OH�GLVFLSOLQDU\�DFWLRQV�DV�UHTXLUHG� 

• Conduct and evaluate research on the control of structural pests, including ter-
PLWHV��DQWV�DQG�FRFNURDFKHV� 

Legislation in 2009 (Chapter 18, Statutes of 2009-10 Fourth Extraordinary Session) 
transferred the SPCB from the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) to DPR. 

7KH�ERDUG�ZDV�WUDQVIHUUHG�EDFN�WR�'&$�LQ�������XQGHU�WKH�*RYHUQRU¶V�5HRUJDQL]D-
tion Plan No. 2 of 2012. 

DPR continues to regulate the pesticides used and CACs still monitor applications. 

DPR’s website, www.cdpr.ca.gov, 
provides access to a variety of 

publications, educational videos, 
forms and databases. 
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[CHAPTER 2]
 

Ensuring Safe Pesticide Use
 
The goal of California’s pesticide regulatory program is to protect people and 

the environment from harm that could be caused by unsafe pesticide use. 

Pesticide use is controlled by federal, state and local government agencies. 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) sets minimum pesticide 
use standards and delegates pesticide enforcement regulatory authority to the 
states. California’s pesticide laws and regulations are typically more rigorous 
and carried out by regulatory programs wider in scope than any other state. 
Examples include: 

•		 6FLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�SURGXFWV�EHIRUH�WKH\�FDQ�EH�VROG�RU�XVHG� 

•		 Examination and licensing of individuals and businesses that recommend, 
perform or supervise pest control. 

•		 6XUYHLOODQFH�RI�SURGXFWV�VROG�LQ�WKH�PDUNHWSODFH�WR�HQVXUH�WKH\�DUH�UHJLVWHUHG� 
and meet state health, environmental and safety standards. 

•		 6LWH�VSHFL¿F�SHUPLWWLQJ�IRU�WKH�XVH�RI�FHUWDLQ�KD]DUGRXV�SHVWLFLGHV� 

•		 Full reporting of agricultural pesticide use. 

•		 Sampling and residue testing of fresh produce. 

•		 6WULFW�ODZV��UHJXODWLRQV�DQG�SURJUDPV�WR�SURWHFW�ZRUNHUV�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�� 
LQFOXGLQJ�¿HOG�LQVSHFWLRQV�DQG�PRQLWRULQJ�RI�DLU��VRLO�DQG�ZDWHU� 

•		 Grants and outreach promoting greater use of pest management strategies that 
ORZHU�ULVNV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�UHGXFH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�ZKHUH�SRV-
sible. 

•		 Local enforcement agents in all 58 counties who conduct safety inspections 
and investigations. 

Several of these programs are discussed elsewhere in this guide. This chapter 
focuses on use enforcement, licensing and product compliance. 

ROLES OF FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES IN 


PESTICIDE USE ENFORCEMENT
 

In 1947, Congress responded to the increasing use of pesticides by enacting  
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). 

This law governed the registration, sale, possession and use of pesticides. It 
required that pesticides distributed in interstate commerce be registered with the 
8�6��'HSDUWPHQW�RI�$JULFXOWXUH��86'$���/LNH�HDUOLHU�ODZV��),)5$�ZDV�PRUH� 
FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�TXDOLW\�DQG�HI¿FDF\�WKDQ�ZLWK�VDIHW\��+RZHYHU�� 
WKH�VWDWXWH�GHFODUHG�SHVWLFLGHV�³PLVEUDQGHG´�LI�WKH\�ZHUH�KDUPIXO�WR�SHRSOH�� 
animals or vegetation (except weeds) when properly used. 

In 1972, amendments to FIFRA enabled U.S. EPA to delegate pesticide en-
forcement authority to states through cooperative agreements with state pesticide  
regulatory programs. (A cooperative agreement is a contract between the U.S.  
government and a state or local government agency when the federal govern-
ment is to be substantially involved in the activities covered by the cooperative  
agreement.) 

DPR promotes reduced-risk pest 
management strategies like those 

taught at this 2016 Integrated 
Pest Management workshop at a 

school in Redding. 
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Roles of U.S. EPA and the States in 

Regulating Pesticides
 

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
�),)5$��VSHFL¿FDOO\�DXWKRUL]HV�VWDWH�UHJXODWLRQ�RI�WKH�VDOH� 
and use of federally registered pesticides as long as state 
regulations are at least as restrictive as federal standards. 
Under FIFRA, for example, states may prohibit the distribu-
tion and sale of a federally registered pesticide or restrict 
pesticide use locally to protect ground water, wildlife or 
human health. FIFRA prohibits states from imposing state 
UHTXLUHPHQWV�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�ODEHOLQJ�RU�SDFNDJLQJ� 

Generally, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(U.S. EPA) has authority to enforce FIFRA requirements. 
+RZHYHU��),)5$�DFNQRZOHGJHV�WKDW�VWDWHV�KDYH�D�SLYRWDO� 
role in regulating pesticides in their own jurisdictions,  
provided that their programs are at least as strict as those 
required under federal law. FIFRA Section 24(a) reads, 
³$�6WDWH� PD\� UHJXODWH� WKH� VDOH�RU� XVH�RI� DQ\�)HGHUDOO\� 
registered pesticide or device in the state, but only if and 
to the extent the regulation does not permit any sale or use 
prohibited by this Act.” 

States have primary enforcement responsibility for pes-
WLFLGH�XVH�PLVXVH�YLRODWLRQV�XQGHU�6HFWLRQV����DQG����RI� 
FIFRA. FIFRA Section 26 gives states that U.S. EPA has 
determined have adequate enforcement procedures, laws 
and regulations, primary authority for enforcing FIFRA  
provisions related to pesticide use, including inspection 
authority. U.S. EPA is authorized by FIFRA Section 27 to 
rescind a state’s primary enforcement responsibility if a 
state is not adequately carrying out its duties. 

FIFRA Section 11 authorizes U.S. EPA to form cooperative  
agreements with states, giving them the responsibility for 
training, inspecting and certifying applicators of restricted-
use pesticides. States also may initially review and give  
preliminary approval to applications for emergency exemp-
tions from registration and special local needs registrations, 
(although under some conditions FIFRA allows U.S. EPA  
later to deny state-approved applications). 

The role of the states in regulating the use of pesticides 
is a result of lobbying by the states, which have argued suc-
FHVVIXOO\�WKDW�FRQWURO�DW�WKH�VWDWH�OHYHO�LV�PRUH�NQRZOHGJH-
able, precise and reliable. The federal role, by design, is not 
intended to substitute for the authority of any state to pursue 
a regulatory approach best suited to local conditions. A U.S. 
Senate staff analysis in 1996 observed: 

In general, Federal authority has not increased 
at the expense of State authority. Even when it has, 
existing statutes have allowed States to set more 
stringent standards than Federal standards, if so 
desired and needed. We should permit States to set 
separate safety standards. States can set these stan-
dards more quickly than the U.S. EPA in response 
to an emergency. They can also set a standard that 
provides more comprehensive protection than a  
federal standard. Some states, for example, have 
formulated standards that are more stringent than 
federal standards and are better designed to protect 
individual groups of citizens. 
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 Chapter 2: Ensuring Safe Pesticide Use
 

Preemption: Federal, State and Local Jurisdiction
 

3UHHPSWLRQ�UHIHUV�WR�ODZV�DW�RQH�OHYHO�RI�JRYHUQPHQW�WDNLQJ� 
precedence over laws of a lower level. As such, no entity at 
the lower level can pass a law that allows action that would 
violate the higher-level law. 

)HGHUDO�ODZV�WDNH�SUHFHGHQFH�RYHU�VWDWH�DQG�ORFDO�ODZ��DQG� 
VWDWH�ODZ�FDQ�WDNH�SUHFHGHQFH�RYHU�ORFDO�ODZ��2QFH�&RQJUHVV�
KDV�SDVVHG�OHJLVODWLRQ��DQ\�VWDWH�RU�ORFDO�ODZ�WKDW�FRQÀLFWV�ZLWK�
IHGHUDO�ODZ�LV�LQYDOLG��(YHQ�LI�WKHUH�LV�QRW�D�GLUHFW�FRQÀLFW��LI�WKH� 
IHGHUDO�ODZ�H[SUHVVO\�SURYLGHV�WKDW�LW�FRQWUROV�WKH�HQWLUH�¿HOG� 
regulated, or if that intent can be implied from the compre-
hensive nature of the regulation, federal law has control over  
DQ\�VWDWH�RU�ORFDO�ODZ�UHJXODWLQJ�WKH�VDPH�¿HOG��,Q�WKH�¿HOG�RI� 
pesticides, federal law (the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and  
Rodenticide Act, FIFRA) clearly states that only the federal  
government has authority over pesticide labeling. In other  
words, no state or local government can dictate what is on a  
pesticide product label. However, a state can refuse to allow  
registration of a product and therefore the possession, sale  
and use of any pesticide not meeting its own health or safety  
standards. States can also adopt regulations more protective  
of health and the environment than on a product label. 

The California Constitution also allows the state to preempt 
local jurisdictions. The Constitution states that city councils 
or boards of supervisors may pass laws (called ordinances at
WKH�ORFDO�OHYHO��SURYLGHG�WKH\�GR�QRW�FRQÀLFW�ZLWK�VWDWH�ODZ�� 
However, California law (Chapter 1386, Statutes of 1984, 
)$&�6HFWLRQ����������VWDWHV�WKDW�QR�ORFDO�JRYHUQPHQW�³PD\� 
prohibit or in any way attempt to regulate any matter relating 
to the registration, sale, transportation, or use of pesticides, 
and any of these [local] ordinances, laws, or regulations are 
void and of no force or effect.” 

The 1984 legislation was in response to a State Supreme  
Court ruling that same year in The People v. County of Men-
docino. In that case, the State Attorney General had sued the  
county, arguing that state law preempted a 1979 initiative  
approved by Mendocino County voters to ban the aerial ap-
plication of phenoxy herbicides in the county. The herbicides  
were used by a forest products company to inhibit hardwood  
growth in favor of conifer growth. The initiative followed a  
1977 incident in which an aerial herbicide application drifted  
nearly three miles onto school buses.  

$� ORZHU� FRXUW� UXOHG� LQ� IDYRU� RI� WKH� VWDWH�� ¿QGLQJ� WKDW� 
California law preempted county regulation of pesticide use.  
However, in 1984 the State Supreme Court disagreed, ruling  
WKDW�³WKH�/HJLVODWXUH�KDV�QRW�SUHHPSWHG�ORFDO�UHJXODWLRQ�RI� 

SHVWLFLGH�XVH�´�7KH�FRXUW�UXOHG�WKDW�0HQGRFLQR¶V�³LQLWLDWLYH�RU-
dinance neither duplicates nor contradicts any statute,” and that  
voters in any California county could ban the use of pesticides  
in that county, even if state and federal law allowed such use. 

7KH�FRXUW�VWDWHG��³7KH�OHJLVODWLYH�KLVWRU\��RI�),)5$��GRHV� 
not demonstrate a clear Congressional intention to preempt  
traditional local police powers to regulate the use of pesticides  
or to preempt state power to distribute its regulatory authority  
between itself and its political subdivisions.”  

,Q�UHVSRQVH��WKH�/HJLVODWXUH�SDVVHG�D�ELOO�VWDWLQJ�LW�LV�³WKH� 
intent of the Legislature to overturn” the Supreme Court rul-
LQJ��DQG�WKDW�³PDWWHUV�UHODWLQJ�WR��SHVWLFLGHV��DUH�RI�D�VWDWHZLGH� 
interest and concern and are to be administered on a statewide  
EDVLV�E\�WKH�VWDWH�XQOHVV�VSHFL¿F�H[FHSWLRQV�DUH�PDGH�LQ�VWDWH� 
legislation for local administration.” 

In an unpublished 1986 opinion, the Court of Appeal for  
the Third Appellate District found FAC Section 11501.1 con-
stitutional and in so doing invalidated a Trinity County local  
pesticide ordinance.  

Local governing bodies may pass ordinances that regulate 
or restrict pesticide use in their own operations. For example, a 
city council may pass an ordinance that restricts or bans pesti-
FLGH�XVH�LQ�PXQLFLSDO�EXLOGLQJV�DQG�LQ�SXEOLF�SDUNV��6LPLODUO\�� 
a school district board can decree that certain pesticides cannot 
be used in schools. 

In 1991, in Wisconsin Public Intervenor v. Ralph Mortier, the  
U.S. Supreme Court ruled that, absent state law to the contrary,  
federal pesticide law does not preempt local regulations deal-
ing with the use of pesticides. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled  
WKDW�),)5$�³OHDYHV�WKH�DOORFDWLRQ�RI�UHJXODWRU\�DXWKRULW\�WR� 
the absolute discretion of the states themselves, including the  
options of … leaving local regulation of pesticides in the hands  
of local authorities under existing state laws.” However, the  
ability of states to preempt local authority was left in place.  
Because California law clearly forbids local ordinances, the  
1991 U.S. Supreme Court decision had no effect in California. 

,Q�������OHJLVODWLRQ��&KDSWHU������$%������FODUL¿HG�EXW�GLG� 
QRW�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�DOWHU�WKH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�3HVWLFLGH�5HJXODWLRQ¶V� 
preemption authority. The legislation required the department  
to notify any local agency that proposes an ordinance gov-
erning the sale, use or handling of pesticides whenever the  
department determines state law preempts the ordinance. The  
ELOO�DOVR�UHTXLUHG�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�¿OH�FRXUW�DFWLRQ��LI�QHFHV-
sary, to invalidate the ordinance and prohibit its enforcement. 

CCalifaliforornia Deparnia Departmenttment || 99
of Pof Pesticide Resticide Regulationegulation 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Chapter 2: Ensuring Safe Pesticide Use
 

The Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide and Rodenticide Act 
of 1947 sought to standardize 
the testing and registration of 

pesticide products. 

Under these agreements, states are authorized to enforce pesticide laws and  
WR�GHYHORS�OLFHQVLQJ��FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG�WUDLQLQJ�SURJUDPV�IRU�DSSOLFDWRUV�RI� 
restricted-use pesticides. U.S. EPA pays certain costs, with states providing a  
percentage of matching funds. 

7KH������8�6��(3$�&DOLIRUQLD�DJUHHPHQW�ZDV�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�¿UVW�DQG�VHUYHG� 
as a model for federal agreements with other states. 

(DFK�\HDU��WKH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�3HVWLFLGH�5HJXODWLRQ��'35��LGHQWL¿HV�VWDWH� 
priorities and reviews U.S. EPA’s cooperative agreement program to ensure 
GHSDUWPHQW�DFWLYLWLHV�UHÀHFW�8�6��(3$¶V�QDWLRQDO�SULRULWLHV��'35�DQG�8�6��(3$� 
WKHQ�GHYHORS�D�ZRUN�SODQ�WR�FDUU\�RXW�WKHLU�UHVSHFWLYH�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\� 
UROHV��7KH�VWDWH�ZRUN�SODQ�LQFOXGHV�� 

•		 Ensuring pesticides sold are legally registered by U.S. EPA and by DPR for 
use in California. 

•		 Certifying commercial and private pesticide applicators. 

•		 Performing inspections, compliance monitoring and compliance assistance 
WKDW�IRFXV�RQ�SURWHFWLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�DSSOLFDWRUV�DQG�ZRUNHUV�LQ�YDULRXV�VHW-
tings. 

•		 Investigating all priority incidents and illnesses. (See Chapter 8 for more 
information on U.S. EPA’s priority criteria.) 

•		 Inspecting pesticide-producing establishments. 

•		 Enforcing the requirements of pesticide product labeling and ensuring safe 
use. 

With a cooperative agreement in place, DPR has primary responsibility for  
pesticide use enforcement in California. The agreement extends to county  
agricultural commissioners (CACs) for local enforcement. 

7KUHH�'35�EUDQFKHV²(QIRUFHPHQW��:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\��DQG�3HVW� 
0DQDJHPHQW�DQG�/LFHQVLQJ²ZRUN�FORVHO\�ZLWK�&$&V�WR�HQIRUFH�VWDWH�SHVWL-
FLGH�ODZV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�LQ�WKH�¿HOG�� 

The Enforcement Branch provides statewide training of CAC staff, guid-
ance on enforceable standards for pesticide use, technical support, incident  
investigation support, and oversight and evaluation of CAC enforcement. In  
DGGLWLRQ�WR�VWDII�LQ�6DFUDPHQWR��WKH�(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK�KDV�UHJLRQDO�RI¿FHV� 
in Anaheim, Clovis and West Sacramento. The branch's Product Compliance  
Inspections Unit inspects pesticide products in retail and wholesale outlets, and  
PDUNHWV��IRU�FRPSOLDQFH�ZLWK�ODEHOLQJ�DQG�VDOHV�UHTXLUHPHQWV��,QVSHFWRUV�DOVR� 
follow up on product sales complaints and conduct inspections of pesticide  
manufacturers. 

7KH�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�%UDQFK�LV�UHVSRQVLEOH�IRU�ZRUNHU�DQG�SXEOLF� 
safety during and after pesticide use. 

The Pest Management and Licensing Branch manages licensing and certi-
¿FDWLRQ�RI�SHVW�FRQWURO�DGYLVRUV��DSSOLFDWRUV��DLUFUDIW�SLORWV��EXVLQHVVHV��DQG� 
SHVWLFLGH�GHDOHUV�DQG�EURNHUV�� 

In California, there are jurisdictional roles at the international border with 
Mexico. Pesticide use in the border area affects people in both countries. 
'35�KDV�WDNHQ�SDUW�LQ�VHYHUDO�IHGHUDO�DQG�VWDWH�ERUGHU�SURMHFWV��2QH�ZDV�WKH� 
3HVWLFLGH�(PHUJHQF\�5HVSRQVH�3ODQ��D�8�6��(3$�IXQGHG�SURMHFW�WKDW�LGHQWL¿HV� 
individuals and agencies responsible for emergency response and investigation 
RI�SHVWLFLGH�LQFLGHQWV�DORQJ�WKH�ERUGHU��$QRWKHU�ZDV�WKH�8�6��0H[LFR�3HVWLFLGH� 
Information Exchange Project, funded by U.S. EPA to cooperatively address 
common pesticide issues along the entire border. 
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 Chapter 2: Ensuring Safe Pesticide Use
 

RESTRICTED MATERIALS AND PERMITTING 

Pesticides can be categorized as restricted either by the U.S. EPA or by DPR. 

California’s system for placing certain pesticides into restricted-use categories  
was the outcome of incidents in the late 1940s, when newly introduced herbicides  
caused drift damage to nontarget crops. This prompted the 1949 passage of laws  
(Chapters 1294 and 12951 ) requiring the Department of Agriculture (the agency  
then responsible for pesticide regulation) to adopt regulations governing the use of  
³LQMXULRXV�PDWHULDOV��«�6XFK�UXOHV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�VKDOO�SUHVFULEH�WKH�WLPH�ZKHQ� 
and the conditions under which such materials may be used.” The statutes also  
GLUHFWHG�WKDW�SHVWLFLGHV�³VKDOO�EH�XVHG�RQO\�XQGHU�D�SHUPLW�RI�WKH�FRPPLVVLRQHU��«� 
Such permit shall be conditioned upon compliance with the rules and regulations  
of the director and upon such other conditions as the commissioner may deem nec-
essary to avoid injury.” In response, the department in 1950 adopted regulations  
setting up the state’s restricted material permit system requiring users of these  
SHVWLFLGHV�WR�KDYH�VSHFL¿HG�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�D�SHUPLW�IURP�WKH�&$&�� 

Federally, the 1972 amendments to FIFRA recognized that some chemicals,  
while too dangerous for general use, could be used safely with training. The leg-
LVODWLRQ�JDYH�8�6��(3$�WKH�ÀH[LELOLW\�WR�UHJXODWH�SHVWLFLGHV�EH\RQG�WKH�FKRLFH�RI� 
either registration or cancellation. U.S. EPA places pesticides into either general or  
UHVWULFWHG�FDWHJRULHV��ZLWK�WKH�ODWWHU�JURXS�DYDLODEOH�RQO\�WR�FHUWL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRUV� 

The use of both federal restricted-use pesticides (RUPs) and California restricted 
materials is subject to limits. Federal restrictions on RUPs, requiring use only 
E\�FHUWL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRUV��DUH�FDUULHG�RXW�WKURXJK�LQVWUXFWLRQV�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW� 
labels. In California, controls on state-listed restricted materials are carried out 
through permits issued by CACs and are in addition to any controls on product 
labels. 

The criteria DPR uses to designate a pesticide as a restricted material include  
KD]DUGV�WR�SXEOLF�KHDOWK��IDUPZRUNHUV��GRPHVWLF�DQLPDOV��KRQH\EHHV��WKH�HQYLURQ-
ment, wildlife, or crops other than those being treated. DPR designates a pesticide  
active ingredient as a restricted material through regulation. This action may be  
SURPSWHG�E\�D�UHYLHZ�RI�GDWD�VHQW�E\�UHJLVWUDQWV��LQIRUPDWLRQ�JDLQHG�IURP�¿HOG� 
studies and incident investigations, or other information.  

DPR designed the restricted material permit program to allow further restric-
tions to protect people and the environment in light of local conditions. It is part  
RI�'35¶V�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�WKDW�VXSSRUWV�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�DV�D�IXQFWLRQDO�HTXLYDOHQW� 
to an environmental impact report under the California Environmental Quality Act  
(for more on functional equivalency, see Appendix C). 

Before farmers or pest control businesses can buy or use a restricted pesticide 
�ZKHWKHU�IHGHUDOO\�UHVWULFWHG�RU�&DOLIRUQLD�UHVWULFWHG�RQO\���WKH\�PXVW�EH�FHUWL¿HG� 
E\�'35��7KDW�LV��WKH\�PXVW�KDYH�KDG�VSHFL¿HG�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�EHHQ�WHVWHG�LQ�KDQGOLQJ� 
and using pesticides. In addition, buying or using a California-restricted pesticide 
(but not a federal restricted use pesticide, or RUP) requires a restricted materials 
permit from the CAC. 

The CAC must decide if a substantial adverse health or environmental impact  
will result from the proposed use of a restricted material. CAC staff may conduct  
pre-application site monitoring if they decide that an on-site evaluation is needed  
WR�IXOO\�DVVHVV�ULVN��,I�WKH�&$&�GHFLGHV�WKDW�D�VXEVWDQWLDO�ULVN�LV�OLNHO\��WKH�FRP-
missioner may deny the permit or may issue it under the condition that applicators  
IROORZ�VLWH�VSHFL¿F�XVH�SUDFWLFHV��EH\RQG�WKH�ODEHO�DQG�DSSOLFDEOH�UHJXODWLRQV��WR� 

A tractor used to apply metam 
sodium, a restricted pesticide, 
photographed during a 2016 

demonstration.

 1 Appendix A lists these and other statutes noted in this chapter and shows the 
related code section it amended or added. Statutes and related code sections deleted 
or superseded by later legislation have been omitted. 
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California’s agricultural 

commissioners work with DPR 

in enforcing the state’s pesticide 


laws. Here, commissioners 

pause for a photo with DPR 

Director Brian Leahy (front 


row, second from left) and DPR 

Agricultural Commissioner
 

Liaison Joe Marade (front row, 

fourth from left) at the California 


Agricultural Commissioners 

and Sealers Association’s annual 


meeting in 2016.
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mitigate potential adverse effects. 

For many California-restricted materials, DPR develops recommended permit  
FRQGLWLRQV�IRU�&$&V��EDVHG�RQ�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQV�RI�SRWHQWLDO�
KHDOWK�DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFWV��'35¶V�UHFRPPHQGHG�SHUPLW�FRQGLWLRQV�UHÀHFW� 
the minimum measures necessary to protect people and the environment. The  
commissioners use DPR’s information and their own evaluations of, and experi-
HQFH�ZLWK��ORFDO�FRQGLWLRQV�WR�GHYHORS�FRQWUROV�VSHFL¿F�WR�HDFK�DSSOLFDWLRQ�VLWH��7R� 
preserve the functional equivalency under CEQA of restricted-materials permitting 
ZLWK�HQYLURQPHQWDO�LPSDFW�UHSRUWV��&$&V�PXVW�KDYH�ÀH[LELOLW\�WR�UHVWULFW�SHVWLFLGH� 
use permits based on local conditions at the time of the application. Therefore, the  
commissioners may follow the DPR’s recommended permit conditions or struc-
ture their own conditions that are equally as protective or more stringent.  

CACs can issue multiyear restricted materials permits to perennial agricultural 
plantings (such as fruit trees or grapevines), nonproduction agricultural sites and 
nonagricultural sites. However, the permit holder must immediately notify the 
CAC of any changes in the information on the permit, for example, a newly built 
school, home or labor camp nearby. 

Because the permits are the functional equivalent of environmental impact 
UHSRUWV��WKH\�PXVW�EH�VLWH��DQG�WLPH�VSHFL¿F��7KH�VLWH�FDQ�EH�FOHDUO\�GHVFULEHG� 
when the permit is issued. However, since permits are issued for 12 or 24 
PRQWKV�DQG�DSSOLFDWLRQV�FDQQRW�EH�VFKHGXOHG�PRQWKV�LQ�DGYDQFH��WLPH�VSHFL¿F-
LW\�LV�DFKLHYHG�E\�WKH�JURZHU�¿OLQJ�D�QRWLFH�RI�LQWHQW��12,��WR�DSSO\�WKH�SHV-
ticide. The NOI must be sent to the commissioner at least 24 hours before the 
scheduled application to provide CAC staff with an opportunity to evaluate the 
site before or during the application. 

The NOI must describe the site to be treated and the pesticides to be applied. 
It must also contain information on any changes in the environmental setting 
(for example, construction of homes or schools, changes in types of crops to be 
planted) since the permit was issued. CACs review NOIs and can disallow the 
proposed application if conditions warrant or apply extra controls if needed. 
&$&V�PDNH�SUH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�LQVSHFWLRQV�RQ�DW�OHDVW���SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�XVH�VLWHV� 
LGHQWL¿HG�E\�SHUPLWV�RU�12,V�WR�HQVXUH�DFFXUDF\�RI�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�WKH�SHUPLW� 
DQG�WR�FRQ¿UP�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�FDQ�EH�PDGH�VDIHO\� 

STATE-COUNTY PESTICIDE ENFORCEMENT PARTNERSHIP 

California law designates DPR as the agency responsible for delivering an 
effective statewide pesticide regulatory program. The Legislature has also 
delegated local pesticide use enforcement to CACs. 

The Food and Agricultural Code (Section 2281) outlines these respective 
responsibilities: 

... the commissioner shall be responsible for local administration  
of the enforcement program. [DPR] shall be responsible for overall  
statewide enforcement and shall issue instructions and make recom-
mendations to the commissioner. Such instructions and recommenda-
tions shall govern the procedure to be followed by the commissioner  
in the discharge of his duties. [DPR] shall furnish assistance in plan-
ning and otherwise developing an adequate county enforcement pro-
gram, including uniformity, coordination, training, special services,  
special equipment, and forms, statewide publicity, statewide plan-
ning, and emergency assistance. [DPR] shall develop, jointly with the  
commissioners, county priorities for such enforcement programs and  
activities. 

DPR uses its statewide authority to oversee, evaluate and improve local pesti-
cide use enforcement programs. DPR assists CACs in planning and developing  
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County Agricultural Commissioners
 

California law designates the Department of Pesticide 
Regulation (DPR) as the agency responsible for delivering 
an effective statewide pesticide regulatory program. The 
Legislature also delegated local administration of pesticide use 
enforcement to county agricultural commissioners (CACs), 
governed by state laws and regulations and DPR’s guidance. 
DPR uses its statewide authority to assist CACs in planning 
and developing county programs. 

County boards of supervisors appoint agricultural commis-
VLRQHUV�LQ�DOO�WKH�VWDWH¶V����FRXQWLHV�WR�GLUHFW�RI¿FHV�VWDIIHG�E\� 
county employees. All CACs must be licensed by the state. A  
handful of small counties share commissioners, so there are  
fewer than 58 CACs in the state. CACs get pesticide enforce-
ment funding from DPR and their own county government.  
2WKHU�&$&�IXQGLQJ�FRPHV�IURP�JUDQWV��IHHV��¿QHV�DQG�WKH� 
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA). CACs  
enforce state laws and regulations that cover environmental  
SURWHFWLRQ��SHVW�SUHYHQWLRQ��ZRUNHU�DQG�FRQVXPHU�SURWHFWLRQ�� 
and other special services. 

The size and diversity of California agriculture and the 
state’s large population (with many people living near agri-
FXOWXUDO�¿HOGV��UHTXLUH�D�PRUH�FRPSOH[�SDUWQHUVKLS�EHWZHHQ� 
state and local pesticide regulatory authorities than anywhere 
in the nation. Many other states have only a relative handful 
of inspectors, employed by the state’s lead pesticide agency 
to conduct pesticide enforcement. California stands apart 
with its agricultural commissioners and their combined staffs 
of approximately 280 inspector-biologists who serve as the 
¿HOG�HQIRUFHPHQW�DJHQWV�IRU�IHGHUDO�DQG�VWDWH�SHVWLFLGH�ODZV� 
and regulations. 

CACs inspect the operations and records of growers, 
nonagricultural applicators (for example, industrial, institu-
tional), agricultural and structural pest control businesses, pest 
control dealers, agricultural pest control advisers, farm labor 
contractors and government agencies to ensure compliance 
ZLWK�ZRUNHU�SURWHFWLRQ�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�RWKHU�SHVWLFLGH�VDIHW\� 
requirements. They certify private applicators, issue restricted 
PDWHULDO�SHUPLWV�DQG�RSHUDWRU�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�QXPEHUV��WUDLQ�¿HOG� 
ZRUNHUV��DQG�FRQGXFW�RXWUHDFK�WR�WKH�SXEOLF��&HUWDLQ�SHVWLFLGH� 
applications, such as aerial applications and soil fumigations 
with restricted materials, require CACs to provide extra regu-
latory oversight to reduce potential hazards. In addition, they 
oversee pesticide use reporting, promote best management 
SUDFWLFHV�DQG�PRQLWRU�DSSOLFDWLRQV�LQ�WKH�¿HOG� 

CACs regulate pesticide use to ensure applicators comply 
with label directions and pesticide laws and regulations. CAC 
staff conduct inspections to prevent misapplication or drift, 
DQG� SRVVLEOH� FRQWDPLQDWLRQ�RI� ZRUNHUV�� WKH� SXEOLF� DQG� WKH� 
environment. CAC biologists enforce regulations to protect 
ground and surface water from pesticide contamination, and 
protect endangered species and other wildlife. To do this, they 
PD\�ZRUN�ZLWK�RWKHU�UHJXODWRU\�DJHQFLHV��VXFK�DV�&DOLIRUQLD� 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and regional water boards 
and the State Water Resources Control Board. 

Among a CAC’s most important responsibilities is inves-
tigating illnesses and injuries. All reported pesticide-related 
illnesses and injuries are investigated by the commissioner 
in the county in which the illness occurred. CAC biologists 
interview injured parties, other witnesses, and employers if the 
LOOQHVV�RFFXUUHG�DW�ZRUN��$V�SDUW�RI�WKH�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ��D�&$&� 
ELRORJLVW�PD\�WDNH�D�UHVLGXH�VDPSOH�IRU�ODERUDWRU\�DQDO\VLV�� 
(For more information on illness and incident investigation, 
see Chapter 8.) If the CAC determines a violation occurred 
DQG�WKH�ODZ�ZDV�EURNHQ��WKH�FRPPLVVLRQHU�WDNHV�D�FRPSOLDQFH� 
or enforcement action. 

In addition to pesticide laws, commissioners also enforce 
laws administered by CDFA, including those related to pest 
detection, exclusion and eradication, and quality standards for 
fruits and vegetables. 

Although in most counties they are called agricultural 
commissioners, CACs have duties that range far beyond the 
IDUP�JDWH��)RU�H[DPSOH��&$&�ELRORJLVWV�FKHFN�PDLQWHQDQFH� 
gardeners to ensure they are licensed to apply pesticides, and 
that their pesticides are labeled for professional landscaping 
and applied safely. They also inspect residential structural 
fumigations for termites and structural pesticide applications 
by professional applicators. 

Since many pesticides are used in nonagricultural settings— 
sanitizers in municipal water treatment plants, disinfecting 
chemicals in food service facilities and hospitals—pesticide 
ODZV� PD\� RYHUODS� RWKHU� DUHDV� ZKHUH� ZRUNSODFH� VDIHW\� LV� 
LQYROYHG��7KHUHIRUH��&$&V�PD\�DOVR�ZRUN�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH�GH-
partments of Industrial Relations and Public Health. They may 
ZRUN�ZLWK�WKH�FRXQW\¶V�HQYLURQPHQWDO�KHDOWK�GHSDUWPHQW�RQ� 
pesticide spills, and with county animal control on complaints 
about potential misuse of rodenticides. Commissioners also 
FRQVXOW�ZLWK�VWDWH�DQG�IHGHUDO�IRUHVWU\�RI¿FLDOV�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH� 
use and invasive weeds. 
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Cactus pads, called nopales, 
seized from a Southern 

California produce distributor 
in 2014 after illegal pesticide 

residues were discovered. 

adequate county programs; evaluates the effectiveness of the local programs; and 
HQVXUHV�FRUUHFWLYH�DFWLRQV�DUH�WDNHQ�LQ�DUHDV�QHHGLQJ�LPSURYHPHQW��'35�GHYHO-
ops enforcement program standards for conducting inspections, issuing restricted 
materials permits, investigating pesticide-related incidents, interpreting pesticide 
rules, and implementing the administrative civil penalty system. DPR also con-
ducts technical training courses for CAC inspectors and investigative staff who 
enforce these laws and regulations. 

CACs and their combined staffs of about 280 full-time pesticide enforcement 
ELRORJLVWV�LQVSHFWRUV�HQIRUFH�VWDWH�SHVWLFLGH�ODZV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�LQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�� 
structural, and nonagricultural use settings in all 58 counties. Their duties include: 

•		 Inspecting the operations and records of growers, pest control businesses, pesti-
cide dealers, and agricultural pest control advisers. 

•		 Managing the restricted materials permit program. 

•		 Registering licensed pest control businesses, pest control aircraft pilots, struc-
tural use businesses and agricultural pest control advisers. 

•		 Investigating pesticide incidents and illnesses. 

•		 7DNLQJ�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQ��LQFOXGLQJ�OHY\LQJ�FLYLO�SHQDOWLHV�LI�YLRODWLRQV�DUH� 
found. 

•		 3URYLGLQJ�WUDLQLQJ�WR�SHVWLFLGH�XVHUV��KDQGOHUV��DQG�¿HOG�ZRUNHUV� 

(See Page 13 for more information on county agricultural commissioners.) 

CACs and DPR provide compliance assistance to the regulated community 
through outreach and training, including presentations to growers, applicators, 
government agencies, and trade and industry groups. Compliance assistance and 
outreach are designed to provide information on regulatory requirements and con-
trols on use, safe handling procedures, and transport and disposal of pesticides. 

PESTICIDE ENFORCEMENT AND COMPLIANCE OPTIONS 

DPR and CACs have broad authority to enter public and private property for  
HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLYLWLHV�VXFK�DV�DXGLWV��LQVSHFWLRQV��LQYHVWLJDWLRQV�DQG�WDNLQJ�VDPSOHV� 
for laboratory testing. The law also allows DPR and CACs to discipline violators  
through various sanctions and to protect the public by prohibiting or stopping haz-
ardous activities. 

CAC biologists conduct approximately 15,000 pesticide inspections annually.  
These inspections lead to most enforcement actions. A smaller portion of enforce-
ment actions are based on investigations of pesticide-related illnesses and incidents,  
and investigations of other complaints. Enforcement tools available to DPR or CACs  
include: 

•		 $GPLQLVWUDWLYH�FLYLO�SHQDOWLHV��¿QHV�� 

•		 5HIXVDO��UHYRFDWLRQ�RU�VXVSHQVLRQ�RI�FRXQW\�UHJLVWUDWLRQV�RU�OLFHQVHV�DQG�FHUWL¿-
cates by CACs. 

•		 &LYLO�DQG�FULPLQDO�FRXUW�DFWLRQV�¿OHG�E\�ORFDO�SURVHFXWRUV�RU�E\�'35�WKURXJK�WKH� 
State Attorney General. 

•		 Cease-and-desist orders, compliance interviews, warning letters and violation 
notices. 

•		 Orders to seize or hold fresh produce, issued by DPR. 

•		 Crop abatement orders and crop seizures, issued by DPR. 

•		 Orders to prohibit harvest of commodities, issued by DPR or a CAC. 

A Guide to Pesticide Regulation 
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Administrative actions 

&$&V�PD\�WDNH�DFWLRQV�WR�OHY\�¿QHV�IRU�YLRODWLRQV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�ODZV�DQG�UHJX-
lations, for example, illegal applications or drift. CACs can levy a separate penalty 
for each person injured by illegal pesticide use. 

&RPPLVVLRQHUV�PD\�¿QH�XS�WR��������IRU�HDFK�YLRODWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�ODZV�RU� 
regulations. 

DPR’s administrative authority applies to the illegal sale of unregistered or mis-
ODEHOHG�SHVWLFLGHV��DQG�IRU�SDFNLQJ��VKLSSLQJ�RU�VHOOLQJ�SURGXFH�FRQWDLQLQJ�LOOHJDO� 
pesticide residues. DPR-imposed civil penalties can be as high as $5,000 for each 
violation. 

'35�FDQ�UHIXVH��UHYRNH�RU�VXVSHQG�WKH�EXVLQHVV�OLFHQVH�RI�D�SHVW�FRQWURO�RSHUDWRU� 
or maintenance gardener to perform pest control, and a pesticide dealer’s business 
OLFHQVH�WR�VHOO�SHVWLFLGHV��3HVW�FRQWURO�DGYLVHUV��OLFHQVHHV��FHUWL¿FDWH�KROGHUV�DQG�RWK-
ers are also subject to these administrative actions. 

&$&V�KDYH�WKH�DXWKRULW\�WR�UHIXVH��UHYRNH�RU�VXVSHQG�WKH�FRXQW\�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�RI� 
pest control business operators and maintenance gardeners and that of agricultural 
pest control advisers. (These registrations are required to do business in a county.) 
CACs may also suspend the right of a structural pest control licensee to perform 
ZRUN�LQ�WKHLU�FRXQW\�IRU�XS�WR�WKUHH�GD\V�IRU�HDFK�YLRODWLRQ� 

Persons found to have violated pesticide laws resulting in injury are also required 
WR�UHSD\�FHUWDLQ�XQUHLPEXUVHG�PHGLFDO�H[SHQVHV�RI�SHRSOH�ZKR�VHHN�LPPHGLDWH� 
medical attention from a pesticide incident involving production of an agricultural 
commodity. 

If CACs believe civil penalties are not warranted, in certain instances they have an 
option of gaining compliance through violation notices, compliance interviews and 
ZDUQLQJ�OHWWHUV��7KHVH�DUH�JHQHUDOO\�XVHG�WR�GRFXPHQW�¿UVW�WLPH�OHVV�VHULRXV�YLROD-
tions. In addition, they can issue cease-and-desist orders to stop hazardous activities 
involving the illegal use of pesticides. 

Criminal and civil actions 

&ULPLQDO�DQG�FLYLO�DFWLRQV�FDQ�EH�WDNHQ�DJDLQVW�OLFHQVHHV��FHUWL¿FDWH�KROGHUV��SHU-
PLWWHHV�DQG�RWKHU�SHVWLFLGH�XVHUV��7KHVH�DFWLRQV�FDQ�DOVR�EH�WDNHQ�DJDLQVW�SHVW�FRQWURO� 
DGYLVHUV��VHOOHUV�DQG�PDQXIDFWXUHUV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV��&ULPLQDO�DFWLRQV�FDQ�EH�¿OHG�E\�D� 
county district attorney, typically at the request of a CAC, or by the State Attorney 
General at DPR’s request. Criminal penalties range from a minimum of $500 and 
not more than six months imprisonment to $50,000 and imprisonment of one year 
for offenses involving intentional or negligent violations that created a hazard to 
KXPDQ�KHDOWK�RU�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��&LYLO�FRPSODLQWV�FDQ�EH�¿OHG�RQO\�E\�WKH�$WWRUQH\� 
General. Penalties range from $1,000 to $25,000 for each violation. Criminal and 
civil proceedings are considered instead of agricultural or structural administrative 
civil penalties for repetitive or intentional violations, or violations that have created a 
hazard to human health or the environment. 

Crop quarantine, crop abatement and crop seizure 

DPR may quarantine and hold any lot of produce that contains pesticide residues 
over the federal allowable levels. In some cases, the owner of the produce has the 
option of reconditioning the produce to remove the illegal residues. If the illegal resi-
dues cannot be removed, the produce cannot be sold. In addition, DPR is authorized 
to seize lots of produce based on a suspicion they contain illegal pesticide residues. 
The produce is then laboratory-tested and should illegal residues be present, the sei-
zure is maintained. Should a residue of an unregistered pesticide be found on a crop 
LQ�WKH�¿HOG��'35�FDQ�SURKLELW�KDUYHVW�DQG��LQ�VRPH�FDVHV��RUGHU�WKH�FURS�GHVWUR\HG�� 

Quarantined ginger disposed of 
in 2013. 
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It is of paramount interest to 
California’s agricultural economy 

that the healthfulness of its 
products is beyond question. 

— 1946 California Department of 
Agriculture report 

IMPROVING ENFORCEMENT 

Consistent enforcement response 

Consistent statewide enforcement of California’s environmental laws is paramount 
for the protection of people, property and the environment. However, local program 
administration naturally can result in variable enforcement decisions and responses. 
,Q�������'35�DQG�&$&V�¿QDOL]HG�JXLGHOLQHV�WKDW�DFNQRZOHGJHG�WKH�QHFHVVLW\�RI�D� 
consistent enforcement response policy while maintaining the ability to recognize 
ORFDO�FRQGLWLRQV�LQ�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�� 

Using the enforcement guidelines as a starting point, in 2005 DPR and CACs 
jointly developed an enforcement response policy which encouraged CACs to use 
SURJUHVVLYH�HQIRUFHPHQW��WDNLQJ�LQWR�DFFRXQW�WKH�VHYHULW\�DQG�IUHTXHQF\�RI�YLRODWLRQV� 
in deciding penalties. 

,Q�������'35�SXW�NH\�HOHPHQWV�RI�WKH�SROLF\�LQWR�UHJXODWLRQV�ZKLFK�VWUHQJWKHQHG� 
WKH�&$&V¶�DELOLW\�WR�LPSRVH�SHQDOWLHV�DQG�DSSURSULDWHO\�LQFUHDVH�¿QHV�IRU�VHULRXV� 
or repeat violations. The regulations also encourage CACs to give district attorneys 
WKH�RSSRUWXQLW\�WR�¿OH�FLYLO�RU�FULPLQDO�SURVHFXWLRQV�LQ�VHULRXV�FDVHV��,Q�������'35� 
amended the regulations to improve effectiveness and clarity, allowing the counties 
WR�EHWWHU�IRFXV�HQIRUFHPHQW�RQ�WKH�PRVW�VHULRXV�FDVHV��7KH�GH¿QLWLRQV�RI�WKH�YLROD-
tion categories were made clearer, placing all violations of laws and regulations de-
VLJQHG�WR�SURWHFW�SHRSOH�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�LQWR�D�FODVVL¿FDWLRQ�UHTXLULQJ�D�¿QH�LQ� 
the middle range. When circumstances are more egregious or when health, property 
or the environment are harmed, the violations are placed in a category requiring a 
¿QH�LQ�WKH�WRS�UDQJH� 

Compliance assessment 

,Q�������WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�FRPSOHWHG�D�¿YH�\HDU�SURMHFW�WR�DVVHVV�FRPSOLDQFH�RI�WKH� 
DJULFXOWXUDO�LQGXVWU\�ZLWK�UXOHV�JRYHUQLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�KDQGOHU�DQG�¿HOG�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�� 
The intent was to measure the effectiveness of the statewide enforcement program 
and identify needed improvements. Enforcement Branch staff made hundreds of 
¿HOG�LQVSHFWLRQV��REVHUYLQJ�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�SHVWLFLGH�DFWLYLWLHV�LQ�PRUH�WKDQ����
FRXQWLHV�UHÀHFWLQJ�WKH�GLYHUVLW\�RI�&DOLIRUQLD
V�DJULFXOWXUH�DQG�JHRJUDSK\��(QIRUFH-
PHQW�%UDQFK�VWDII�REVHUYHG�VSHFL¿F�DVSHFWV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�LQ�¿HOG�VLWXDWLRQV�DQG� 
documented compliance of growers, applicators and other pesticide users. 

DPR uses compliance assessment data to evaluate the effectiveness of laws, regu-
lations and label requirements, and to develop measures to improve enforcement. 
7KLV�LQFOXGHV�IROORZ�XS�WUDLQLQJ�RI�&$&�VWDII�WR�EHWWHU�IRFXV�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�DQG�¿HOG� 
ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�LQVSHFWLRQV�RQ�DUHDV�RI�QRQFRPSOLDQFH��'35�DOVR�FRQGXFWV�RXWUHDFK�WR� 
inform industry groups, labor and public training organizations, and licensees about 
compliance problems. 

DPR and CACs use compliance assessment information to identify program 
VWUHQJWKV�DQG�ZHDNQHVVHV��SODQ�IRFXVHG�LQVSHFWLRQV��GHVLJQ�RXWUHDFK�SURJUDPV��PDNH� 
SURJUDPPDWLF�DQG�SROLF\�FKDQJHV��DQG�DGMXVW�DQQXDO�ZRUN�SODQV��'35�DOVR�XVHV�WKH� 
data to identify statewide trends, target enforcement activities and evaluate county 
enforcement priorities. In 2003, compliance assessment and training evaluation of 
CACs were combined into the County Oversight Inspection Program. 

In 2007, DPR began consolidating these enforcement standards into a compen-
dium of manuals intended to be the single source of enforcement guidance, avail-
able online and updated regularly. They address the pesticide regulatory program, 
investigative and inspection procedures, laws and regulations, restricted materials 
and permitting, conducting hearings, and interpreting laws and regulations. 

County work plans and evaluations 

In 1994, DPR and the commissioners began a program to target local enforcement 
A Guide to Pesticide Regulation 
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RQ�DFWLYLWLHV�WKDW�GLUHFWO\�SURWHFW�ZRUNHU�DQG�SXEOLF�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�� 
8QGHU�WKLV�SURJUDP��'35�DQG�HDFK�&$&�GHYHORS�D�ZRUN�SODQ�HDFK�\HDU�WR�IRFXV� 
enforcement on activities with a history of problems or potential for problems. 

In 2004, DPR and CACs developed program guidance identifying three core 
program priorities: restricted material permitting, compliance monitoring through 
inspections and investigations, and enforcement response to violations. DPR’s guid-
DQFH�UHSUHVHQWV�D�VLPSOL¿HG�DSSURDFK�LQ�WDUJHWLQJ�FRUH�HQIRUFHPHQW�SURJUDP�SULRUL-
WLHV�DQG�HYDOXDWLQJ�WKH�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�FRXQW\�SURJUDPV��,Q�WXUQ��FRXQW\�ZRUN�SODQV� 
identify state, regional and local compliance problems, and emerging issues. 

'35¶V�WKUHH�UHJLRQDO�RI¿FHV�KHOS�&$&V�GHYHORS�ZRUN�SODQV�WKDW�GHWDLO�HDFK� 
county’s priorities, with clearly stated goals and performance measures balanc-
ing U.S. EPA’s national priorities and DPR’s statewide goals with local conditions 
unique to each county. 

DPR and county staff also do joint inspections to help ensure that compliance and 
HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLYLWLHV�DUH�FRQGXFWHG�HI¿FLHQWO\�DQG�HIIHFWLYHO\�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�VWDWH� 

7R�KHOS�IRFXV�RQ�&$&�ZRUN�SODQV��(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK�VWDII�FRQGXFW�UHJXODU�HI-
IHFWLYHQHVV�HYDOXDWLRQV�RI�DOO�&$&�RI¿FHV�DQG�VWDII��7KHVH�HYDOXDWLRQV�DUH�UHTXLUHG� 
RQFH�HYHU\�WKUHH�\HDUV��RU�VRRQHU�LI�UHTXHVWHG�E\�WKH�&$&�RU�5HJLRQDO�2I¿FH��'35� 
uses inspection reports to document compliance rates and annual reports sent by 
&$&V�WR�GRFXPHQW�ZRUNORDG�DQG�KRXUV��DQG�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQV��'35�VWDII�HYDOX-
ate major elements of the county’s program, describe successful program aspects 
and follow up with CACs on needed improvements. The evaluations consider the 
number, type and quality of inspections; restricted material permit accuracy; qual-
ity, thoroughness and timeliness of investigations; appropriateness of enforcement 
actions and adherence to enforcement guidelines; business registration and license 
UHFRUGV��DQG�¿QDQFLDO�UHSRUWV� 

Enforcement databases 

In 1997, the department received funding to create a statewide database of com-
SOLDQFH�DQG�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQV��7KH�JRDO�ZDV�WR�WUDFN�WKH�FRPSOLDQFH�KLVWRU\�RI� 
DJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWLFLGH�DSSOLFDWRUV��GHDOHUV�DQG�DGYLVHUV��SDUWLFXODUO\�WKRVH�ZKR�ZRUN� 
in more than one county. In 1998, DPR expanded the database’s scope beyond the 
¿UVW�IRXU�OLFHQVH�FDWHJRULHV�WR�WUDFN�HQIRUFHPHQW�DQG�FRPSOLDQFH�DFWLRQV�LQ�DOO�QLQH� 
OLFHQVLQJ�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�SURJUDPV�� 

7KH�SURMHFW�HYROYHG�LQWR�WZR�(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK�GDWDEDVHV²RQH�WR�WUDFN�LQVSHF-
WLRQV�DQG�WKH�VHFRQG�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQV��7KH�LQVSHFWLRQ�WUDFNLQJ�GDWDEDVH�FROOHFWV� 
information on the thousands of inspections conducted yearly by the counties in both 
agricultural and nonagricultural (including structural) pesticide use settings, and 
compliance rates with laws and regulations. Information in this database includes the 
number and type of inspections, the sections of laws and regulations that were the 
subject of the inspections, and the compliance rates for each item. 

7KH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQ�WUDFNLQJ�V\VWHP�FROOHFWV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�HQIRUFHPHQW�DF-
WLRQV�WDNHQ�E\�WKH�FRXQWLHV�DQG�LQFOXGHV�WKH�VHFWLRQV�RI�ODZV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�YLRODWHG� 
DQG�WKH�¿QH�DPRXQWV�DVVHVVHG��,QIRUPDWLRQ�LQ�WKLV�GDWDEDVH�LQFOXGHV�WKH�SHUVRQ�RU� 
¿UP�FLWHG��GDWH�RI�YLRODWLRQ��FRGH�VHFWLRQ�YLRODWHG��W\SH�RI�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQ�WDNHQ�� 
SHVWLFLGH�LQYROYHG��GDWH�RI�DFWLRQ��GDWH�FDVH�FORVHG��DQG�SURSRVHG�DQG�¿QDO�¿QHV�� 
7KLV�GDWDEDVH�LV�XVHIXO�LQ�¿QGLQJ�UHSHDW�YLRODWRUV�LQ�D�FRXQW\�DQG�LQ�SRLQWLQJ�RXW�UH-
JLRQDO�SDWWHUQV�IRU�VSHFL¿F�LQGLYLGXDOV�RU�EXVLQHVVHV��(YDOXDWLRQ�RI�GDWD�PD\�EH�XVHG� 
to adjust or change performance goals for both DPR and the counties. 

,Q�������'35�DQG�&$&V�EHJDQ�ZRUNLQJ�RQ�D�FRQVROLGDWHG�LQVSHFWLRQ�DQG�HQ-
forcement action database (CalPEATs Project) that will streamline reporting of this 
information. 

To evaluate county performance and help prioritize enforcement goals for each 
FRXQW\��LQ������'35�FUHDWHG�DQ�HQIRUFHPHQW�VWDWLVWLFDO�SUR¿OH��7KHVH�DQQXDO�FRXQW\� 

'35�PDLQWDLQV�UHJLRQDO�RI¿FHV� 
in West Sacramento, Clovis and 

Anaheim. 
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In the early years, a farmer 
applied pest control materials 
himself, but now, in order to 

secure adequate control of pests, 
KH�RIWHQ�¿QGV�WKDW�LW�LV�QHFHVVDU\� 
to hire a specialist to apply these 

materials, particularly when 
special techniques or equipment 

are needed. 

— California Department of 
Agriculture special report to 
the Legislature on pesticide 
enforcement (1953) 
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SUR¿OHV�FRQVROLGDWH�GDWD�IURP�VHYHUDO�'35�GDWDEDVHV��WUDFNLQJ�HQIRUFHPHQW�SUR-
grams in 58 counties. 

CACs collectively issue about 30,000 restricted materials permits per year. CAC 
staff also conduct about 7,000 pre-application site inspections, 20,000 agricultural 
and nonagricultural site inspections, 1,700 investigations, and 4,800 compliance and 
enforcement actions. 

The data is used by DPR and CACs to better target inspections, identify emerging 
problems and staff training needs, assess effectiveness, plan focused inspections, and 
pinpoint areas for industry outreach and compliance improvement. 

&$&�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\�ZRUNORDG�GDWD�DUH�DOVR�XVHG�WR�DOORW�'35�IXQGLQJ�RI�ORFDO� 
pesticide programs. (See Chapter 13 for more information on state and local funding.) 

LICENSING AND CERTIFICATION PROGRAM 

$PRQJ�'35¶V�OHJLVODWLYH�PDQGDWHV�LV�WR�³HQVXUH�WKDW�SHRSOH�VHOOLQJ��SRVVHVVLQJ�� 
VWRULQJ��KDQGOLQJ��DSSO\LQJ�DQG�UHFRPPHQGLQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�DUH�NQRZOHGJH-
able in their safe use.” Licensing of pesticide professionals is designed to ensure 
WKH\�KDYH�WKH�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�DELOLW\�WR�XVH�SHVWLFLGHV�VDIHO\�DQG�HIIHFWLYHO\��0DQ\� 
individuals and businesses that sell, consult on or professionally apply pesticides are 
UHTXLUHG�WR�JHW�D�OLFHQVH�RU�FHUWL¿FDWH�IURP�'35¶V�/LFHQVLQJ�DQG�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�3UR-
JUDP��,Q�PRVW�FDVHV��WKLV�OLFHQVLQJ�SURFHVV�LQFOXGHV�D�FORVHG�ERRN�H[DPLQDWLRQ�WKDW� 
LQFOXGHV�TXHVWLRQV�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�ODZV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�DV�ZHOO�DV�TXHVWLRQV�RQ�VSHFL¿F� 
LQIRUPDWLRQ�WKDW�LV�DSSOLFDEOH�WR�HDFK�OLFHQVH�RU�FHUWL¿FDWH� 

7KH�QHHG�IRU�D�SHVWLFLGH�OLFHQVH�RU�FHUWL¿FDWH�LV�GHWHUPLQHG�E\�WKH�W\SHV�RI�SHV-
ticides applied and the circumstances under which the pesticides are applied. DPR 
LVVXHV�OLFHQVHV�RU�FHUWL¿FDWHV�WR� 

•		 People and businesses that apply pesticides. 

•		 3HVWLFLGH�GHDOHUV�DQG�EURNHUV� 

•		 People who advise on agricultural pesticide applications. 

•		 Pesticide applicators who use or supervise the use of restricted pesticides on prop-
erty they do not own or lease. 

Pest control advisers, businesses, aircraft pilots and certain structural pest control 
licensees and businesses must register with the CAC in each county in which they 
ZRUN��7KH�ODZ�SURYLGHV�WKH�&$&�PD\�UHYRNH�IRU�FDXVH�DQ\�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�WR�ZRUN�LQ� 
that county. 

'35¶V�/LFHQVLQJ�DQG�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�3URJUDP�GRHV�QRW�OLFHQVH�LQGLYLGXDOV�RU�EXVL-
nesses that practice vector control or structural pest control. The state Department of 
Public Health oversees local vector control. The Structural Pest Control Board (See 
Chapter 1��LVVXHV�OLFHQVHV�WR�VWUXFWXUDO�SHVW�FRQWURO�¿HOG�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�DQG�RSHUD-
WLYHV�ZKR�PDNH�LQVSHFWLRQV��SUHVHQW�ELGV��DQG�FRQWUDFW�IRU�ZRUN�IRU�WKHLU�FRPSDQLHV� 

Types of licenses and certificates 

'35¶V�/LFHQVLQJ�DQG�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�3URJUDP�LVVXHV�IRXU�W\SHV�RI�EXVLQHVV�OLFHQVHV� 

•		 Pest control business. For businesses that engage in pest control for hire. 

•		 Pest control dealer. For pesticide retailers who sell agricultural-use or dual-use 
products to users; those who sell any method or device for the control of agri-
cultural pests, such as biological control agents, lures or insect-trapping devices; 
WKRVH�ZKR�VROLFLW�VDOHV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�E\�PDNLQJ�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�UHFRPPHQGD-
WLRQV�WKURXJK�¿HOG�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�RU�RWKHU�DJHQWV��DQG�WKRVH�ZKR�VHOO�UHVWULFWHG� 
pesticides to users. 

•		 Pesticide broker license��5HTXLUHG�E\�DQ\�SHUVRQ�ZKR�¿UVW�VHOOV�RU�GLVWULEXWHV� 
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pesticides in California (except persons already licensed as pest control dealers, 
or registrants selling their own products). This license does not allow the sale of 
agricultural use or restricted pesticides to end-users. 

•		 Maintenance gardener pest control business. For maintenance gardening busi-
nesses that occasionally engage in pest control. (If the primary purpose of the 
business is pest control, a maintenance gardener pest control business license is 
required.) 

7KH�/LFHQVLQJ�DQG�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�3URJUDP�DOVR�LVVXHV�¿YH�W\SHV�RI�OLFHQVHV�DQG� 
FHUWL¿FDWHV�WR�LQGLYLGXDOV� 

•		 Agricultural pest control adviser (PCA) license. Required to offer a recom-
mendation on any agricultural use of pesticides, to sell services as an authority on 
any agricultural pesticide use, or to solicit services or sales for any agricultural 
pesticide use. 

•		 3HVW�FRQWURO�DLUFUDIW�SLORW�FHUWL¿FDWH. Required to operate an aircraft for pest 
control. 

•		 Pest control dealer designated agent license. Required to supervise the opera-
tions of a licensed pest control dealer. Each licensed pest control dealer must have 
GHVLJQDWHG�DJHQWV�DW�WKH�SULQFLSDO�RI¿FH�DQG�HDFK�EUDQFK�ORFDWLRQ� 

•		 4XDOL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRU�FHUWL¿FDWH��4$&�. Required for government employees 
DQG�VRPH�RWKHU�FDWHJRULHV�RI�ZRUNHUV�ZKR�DSSO\�RU�VXSHUYLVH�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�RI� 
restricted pesticides for any purpose or on any property other than that provided 
E\�WKH�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�SULYDWH�DSSOLFDWRU��VHH�EHORZ���RU�E\�PDLQWHQDQFH�JDUGHQHUV� 
and some other employees who perform pest control incidental to their job or 
EXVLQHVV��WKDW�LV��ZKRVH�SULPDU\�ZRUN�LV�QRW�SHVW�FRQWURO���4$&V�FDQQRW�VXSHUYLVH� 
the operations of a pest control business (except for maintenance gardener busi-
nesses). They are also not allowed to do structural pest control. That requires a 
license from the Structural Pest Control Board. 

•		 4XDOL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRU�OLFHQVH��4$/�. Required to apply or supervise the applica-
tion of restricted pesticides for any purpose or on any property other than that 
SURYLGHG�E\�WKH�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�SULYDWH�DSSOLFDWRU��VHH�EHORZ���RU�E\�DQ\RQH�ZKR� 
supervises pesticide applications made by a licensed pest control business. 

In 2015, DPR licensed about 31,000 agricultural pesticide applicators, businesses 
DQG�3&$V��DQG�SHVWLFLGH�GHDOHUV�DQG�EURNHUV��LQFOXGLQJ�DERXW��������4$/V�DQG� 
10,600 QACs. 

$OWKRXJK�WKH�TXDOL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRU�OLFHQVH�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWH�DUH�VLPLODU��WKHUH�DUH� 
differences in responsibilities. The QAL is the more rigorous of the two. All com-
mercial pest control businesses, except maintenance gardener businesses, must have 
at least one QAL on staff at each business location to supervise pesticide handlers for 
the business. 

$�4$&�LV�XVXDOO\�HQRXJK�IRU�LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�ZRUN�IRU�JRYHUQPHQW�DJHQFLHV�RU� 
for businesses other than pest control businesses, such as golf courses and schools. 
For these individuals, as well as for the maintenance gardener businesses, pest 
control is not the primary reason for their businesses; thus the more rigorous QAL 
examination is not necessary. 

%RWK�4$/�DQG�4$&�DSSOLFDQWV�DUH�UHTXLUHG�WR�WDNH�D�ODZV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�H[DP� 
and an exam in one or more of 17 categories of pest control for which the operator 
ZLVKHV�WR�EHFRPH�TXDOL¿HG�� 

'35�DOVR�OLFHQVHV�SHVW�FRQWURO�DLUFUDIW�SLORWV��7KHVH�DUH�SLORWV��DOVR�NQRZQ�DV� 
aerial applicators or crop dusters) who apply pesticides by aircraft. Both apprentice 
and journey-level pilots must pass the licensing examination and maintain an ap-
propriate Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) pilot’s license, which includes a
PHGLFDO�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�WR�YHULI\�WKHLU�DELOLW\�WR�À\� 

Aerial pesticide application near
	
Knight's Landing in 2016.
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DPR’s product compliance 
inspectors ensure pesticidal 
products sold in California 
comply to state and federal 

registration laws. 
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Pest control advisor applicants must have a bachelor’s degree in pest manage-
PHQW�RU�LQ�DQ�DJULFXOWXUDO��ELRORJLFDO�RU�QDWXUDO�VFLHQFH�WKDW�LQFOXGHV�VSHFL¿F�FRXUVH� 
material. People with advanced science or pest management degrees do not need 
VSHFL¿F�FRXUVH�PDWHULDO�WR�DSSO\�WR�EH�D�3&$��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��LQGLYLGXDOV�ZLWKRXW�D�FRO-
OHJH�GHJUHH�PD\�DSSO\�LI�WKH\�KDYH�HQRXJK�ZRUN�H[SHULHQFH�DQG�KDYH�WDNHQ�VSHFL¿F� 
college courses. 

%XVLQHVV�DQG�LQGLYLGXDO�OLFHQVHV�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWHV�DUH�LVVXHG�IRU�WZR�\HDUV��,QGLYLGX-
DO�OLFHQVHV�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWHV�FDQQRW�EH�UHQHZHG�XQOHVV�WKH�KROGHU�KDV�FRPSOHWHG�FHUWDLQ� 
minimum Continuing Education (CE) hours related to pesticides or pest management 
ZLWKLQ�HDFK�OLFHQVH�RU�FHUWL¿FDWH�SHULRG��$OO�FRXUVHV�PXVW�EH�DSSURYHG�E\�'35��&(� 
courses are typically offered by applicator associations or third-party vendors. CACs 
also present some courses. 

Private applicator certificates 

3ULYDWH�DSSOLFDWRU�FHUWL¿FDWHV�DUH�UHTXLUHG�IRU�SHRSOH�ZKR�XVH�RU�VXSHUYLVH�WKH�XVH� 
of restricted pesticides on property owned or leased by the applicator or the applica-
WRU¶V�HPSOR\HU��8QWLO�������DSSOLFDWRUV�FRXOG�UHFHLYH�WKHLU�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�IURP�D�&$&� 
by applying for and being granted a restricted materials permit. SB 800 (Chapter 
705, Statutes of 1995) created a separate system and set minimum standards for 
certifying private applicators. Under the bill, CACs conduct examinations before 
LVVXLQJ�D�SULYDWH�DSSOLFDWRU�FHUWL¿FDWH�� 

7KH�QHZ�ODZ�UHTXLUHG�'35�WR�GHYHORS�WKH�H[DP�WR�WHVW�WKH�DSSOLFDQW¶V�NQRZO-
edge of pesticide use, including label directions and restrictions on use; pest control 
HTXLSPHQW��SHVW�SUREOHPV�DQG�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ��ZRUNHU�SURWHFWLRQ��DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDOO\� 
sensitive areas. 

3ULYDWH�DSSOLFDWRU�FHUWL¿FDWHV�DUH�LVVXHG�IRU�WKUHH�\HDUV��&$&V�FDQ�UHYRNH�D�FHUWL¿-
cate based on failure to comply with laws governing the safe use of pesticides. 

PRODUCT COMPLIANCE 

Product enforcement began with a pesticide product quality program in 1911, 
when truth-in-labeling laws were in their infancy and adulteration and misrepresen-
tation of products were common. A 1935 department description of the program was 
to prove appropriate for many years to come: 

The work includes the inspection, sampling, and analyzing of all sub-
stances under (department) supervision. Many thousands of inspections 
take place on dealers’ shelves, in warehouses, and frequently in the hands 
of actual purchasers or users in order to determine whether all materials 
DUH�UHJLVWHUHG�DQG�SURSHUO\�ODEHOHG��2I¿FLDO�VDPSOLQJ�RI�UHJLVWHUHG�PDWHUL-
als is carried on throughout the state. These samples are analyzed and, 
if the results do not conform to the guarantee, the registrant is dealt with 
according to the provisions of the California statutes. … 

Over the decades that followed, modern manufacturing techniques lessened and 
then almost eliminated product adulteration and contamination. As a result, in the 
1990s, DPR reduced its product testing while maintaining a focus on compliance 
with registration and labeling requirements. 

In 2004, DPR consolidated product compliance activities by merging its Audits 
Branch with compliance staff from other branches to create the Product Compli-
ance Branch. In February 2017, the Inspections Unit was moved to the Enforce-
ment Branch. Mill Collection and Disbursement, as well as the Product Compliance 
Auditors, were moved into the ASD under the Fiscal, Audits and Business Services 
Branch. 

Inspection and compliance activities 

To ensure that pesticide products used in California are registered by DPR and the 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), Product Compliance Inspections 
Unit staff perform inspection and compliance activities under both the state program 
and as part of DPR’s cooperative enforcement agreement with U.S. EPA. Inspec-
tions include those conducted at pesticide-producing establishments, and retail and 
wholesale sites. 

DPR conducts establishment inspections under federal authority at facilities where 
SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV�DUH�PDQXIDFWXUHG��SUHSDUHG��SURFHVVHG��SDFNDJHG��UHSDFNDJHG�� 
labeled or relabeled. DPR may also conduct these establishment inspections at loca-
WLRQV�ZKHUH�UHJLVWUDQWV�NHHS�WKHLU�UHFRUGV�� 

0RVW�LQVSHFWLRQV�DUH�PDUNHWSODFH�VXUYHLOODQFH�WR�HQVXUH�FRPSOLDQFH�ZLWK�SURGXFW� 
UHJLVWUDWLRQ��IRUPXODWLRQ��SDFNDJLQJ�DQG�ODEHOLQJ�UHTXLUHPHQWV��6DPSOLQJ�VLWHV�LQ-
clude government agencies; retail and wholesale nurseries, hardware, home-and-gar-
den centers; landscape material suppliers; agricultural chemical dealers; feed, farm 
DQG�SHW�VWRUHV��DQG�EHDXW\�DQG�EDUEHU�VXSSOLHUV��,QVSHFWRUV�DOVR�FKHFN�PHGLFDO��GHQWDO� 
and veterinary suppliers; industrial and institutional suppliers; restaurant and hospital 
suppliers; grocery and drugstores; pool and spa centers; marine supply dealers; and 
any other place that sells pesticides. 

To ensure that products in the channels of trade are in compliance with state and 
IHGHUDO�SHVWLFLGH�ODZV��¿HOG�VWDII�LQVSHFW�SURGXFWV�RIIHUHG�IRU�VDOH�E\�UHYLHZLQJ�ODEHOV� 
WR�HQVXUH�WKH\�DUH�UHJLVWHUHG��6WDII�DOVR�FKHFN�WKDW�SURGXFW�ODEHOV�DUH�WKH�VDPH�DV� 
those approved by DPR, for example, to ensure that there are no changes to product 
names, claims or uses, or changes to precautionary statements that mitigate environ-
PHQWDO�DQG�KHDOWK�KD]DUGV��9LRODWLRQV�DUH�HQIRUFHG�E\�'35¶V�2I¿FH�RI�/HJDO�$IIDLUV�� 

3HVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�VDPSOHV�FROOHFWHG�GXULQJ�HVWDEOLVKPHQW�RU�PDUNHWSODFH�LQVSHF-
tions may be submitted to the California Department of Food and Agriculture’s 
Center for Analytical Chemistry for analysis. The lab compares the percent of active 
LQJUHGLHQW�LQ�WKH�FRQWDLQHU�ZLWK�WKH�IRUPXODWLRQ�GHFODUHG�RQ�WKH�ODEHO�DQG�FKHFNV� 
for possible product contamination. Many products contain more than one active 
ingredient and each individual component is reviewed. When analysis reveals that 
D�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�LV�GH¿FLHQW�LQ�LQJUHGLHQW�RU�RWKHUZLVH�YDULHV�IURP�WKH�LQJUHGLHQW� 
statement shown on its label, DPR may bring an enforcement action for adulteration 
or misbranding of the product. 

Product compliance auditors audit pesticide sellers throughout the country who 
ship or sell their products into California. Audits are designed to determine if the 
pesticides are registered, to verify sales and to document that mill assessments have 
been paid. If mill assessments were unpaid, sellers must pay any money and a late 
fee, and are subject to civil penalties. They cannot continue selling their product un-
less they get it registered in California. (See Chapter 13 for more information on the 
mill assessment.��9LRODWLRQV�DUH�SURVHFXWHG�E\�'35¶V�2I¿FH�RI�/HJDO�$IIDLUV�� 

,Q�WKH�PLG�����V��SURGXFW�FRPSOLDQFH�DXGLWRUV�IRXQG�VLJQL¿FDQW�JDSV�LQ�UHSRUW-
ing of certain types of pesticide transactions, including Internet sales of industrial, 
LQVWLWXWLRQDO�DQG�FRQVXPHU�XVH�SHVWLFLGHV��VDOHV�E\�LQWHUPHGLDWH�EURNHUV��DQG�VDOHV� 
through the distribution centers of nationwide retailers. Auditors discovered that 
shortcomings in state law led to underreporting of pesticide sales and underpayment 
of fees. 

As a result, DPR sponsored legislation in 2005. The goal was to promote a safe, 
IDLU�DQG�HTXLWDEOH�PDUNHWSODFH�E\�HQVXULQJ�RQO\�&DOLIRUQLD�UHJLVWHUHG�SURGXFWV�DUH� 
sold in the state and that fees levied on pesticides are paid on all sales. The legisla-
WLRQ��&KDSWHU������6WDWXWHV�RI�������$%�������H[SDQGHG�EURNHU�OLFHQVLQJ�WR�HQFRP-
SDVV�DOO�WKRVH��RWKHU�WKDQ�UHJLVWUDQWV��ZKR�¿UVW�VHOO�RU�GLVWULEXWH�DQ\�SHVWLFLGHV�LQWR�RU� 
within California, whether agricultural or nonagricultural products. Previously, the 
law required that only sellers of agricultural pesticides be licensed with DPR. 

Lab equipment at the CDFA 
Center for Analytical Chemistry 

in Sacramento. 
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[CHAPTER 3]
 

Pesticide Registration

Product registration by the 
numbers: 

•		 1,200: new products regis-
tered in 2015. 

•		 2,300: amendments to 
registered products. 

•		 4,000-5,000: registra-
tion submissions per year 
processed by the Pesticide 
Registration Branch. 

•		 13,600: Number of regis-
tered products as of the 
summer of 2016. 

•	 1,050: Active ingredients 
registered in California. 


 
7KH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�3HVWLFLGH�5HJXODWLRQ��'35��SHUIRUPV�D�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQ� 

of the ingredients of a pesticide product; the proposed site or crop on which it is 
to be used; the amount, frequency and timing of use; and its potential effects on 
human health and the environment. This evaluation is called the pesticide regis-
tration process. 

THE PESTICIDE REGISTRATION PROCESS 

Before a pesticide can be registered (licensed) in California, it must be regis-
tered with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). After receiv-
ing an application for registration, DPR evaluates the product thoroughly under  
guidelines of the Food and Agricultural Code (FAC) to ensure that it is effective  
and will not harm human health or the environment when used according to label 
directions. 

'35�VFLHQWLVWV�UHYLHZ�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�ODEHO�DQG�VFLHQWL¿F�GDWD�DQG�PXVW� 
¿QG�LW�DFFHSWDEOH�EHIRUH�WKH�SURGXFW�FDQ�EH�UHJLVWHUHG��7KH�SURGXFW�PXVW�EH� 
labeled properly and found suitable for its intended use. Pesticides that pass this 
VFLHQWL¿F��OHJDO�DQG�DGPLQLVWUDWLYH�SURFHVV�DUH�JUDQWHG�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�WKDW�DOORZV� 
WKHLU�GLVWULEXWLRQ��VDOH�DQG�XVH�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��$�VPDOO�VXEVHW�RI�ORZ�ULVN�SHVWLFLGHV� 
are granted an exemption from registration if they meet certain criteria. (See 25(b) 
Exemptions on Page 33). 

$�UHJLVWUDQW�LV�D�EXVLQHVV�RU�LQGLYLGXDO�WKDW�KROGV�WKH�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 
and is therefore responsible for the product. A registrant can be a chemical com-
SDQ\��JRYHUQPHQW�DJHQF\��LPSRUWHU�RU�DQ\�SHUVRQ�ZLVKLQJ�WR�PDUNHW�D�SHVWLFLGH� 
product in California. It may include manufacturers of technical-grade pesticidal  
chemicals used to prepare end-use products. It also includes formulators who pre-
pare the end-use products, and distributors who put their own labels on pesticide  
products purchased from formulators. The registrant’s name and address must 
appear on the product label.  

6HYHUDO�'35�EUDQFKHV�WDNH�SDUW�LQ�WKH�SUHUHJLVWUDWLRQ�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQ�� 
Their role is to ensure that, when a product is used under the restrictions and pro-
tective measures on the U.S. EPA-registered label, it will cause no harm (that is,  
VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�HIIHFW��RQ�KXPDQ�KHDOWK��QRQ�WDUJHW�RUJDQLVPV�RU�WKH�HQYLURQ-
ment. The Pesticide Registration Branch coordinates this process and serves as  
liaison to registrants. 

Pesticides are substances or mixtures of substances intended for preventing,  
destroying, repelling or mitigating any pest. Though often misunderstood to refer  
only to insecticides, the term pesticide also applies to herbicides, fungicides,  
antimicrobials, and various other substances used to control pests. (See Page 24, 
What is a Pesticide?). The active ingredient is the chemical or substance compo-
QHQW�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�WKDW�FDQ�NLOO��UHSHO��DWWUDFW��PLWLJDWH�RU�FRQWURO�D�SHVW�RU� 
the chemical that acts as a plant growth regulator, desiccant or nitrogen stabilizer.  
In addition to the active ingredient(s), a formulated pesticide product consists of  
RQH�RU�PRUH�LQHUW�LQJUHGLHQWV��VXFK�DV�ZDWHU��VROYHQWV��HPXOVL¿HUV��VXUIDFWDQWV�� 
clay and propellants. While these other ingredients may be chemically or biologi-
cally active (and therefore not inert), they are included in the product for reasons  
other than pesticidal activity. Pesticides are regulated to control the effect of both  
the active ingredient and inert ingredients in the formulated product. 
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Chapter 3: Pesticide Registration
 

The law requires prospective registrants to send DPR data on potential human 
health and environmental effects associated with use of their product, including: 

•		 Product composition and chemistry. 

•		 Acute and chronic toxicity—that is, the capacity of the chemical to harm hu-
mans either in limited (acute) or long-term (chronic) exposures. 

•		 How the pesticide behaves in the environment. 

•		 (IIHFWLYHQHVV�DJDLQVW�WDUJHWHG�SHVWV��HI¿FDF\�� 

•		 Hazards to non-target organisms. 

•		 (IIHFWV�RQ�¿VK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH� 

•		 :RUNHU�H[SRVXUH� 

The Registration Branch manages the pesticide data studies collection. Staff  
catalog and maintain data received from pesticide registrants. In 2016, the Reg-
istration Resource Center housed more than 85,900 volumes of data containing  
about 237,000 studies. This includes studies that have been submitted to U.S.  
(3$��DGGLWLRQDO�HI¿FDF\��VDIHW\�DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�GDWD�UHTXLUHG�E\�'35��DQG� 
registration-related correspondence and evaluation memoranda.  

7KH�5HJLVWUDWLRQ�5HVRXUFH�&HQWHU�DOVR�PDLQWDLQV�DOO�SURGXFW�¿OHV�IRU�SHVWLFLGHV� 
registered in California, including Section 24(c) (Special Local Needs registra-
WLRQV��DQG�6HFWLRQ�����(PHUJHQF\�([HPSWLRQV�IURP�UHJLVWUDWLRQ��¿OHV��2QO\� 
DXWKRUL]HG�SHUVRQV�PD\�GLUHFWO\�DFFHVV�WKHVH�¿OHV�VLQFH�WKH\�FRQWDLQ�SURSULHWDU\� 
information—primarily formulas of pesticide products, which are considered  
FRQ¿GHQWLDO�EXVLQHVV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�XQGHU�IHGHUDO�ODZ��7KH�5HJLVWUDWLRQ�5HVRXUFH� 
&HQWHU�UHVSRQGV�WR�UHTXHVWV�IRU�QRQ�FRQ¿GHQWLDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IURP�WKH�SXEOLF��UHJ-
istrants, county agricultural commissioners, DPR staff, Poison Control Centers,  
the Legislature and other government agencies. 

CATEGORIES OF PESTICIDES 

DPR registers the following categories of pesticides: 

•		 Conventional pesticides. 

•		 Biochemicals and microbials (biopesticides). Biochemical pesticides are nat-
urally occurring substances that control pests by a mechanism other than toxic-
ity—for example, sex pheromones used as mating disrupters for insect pests. 
A microbial pesticide is one in which the active ingredient is a living pathogen 
�IRU�H[DPSOH��D�EDFWHULXP��WKDW�LQIHFWV�D�SHVW�DQG�WKHQ�NLOOV�RU�LQKLELWV�LW� 

•		 Antimicrobial pesticides. These are substances or mixtures of substances used 
to destroy or suppress the growth of harmful microorganisms such as bacteria, 
viruses or fungi on inanimate objects and surfaces. 

•		 Spray adjuvants. California law requires registration of adjuvants, which are 
QRW�FRQVLGHUHG�SHVWLFLGHV�XQGHU�IHGHUDO�ODZ���$Q�DGMXYDQW�LV�EURDGO\�GH¿QHG� 
as any non-pesticide material used with a pesticide product or pesticide spray 
mixture to improve the pesticide’s performance or the physical properties of 
the spray mixture.) 

•		 Plant growth regulators. These are substances that accelerate or slow the rate 
of growth or maturation of a plant, or otherwise alter behavior through physi-
ological action. 

Although all pesticides are regulated under the same state statutory standards,  
WKH�GLIIHUHQW�FDWHJRULHV�SRVH�GLIIHUHQW�OHYHOV�RI�ULVN�DQG�H[SRVXUH��$V�D�UHVXOW�� 
antimicrobial, biochemical and microbial pesticides are subject to fewer data 
requirements for registration than conventional chemicals. Data requirements for  

The Registration Resource Center
	
contains nearly 86,000 volumes 

of information about registered 


pesticides.
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Chapter 3: Pesticide Registration 

What Is a Pesticide? 

Under state and federal law, a pesticide is any substance 
intended to control, destroy, repel, or otherwise mitigate a 
pest. Any organism that causes damage or economic loss, 
or transmits or produces disease, may be the target pest. 
Pests can be insects or animals (e.g. mice), unwanted plants 
(weeds) or organisms that cause plant diseases. In addition, 
state and federal laws consider products to be pesticides if 
they regulate plant growth, cause plants to drop their leaves 
or dry plant tissue. 

7KHUHIRUH��WKH�ZRUG�³SHVWLFLGH´�LV�DQ�XPEUHOOD�WHUP�WKDW� 
LQFOXGHV�PDQ\�NLQGV�RI� FKHPLFDOV²QRW� RQO\� LQVHFWLFLGHV�� 
herbicides and other agricultural and lawn-and-garden 
chemicals, but also many industrial, institutional and home-
cleaning products, such as algaecides (used to control algae in 
swimming pools and water bodies), disinfectants, sanitizers, 
mildew removers and insect repellents. 

California also regulates adjuvants as pesticides. This 
class of chemicals, exempt from federal registration, must be 
UHJLVWHUHG�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��$GMXYDQWV�DUH�HPXOVL¿HUV��VSUHDGHUV�� 
ZDWHU�PRGL¿HUV�DQG�RWKHU�FRPSRXQGV�DGGHG�WR�LPSURYH�WKH� 
effectiveness of a pesticide. 

Many products, ranging from toothbrushes to children’s 
toys, are treated with antimicrobial pesticides to get rid of 
bacteria. The antimicrobial pesticides are usually added to 
the product during manufacture (for example, plastic shower 
curtains) but may be added afterwards (for example, mixing 
a mold-preventing pesticide into paint). If a treated product 

PDNHV� SXEOLF� KHDOWK� FODLPV²WKDW� LV�� LW� FODLPV� WR� ³¿JKW� 
JHUPV´�RU�³FRQWURO�IXQJXV´²WKH�DUWLFOH�PXVW�EH�UHJLVWHUHG�DV� 
a pesticide. If no public health claims are made, the product 
is exempt from federal or state regulation. However, the 
SURGXFW�ODEHO�PXVW�PDNH�FOHDU�WKDW�WKH�EHQH¿WV�RI�SHVWLFLGH� 
treatment do not extend beyond the article itself. 

Some products, while considered pesticides, are exempt 
from the registration process in California. These include 
FHUWDLQ�SURGXFWV�WKDW�FRQWDLQ�ORZ�ULVN�LQJUHGLHQWV��VXFK�DV� 
garlic and cedar; as well as plant-incorporated protectants, 
which are pesticidal substances produced by genetically  
PRGL¿HG�SODQWV� 

([FOXGHG�IURP�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�DUH� 

• Over-the-counter and prescription treatments for head 
lice, which are regulated by the U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration. 

• Cosmetics and similar products intended to be applied 
to the human body, including antibacterial soaps and 
lotions, and antifungal creams. (Insect repellents ap-
plied to the human body, however, are pesticides). 

• Fertilizers, nutrients and other substances used to pro-
mote plant survival and health. 

• Biological control agents, except for certain microor-
JDQLVPV���%LRORJLFDO�FRQWURO�DJHQWV�LQFOXGH�EHQH¿FLDO� 
predators such as birds or ladybugs that eat insect 

pests).
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Chapter 3: Pesticide Registration
 

antimicrobial pesticides and biopesticides are organized into a tier-testing system  
ZLWK�VSHFL¿HG�H[WUD�VWXGLHV�DW�KLJKHU�WLHUV�UHTXLUHG�LI�XQUHDVRQDEOH�DGYHUVH�HI-
fects are seen in lower-tier studies. The lower-tier studies are a subset of those  
required for conventional pesticides and the studies overall are generally selected  
from those required for conventional pesticides. Examples of lower-tier studies  
DUH�DFXWH�WR[LFLW\��GHYHORSPHQWDO�WR[LFRORJ\��PXWDJHQLFLW\��HI¿FDF\��DQG�HIIHFWV� 
RQ�¿VK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH��3URSRVHG�XVHV�RQ�IRRG�JHQHUDOO\�UHTXLUH�PRUH�VWXGLHV�WKDQ� 
nonfood uses. 

DATA EVALUATION 

DPR scientists review toxicology and other studies from the registrant for 
adequacy and potential adverse effects. If scientists conclude there are potential 
DGYHUVH�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV��WKH\�VWXG\�WKH�SHVWLFLGH¶V�ULVN�SRWHQWLDO�DQG�SUHSDUH�D�ULVN� 
evaluation. If the pesticide is a new active ingredient (that is, never registered in 
&DOLIRUQLD���LW�LV�SULRULWL]HG�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW���See Chapter 5 for more informa-
tion on risk assessment.) 

In addition, DPR scientists with expertise in chemistry, microbiology, plant 
physiology, pest and disease prevention, ecotoxicology, or environmental fate 
review data to determine the effects of pesticides on target pests and non-target 
effects (that is, effects on species not considered the target pest). The latter in-
cludes: 

• Non-target effects on plants (phytotoxicity). 

• Ecotoxicology. 

• Effects on endangered species. 

• Effects on the environment, including soil, ground and surface water. 

• Pest protection (entomology). 

• Plant pathology. 

• Harmful effects on integrated pest management (IPM) systems. 

Included is a review to ensure that product residues on harvested commodities 
will not exceed legal limits (tolerances set by U.S. EPA) when the pesticide is 
used according to label directions. 

DPR scientists also review product labels to ensure: 

• They comply with U.S. EPA labeling standards and clarity. 

• 7KH\�DFFXUDWHO\�UHÀHFW�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�KD]DUGV�VXJJHVWHG�E\�WR[LFRORJ\�GDWD� 

• 7KH\�DFFXUDWHO\�UHÀHFW�HQYLURQPHQWDO�KD]DUGV�VXJJHVWHG�E\�HQYLURQPHQWDO� 
data. 

• 7KH�ODEHO�UHTXLUHPHQWV�DUH�SUDFWLFDO�DQG�FDQ�EH�HQIRUFHG�LQ�WKH�¿HOG� 

• Use instructions are adequate to protect pesticide users and others from over-
exposure. 

,I�DQ\�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�ODEHO�DUH�QHFHVVDU\��'35�VWDII�ZRUN�ZLWK�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW� 
and U.S. EPA to recommend revisions that will satisfy California’s health or 
environmental concerns. According to federal law, pesticide label language is 
controlled exclusively by U.S. EPA, which must approve any changes. A state 
cannot require manufacturers to change labels. However, states can refuse to 
allow registration and therefore the possession, sale or use of any pesticide not 
meeting its own standards. 

DPR also consults with other public agencies on proposed pesticide registra-
tions and, more broadly, on regulatory policies through routine daily contacts 

6FLHQWL¿F�VWXGLHV�VXEPLWWHG� 
to support an application for  

registration of a pesticide 
product. 
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Chapter 3: Pesticide Registration
 

The Pesticide Registration and 
Evaluation Committee meets at 
least every other month at the 

CalEPA building in Sacramento. 

and, more formally, through its Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee 
(PREC). Chaired by the Registration Branch chief, the PREC usually meets every 
two months. It brings together public agencies that have legal jurisdiction on 
pesticides or whose activities or resources may be affected by use of pesticides. 
(In 2000, the department’s Pesticide Advisory Committee, whose role overlapped 
that of the PREC, was merged with the latter committee.) 

The PREC includes representatives of the state Departments of Public Health, 
Food and Agriculture, Industrial Relations, CalRecycle, and Fish and Wildlife; the 
6WUXFWXUDO�3HVW�&RQWURO�%RDUG��&DO(3$¶V�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG� 
Assessment (OEHHA), State Water Resources Control Board, Air Resources 
Board, and Department of Toxic Substances Control; the University of Califor-
nia, Department of Environmental Toxicology; U.S. EPA, Region 9; University 
of California, Department of Environmental Toxicology, IR-4 Program; and 
the California Agricultural Commissioners and Sealers Association. The PREC 
advises DPR on regulatory development and reform initiatives, public policy 
and program implementation, and science issues associated with evaluating and 
UHGXFLQJ�ULVNV�IURP�WKH�XVH�RI�SHVWLFLGHV��,W�IXO¿OOV�D�FULWLFDO�LQWHUDJHQF\�FRQVXOWD-
WLRQ�UROH�PDQGDWHG�E\�'35¶V�FHUWL¿HG�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�XQGHU�WKH�&DOLIRUQLD� 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

Once reviews by DPR scientists and technical specialists are complete, DPR 
management decides whether to propose product registration or deny the applica-
tion. Under law, denial of registration must be based on: 

• Serious uncontrollable adverse effects on the environment. 

• *UHDWHU�KDUP�WKDQ�EHQH¿W�WR�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW� 

• Harm to vegetation, domestic animals, or public health and safety. 

• Uses considered to have little or no value. 

If any reviewing DPR branch recommends against registration because of 
inadequate data, unacceptable studies or unmitigated adverse effects, DPR will 
not register the product until these questions are resolved and concerns raised by 
other state agencies are considered. DPR posts proposed decisions to register or 
GHQ\�DSSOLFDWLRQV�ZHHNO\��EHJLQQLQJ�D����GD\�SHULRG�IRU�SXEOLF�FRPPHQW�� 

%HIRUH�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�FDQ�EH�¿QDOL]HG��'35�UHVSRQGV�WR�SXEOLF�FRPPHQWV��6KRXOG� 
DPR decide to proceed with registration, it issues a license for product sale and 
use to the registrant. 

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STATE AND FEDERAL 


REGISTRATION PROCESS
 

While California’s pesticide registration parallels its federal counterpart in most 
respects, there are differences in application. For example, DPR and U.S. EPA 
may review the same group of toxicology studies sent with an application for 
UHJLVWUDWLRQ��+RZHYHU��WKH\�PD\�UHO\�RQ�GLIIHUHQW�VWXGLHV�IURP�WKH�GDWD�SDFNDJH�WR� 
reach a registration decision. Often, the two agencies reach the same conclusion. 
Sometimes, the conclusions differ, in part because DPR focuses on California-
VSHFL¿F�HIIHFWV��)RU�H[DPSOH��'35�PD\�UHIXVH�WR�UHJLVWHU�D�SURGXFW�EHFDXVH�RI� 
SRWHQWLDO�HIIHFWV�RQ�ZRUNHUV�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�ODERU�LQWHQVLYH�DJULFXOWXUH�� 

U.S. EPA has broad authority to waive submission of some studies or to not 
complete data evaluations before granting conditional registrations. DPR’s au-
thority to grant conditional registration is more limited. For example, if a regis-
WUDQW�VXEPLWV�SUHOLPLQDU\�HI¿FDF\�GDWD�LQGLFDWLQJ�WKDW�WKH�SURGXFW�LV�HIIHFWLYH�IRU� 
its proposed use, DPR may conditionally register the product for a limited period 
WR�DOORZ�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW�WR�FRPSOHWH�DQG�VXEPLW�¿QDO�HI¿FDF\�VWXGLHV��+RZHYHU��LI� 
the product contains a new active ingredient, in most instances, the department 
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Chapter 3: Pesticide Registration
 

is precluded from conditionally registering the product unless the registrant has 
VXEPLWWHG�D�FRPSOHWH�WR[LFRORJ\�GDWD�SDFNDJH�WKDW�KDV�EHHQ�UHYLHZHG�E\�'35� 
scientists. 

Further, DPR may require more or different studies not required by U.S. EPA. 
7KHVH�DGGHG�VWXGLHV�LQFOXGH��EXW�DUH�QRW�OLPLWHG�WR��GDWD�RQ�ZRUNHU�H[SRVXUH�� 
foliar residue, indoor exposure potential, hazards to bees, and dust hazard of pow-
GHUHG�SURGXFWV�WR�ZRUNHUV� 

7KHUH�DUH�DOVR�VLJQL¿FDQW�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�KRZ�8�6��(3$�DQG�'35�FRQVLGHU�GDWD�� 
,Q�&DOLIRUQLD��PRUH�WKDQ�����GLIIHUHQW�NLQGV�RI�VSHFLDOW\�FURSV�DUH�JURZQ��LQFOXG-
LQJ�IUXLWV��QXWV��YHJHWDEOHV�DQG�KRUWLFXOWXUDO�FURSV��0RVW�DUH�FRQVLGHUHG�³PLQRU� 
use crops” for pesticides and are high in harvested value but planted on relatively 
VPDOO�DFUHDJH�FRPSDUHG�WR�¿HOG�FURSV�VXFK�DV�FRUQ��VR\EHDQV�DQG�ZKHDW��7KHVH� 
uses are not always economically attractive to the pesticide industry because 
the amount of pesticides sold is limited while the costs to obtain and maintain 
registration are substantial. Because of the state’s cropping patterns, DPR focuses 
more resources than U.S. EPA on these minor uses. 

Field crops also require little cultural care during the growing season and are 
SULPDULO\�KDUYHVWHG�PHFKDQLFDOO\�E\�WUDFWRU�ZRUNHUV�LQ�HQFORVHG�FDEV��2Q�WKH� 
other hand, California’s fruit, vegetable and horticultural crops require extensive 
cultural care before harvest and are harvested by hand. These activities typi-
FDOO\�UHVXOW�LQ�KLJK�ZRUNHU�FRQWDFW�ZLWK�IROLDJH���7KH�8�6��'HSDUWPHQW�RI�/DERU
V� 
1DWLRQDO�$JULFXOWXUDO�:RUNHU�6XUYH\�HVWLPDWHV�WKDW�D�OLWWOH�PRUH�WKDQ�D�WKLUG�RI�DOO� 
IDUPZRUNHUV�LQ�WKH�8�6��ZRUN�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�DJULFXOWXUH��7KDW�ZRXOG�WUDQVODWH�WR� 
URXJKO\���������LQGLYLGXDOV�ZRUNLQJ�RQ�&DOLIRUQLD�IDUPV�HDFK�\HDU�� 

'35�JLYHV�VSHFL¿F�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�KRZ�D�SHVWLFLGH�ZLOO�EH�XVHG�XQGHU�&DOLIRUQLD� 
climatic and cultural conditions. Some crops, such as rice, may be grown with 
different water and land management practices in California than in other areas 
of the country. California agriculture is irrigated, changing how pesticides are 
DSSOLHG�DQG�KRZ�ZRUNHUV��LUULJDWRUV�PRYLQJ�SLSH��IRU�H[DPSOH��DUH�H[SRVHG��)RU� 
H[DPSOH��'35�¿HOG�VWXGLHV�KDYH�IRXQG�WKDW�SHVWLFLGHV�WKDW�PD\�GHFD\�UDSLGO\� 
elsewhere under warm, humid conditions in summer can persist longer under the 
hot, dry conditions typical of many of California’s agricultural areas. Algaecides
DQG�RWKHU�SHVWLFLGHV�XVHG�LQ�VZLPPLQJ�SRROV�PXVW�UHÀHFW�WKH�RXWGRRU��\HDU�URXQG� 
use typical in many areas of the state. 

California is also unique in that tens of thousands of its residents live in homes 
near the nation’s most intensively farmed acreage. The effect of pesticide use at 
WKLV�DJULFXOWXUDO�XUEDQ�ERXQGDU\�LV�D�NH\�HYDOXDWLRQ�IDFWRU�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��'35��IRU� 
example, has traditionally placed more emphasis than U.S. EPA on evaluating the 
SRWHQWLDO�IRU�RII�VLWH�PRYHPHQW�RI�SHVWLFLGHV��DQG�RQ�WDNLQJ�VWHSV�WR�SUHYHQW�LW� 

DPR sometimes denies registration to products approved by U.S. EPA. DPR 
KDV�EDVHG�GHQLDOV�RQ�VXFK�IDFWRUV�DV�D�ODFN�RI�DSSURSULDWH�RU�DFFHSWDEOH�WR[LFRORJ\� 
or environmental data or an inadequate margin of safety under the label instruc-
tions. DPR has also denied state registration for federally registered products that 
could not show reasonable effectiveness under California conditions or which did 
not meet labeling claims. 

Another difference between the U.S. EPA and DPR registration process is that 
federal pesticide law (the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, 
),)5$��UHTXLUHV�8�6��(3$�WR�EDODQFH�ULVN�FRQVLGHUDWLRQV�ZLWK�HFRQRPLF�EHQH¿WV�� 
During registration and, more formally, during cancellation proceedings, U.S. 
(3$�PXVW�GHWHUPLQH�QRW�RQO\�ZKHWKHU�WKHUH�DUH�³XQUHDVRQDEOH�DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV�RQ� 
WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�´�EXW�PXVW�DOVR�FRQVLGHU�WKH�³HFRQRPLF��VRFLDO��DQG�HQYLURQPHQ-
WDO�FRVWV�DQG�EHQH¿WV�RI�WKH�XVH�RI�DQ\�SHVWLFLGH�´�7KH�ULVN�EHQH¿W�SURYLVLRQV�RI� 
),)5$�ZHUH�PRGL¿HG�LQ������WR�HQVXUH�KHDOWK�EDVHG�VDIHW\�VWDQGDUGV�IRU�GLHWDU\� 
UHVLGXHV��+RZHYHU��IHGHUDO�ODZ�PDQGDWHV�8�6��(3$�FRQVLGHU�HFRQRPLF�EHQH¿WV�RI� 
pesticides. 

DPR scientists consider the 
effects of pesticide use near 

agricultural-urban boundaries 
when making registration 

decisions. 
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Chapter 3: Pesticide Registration
 

Pesticide products can be 
conditionally registered, before 
D�IXOO�XQTXDOL¿HG�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 

is granted, if health and 
environmental studies are 

completed and there is “a clear  
need for the use of the product in 

California.” 

&DOLIRUQLD�ODZ�GRHV�QRW�DOORZ�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�HFRQRPLF�EHQH¿WV�XQOHVV�LW�LV� 
QRW�SRVVLEOH�WR�PLWLJDWH�DQ\�VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV��DQG�WKHUH�LV�QR�IHDVLEOH� 
DOWHUQDWLYH�WKDW�ZRXOG�VXEVWDQWLDOO\�UHGXFH�DQ\�VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�HIIHFW��2QO\� 
WKHQ�PD\�'35�FRQVLGHU�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�LI�WKH�EHQH¿WV�FOHDUO\�RXWZHLJK�WKH�ULVNV��7KH� 
department has never used this discretion. Instead, it has followed clear, legal 
PDQGDWHV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�LQ�WKH�VWDWH�SRVHV�QR�VLJQL¿FDQW�ULVN�WR�WKH� 
SXEOLF��IDUPZRUNHUV�DQG�WKH�VWDWH¶V�HQYLURQPHQW�DQG�ZLOGOLIH��7KH�EDVLF�GHFLVLRQ� 
rule is that DPR may approve a pesticide registration application or, if already 
registered, allow continued use, if it decides the pesticide can be used safely ac-
cording to label directions and any DPR regulatory and permitting requirements. 
DPR can adopt regulations to place an active ingredient on the state’s restricted 
material list. Restricted materials require a permit from the county agricultural 
FRPPLVVLRQHU��ZKR�KDV�EURDG�GLVFUHWLRQ�WR�LPSRVH�VLWH�VSHFL¿F�FRQWURO�PHDVXUHV� 
based on local conditions. DPR recommends conditions to be included in the 
permits. 

CONDITIONAL AND INTERIM REGISTRATIONS 

DPR may conditionally approve an application for registration if it determines 
that, while a registration decision can be made, further data from the registrant are 
needed for an unconditional registration. All required health and environmental 
studies must be submitted (although certain mandatory health-effects data can be 
ZDLYHG�DIWHU�FRQVXOWDWLRQ�ZLWK�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVV-
PHQW���7KH�GDWD�DOUHDG\�RQ�¿OH�ZLWK�'35�PXVW�VXEVWDQWLDWH�WKDW�XVH�RI�WKH�SHVWL-
FLGH�LV�QRW�H[SHFWHG�WR�FDXVH�DQ\�VLJQL¿FDQW�HIIHFW�RQ�KHDOWK�RU�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW� 
while the rest of the data are being developed. 

(YLGHQFH�LV�DOVR�QHHGHG�WKDW�WKHUH�LV�³D�FOHDU�QHHG�IRU�WKH�XVH�RI�WKH�SURGXFW� 
in California.” Studies that are deferred are typically supplemental requirements 
VXFK�DV�¿QDO�HI¿FDF\�GDWD�DQG�VWRUDJH�VWDELOLW\��5HJLVWUDQWV�PXVW�UHSRUW�\HDUO\�RQ� 
progress made toward development of waived data. Conditional registrations are 
limited to no more than three years. 

Legislation in 1993 (Chapter 963, AB 771) set up an interim registration that 
allowed DPR to defer certain data requirements for federally registered pesticides 
WKDW�PHHW�VSHFL¿HG�FULWHULD��'35�FDQ�GHIHU�HI¿FDF\�GDWD�DQG�VRPH�HQYLURQPHQWDO� 
IDWH�VWXGLHV�LI�WKH�3HVW�0DQDJHPHQW�DQG�/LFHQVLQJ�%UDQFK�FRQ¿UPV�WKH�SURGXFW� 
ZRXOG�UHGXFH�ULVNV�ZKHQ�XVHG�LQ�D�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP��7KH�SURGXFW�PXVW� 
UHGXFH�ULVNV�WR�ZRUNHUV��SXEOLF�KHDOWK�RU�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��OHVVHQ�WKH�ULVN�RI�SHVW� 
UHVLVWDQFH�SUREOHPV��RU�UHGXFH�D�VXEVWDQWLDO�ULVN�RI�HFRQRPLF�ORVV�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�D� 
pest infestation for which there is no other feasible control. The registrant must 
agree to produce the required data within three years and DPR must consult 
with the PREC before approving the application. DPR charges a $5,000 fee to 
cover added costs. If granted, uses are limited to those within a pest manage-
ment system. DPR may require extra controls, such as a restricted material permit 
or a written recommendation from a pest control adviser, or a limitation on the 
application location, amount or method. Interim registration has seldom been 
requested by registrants. 

Another type of provisional registration was established by 1995 legislation 
(SB 283, Chapter 6081���,W�DOORZV�'35�WR�LVVXH�D�FHUWL¿FDWH�RI�HPHUJHQF\�UHJLV-
tration to products that previously had been used in California under a Section 
18 emergency exemption (see Page 34 for a discussion on Section 18 registra-
tion) and which have since been granted federal registration. As of 2016, there 
KDG�EHHQ�QR�LQVWDQFHV�ZKHQ�'35�XVHG�D�FHUWL¿FDWH�RI�HPHUJHQF\�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�DV� 
allowed by SB 283. 

1 Appendix A lists this and other statutes noted in this chapter and shows the related 
code section it amended or added. Statutes and related code sections that have been 
deleted or superseded by later legislation have been omitted. 
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ADVERSE EFFECTS DISCLOSURE 

Adverse effects reports are an important supplement to the data generated by 
registrants in support of registration. If a registrant has additional information on 
DQ�DGYHUVH�HIIHFW�RU�ULVN�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH�WR�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�RU�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�GXU-
ing the registration process or at any time after, the registrant must immediately 
report that to DPR. At a minimum, the registrant must submit all of the informa-
tion required to be sent to U.S. EPA under parallel provisions of FIFRA Section 
6(a)(2). 

7KLV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�PD\�FRPH�LQ�WKH�IRUP�RI�VWXGLHV�WKDW�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW�XQGHUWDNHV� 
or learns about, or reports of incidents of adverse effects resulting from the use of 
SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV��$GYHUVH�HIIHFWV�PD\�LQFOXGH�SURGXFW�GHIHFWV��ODFN�RI�SURGXFW� 
HI¿FDF\�RU�H[SRVXUH�LQFLGHQWV�ZKHUH�LQGLYLGXDOV�EHFRPH�LOO�RU�GLH�IURP�SHVWLFLGH� 
H[SRVXUH��7KXV��WKLV�UHSRUWLQJ�UHTXLUHPHQW�SURYLGHV�DQ�DIWHU�WKH�IDFW�FKHFN�RQ� 
registration decisions. 

No proof of a cause-and-effect relationship is required for an incident to be 
UHSRUWDEOH�EHFDXVH�ERWK�8�6��(3$�DQG�'35�SULPDULO\�XVH�WKH�UHSRUWV�WR�ORRN� 
for patterns of concern. Adverse effects information may lead DPR to request 
additional information from registrants and, in some cases, reevaluate uses of a 
pesticide. As a result, DPR may impose additional restrictions or even cancel the 
registration of the pesticide. (See Chapter 4 for more information on continuous 
evaluation and reevaluation.) 

Each application for registration renewal must include a statement that the ap-
plicant has complied with adverse effects disclosure requirements. 

SUSPENSION AND CANCELLATION 

'35�FDQ�WDNH�DFWLRQ�WR�VXVSHQG�RU�FDQFHO�D�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�LI�LW�GHWHU-
PLQHV�WKDW�H[LVWLQJ�ULVNV�UHODWHG�WR�XVH�RI�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�DUH�XQDFFHSWDEOH�DQG� 
UHJLVWUDQWV�HLWKHU�KDYH�QRW�RU�FDQQRW�PDNH�QHFHVVDU\�FKDQJHV�WR�DGGUHVV�WKH�XQDF-
FHSWDEOH�ULVNV��'35�FDQ�DOVR�FDQFHO�D�SURGXFW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�ZKHQ�D�UHJLVWUDQW�IDLOV� 
WR�VXEPLW�UHTXLUHG�GDWD�IRU�D�SURGXFW�LQ�UHHYDOXDWLRQ�RU�ZKHQ�D�UHJLVWUDQW�³UHSHDW-
edly violates” provisions of the Food and Agriculture Code. 

In all instances, the registrant can request a hearing. The product may be sold 
DQG�GLVWULEXWHG�XQWLO�'35�PDNHV�D�¿QDO�GHFLVLRQ�RQ�FDQFHOODWLRQ��,I�QR�KHDULQJ�LV� 
requested, DPR cancels the registration of the product or products. Once a regis-
tration is canceled, the registrant can no longer sell the product. DPR has author-
ity to allow continued retail sales of products in the channels of trade for a speci-
¿HG�SHULRG��,I�DFTXLUHG�ZKHQ�UHJLVWHUHG��RU�ZKHQ�VDOHV�ZHUH�DOORZHG��SHUVRQDO�XVH� 
RI�FDQFHOOHG�SURGXFWV�LQ�WKH�SRVVHVVLRQ�RI�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�LV�DOORZHG�LQGH¿QLWHO\� 

A suspension is an immediate ban on the sale and use of a pesticide product. 
'35�PD\�VXVSHQG�WKH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�RI�D�SURGXFW�ZKHQ�LW�GHWHUPLQHV�WKH�³XVH�RU� 
continued use of a pesticide constitutes an immediate substantial danger to per-
sons or to the environment.” The suspension must be followed within 10 days by 
an action to cancel the registration or the suspension is lifted. DPR must conduct 
D�KHDULQJ�EHIRUH�PDNLQJ�D�¿QDO�GHFLVLRQ�RQ�FDQFHOODWLRQ� 

Registrants may also request to voluntarily cancel the registration of a product 
or amend the registration to delete selected uses. Requesting voluntary cancella-
WLRQ�VRPHWLPHV�UHÀHFWV�D�UHJLVWUDQW¶V�FRQFOXVLRQ�WKDW�WKH�FRVW�RI�SURGXFLQJ�PRUH� 
studies required by DPR is not worth the expected return from sales. When a reg-
istrant voluntarily cancels a registration, retail sales of the product in the channels 
of trade in California may continue for two years. Use of voluntarily cancelled 
SURGXFWV�DOUHDG\�LQ�WKH�SRVVHVVLRQ�RI�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�LV�DOORZHG�LQGH¿QLWHO\� 

Whether a substance is a pesticide 
and under the jurisdiction of that 

law depends not only upon the 
nature of the substance and the 

information on the label, but also 
upon intended uses and upon 

printed, written, or oral claims. 
For example, petroleum oil sold 

for use solely as a fuel or lubricant 
is not a pesticide, but the same 

material is a pesticide when sold 
or intended for application to 

plants to control scale insects, or 
as a spray to control weeds, or for 

application to ponds to control 
mosquitoes. 

— 1944 department annual 
report 
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While this department does not 

permit experimentation with new 

materials by allowing unproven 

materials to be sold to growers 


or users, it does not wish to offer 

any obstacle to the development of 


such materials.
 

— 1944 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

STREAMLINING REGISTRATION 

The process of evaluating and registering pesticide products is complex, involv-
ing interaction of several DPR branches and thousands of individuals and busi-
nesses. This core business activity is therefore a natural focus of process improve-
ment efforts that DPR began in the early 1990s and, building on early successes, 
continued well into the next decade.  

Among the conclusions of a 1993 study DPR commissioned of its registration  
process (Challenge and Change: A Progressive Approach to Pesticide Regulation 
in California��ZDV�WKDW�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�FRXOG�H[SHGLWH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�RI�UHGXFHG�ULVN� 
products by greater coordination with U.S. EPA. In 1994, DPR and U.S. EPA  
EHJDQ�D�³KDUPRQL]DWLRQ´�SURMHFW�WR�PRUH�FORVHO\�FRRUGLQDWH�WKHLU�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�SUR-
cesses. The goals were to reduce needless duplication, develop complementary,  
VSHFLDOL]HG�H[SHUWLVH�WDLORUHG�WR�WKH�FDSDELOLWLHV�RI�HDFK�DJHQF\��JHW�UHGXFHG�ULVN� 
SURGXFWV�WR�PDUNHW�IDVWHU��DQG�PRUH�TXLFNO\�UHPRYH�SURGXFWV�IURP�XVH�WKDW�SRVHG� 
XQDFFHSWDEOH�ULVNV�� 

$�¿UVW�VWHS�ZDV�WR�WU\�WR�EULGJH�WKH�PHWKRGRORJLHV�IROORZHG�LQ�UHYLHZLQJ�UHJLV-
tration actions. Beyond agreeing on acute toxicity reviews, however, this aspect  
of harmonization proved impractical. Beginning in 1999, DPR and U.S. EPA be-
JDQ�D�PRUH�VWUXFWXUHG�³ZRUNVKDUH´�SDUWQHUVKLS�WR�FROODERUDWH�RQ�VSHFL¿F�SURGXFW� 
registrations. Included were three major elements: concurrent review, joint data 
review, and tolerance review for the fruit, nut, vegetable and horticultural crops  
that comprise the core of California’s agricultural economy. 

With concurrent review, DPR and U.S. EPA share data evaluations to reduce 
time needed to evaluate applications for registration. When conducting joint data 
UHYLHZ��WKH�WZR�DJHQFLHV�VSOLW�WKH�ZRUNORDG�RI�HYDOXDWLQJ�GDWD�IRU�D�UHGXFHG�ULVN� 
SHVWLFLGH��7KH�¿QDO�ZRUNVKDUH�HOHPHQW�LV�FRQGXFWHG�ZLWK�D�WKLUG�SDUWQHU��WKH� 
Interregional Research Project No. 4 (IR-4), a U.S. Department of Agriculture 
program that helps develop and register pesticides for minor crops. IR-4 develops 
pesticide residue data needed for pesticides to be used on California crops. DPR 
scientists review the data; these reviews help U.S. EPA set allowable residue 
levels on fresh produce, expediting minor-use registrations. 

The 1993 Challenge and Change report also recommended that DPR focus on  
JHWWLQJ�ORZHU�ULVN�SURGXFWV�UHJLVWHUHG�PRUH�TXLFNO\��,Q�������'35�EHJDQ�DF-
cepting applications for registration of products containing new microbial and  
biochemical active ingredients concurrently with their application to U.S. EPA.  
Before that time, a pesticide had to be registered federally before a company  
FRXOG�DSSO\�WR�UHJLVWHU�LW�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��,Q�������³WR�HQFRXUDJH�WKH�XVH�RI�SHVWL-
FLGHV�WKDW�DUH�H[SHFWHG�WR�SRVH�UHGXFHG�ULVN�FRPSDUHG�WR�DOWHUQDWLYH�SHVWLFLGHV�´� 
DPR began accepting concurrent applications for products containing new active  
LQJUHGLHQWV�8�6��(3$�FODVVL¿HG�DV�³UHGXFHG�ULVN�´�,Q�������'35�H[SDQGHG�WKH� 
concurrent-application program to include products containing biochemicals, mi-
FURELDOV�DQG�8�6��(3$�GHVLJQDWHG�UHGXFHG�ULVN�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�DOUHDG\�LQ�RWKHU� 
California-registered products. 

With the 1997 passage of SB 464 (Chapter 428), DPR began accepting new  
human health and public health antimicrobials concurrently. However, because of  
budgetary constraints between 2002 and 2005, DPR suspended most programs to  
accept concurrent registration applications. The two exceptions are products con-
taining new active ingredients and new human health and public health antimicro-
bials. In 2016, these applications could still be submitted concurrently. 

The department used recommendations in the Challenge and Change report,  
WKRVH�RI�UHJLVWUDQWV�DQG�LWV�RZQ�UHYLHZ�RI�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�WR�PDNH�FKDQJHV�WKDW� 
UHGXFHG�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�WKH�WLPH�QHHGHG�IRU�SURGXFW�DSSURYDO��ZLWKRXW�DOWHULQJ�&DOL-
fornia’s safeguards. For example, in the 1990s, DPR made data review procedures 
PRUH�HI¿FLHQW�DQG�SULRULWL]HG�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�WR�SURYLGH�D�PRUH�HIIHFWLYH�SURFHVV� 
IRU�QHZ��UHGXFHG�ULVN�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV��,Q�������ZRUNLQJ�WR�UHPRYH�EXUHDXFUDWLF� 
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requirements that were not necessary to protect health and the environment, DPR  
began waiving the submission of some human health effects data and all data on  
¿VK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�HIIHFWV�IRU�FHUWDLQ�ORZ�ULVN�SKHURPRQH�SURGXFWV��,Q�������'35� 
DGRSWHG�UHJXODWLRQV�H[HPSWLQJ�FHUWDLQ�NLQGV�RI�PLQLPXP�ULVN�SHVWLFLGHV�IURP� 
registration, paralleling an earlier U.S. EPA action. Most exempt chemicals are  
ORZ�ULVN�VXEVWDQFHV�WKDW�KDYH�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�RWKHU��QRQSHVWLFLGDO�XVHV�DV�IRRGV�� 
medicines or household items. 

In 2004, DPR also updated policies to no longer require submission of residue  
data with applications for registration, although the department can still request  
LW��7R�LPSURYH�WROHUDQFH�VHWWLQJ��'35�DOVR�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�8�6��(3$��+HDOWK�&DQDGD� 
and the European Union to develop a standardized statistical method for estab-
lishing tolerances.  

The 2005 passage of AB 1011 (Chapter 612) removed a requirement that had  
HVVHQWLDOO\�IRUFHG�'35�WR�EH�WKH�DUELWHU�RI�EXVLQHVV�GLVSXWHV�RYHU�XVH�RI�VFLHQWL¿F� 
data to support new registrations. Such disputes could delay registration actions  
for years. The bill created a California data-protection and cost-sharing system  
similar to the federal system.  

Before the passage of AB 1011, DPR was prohibited from considering data sent  
by one company to evaluate another company’s application to register a pesticide  
product or amend a registration without a letter of authorization from the com-
pany that originally sent the data. Data-generating companies could essentially  
NHHS�FRPSHWLWRUV�RXW�RI�WKH�&DOLIRUQLD�PDUNHW�E\�UHIXVLQJ�WR�JUDQW�D�OHWWHU�RI�DX-
thorization. Many small companies could not afford to produce the required data  
themselves. AB 1011 did not change any of DPR’s comprehensive requirements 
for health, safety and environmental data. However, with its passage, DPR could  
FRQVLGHU�DOO�GDWD�RQ�¿OH��UHJDUGOHVV�RI�WKH�VRXUFH��7KH�OHJLVODWLRQ�DOVR�DXWKRUL]HG� 
DPR to use previous evaluations of pesticide products when evaluating new regis-
trations and label amendments. 

The letter of authorization was replaced with data cost-sharing that is the re-
sponsibility of the applicant and data owners and does not involve DPR. 

Applicants may still submit their own data in support of a registration applica-
tion. If the applicant does not do so and wants DPR to instead use another com-
pany’s data to support its registration application, the applicant may be required  
to offer to pay the data owner a share of the cost of producing the data. If the two  
parties cannot reach an agreement on the terms and amount of payment within  
90 days after issuance of an irrevocable offer to pay, the applicant, source or data  
owner may begin or, with the consent of all parties, join a binding dispute resolu-
WLRQ�SURFHHGLQJ�GHVFULEHG�LQ�IHGHUDO�UXOHV��,I�RQH�RI�WKH�SDUWLHV�IDLOV�WR�PDNH�DQ� 
RIIHU�WR�SD\�RU�WR�WDNH�SDUW�LQ�WKH�SURFHHGLQJ�WR�UHVROYH�GLVSXWHV�RYHU�WKH�UHTXLUHG� 
RIIHU�WR�SD\��WKH\�PD\�DVN�'35�IRU�D�GHWHUPLQDWLRQ��,I��DIWHU�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ��'35� 
¿QGV�D�UHJLVWUDQW�KDV�IDLOHG�WR�PDNH�DQ�RIIHU�WR�SD\��WR�WDNH�SDUW�LQ�WKH�SURFHHGLQJ� 
to resolve disputes, or to comply with an agreement, the department will cancel  
the registration of the product the data were used to support. 

The new system resulted in a reduction in the number of applications for 
UHJLVWUDWLRQ�UHTXLULQJ�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQ�DV�ZHOO�DV�D�GHFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�DYHUDJH� 
WLPH�WKDW�LW�WDNHV�'35�WR�SURFHVV�UHJXODU�VXEPLVVLRQV�IURP�UHFHLSW�WR�¿QDO�DFWLRQ�� 
Eliminating the need for DPR to evaluate duplicative data helped reduce the time 
to process a registration application by more than 25 percent. 

The bill made it easier for generic pesticide products (typically lower in cost)  
WR�HQWHU�WKH�&DOLIRUQLD�PDUNHW��'XULQJ�OHJLVODWLYH�GLVFXVVLRQV��WKLV�UDLVHG�FRQFHUQV� 
that more products containing older, more toxic ingredients would be registered  
and used. However, a 2009 DPR analysis found that while there was a slight  
increase in registration of these products, there was no correlation between this 
increase and the total pounds sold of these compounds. 

"A vigilant and careful 
examination of all agricultural 

chemicals offered for sale in this 
State is necessary …" 

— 1946 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 
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DPR's Pesticide Registration 
Data Management System 

(PRDMS) will replace the current 
paper-based registration process. 

ONLINE REGISTRATION PROCESS 

In March 2013, DPR’s Pesticide Registration Branch began an initiative to  
reengineer California’s pesticide registration process. The Pesticide Registration  
Data Management System (PRDMS) will replace the current paper-based pesti-
cide registration process and allow applications for registration, amendment and  
renewal of pesticide products to be submitted, evaluated and accepted electroni-
cally. In September 2015, DPR released a Request for Proposal (RFP) for bid for  
the PRDMS. It is anticipated that a vendor will be selected and development of  
PRDMS will begin in 2017. 

REGISTRATION OF PEST CONTROL DEVICES 

It is illegal to sell, own or use a structural pest control device in California  
XQOHVV�LW�LV�UHJLVWHUHG�E\�'35��XQGHU�VWDWH�ODZ�WKDW�WRRN�HIIHFW�LQ�-XO\������ 
�&KDSWHU������$%��������8QGHU�WKH�ODZ��'35�PXVW�UHYLHZ�GHYLFH�HI¿FDF\�DQG� 
safety before registration. These devices typically use microwave energy, elec-
tricity or heat to control termites, powder post beetles, carpenter ants and other  
ZRRG�GHVWUR\LQJ�SHVWV��'HYLFHV�WKDW�WDUJHW�GHFD\�FDXVLQJ�IXQJL��FRFNURDFKHV�DQG� 
other household pests, and vertebrate pests such as mice and rats are exempt from  
device registration.  

AB 1134 amended both the Food and Agricultural Code and the Business and  
Professions Code, placing regulatory authority for the program on DPR, CACs  
DQG�WKH�6WUXFWXUDO�3HVW�&RQWURO�%RDUG��63&%���'35�KDV�DXWKRULW\�WR�PDNH�UHJ-
istration decisions regarding structural devices and CACs can levy civil penal-
WLHV�IRU�YLRODWLRQ�RI�GHYLFH�VWDWXWHV��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKH�63&%�PD\�WDNH�GLVFLSOLQDU\� 
action against its licensees for violations of device statutes. Applicants must pay  
DPR a $200 fee when submitting an application for device registration. These 
devices are exempt from pesticide renewal. Therefore, annual renewal fees are  
not required. As of early 2016, there were seven such devices registered for use in  
California: One electrical device, two microwave devices, and four heat devices.  

EXPERIMENTAL USES AND RESEARCH AUTHORIZATIONS 

Before federal or state regulators register a pesticide, they must have data on  
KRZ�LW�EHKDYHV�XQGHU�¿HOG�FRQGLWLRQV��LQFOXGLQJ�SURGXFW�HI¿FDF\��HQYLURQPHQ-
WDO�IDWH�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�ZRUNHU�H[SRVXUH��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��'35�UHTXLUHV�WKHVH�GDWD�EH� 
JHQHUDWHG�XQGHU�&DOLIRUQLD�XVH�FRQGLWLRQV��%HFDXVH�FRPSDQLHV�PXVW�FRQGXFW�¿HOG� 
studies to collect these data, federal and state law allows companies to apply for  
limited, experimental uses of pesticides.  

Under FIFRA, U.S. EPA may grant registrants experimental use permits (EUPs) 
for new uses of registered or unregistered pesticides. DPR may grant research 
authorizations to federal EUPs if certain data requirements are met. If the test 
product contains an active ingredient already registered for other uses in the state, 
registrants must submit data on acute toxicity and on analytical methods to detect 
residues in the treated commodity. If the product contains a new active ingredient 
unregistered in California, DPR also requires studies on chronic health effects. 

Federal EUPs are not required for most experiments on fewer than 10 acres 
unless they involve certain genetically engineered microbial pesticides. However,  
these small-scale experiments do require a research authorization (RA) from  
DPR. Most research authorizations are for 10 or fewer acres, although experimen-
tal plots may extend up to 100 acres provided the use is federally registered.  

In applying for an RA, the applicant must specify the pesticide, treated crop  
or site, size of the trials, rates to be used, any existing residue tolerances and  
proposed disposition for the treated crop. If the pesticide is not registered for any  
use, the applicant must supply information on acute health effects. DPR may also  
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UHTXLUH�GDWD�WR�DVVHVV�SRWHQWLDO�DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV�WR�ZRUNHUV��WKH�SXEOLF�RU�WKH�HQYL-
ronment. If there is no applicable residue tolerance for the crop, the RA requires  
the crop be destroyed after harvest. DPR or the CAC may impose additional use 
FRQWUROV�WR�SURYLGH�FORVHU�UHJXODWRU\�FRQWURO��7KH�&$&�PXVW�EH�QRWL¿HG�EHIRUH�DQ� 
5$�¿HOG�WULDO�EHJLQV��$IWHU�WKH�WULDO�LV�FRPSOHWH��WKH�UHVHDUFKHU�PXVW�VHQG�UHSRUWV� 
to the CAC and DPR. 

Effective Jan. 1, 2016, DPR implemented regulatory changes pertaining to  
research authorizations. The changes included revisions to the forms used for the  
UHVHDUFK�DXWKRUL]DWLRQ�SURJUDP��DQG�UHYLVHG�WKH�QRWL¿FDWLRQ�UHTXLUHPHQWV��7KH� 
changes were intended to ensure DPR and the CAC’s have the necessary infor-
mation to evaluate pesticides applied under the research authorization program.  
Researchers must provide the CAC with a copy of the approved research au-
thorization and a notice of the intended pesticide application at least 72 hours  
prior to applying a pesticide requiring a research authorization, unless the CAC  
determines a shorter time period is adequate to evaluate the intended pesticide 
application. The notice of intended application must also include the location of  
each trial on a plot map, and a map or aerial photograph designating the location  
and identity of sensitive sites that could be adversely impacted by the pesticide  
application. The notice of intended application provided to the CAC must also be  
submitted to DPR at the same time. 

EXEMPTIONS FROM REGISTRATION 

Sterilants used in medical devices 

The 1996 federal Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) transferred jurisdiction  
of certain liquid chemical sterilant products used on critical or semicritical medi-
cal devices from U.S. EPA to the U.S. Food and Drug Administration. FQPA also  
exempted these products from registration under FIFRA.  

Follow-up California legislation in 1997 (Chapter 530, SB 365) allowed DPR 
to exempt from state registration any liquid chemical sterilant product intended 
for use on critical or semicritical medical devices that had been exempted from 
federal registration. 

Section 25(b) exemptions 

,Q�������8�6��(3$�H[HPSWHG�FHUWDLQ�PLQLPXP�ULVN�SHVWLFLGHV�IURP�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 
XQGHU�),)5$�6HFWLRQ����E��LI�WKH\�PHW�VSHFL¿HG�FULWHULD��6WDWH�OHJLVODWLRQ�WKDW� 
followed in 1997 (Chapter 691, SB 445) set up a similar category in California.  
([HPSW�FKHPLFDOV�DUH�ORZ�ULVN�VXEVWDQFHV�WKDW�KDYH�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�RWKHU��QRQ-
pesticidal uses as foods, medicines or household items. They include substances  
such as garlic, peppermint, rosemary, cedar oil and castor oil.  

To qualify for an exemption from registration in California, products must meet 
minimum requirements: 

•		 7KH�SURGXFW�PXVW�KDYH�TXDOL¿HG�IRU�H[HPSWLRQ�IURP�IHGHUDO�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�XQGHU� 
FIFRA Section 25(b). 

•		 Each active ingredient in the product must be on DPR’s list in regulation of 
exempted pesticides. 

•		 7KH�SURGXFW�PXVW�FRQWDLQ�RQO\�WKRVH�LQHUW�LQJUHGLHQWV�FODVVL¿HG�E\�8�6��(3$� 
DV�³LQHUW�LQJUHGLHQWV�RI�PLQLPDO�FRQFHUQ�´ 

•		 All ingredients (both active and inert) must be listed on the label. The active 
ingredients must be listed by name and percentage by weight. Each inert ingre-
dient must be listed by name. 

•		 The label cannot include any false or misleading statements.

 Some low-risk substances used 
as pesticides are exempts from 

registration requirements. 
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Comparing Section 18 and 24(c) Exemptions 

Section 18 Section 24(c) Special Local Need 

No tolerance yet established. U.S. EPA will establish a time-limited 
tolerance. 

Tolerance or exemption already established. 

For limited use to treat sudden and limited emergency pest infestations. 
To meet a special local need (which may be a region of the state or the 
whole state). 

Emergency situation must be well-documented and not a historical pest 
problem. Economics and lack of alternatives must be verified. 

Justification and lack of alternatives must be documented. 

Can be used during the 30-day public comment period. 
Must be posted for a 30-day public comment period before use is 
allowed. 

Request made through DPR and issued after U.S. EPA approval, which 
includes the use, limitations on acreage and location, and the time-
limited tolerance. DPR may issue “crisis” Section 18 after consultation 
with U.S. EPA. 

DPR issues without U.S. EPA review, although U.S. EPA has 90 days to 
comment. 

Expiration date not to exceed one year, except quarantine exemptions 
(up tho three years). Renewable if the emergency recurs or persists, 
although renewal difficult after the third year. 

Usually issued without expiration date. May be inactivated by applicant, 
DPR, or U.S. EPA. 

Applicant must be third-party (someone other than registrant). 
Applicant may be first-party (the registrant) or third-party (someone 
other than the registrant). 

Not subject to U.S. EPA maintenance fee. No DPR fee. Subject to U.S. EPA maintenance fee. No DPR fee. 

Use requires a restricted materials permit even if the product is not a 
restricted material. 

Use requires a restricted materials permit only if the product is a 
restricted material. 

• The product labeling may not claim the product controls or mitigates micro-
RUJDQLVPV�LQ�D�ZD\�WKDW�OLQNV�WKH�PLFURRUJDQLVP�WR�D�WKUHDW�WR�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�� 
including disease-transmitting bacteria or viruses. The label may not claim to 
FRQWURO�URGHQW�RU�LQVHFW�SHVWV�LQ�D�ZD\�WKDW�OLQNV�WKH�SHVW�WR�VSHFL¿F�GLVHDVHV� 

DPR does not review or issue notices of exemption for products that meet the 
conditions for exemption. Sale of an unregistered pesticide product that meets 
the exemption criteria is not a violation of state law. However, if an unregistered 
product does not meet all exemption criteria, sale or distribution would be a viola-
tion of the Food and Agricultural Code. 

Products exempted from registration under these criteria are not subject to pes-
ticide use reporting or the mill assessment. 

SECTION 24(C) AND SECTION 18 

Federal law allows special registrations and emergency exemptions from regis-
WUDWLRQ�XQGHU�VSHFL¿F�FLUFXPVWDQFHV��8QGHU�FULWHULD�LQ�),)5$�6HFWLRQ�����HPHU-
gency exemptions) and Section 24(c) (special local need, or SLN, registrations),  
these uses can be approved outside the regular U.S. EPA registration process.  
&ULWHULD�LQFOXGH�GDWD�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�XVH��DQG�MXVWL¿FDWLRQ�WKDW�QR�RWKHU�UHJLVWHUHG� 
products are available to meet the emergency or special local need. These special  
registrations and emergency exemptions have limits on use and need special  
labeling. 

$�6HFWLRQ����F��FDQ�EH�UHTXHVWHG�HLWKHU�E\�WKH�PDQXIDFWXUHU�DV�D�¿UVW�SDUW\��RU� 
by a third party such as a grower association. Only a third party such as a grower 
association or CAC can apply for a Section 18. The supporting documentation 
DQG�MXVWL¿FDWLRQ�IRU�ERWK�DUH�VXSSOLHG�E\�JURZHUV��SHVW�FRQWURO�DGYLVHUV��&$&V�� 
XQLYHUVLWLHV�DQG�RWKHU�NQRZOHGJHDEOH�H[SHUWV� 

Section 24(c) of FIFRA allows states to register a new pesticide product not  
previously registered for any use, or an added use of a federally registered prod-
XFW��DV�ORQJ�DV�WKHUH�LV�D�GHPRQVWUDWHG�³VSHFLDO�ORFDO�QHHG´�IRU�VXFK�D�SURGXFW�� 
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The special local need can be in a region of the state or can cover the entire state. If  
for a food or feed use, a residue tolerance or exemption from tolerance must already
be established for the active ingredient on that commodity. Sometimes a group  
WROHUDQFH�IRU�VLPLODU�NLQGV�RI�FURSV�LV�DOUHDG\�LQ�SODFH��5HVLGXH�GDWD�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH� 
proposed use rates and method of application must be available for review. Some  
UHGXFHG�ULVN�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�DUH�H[HPSW�IURP�WKH�WROHUDQFH�UHTXLUHPHQW�� 

 

Before issuing an SLN, states must determine that: 

•		 The use will not cause unreasonable adverse effects on health or the environment 
if the product’s composition is not similar to any federally registered product. 

•		 Its use pattern is not similar to any federally registered use of the same or similar 
product. 

•		 Other uses of the same or similar products have not been denied, suspended or 
canceled by U.S. EPA. 

•		 The product does not contain a new active ingredient unregistered by U.S. EPA. 
Once issued, an SLN remains in effect until withdrawn by the registrant, manu-
facturer or DPR, or until U.S. EPA cancels the use. DPR issues about 100 SLNs 
each year. 

Section 18 of FIFRA authorizes U.S. EPA to allow an unregistered use of a pesti-
cide for a limited time if it determines that an emergency condition exists. U.S. EPA  
GH¿QHV�³HPHUJHQF\�FRQGLWLRQ´�DV�DQ�XUJHQW��QRQ�URXWLQH�VLWXDWLRQ�WKDW�UHTXLUHV�WKH� 
use of a pesticide.  

Requests are made for pesticides needed for pest problems affecting produc-
tion of agricultural commodities when there are no alternatives to control the pest.  
Requests usually involve pesticides that have other approved uses so U.S. EPA and  
'35�VFLHQWLVWV�KDYH�SULRU�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�WKH�UHTXHVWHG�FKHPLFDO�� 

DPR forwards Section 18 requests to U.S. EPA only after a full evaluation and  
RQO\�IRU�VLWXDWLRQV�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�GHWHUPLQHV�PHHW�FULWHULD�IRU�DQ�³HPHUJHQF\�FRQ-
dition.” A chronic pest problem does not qualify as an emergency. The department 
ZRUNV�FORVHO\�ZLWK�FRPPRGLW\�JURXSV�DQG�RWKHU�6HFWLRQ����DSSOLFDQWV�WR�KHOS�WKHP� 
GHYHORS�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�QHHGHG�WR�VXSSRUW�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ��6LJQL¿FDQW�GRFXPHQWD-
tion of the emergency pest problem must accompany a Section 18 request to DPR.  
This includes details on the nature of the emergency, costs of control, past yields,  
SURMHFWHG�ORVVHV��D�¿YH�\HDU�HFRQRPLF�SUR¿OH�IRU�WKH�FURS��DQG�HYLGHQFH�RI�WKH�ODFN� 
of registered, available alternative pest control practices.  

&DOLIRUQLD�ODZ�UHTXLUHV�DQ�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�WKH�LPSDFWV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�RQ�ZRUNHUV� 
and a major focus of DPR’s Section 18 review is on the potential effects of the pro-
posed use in the state’s labor-intensive agriculture. The request must also include  
any available residue chemistry data to support a residue tolerance.  

,I�'35�FRQ¿UPV�WKH�HPHUJHQF\�QHHG�DQG�LI�LWV�VFLHQWL¿F�UHYLHZ�RI�WKH�UHVLGXH�� 
FKHPLVWU\��WR[LFRORJ\��HFRWR[LFRORJ\��SK\WRWR[LFLW\��DQG�HI¿FDF\�GDWD�GHPRQVWUDWHV� 
QR�XQDFFHSWDEOH�ULVNV��WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�IRUZDUGV�WKH�UHTXHVW�WR�8�6��(3$��,I�8�6�� 
(3$�GHWHUPLQHV�WKH�HPHUJHQF\�WR�EH�YDOLG�DQG�WKH�ULVNV�DUH�DFFHSWDEOH��LW�DSSURYHV� 
the emergency exemption. If the pesticide will be used on food or feed, U.S. EPA 
will establish a time-limited tolerance to cover any pesticide residues in food that 
may result. 

In California, all uses under a Section 18 emergency exemption require a restrict-
ed materials permit from the CAC before purchase and use. 

7KHUH�DUH�IRXU�W\SHV�RI�6HFWLRQ���V��VSHFL¿F��TXDUDQWLQH��SXEOLF�KHDOWK�DQG� 
FULVLV��0RVW�DSSOLFDWLRQV�DUH�IRU�VSHFL¿F�H[HPSWLRQV��7KH\�DUH�UHTXHVWHG�WR�DYHUW�D� 
VLJQL¿FDQW�HFRQRPLF�ORVV��RU�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�ULVN�WR�HQGDQJHUHG�RU�WKUHDWHQHG�VSHFLHV�� 
EHQH¿FLDO�RUJDQLVPV�RU�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��*URZHUV�RU�DJULFXOWXUDO�UHVHDUFK�VFLHQWLVWV� 
LGHQWLI\�D�SHVW�VLWXDWLRQ�WKDW�UHJLVWHUHG�SHVWLFLGHV�ZLOO�QRW�FRQWURO��6SHFL¿F�H[HPS-

A Special Local Need exemption 
REWDLQHG�WR�WUHDW�D�IUXLW�À\� 

infestation. 
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Shirts treated with an 
antimicrobial pesticide, later 
removed from store shelves 

because they were unregistered. 

tions may be approved for up to one year. 

Quarantine exemptions are requested to control the introduction or spread of 
an invasive pest species not previously found in the United States. Quarantine 
exemptions may be authorized for up to three years. 

Public health exemptions are requested to control a pest that will cause a sig-
QL¿FDQW�ULVN�WR�KXPDQ�KHDOWK��7KH�HPHUJHQF\�LV�EDVHG�RQ�WKH�ULVN�WR�KXPDQ�KHDOWK� 
from the pest. Public health exemptions may be for up to one year.  

Crisis exemptions may be issued only when there is an immediate need for a  
VSHFL¿F��TXDUDQWLQH�RU�SXEOLF�KHDOWK�H[HPSWLRQ�DQG�WKHUH�LV�QRW�HQRXJK�WLPH�WR� 
have U.S. EPA review the request through normal time frames. DPR must receive  
verbal authorization from U.S. EPA before issuance. U.S. EPA performs a pre-
OLPLQDU\�UHYLHZ�WR�HQVXUH�WKHUH�DUH�QR�FRQFHUQV�DQG�WKDW�WKH�UHTXLUHG�VDIHW\�¿QG-
ings can be made. If authorized by U.S. EPA, a state or federal agency may issue 
a crisis exemption allowing the use for up to 15 days. The applicant may follow  
ZLWK�D�UHTXHVW�IRU�D�VSHFL¿F��TXDUDQWLQH�RU�SXEOLF�KHDOWK�HPHUJHQF\�H[HPSWLRQ�� 
This allows the use to continue until U.S. EPA decides on the corresponding  
exemption request.  

REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS FOR PRODUCTS MADE 


OF PESTICIDE IMPREGNATED MATERIALS AND BEARING 


PESTICIDE CLAIMS
 

,Q�'HFHPEHU�������'35�QRWL¿HG�VWDNHKROGHUV�WKDW�HDFK�SHUVRQ�FRPSDQ\�ZLWK� 
products made from pesticide-impregnated material sold into or within Califor-
nia under their own company name will require pesticide registration. Products  
PDGH�IURP�SHVWLFLGH�LPSUHJQDWHG�PDWHULDO�PD\�LQFOXGH�DSSDUHO��H�J��MDFNHWV�� 
VKLUWV��KDWV��VRFNV��SDQWV��VKRUWV��RU�QRQ�DSSDUHO��H�J��EHGGLQJ��WHQWV��VHDW�FRYHUV�� 
FKRSSLQJ�EORFNV��VKRZHU�FXUWDLQV��PRXVH�SDGV��ZKLFK�EHDU�SHVWLFLGH�FODLPV��'35� 
will require each company to obtain at least one registration for each use category  
(apparel or non-apparel) of product sold. If impregnated with different pesticides  
or different percentages of the same pesticide, separate registrations will be re-
quired. For additional information on pesticide impregnated materials, see DPR’s  
ZHEVLWH��KWWS���FGSU�FD�JRY�GRFV�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�FDQRW������FD��������SGI� 

SECOND GENERATION ANTICOAGULANT RODENTICIDES 

In 2014, to protect California’s wildlife, DPR adopted regulations designating  
all second generation anticoagulant rodenticides (SGARs) containing the active 
ingredients brodifacoum, bromadiolone, difenacoum, and difethialone as Cali-
fornia restricted materials, adding additional use restrictions, and revising the  
GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�D�SULYDWH�DSSOLFDWRU�WR�UHIHU�WR�WKH�IHGHUDO�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO� 
commodity found in Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 171.2(5). Ef-
fective, July 1, 2014, SGARs could only be sold by licensed pest control dealers 
DQG�SXUFKDVHG�DQG�XVHG�E\�FHUWL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRUV��5HVWULFWLQJ�WKH�VDOH�RI�6*$5V�WR� 
FHUWL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRUV�LV�H[SHFWHG�WR�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�PLWLJDWH�H[SRVXUH�WR�DQG�SURWHFW� 
California’s non-target wildlife. 

In addition, in 2014, Gov. Jerry Brown signed AB 2657 (Chapter 475) prohibit-
ing the use of any anticoagulant pesticide containing the pesticides brodifacoum,  
EURPDGLRORQH��GLIHQDFRXP��GLIHWKLDORQH�LQ�DQ\�VWDWH�SDUN��VWDWH�ZLOGOLIH�UHIXJH��RU� 
state conservancy.  

REGISTRATION FEES 

By law, DPR’s pesticide registration process must be funded by pesticide  
registration and renewal fees. Pesticide registration fees are paid at the time of  
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application for registration and annual renewal fees are paid at the end of each  
\HDU��,Q�-DQXDU\�������'35�KHOG�D�SXEOLF�ZRUNVKRS�WR�GLVFXVV�DQ�LQFUHDVH�LQ� 
UHJLVWUDWLRQ�IHHV�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV��IROORZHG�E\�D�QRWLFH�WR�VWDNHKROGHUV��DQG� 
adoption of regulations. The impetus for the fee increase was to address increases  
in pesticide registration program costs and to fund the Pesticide Registration Data  
Management System—to convert the paper-based registration process into an  
electronic registration process. Effective Oct. 1, 2015, DPR adopted regulations  
to increase the application fees for pesticide registration from $750 to $1,150 per  
product. DPR also amended regulations to set an application fee of $25 for all  
amendments to currently registered products. The amendment fee applies to all  
types of amendments, including substantive and non-substantive label amend-
PHQWV��DPHQGPHQWV�WR�WKH�IRUPXODWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV��QRWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�PLQRU� 
changes, and label changes required by the U.S. EPA or any other federal or state  
agency. 

POLLINATOR PROTECTION 

'35�LV�DW�WKH�QDWLRQDO�IRUHIURQW�RI�WKH�HIIRUW�WR�SURWHFW�EHH�KHDOWK��WDNLQJ� 
SURDFWLYH�VWHSV�DQG�D�VFLHQWL¿F�DSSURDFK�WR�DGGUHVV�FRQFHUQV�DERXW�WKH�LPSDFW�RI� 
pesticides on bees and pollinators health. 

In 2009, DPR initiated the reevaluation of certain pesticide products contain-
ing four neonicotinoid chemicals: imidacloprid, thiamethoxam, clothianidin, and  
dinotefuran. Reevaluation is the legal mechanism that allows DPR to require the  
companies who have registered products for use in California to conduct tests  
and submit data for analysis by DPR scientists. The purpose of the reevaluation  
process is to provide DPR with a better understanding of the effects of neonic-
RWLQRLGV�XVH�RQ�SROOLQDWRUV�DQG�SURYLGH�D�FUHGLEOH�VFLHQWL¿F�EDVLV�IRU�SRWHQWLDO� 
UHJXODWRU\�DFWLRQ�WR�HOLPLQDWH�DQ\�VLJQL¿FDQW�LPSDFW�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�WKHLU�XVH�RQ� 
bee health. 

'35�SDUWQHUHG�ZLWK�VFLHQWLVWV�DW�WKH�8�6��(3$¶V�2I¿FH�RI�3HVWLFLGH�3URJUDPV� 
and Health Canada's Pest Management Regulatory Agency (PMRA) to ensure 
that the required studies, and methods and procedures used to conduct studies on 
the effects of neonicotinoids provide useful and reliable information across the 
ERDUG�WR�DOO�WKUHH�DJHQFLHV�IRU�XVH�LQ�JXLGLQJ�WKHLU�UHJXODWRU\�DFWLRQV��$�XQL¿HG� 
DSSURDFK�DFURVV�MXULVGLFWLRQV�LV�FULWLFDO�DV�EHHV�DQG�EHHNHHSHUV�DUH�QRW�OLPLWHG�E\� 
state borders, nor are their importance to agriculture and society. 

$�FRQVLGHUDEOH�YROXPH�RI�VFLHQWL¿F�UHVHDUFK�KDV�EHHQ�UHTXLUHG�WR�EH�FRQGXFWHG� 
LQ�VSHFL¿HG�ZD\V�DV�GHVLJQHG�E\�'35�RU�LQ�FROODERUDWLRQ�ZLWK�LWV�SDUWQHUV�WR�HOLFLW� 
the most important and useful data for regulatory purposes. Much of this data has 
EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG�DQG�HYDOXDWHG��+RZHYHU��WKHUH�LV�PRUH�ZRUN�WR�EH�GRQH�LQ�RUGHU�WR� 
HQVXUH�WKDW�DQ\�DFWLRQV�WDNHQ�DFWXDOO\�DGGUHVV�WKH�SHUFHLYHG�GHFOLQH�LQ�EHH�KHDOWK� 

Each of the four neonicotinoid pesticides have different application rates for  
VSHFL¿F�FURSV��UHTXLULQJ�D�VXEVWDQWLDO�QXPEHU�RI�VWXGLHV�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�LPSDFW� 
of the different pesticides using the application methods used for each crop group.  
Studies were required for each of the four neonicotinoids as used in the most 
relevant representative situations to determine the level of residue that remains  
in the pollen, nectar, and leaves of plants after multiple applications – residue  
if found in high enough levels, could result in lethal exposure to adult pollina-
tors. Tests were then required to determine what levels of neonicotinoid pesticide  
would have lethal effects on pollinator larvae. Finally, U.S. EPA required higher-
tiered honey bee studies with input from both DPR and PMRA Health Canada. 

Tier II studies, or honey bee feeding studies, examine the effects on colonies  
IROORZLQJ�H[SRVXUHV�WR�NQRZQ�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH�LQ�D�IRRG�VRXUFH�IHG� 
to a bee colony. The registrant for imidacloprid voluntarily agreed to conduct a  
7LHU�,,,�VWXG\��RU�IXOO�¿HOG�VWXG\��7KLV�VWXG\�ORRNV�DW�ORQJ�WHUP�HIIHFWV�XQGHU�HQYL-
ronmentally realistic exposure conditions.  

In 2014, DPR made second 
generation anticoagulant 

rodenticides a restricted class of 
pesticide and limited their use. 
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,Q�������8�6��(3$�DQG�'35�LVVXHG�D�3UHOLPLQDU\�,PLGDFORSULG�3ROOLQDWRU�5LVN� 
$VVHVVPHQW��7KLV�DVVHVVPHQW�LV�WKH�¿UVW�RI�IRXU�SUHOLPLQDU\�SROOLQDWRU�ULVN�DVVHVV-
PHQWV�IRU�QHRQLFRWLQRLG�FRQWDLQLQJ�LQVHFWLFLGHV��3UHOLPLQDU\�SROOLQDWRU�RQO\�ULVN� 
assessments for the other compounds—clothianidin, thiamethoxam, and dinotefu-
UDQ²ZLOO�IROORZ��&RPSUHKHQVLYH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�IRU�DOO�QHRQLFRWLQRLGV�ZLOO�EH� 
completed in the future. 

A GUIDE FOR PESTICIDE REGISTRANTS 

'35¶V�³$�*XLGH�IRU�3HVWLFLGH�5HJLVWUDQWV´�FRQWDLQV�V\VWHPDWLF�LQVWUXFWLRQV�IRU� 
registering, amending and renewing pesticide products in California. To view this  
JXLGH��SOHDVH�YLVLW��KWWS���ZZZ�FGSU�FD�JRY�GRFV�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�PDQXDO�JXLGDQFH�SGI 

DPR and U.S. EPA, as of 2016, 
were studying the possible effects 
of neonicotinoids on pollinators. 
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[CHAPTER 4]
 

Continuous Evaluation and 

Reevaluation
 

Before the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) registers a pesticide, 
department scientists evaluate the pesticide’s toxic effects, its potential exposure 
to people and the relationship between the two, as well as the potential for envi-
ronmental problems. Legislation passed in 1969 (Chapter 1169 , SB 1140) requires 
'35�WR�³HOLPLQDWH�IURP�XVH´�DQ\�SHVWLFLGH�WKDW�³HQGDQJHUV�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�RU� 
QRQDJULFXOWXUDO�HQYLURQPHQW��LV�QRW�EHQH¿FLDO�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVHV�IRU�ZKLFK�LW�LV�VROG�� 
RU�LV�PLVUHSUHVHQWHG�´�7KH�ODZ�DOVR�UHTXLUHV�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�KDYH�³DQ�RUGHUO\� 
program for the continuous evaluation” of pesticides after registration. 

Through continuous monitoring and surveillance, DPR can determine the fate 
of pesticides in the environment, detect and address unforeseen effects on human 
KHDOWK�DQG�¿QG�ZD\V�WR�SUHYHQW�SHVWLFLGH�FRQWDPLQDWLRQ�� 

After registration, several DPR programs evaluate use practices to detect pos-
sible problems by: 

•		 &RPSOHWLRQ�RI�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�RQ�UHJLVWHUHG�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV���See Chapter 
5.) 

•		 Exposure monitoring, including exposure and residue studies to collect data on 
potential exposure patterns and to assess the effectiveness of existing controls. 
(See Chapter 8 for information on exposure monitoring studies.) 

•		 Investigation and evaluation of pesticide illnesses and incidents. (See Chapter 8 
for information on investigations.) 

•		 Investigation of mandatory registrant reports on adverse effects (for example, 
harm to humans, animals or the environment) that occur after their products are 
registered. (See Adverse Effects Reporting in Chapter 3.) 

•		 Monitoring of air quality, ground water and surface water. (See Chapter 10.) 

DPR uses the data collected to evaluate the effectiveness of the department’s 
regulatory programs and assess the need for changes. 

REEVALUATION 

California regulations require DPR to investigate all reports of actual or po-
WHQWLDOO\�VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV�WR�SHRSOH�RU�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP� 
the use of pesticides. Information may come from pesticide illness investiga-
tions, monitoring of air, soil and water; or similar data generated by DPR or other 
government agencies, or from the public. Toxicology and environmental data, and 
adverse effects disclosures submitted to DPR by registrants may trigger a reevalu-
ation. 

6SHFL¿F�IDFWRUV�WKDW�PD\�WULJJHU�UHHYDOXDWLRQ�LQFOXGH�SXEOLF�RU�ZRUNHU�KHDOWK� 
KD]DUG��¿VK�RU�ZLOGOLIH�KD]DUG��HQYLURQPHQWDO�FRQWDPLQDWLRQ��XQZDQWHG�GDPDJH�WR� 
SODQWV��LQDGHTXDWH�ODEHOLQJ��ODFN�RI�HI¿FDF\��GLVUXSWLRQ�RI�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW��DYDLO-
ability of an effective and feasible alternative material or procedure which is de-
monstrably less destructive to the environment; discovery that data on which DPR 
relied to register a product is false, misleading or incomplete; or other information 
VXJJHVWLQJ�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�ULVN� 

The department shall endeavor to 
eliminate from use in the state any 
economic poison which endangers 
the agricultural or nonagricultural 
HQYLURQPHQW��LV�QRW�EHQH¿FLDO�IRU� 

the purposes for which it is sold, or 
is misrepresented. In carrying out 
this responsibility, the department 
shall develop an orderly program 
for the continuous evaluation of 

registered pesticides. 

— 1969 legislation (Chapter  
1169) 
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If DPR has reason to believe that a pesticide may cause unreasonable adverse 
effects to people or the environment, DPR must formally reevaluate the pesticide 
to decide if it should remain registered and, if so, whether changes in use practices 
are needed. When a pesticide enters reevaluation, DPR reviews existing data and 
may require registrants to provide more data. 

Legislation in 1997 (Chapter 483, SB 603) gave DPR the authority to cancel 
the registration or refuse to register any pesticide if the registrant fails to send data 
requested in a reevaluation. If DPR moves to cancel a registration, the registrant 
PD\�DVN�IRU�D�KHDULQJ� 

DPR ends reevaluations in several ways. If the data show that use of the pesti-
FLGH�SUHVHQWV�QR�VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV��'35�FORVHV�WKH�UHHYDOXDWLRQ�ZLWKRXW� 
added mitigation measures. If new restrictions are necessary, DPR places controls 
on the use of the pesticide to mitigate the potential adverse effect. DPR may also 
ZRUN�ZLWK�UHJLVWUDQWV�DQG�WKH�8�6��(QYLURQPHQWDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$JHQF\��8�6��(3$�� 
to revise labels to mitigate hazards. If the adverse effect cannot be mitigated, DPR 
suspends or cancels the product registration. 

Regulations require DPR to prepare a semiannual report describing pesticides 
XQGHU�UHHYDOXDWLRQ�RU�IRU�ZKLFK�'35�UHFHLYHG�IDFWXDO�RU�VFLHQWL¿F�LQIRUPDWLRQ�EXW� 
did not open a reevaluation. 
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$VVHVVLQJ�3HVWLFLGH�5LVNV�WR
Human Health
 

�
 

Under California law (Statutes of 1969, Chapter 1169), the Department of  
3HVWLFLGH�5HJXODWLRQ��'35��PXVW�³HOLPLQDWH�IURP�XVH´�DQ\�SHVWLFLGH�WKDW�³HQ-
GDQJHUV�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�RU�QRQDJULFXOWXUDO�HQYLURQPHQW��LV�QRW�EHQH¿FLDO�IRU�WKH� 
purposes for which it is sold, or is misrepresented.” To do this, the law requires  
WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�KDYH�³DQ�RUGHUO\�SURJUDP�IRU�WKH�FRQWLQXRXV�HYDOXDWLRQ´�RI� 
registered pesticides. DPR uses various tools to evaluate pesticide products to  
GHWHUPLQH�ZKDW�ULVNV�WKH\�SRVH�DQG�ZKHWKHU�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�XVH�RU�SURSRVHG�XVH� 
are necessary. 

$�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�LV�KRZ�'35�HVWLPDWHV�WKH�QDWXUH�DQG�OLNHOL-
hood of adverse health effects in humans who may be exposed to pesticides,  
now or in the future. Exposures may be in air, water or food, at homes or in the  
ZRUNSODFH��7KHVH�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQV�SURYLGH�KHDOWK�SURWHFWLYH�HVWLPDWHV�RI� 
ULVN�WR�GH¿QHG�SRSXODWLRQV�H[SRVHG�XQGHU�GH¿QHG�H[SRVXUH�FRQGLWLRQV��5LVN� 
assessments are often the driving force behind new regulations or other use  
restrictions. If satisfactory controls cannot be put into place to avoid harmful  
exposures, DPR will not register the pesticide or, if it is already registered, can  
cancel its use. 

$�SHVWLFLGH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�DGGUHVVHV�TXHVWLRQV�VXFK�DV� 

•		 What type of health problems may be caused by exposure to pesticides? 

•		 What is the chance that people will experience health problems from expo-
sure? 

•		 ,V�WKHUH�DQ�H[SRVXUH�OHYHO�EHORZ�ZKLFK�DQ\�ULVN�WR�KHDOWK�LV�QHJOLJLEOH" 

•		 What pesticides are people exposed to, at what levels and for how long? 

•		 $UH�VRPH�SHRSOH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�VXVFHSWLEOH�WR�KDUP�EHFDXVH�RI�DJH��JHQHW-
ics, pre-existing health conditions, ethnic practices, gender or other factors? 

•		 $UH�VRPH�SHRSOH�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�H[SRVHG�EHFDXVH�RI�ZKHUH�WKH\�ZRUN�� 
ZKHUH�WKH\�SOD\��ZKDW�WKH\�OLNH�WR�HDW�RU�RWKHU�IDFWRUV" 

7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�KDV�D�IRUPDO�SURFHVV�WR�SULRULWL]H�SHVWLFLGHV�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVV-
PHQW��IRFXVLQJ�RQ�SHVWLFLGHV�WKDW�SRVH�WKH�JUHDWHVW�SRWHQWLDO�ULVN��,Q�DGGLWLRQ�� 
'35�PD\�GHFLGH�WR�EHJLQ�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�IRU�RWKHU�UHDVRQV��)RU�H[DPSOH��'35� 
scientists may identify possible adverse health effects when they review toxicol-
RJ\�GDWD��ZKLFK�FDQ�WULJJHU�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�EHIRUH�D�GHFLVLRQ�LV�PDGH�WR�UHJ-
ister a product. After registration, new toxicology studies or reports of adverse  
HIIHFWV�FDQ�DOVR�SURPSW�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��'35�PD\�LQLWLDWH�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW� 
ZKHQ�DLU�PRQLWRULQJ�E\�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�RU�RWKHU�DJHQFLHV�¿QGV�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV�RI� 
concern in community air. Another trigger might be anticipated changes in use  
patterns, such as when a product is intended as a replacement for another widely  
used pesticide.  

RISK ASSESSMENT PROCESS 

7KH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�FDSDELOLW\�WR�FRQGXFW�IRUPDO�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�FDPH�DIWHU�WKH� 
1984 passage of the Birth Defect Prevention Act (BDPA; see Page 43). This law  

Toxic effects in a biological system 
are not produced by a chemical 
agent unless that agent or its 
metabolic breakdown products 
reach appropriate sites in the body 
at a concentration and for a length 
RI�WLPH�VXI¿FLHQW�WR�SURGXFH�D� 
toxic manifestation ….Thus, 
whether a toxic response occurs 
is dependent on the chemical and 
physical properties of the agent, 
the exposure situation, how the 
agent is metabolized by the system, 
and the overall susceptibility of the 
biological system or subject. 

— Casarett & Doull’s Toxicology: 
The Basic Science of Poisons 
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Proposition 65
 

In 1986, California voters passed a ballot initiative called 
7KH�6DIH�'ULQNLQJ�:DWHU�DQG�7R[LF�(QIRUFHPHQW�$FW��PRUH� 
IDPLOLDUO\�NQRZQ�E\�LWV�EDOORW�SRVLWLRQ��³3URSRVLWLRQ����´�,W�LV� 
EDVHG�RQ�WKH�SUHPLVH�WKDW�WKH�SXEOLF�DQG�ZRUNHUV�KDYH�D�ULJKW� 
to be informed about exposures to chemicals that can cause 
cancer, birth defects or other reproductive harm. Among other 
mandates, it requires the state to publish a list of chemicals 
NQRZQ�WR�WKH�VWDWH�WR�FDXVH�FDQFHU�RU�UHSURGXFWLYH�KDUP�DQG� 
to update this list at least once a year. 

Chemicals can be added to the Proposition 65 list in one 
of four ways: 

•		 6WDWH�H[SHUWV�FRQFOXGH�WKDW�VFLHQWL¿FDOO\�YDOLG�WHVWLQJ� 
shows the chemical clearly may cause cancer, birth 
defects or other reproductive harm. 

•		 $Q�DXWKRULWDWLYH� ERG\�KDV� IRUPDOO\� LGHQWL¿HG� LW� DV� 
causing cancer, birth defects or other reproductive 
harm. Authoritative bodies include the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration, National Institute for Occupational 
Safety and Health, National Toxicology Program and 
International Agency for Research on Cancer. 

•		 If an agency of the state or federal government has 
IRUPDOO\�UHTXLUHG�LW�WR�EH�LGHQWL¿HG�RU�ODEHOHG�DV�FDXV-
ing cancer or reproductive harm. 

•		 ,I�FKHPLFDOV�PHHW�FHUWDLQ�VFLHQWL¿F�FULWHULD�DQG�DUH� 
LGHQWL¿HG� LQ� WKH� &DOLIRUQLD� /DERU� &RGH� DV� FDXVLQJ� 
cancer or birth defects or other reproductive harm. 

Proposition 65 requires businesses to notify Californians 
DERXW�VLJQL¿FDQW�DPRXQWV�RI�FKHPLFDOV�LQ�WKH�SURGXFWV�WKH\� 
EX\��XVH�LQ�WKHLU�KRPHV�RU�ZRUNSODFHV��RU�WKDW�DUH�UHOHDVHG� 
into the environment. Proposition 65 also prohibits California 
EXVLQHVVHV�IURP�NQRZLQJO\�GLVFKDUJLQJ�VLJQL¿FDQW�DPRXQWV� 
RI�OLVWHG�FKHPLFDOV�LQWR�VRXUFHV�RI�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU� 

&DO(3$¶V�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVV-
ment (OEHHA) administers the Proposition 65 program. 
2(++$�DOVR�HYDOXDWHV� DYDLODEOH� VFLHQWL¿F� LQIRUPDWLRQ� RQ� 
substances being considered for placement on the Proposition 
���OLVW��7KH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�3HVWLFLGH�5HJXODWLRQ��'35��ZRUNV� 
with OEHHA in evaluating pesticides. 

DPR’s hazard communication regulations (which govern 
SHVWLFLGH� DQG�ZRUNHU� VDIHW\� UHTXLUHPHQWV�� DOVR� SURYLGH� D� 
foundation for employers to meet the Proposition 65 warn-
LQJ�UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�HPSOR\HHV�LQ�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�ZRUNSODFH�� 
Proposition 65 regulations also allow warnings to be pro-
vided in the same manner stated in the federal hazard com-
PXQLFDWLRQ�SURJUDP�UHJXODWLRQV�IRU�ZRUNSODFH�H[SRVXUHV�� 

California’s hazard communication program requires that 
ZKHQHYHU�HPSOR\HHV�DUH�ZRUNLQJ�LQ�WUHDWHG�¿HOGV�RU�KDQGOLQJ�
SHVWLFLGHV��WKH�HPSOR\HU�PXVW�GLVSOD\�FHUWDLQ�OHDÀHWV�LQ�WKH� 
Pesticide Safety Information Series produced by DPR’s
:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�%UDQFK��7KH�OHDÀHWV�DUH�DYDLODEOH� 
in English, Spanish and Punjabi and must be read on request 
WR�DQ\�HPSOR\HH��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��VSHFL¿F�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�HDFK� 
pesticide application must be displayed at a central location 
when the operator of the property receives notice of the 
completion of an application and before any employees are 
DOORZHG�WR�HQWHU�WKH�WUHDWHG�¿HOG��7KH�VSHFL¿F�LQIRUPDWLRQ� 
must remain displayed for 30 days or until employees are 
no longer present, whichever occurs earlier. 

For exposures to the public, the warning may be given by 
various means, such as labeling a consumer product, posting 
signs in affected areas, sending notices to affected residents 
or publishing notices in a newspaper. For instance, signs can 
be found on most gas pumps and some utility companies 
include warning notices in their billings. In some instances, 
the companies comply with Proposition 65 by removing 
listed chemicals from their products. 
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Birth Defect Prevention Act
 

In 1984, the Legislature passed the Birth Defect Preven-
tion Act (BDPA, Chapter 669 , SB 950). The law mandated 
that registrants of pesticides registered before 1984 bring 
KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�GDWD�RQ�WKHLU�FKHPLFDOV�XS�WR�FXUUHQW�VFLHQWL¿F� 
standards. It also required that the Department of Pesticide 
Regulation (DPR) not register new active ingredients without 
a full complement of health effects studies. The required 
studies (primarily done on experimental animals) were 
chronic toxicity, mutagenicity, neurotoxicity, oncogenicity, 
reproductive effects and teratology. The BDPA required 
DPR to use these and other data to determine if a pesticide 
would cause human health problems. If continued use of a 
SHVWLFLGH�SUHVHQWV�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�KHDOWK�KD]DUG�WKDW�FDQQRW�EH� 
adequately mitigated, DPR is required to cancel the registra-
tion of products containing that active ingredient. 

The BDPA mandated that DPR begin by developing a 
OLVW�RI�����DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�WKDW�ZRXOG�EH�WKH�¿UVW�IRFXV�RI� 
HQIRUFHPHQW��7KHVH�ZHUH�FKHPLFDOV�ZLWK�WKH�PRVW�VLJQL¿-
cant data gaps, widespread use, and which were suspected 
of being of greater health concern. (A data gap means that 
'35�ODFNV�DGHTXDWH�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�VWXGLHV�LQ�DQ\�RQH�RI�WKH� 
required categories noted above.) 

,Q�-DQXDU\�������'35�QRWL¿HG�UHJLVWUDQWV�RI�GDWD�JDSV�IRU� 
pesticide products containing any of the 200 priority active 
ingredients. DPR found that much of the data submitted in 
response to the data call-in notice did not meet U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency guidelines. Because these 
studies had been performed years earlier, many registrants 
were unable to get the data necessary to upgrade the studies 
IURP�WKH�ODERUDWRULHV�WKDW�GLG�WKH�RULJLQDO�ZRUN��$OWKRXJK� 
registrants contracted with laboratories for new studies, 
most failed to complete and submit new chronic health ef-
fects studies within the time frames set by law. The BDPA 

required submission of data on priority-list pesticides by 
March 1991, a deadline the Legislature later extended to 
March 1996 (Chapter 1228, Statutes of 1991, SB 550). Later 
legislation (Chapter 1, Statutes of 1995-1996, SB 1XXX) 
extended until December 1997 the deadline for submis-
VLRQ�RI�¿QDO�VWXGLHV�RQ�WZR�SHVWLFLGHV��PHWK\O�EURPLGH�DQG� 
pentachlorophenol. 

,Q�������'35�SUHVHQWHG�LWV�¿QDO�UHSRUW�WR�WKH�/HJLVODWXUH� 
on the status of the chronic health effects studies required 
by the BDPA. The department reported that of the priority 
200 active ingredients, 143 remained subject to the data 
call-in and no data gaps existed for any of these compounds, 
including methyl bromide and pentachlorophenol. DPR 
had granted exemptions for products containing two active 
ingredients. (Under the BDPA, a pesticide may be exempted 
from the data requirements if it is determined the chemical 
KDV�RQO\�OLPLWHG�XVH�DQG�WKHUH�LV�LQVLJQL¿FDQW�H[SRVXUH�WR� 
ZRUNHUV�RU�WKH�SXEOLF���2I�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ�SULRULW\�SHVWLFLGHV�� 
���KDG�EHHQ�ZLWKGUDZQ� IURP� WKH�PDUNHW�E\� WKHLU�PDQX-
facturers and DPR had suspended 8 for failure to submit 
required data. Product registrations are suspended if data 
for any active ingredient cannot be upgraded with additional 
information or if data were not submitted. Once a pesticide 
registration is suspended, registrants must halt all sales. Re-
tail dealers may continue selling affected products for two 
years and consumers may continue to use products on hand. 

In 1992, DPR began calling in data for the 703 regis-
tered active ingredients that were not on the priority list, 
as required by 1991 legislation (Chapter 1227, AB 1742). 

As of late 2016, there remain only 57 active ingredients 
IRU�ZKLFK�'35�LV�PDNLQJ�GHWHUPLQDWLRQV�LI�PRUH�VWXGLHV� 
are needed to close data gaps. 
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Risk assessments have many 

uses, but a major one is to assist 


decision makers with the complex 

choices regarding the options 

in managing or reducing the 

potential human health risks 


associated with a substance or 

product. … Using experience and 

judgment, the (risk) manager must 


determine a level of risk that is 

acceptable.
 

— Risk assessment, risk 
evaluation, and risk 

management, C.J. Henry (in 
Food Safety and Toxicity) 

required the state to bring the toxicological database on pesticides up to current  
VFLHQWL¿F�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�FROOHFW�WKH�GDWD�QHHGHG�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�DGYHUVH�KHDOWK�HI-
IHFWV�ZHUH�SRVVLEOH��'HSDUWPHQW�VFLHQWLVWV�ZHUH�WKHQ�WR�DVVHVV�WKH�ULVNV�WR�GHFLGH� 
LI�WKRVH�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�ZHUH�VLJQL¿FDQW��7KHVH�PDQGDWHV�SURPSWHG�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RI� 
the Medical Toxicology Branch in 1985 to evaluate toxicological data and man-
DJH�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV��([SRVXUH�DVVHVVPHQWV�ZHUH�FRQGXFWHG�E\� 
VFLHQWLVWV�LQ�WKH�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�EUDQFK�DW�WKDW�WLPH��,Q�������WKH�GH-
partment created the Human Health Assessment Branch where scientists conduct  
ERWK�WKH�ULVN�DQG�H[SRVXUH�DVVHVVPHQWV�DQG�FRQWLQXH�WR�HYDOXDWH�WR[LFRORJLFDO� 
studies for pesticide registration. 

7R�IXO¿OO�WKH�%'3$�PDQGDWH��LQ�WKH�ODWH�����V�'35�VHW�XS�D�SURFHGXUH�WR�FODV-
VLI\�SHVWLFLGHV�DV�KLJK��PRGHUDWH�RU�ORZ�SULRULW\�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��&KHPLFDOV� 
UHJLVWHUHG�EHIRUH�WKH�SDVVDJH�RI�WKH�%'3$�ZHUH�RQ�D�GLIIHUHQW�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW� 
WUDFN�WKDQ�QHZ�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�QRW�\HW�UHJLVWHUHG��3ROLF\�GLFWDWHG�WKDW�WKH�ODW-
ter, if assigned high-priority status, could not be registered without a complete  
ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��5HTXLULQJ�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�IRU�QHZ�FRPSRXQGV�SRVWSRQHG�WKHLU� 
HQWU\�LQWR�WKH�PDUNHWSODFH��0RUHRYHU��VWDII�UHVRXUFHV�GHYRWHG�WR�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV� 
RQ�QHZHU�FRPSRXQGV��ZKLFK�RIWHQ�SRVHG�ORZHU�ULVNV��PHDQW�GHOD\V�LQ�HYDOXDWLQJ� 
ROGHU�SHVWLFLGHV�UHJLVWHUHG�GHFDGHV�EHIRUH��ZKHQ�OLWWOH�RU�QR�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQ� 
was done.  

,Q�������'35�FKDQJHG�WKLV�SROLF\�WR�PDNH�PRUH�HI¿FLHQW�XVH�RI�UHVRXUFHV�DQG� 
WR�FRQFHQWUDWH�RQ�WKH�JUHDWHVW�ULVNV��3URYLGHG�DOO�UHTXLUHG�WR[LFRORJ\�DQG�RWKHU� 
GDWD�KDG�EHHQ�VXEPLWWHG��QHZ�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�FODVVL¿HG�DV�KLJK�SULRULW\�IRU� 
ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�FRXOG�EH�UHJLVWHUHG�DIWHU�D�UHYLHZ�RI�GDWD�DQG�D�VFUHHQLQJ�HYDOX-
DWLRQ��EXW�ZLWKRXW�D�IXOO�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��'35�UHWDLQV�WKH�RSWLRQ�RI�FRQGXFWLQJ� 
D�IXOO�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�EHIRUH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ���7KH�8�6��(QYLURQPHQWDO�3URWHFWLRQ� 
Agency typically conducts a comprehensive review of new pesticide active  
ingredients before federal registration.) 

$W�WKH�VDPH�WLPH��'35�LQWHJUDWHG�LWV�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�WUDFNV�LQWR�D�VLQJOH�SULRU-
ity list. The priority status of active ingredients was determined by a panel made  
XS�RI�VFLHQWLVWV�IURP�'35�DQG�&DO(3$¶V�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG� 
$VVHVVPHQW��2(++$���,Q�������'35�FKDQJHG�LWV�SULRULW\�VHWWLQJ�WR�PDNH�LW� 
PRUH�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG�WUDQVSDUHQW��'35�IRUPHG�WKH�5LVN�$VVHVVPHQW�3ULRULWL]D-
WLRQ�:RUN�*URXS�RI�VHQLRU�VFLHQWLVWV�IURP�'35¶V�0HGLFDO�7R[LFRORJ\�%UDQFK� 
�QRZ�+XPDQ�+HDOWK�$VVHVVPHQW���:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\��DQG�(QYLURQPHQWDO� 
Monitoring branches, as well as a senior scientist from both the Air Resources  
%RDUG��$5%��DQG�2(++$��)URP�D�ODUJHU�SULRULW\�OLVW��WKH�ZRUN�JURXS�GHYHORSV� 
D�UDQNHG�OLVW�RI����KLJK�SULRULW\�FRPSRXQGV�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�LQLWLDWLRQ��3ULRUL-
tization is based on the nature and number of the potential adverse health effects  
LGHQWL¿HG�LQ�WR[LFLW\�VWXGLHV��QXPEHU�RI�VSHFLHV�DIIHFWHG��SRWHQWLDO�IRU�KXPDQ� 
exposure and information from DPR’s Pesticide Illness Surveillance Program.  
Other considerations include physical-chemical characteristics (such as volatil-
ity), use patterns, amount of pesticide used and U.S. EPA evaluations.  

7KH�ZRUN�JURXS¶V�OLVW�DQG�GHWDLOHG�¿QGLQJV�DUH�SRVWHG�RQOLQH�IRU�SXEOLF�FRP-
ment. They are also presented to DPR’s Pesticide Registration and Evaluation  
&RPPLWWHH�IRU�IXUWKHU�GLVFXVVLRQ�EHIRUH�EHLQJ�¿QDOL]HG�E\�'35��7KH�ZRUN� 
group reviews the list periodically, in part to add new chemicals to replace those  
GHOHWHG�DIWHU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�FRPSOHWLRQ��%DVHG�RQ�QHZ�LQIRUPDWLRQ²VXFK�DV� 
new toxicology or exposure data, or recent regulatory actions by DPR or other  
VWDWH�RU�IHGHUDO�DJHQFLHV²WKH\�PD\�DOVR�UHYLVH�WKH�UDQNLQJV��7KH�GHSDUWPHQW� 
DOVR�SXEOLVKHV�D�SXEOLF�QRWLFH�HDFK�WLPH�LW�EHJLQV�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW� 

,Q������'35�DVNHG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�$FDGHP\�RI�6FLHQFHV��1$6��WR�FRQGXFW�DQ� 
LQGHSHQGHQW�SHHU�UHYLHZ�RI�'35¶V�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�SUDFWLFHV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�'35¶V� 
ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�SURFHVV�XVHV�WKH�EHVW�VFLHQWL¿F�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�FXUUHQW�PHWKRGV�� 
The National Research Council (NRC), of the NAS, completed its review and 
LVVXHG�LWV�UHSRUW��LQFOXGLQJ�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�WR�LPSURYH�'35¶V�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW� 
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process and reports in April 2015. The chart and text on Page 50 describe the  
UHYLVHG�'35�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�SURFHVV�EDVHG�RQ�WKH�15&�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV� 

HAZARD AND RISK 

+D]DUG�DQG�ULVN�DUH�WZR�GLVWLQFW�EXW�LQWHUUHODWHG�FRQFHSWV²WKH�¿UVW�D�UHÀHFWLRQ� 
RI�SRWHQWLDO�HIIHFW�DQG�WKH�VHFRQG�RI�OLNHOLKRRG�LW�ZLOO�RFFXU�� 

Toxicity is an inherent property of all substances. That is, all chemical sub-
stances can produce harmful health effects at some level of exposure. A hazardous 
substance has the potential to harm health if it is present in the environment and 
if people are exposed to it. Fortunately, many hazards can be either contained or 
DYRLGHG��VR�QRW�HYHU\�SRWHQWLDO�KD]DUG�SRVHV�D�KHDOWK�ULVN��$�ULVN��LQ�WXUQ��LV�GH¿QHG� 
DV�WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�RI�WKH�KD]DUG�RFFXUULQJ�LQ�D�JLYHQ�VLWXDWLRQ�� 

6FLHQWLVWV�GHWHUPLQH�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�ULVN�LQ�WZR�ZD\V��6RPH�ULVNV�FDQ�EH�PHDVXUHG� 
directly by exposing humans to a toxin or by observing past and present disease 
LQFLGHQFH�SDWWHUQV�LQ�WKH�KXPDQ�SRSXODWLRQ��5LVNV�FDQ�DOVR�EH�FDOFXODWHG�LQGLUHFWO\� 
by estimating the theoretical level of human exposure and the potential severity of 
KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�DV�SUHGLFWHG�E\�H[SHULPHQWDO�VWXGLHV��7KH�KHDOWK�ULVNV�IURP�ORZ�OHYHO� 
exposure to environmental hazards such as pesticides are commonly determined 
by the indirect method. This is because there is not enough consistent and reliable 
evidence of measurable health effects in human populations exposed to low levels 
RI�KD]DUGRXV�HQYLURQPHQWDO�DJHQWV��$V�D�UHVXOW��WKH�H[SUHVVHG�ULVNV�IURP�ORZ�OHYHO� 
HQYLURQPHQWDO�H[SRVXUH�DUH�WKH�SURGXFW�RI�VFLHQWL¿F�HYDOXDWLRQ�DQG�DQDO\VLV��QRW� 
observed facts. 

ASSESSING PESTICIDE RISK 

%HIRUH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ��'35�FRQGXFWV�D�SUHPDUNHW�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV� 
based on standards used by U.S. EPA and studies required by California statutes 
to decide if the product can be used safely. These evaluations may prompt DPR to 
deny registration, propose registration conditional on receipt of additional data, or 
SURSRVH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�ZLWK�DGGLWLRQDO�RYHUVLJKW�SURYLGHG�E\�PDNLQJ�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�D� 
restricted material. Restricted materials require a permit and are subject to site-spe-
FL¿F�UHVWULFWLRQV��7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�PD\�UHIXVH�WR�UHJLVWHU�WKH�SURGXFW�XQGHU�WKH�8�6�� 
EPA-approved label, giving the registrant the option of obtaining approval from 
U.S. EPA of a revised label that incorporates additional protections satisfactory 
to DPR. (Label changes must be approved by U.S. EPA, which has sole authority 
over label language.) 

3UHPDUNHW�HYDOXDWLRQV�DOVR�KHOS�SRLQW�RXW�LI�D�PRUH�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�ULVN�DVVHVV-
ment is needed before the pesticide is registered. Pesticides already in use are also 
VXEMHFW�WR�SHULRGLF�UHYLHZ�WR�DVVHVV�ULVNV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�XVH�WKDW�PD\�QRW�KDYH� 
EHHQ�SUHGLFWHG��RU�ULVNV�WKDW�PD\�QR�ORQJHU�EH�DFFHSWDEOH�LQ�OLJKW�RI�FXUUHQW�VFL-
HQWL¿F�VWDQGDUGV��(YLGHQFH�RI�VLJQL¿FDQW�KD]DUG�WR�KHDOWK�RU�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�FDQ� 
trigger reevaluation and possible regulatory action. (See Chapter 4 for a discussion 
of reevaluation.) 

%RWK�SUHPDUNHW�HYDOXDWLRQV�DQG�IXOO�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�DUH�EDVHG�RQ�D�SUHVFULEHG� 
VHW�RI�VFLHQWL¿F�GDWD�SURYLGHG�E\�UHJLVWUDQWV�DV�ZHOO�DV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�IURP�DYDLO-
DEOH�VFLHQWL¿F�OLWHUDWXUH�DQG�RWKHU�VRXUFHV��7KHVH�LQFOXGH�H[SRVXUH�PRQLWRULQJ� 
VWXGLHV�FRQGXFWHG�E\�'35¶V�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�%UDQFK�DQG�DLU�DQG�ZDWHU� 
monitoring studies conducted by the Environmental Monitoring Branch. The ap-
plication for product registration must provide all information needed to support 
the different uses proposed. (See Chapter 3 for more information on the registra-
tion process.) Only products with a database that includes all required studies are 
allowed to progress through evaluation. In limited instances, some chronic health 
effects data may be waived in consultation with OEHHA. 

Conservation of human wellbeing 
is of utmost importance. The 

commercialization of an 
insecticide poison often is 

attempted as soon as the new 
toxicant has emerged from the 

laboratory, frequently with little or 
no pharmacological information. 

Before there is commercial 
exploitation and introduction 

into homes for intimate contact 
with unsuspecting users, more 

data as to acute or chronic 
intoxication should be available. 
The determination of toxicities of 

pesticides is imperative. 

— 1943 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 
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The concept of a poison is 
considered by many people to be 
an all-or-none phenomenon; a 
chemical is either a poison or it 
is not, with no shades of gray in 
between. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. Such simplistic 
reasoning is counterproductive to 
an understanding of how and why 
chemicals cause harm. 

— The Dose Makes the Poison: 
A Plain Language Guide 
to Toxicology, by M. Alice 
Ottoboni 

If toxicologists decide more data are needed and the pesticide is not yet regis-
tered in California, the department can require applicants to submit more data. If 
the pesticide is already registered and concerns of either environmental or public 
health issues are received from reports, DPR may conduct its own studies to vali-
date those concerns or request the data from registrants through a formal reevalua-
tion process. 

CONDUCTING A HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT 

,I�VFLHQWLVWV�ODXQFK�D�IXOO�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��WKH\�EHJLQ�ZLWK�D�SODQQLQJ�DQG�VFRS-
ing stage to decide the purpose and scope. The next phases can be divided concep-
tually into four elements: 

•		 +D]DUG�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ��:KDW�WR[LF�HIIHFWV�DUH�FDXVHG�E\�WKH�SHVWLFLGH" 

•		 Dose-response assessment. At what dose levels do these effects occur? 

•		 Exposure assessment. How much of the pesticide are people exposed to during 
D�VSHFL¿F�SHULRG��ORQJ�WHUP��VKRUW�WHUP��DQG�LQ�ZKDW�VLWXDWLRQV��ZRUN��KRPH�� 
SOD\�"�$OVR��ZKR�LV�PRVW�YXOQHUDEOH��IRU�H[DPSOH��IDUPZRUNHUV��FKLOGUHQ�� 
women of childbearing age)? 

•		 5LVN�FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ��:KDW�DUH�WKH�VLJQL¿FDQW�XQFHUWDLQWLHV�LQKHUHQW�LQ�WKH� 
nature (animal studies) and quality of the data on which the analysis relied? At 
ZKDW�H[SRVXUH�OHYHOV�DUH�KDUPIXO�HIIHFWV�QRW�OLNHO\�WR�RFFXU" 

Hazard identification 

+D]DUG�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�GHWHUPLQHV�WKH�YDULRXV�WR[LF�HIIHFWV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�WKH� 
chemical. Adverse effects may be acute (arising from short-term exposure), sub-
chronic (exposures longer than a few days but less than a year), or chronic (the 
UHVXOW�RI�H[SRVXUH�RI�D�\HDU�RU�PRUH��LQFOXGLQJ�OLIHWLPH���5LVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�FRP-
monly examine certain critical effects, including: 

•		 Carcinogenic (cancer). 

•		 Genotoxic (heritable traits or impacts). 

•		 Developmental (birth defects and miscarriages). 

•		 Reproductive (male and female fertility). 

•		 Endocrine (hormonal function). 

•		 Neurological (brain and nervous system disorders). 

•		 Immunological (resistance to infectious diseases; occurrence of hypersensitivity 
disorders and autoimmune diseases). 

&RQWUROOHG�FOLQLFDO�VWXGLHV�RQ�KXPDQV�FDQ�SURYLGH�WKH�EHVW�HYLGHQFH�OLQNLQJ�D� 
chemical to a resulting effect. However, data from poorly conducted human studies 
can be inferior to other available data. Moreover, human studies are usually not 
DYDLODEOH�VLQFH�WKHUH�DUH�VLJQL¿FDQW�HWKLFDO�FRQFHUQV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�KXPDQ�WHVWLQJ� 
of environmental hazards. 

Epidemiological studies involve a statistical evaluation of human populations 
to examine whether there is an association between exposure to a chemical and a 
human health effect. The advantage of these studies is that they involve humans. 
However, these studies typically do not have accurate exposure information. It is 
DOVR�GLI¿FXOW�WR�WHDVH�RXW�WKH�HIIHFWV�RI�H[SRVXUH�WR�RQH�SHVWLFLGH�IURP�WKH�HIIHFWV� 
of exposures to the many chemicals of daily life. 

The main source of information for identifying pesticide hazards and the rela-
tionship between dose and response are animal toxicity studies, which are consid-
ered well-understood predictors of toxicity in humans. Scientists rely on data from 
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laboratory animals (for example, rats, mice or rabbits) to draw conclusions about 
the potential hazard to humans. 

Although effects seen in animals can also occur in humans, there may be subtle 
RU�HYHQ�VLJQL¿FDQW�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�WKH�ZD\V�KXPDQV�DQG�H[SHULPHQWDO�DQLPDOV�UHDFW� 
to a chemical. When relying on animal studies, scientists decide whether a chemi-
FDO¶V�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�LQ�KXPDQV�DUH�OLNHO\�WR�EH�VLPLODU�WR�WKRVH�LQ�WKH�DQLPDOV�WHVWHG�� 
Evaluation may also involve characterizing behavior of a chemical within the hu-
man body and chemical interactions within organs, cells or even parts of cells. 

Dose-response assessment 

7KH�GRVH�UHVSRQVH�DVVHVVPHQW��RIWHQ�FRPELQHG�ZLWK�KD]DUG�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�LQ� 
a single step) documents the quantitative relationship between dose and toxic 
effect. Scientists consider the toxic properties of a chemical and determine the 
lowest dose of the chemical that results in a harmful effect. The dose-response 
UHODWLRQVKLS�FDQ�EH�GH¿QHG�LQ�WR[LFLW\�VWXGLHV�E\�DGPLQLVWHULQJ�LQFUHDVLQJ�GRVHV�WR� 
groups of animals and measuring the percentage of animals exhibiting pathologi-
cal changes or disease symptoms at each dose level, and the severity of the effects. 
State and federal guidelines require that laboratory animals receive high enough 
doses to produce toxic effects, including doses that may be much higher than those 
WR�ZKLFK�SHRSOH�PLJKW�EH�H[SRVHG��7KH�UHVXOWV�RI�VXFK�VWXGLHV�GH¿QHV�WKH�GRVH� 
response relationship across a wide range of dose levels, from high doses where 
pathological changes are frequent to low doses where changes are infrequent or 
absent. 

Dose-response relationships seen in animal studies must be adjusted to account 
for differences in dose from typical human exposures, and to predict how the 
responses seen in animals relate to what humans might experience. These extrapo-
lations, among others, introduce uncertainty into the dose-response analysis. Scien-
tists apply several uncertainty factors to compensate for the variation of responses 
within animal species and between humans and animals. 

Uncertainty factors are mathematical adjustments used when scientists have 
incomplete information. The uncertainty factors differ depending on the chemi-
cal, on the quality of the studies evaluated, and on the severity of the effects seen 
LQ�WKRVH�VWXGLHV��$V�WKH\�UHYLHZ�GDWD�IRU�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��VFLHQWLVWV�FRQWLQXDOO\� 
PDNH�MXGJPHQW�FDOOV�RQ�WKH�FRPSOHWHQHVV�RI�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�LWV�DSSOLFDELOLW\� 
to human beings. These uncertainty factors consider: 

• Known differences between laboratory animals and humans, and the uncertain-
ty introduced by extrapolating from animal data to humans. Humans are much 
more diverse than the inbred strains of laboratory animals used in studies, so 
varied susceptibility among humans must be considered. 

• The strength of the evidence that the chemical presents a hazard to human 
health. 

• 7KH�NLQG�RI�SRWHQWLDO�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�VHHQ�LQ�WKH�VWXGLHV��DQG�WKHLU�VHYHULW\� 

• The potency of the toxic agent. 

• 4XDOLW\�RI�WKH�H[SHULPHQWDO�GDWD��DQG�NQRZQ�GLIIHUHQFHV�EHWZHHQ�H[SHULPHQWDO� 
conditions and realistic exposures. 

8VXDOO\�WKH�GRVH�UHVSRQVH�UHODWLRQVKLS�XVHG�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�ZLOO�EH�EDVHG� 
on data collected from the most sensitive species of test animal available, an ex-
DPSOH�RI�WKH�KHDOWK�SURWHFWLYH�DSSURDFK�WDNHQ�LQ�UHJXODWRU\�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�� 

Exposure assessment 

([SRVXUH�LV�D�FULWLFDO�FRQQHFWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�SRWHQWLDOO\�KDUPIXO�VXEVWDQFHV�OLNH� 
SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV��([SRVXUH�DVVHVVPHQW�H[DPLQHV�ZKDW�LV�NQRZQ� 
about the duration, frequency (continuous or intermittent), and level of contact 

Risk assessment entails the 
evaluation of information 

on the hazardous properties 
of substances, on the extent 
of human exposure to them, 
and on the characterization 
of the resulting risk. Risk 

DVVHVVPHQW�LV�QRW�D�VLQJOH��¿[HG� 
method of analysis. Rather, 
it is a systematic approach 

to organizing and analyzing 
VFLHQWL¿F�NQRZOHGJH�DQG� 

information for potentially 
hazardous activities or for 

substances that might pose risks 
XQGHU�VSHFL¿HG�FRQGLWLRQV�� 

— Science and Judgement 

in Risk Assessment, National 


Academy of Sciences
 

California Department | 47
of Pesticide Regulation 



 

 
 

 

 

 

Chapter 5: Assessing Pesticide Risks to Human Health
 

'LHWDU\�5LVN�$VVHVVPHQW
 

Dietary exposure is a function of the type and amount 
of food consumed and the pesticide residues in or on 
that food. 

7KHUH�DUH�WKUHH�HOHPHQWV�WR�FDOFXODWLQJ�GLHWDU\�ULVN� 
from pesticide exposure: 

• Estimating the toxicity of a pesticide (see discussion 
RI�KD]DUG�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ��&KDSWHU��). 

• Estimating the amount of pesticide residues that 
PLJKW�EH�LQ�RU�RQ�IRRG��DQG�LQ�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU� 

• Finding out how much food might be eaten by vari-
ous subpopulation groups (considers cultural dietary 
practices). 

Scientists in the DPR’s Human Health Assessment  
Branch use available data, standard analytical meth-
ods and predictive models, together with assumptions  
designed to be protective of public health, to produce  
separate exposure estimates for each exposed subgroup  
of the general population.  

Estimating how much residue might be in or on food  
DQG�LQ�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU�LQYROYHV�VHYHUDO�WKLQJV��,I�WKH� 
SHVWLFLGH�LV�XVHG�RQ�IRRG�FURSV��¿HOG�WULDOV�DUH�DOZD\V� 
done to determine the maximum legal residue (toler-
ance) that could result from maximum permissible use  
of the pesticide, that is, the maximum application rate  
as close as possible to harvest. Because this data may  
overestimate typical residues, the U.S. Food and Drug  
Administration (FDA), U.S. Department of Agriculture  
(USDA) and DPR all have programs in which they  
test random samples of fresh produce for residues. The  

)'$�DQG�86'$�DOVR�WHVW�IRU�UHVLGXHV�LQ�FRRNHG�DQG� 
processed foods. Because these samples are analyzed  
closer to the point of consumption, the resulting data  
can characterize pesticide residues in food to more  
closely approximate real-world exposures. Nonethe-
OHVV��'35�PD\�UHO\�RQ�¿HOG�WULDO�GDWD�ZKHQ�VFLHQWLVWV� 
believe the information will provide more accurate  
exposure estimates. 

USDA conducts nationwide surveys every several  
\HDUV�WR�HVWLPDWH�WKH�NLQGV�DQG�DPRXQW�RI�IRRG�WKDW� 
people eat. Food consumption is reported for people of  
different racial and ethnic groups, age groups, genders,  
geographical regions and seasons. The consumption  
rate is expressed in terms of body weight and accounts  
IRU�D�SRWHQWLDOO\�KLJKHU�LQWDNH�E\�FKLOGUHQ��DV�FRPSDUHG� 
to adults, per pound of body weight. 

Dietary exposure to a pesticide is based on the esti-
mated food consumption coupled with the estimated  
pesticide residue levels on the food. These dietary  
exposure estimates are combined with the toxicity data  
WR�DVVHVV�WKH�ULVN�WR�YDULRXV�SRSXODWLRQ�VXEJURXSV�� 
including infants and children, from the exposure to  
pesticide residues in food. Both chronic and acute  
dietary exposures are generally considered. Chronic  
exposure occurs over a long period; therefore, it is cal-
culated using average consumption and residue values.  
In contrast, acute exposure considers the highest single  
(acute) exposure. It is calculated using individual  
consumption data. The resulting information on dietary  
ULVN�LV�WKHQ�LQFOXGHG�LQ�DQ�RYHUDOO�DVVHVVPHQW�RI�WKH� 
ULVN�SRVHG�E\�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�IRU�DOO�XVHV� 
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ZLWK�D�SHVWLFLGH��,Q�WKLV�SKDVH�RI�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��VFLHQWLVWV�H[DPLQH�SRWHQWLDO� 
H[SRVXUH�WR�D�SHVWLFLGH�DW�ZRUN��DW�KRPH��LQ�DLU��DQG�IURP�GLHWDU\�IRRG�DQG�ZDWHU�� 
Scientists then calculate a numerical estimate of exposure or dose. 

Toxicologists determine who might be exposed and then evaluate subpopula-
tions by occupation, age, gender, ethnicity and other factors. Subpopulation groups 
PLJKW�LQFOXGH�SHVWLFLGH�KDQGOHUV��IDUPZRUNHUV��RWKHU�SHVWLFLGH�XVHUV��IRU�H[DPSOH�� 
people using home-and-garden products), bystanders (people near treated areas), 
and others who may be exposed (for example, by entering treated areas or eat-
ing treated food). The intent is to characterize exposure to the most vulnerable 
or highly exposed populations. For example, for some (but not all) substances, 
FKLOGUHQ�PD\�EH�PRUH�DW�ULVN�WKDQ�DGXOWV��7KLV�FDQ�EH�EHFDXVH�WKH\�HDW��GULQN�DQG� 
breathe more in proportion to their body size. Their bodies are still developing and 
may process the pesticide differently. They also behave differently—for example, 
crawling and hand-to-mouth activity can expose them more to chemicals. DPR, 
OLNH�RWKHU�UHJXODWRU\�DJHQFLHV��PDNHV�LW�D�KLJK�SULRULW\�WR�LGHQWLI\�DQG�DVVHVV�HQYL-
URQPHQWDO�KHDOWK�ULVNV�WKDW�PD\�GLVSURSRUWLRQDWHO\�DIIHFW�FKLOGUHQ�� 

Exposure assessments begin with an evaluation of the physical and chemical 
FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH��6FLHQWLVWV�HYDOXDWH�ZKHWKHU�SHVWLFLGH�EUHDNGRZQ� 
products occur, the half-lives of the chemical in various media (for example, air or 
water), and other properties. To better understand exposure, scientists review hu-
PDQ�H[SRVXUH�VWXGLHV��SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�ODEHOLQJ��ZRUNHU�DFWLYLW\�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG� 
pesticide use data to identify every situation where a pesticide is used. Scientists 
also review pesticide illness and injury data to identify potential health problems 
caused by exposure to the pesticide. To evaluate dietary exposure, scientists review 
GDWD�WR�¿QG�RXW�SRWHQWLDO�UHVLGXHV�RQ�DQG�LQ�IRRG�DQG�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU���See Page 48 
for more information on dietary risk assessment.) 

6FLHQWLVWV�SUHIHU�WR�XVH�FKHPLFDO�VSHFL¿F�DQG�DFWLYLW\�VSHFL¿F�H[SRVXUH�GDWD� 
WR�GHULYH�H[SRVXUH�HVWLPDWHV�IRU�WKH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��+RZHYHU��ZKHQ�VXFK�GDWD� 
are unavailable (which is often the case), they may use a surrogate approach. 
Surrogate data are substitute data or measurements on one substance (or popula-
tion) used to estimate analogous or corresponding values for another substance 
(or population). Scientists can use data from surrogate studies or from generic 
databases such as the Pesticide Handlers Exposure Database (PHED) developed by 
Health Canada, U.S. EPA and the pesticide industry. PHED is a generic (multiple 
SURGXFWV�DQG�VWXGLHV�DV�RSSRVHG�WR�DFWLYLW\��DQG�SURGXFW�VSHFL¿F��SHVWLFLGH�ZRUNHU� 
exposure database containing measured values of dermal and inhalation exposures 
IURP�GR]HQV�RI�¿HOG�VWXGLHV� 

7R�LPSURYH�WKH�DFFXUDF\�RI�H[SRVXUH�LQIRUPDWLRQ��'35�VFLHQWLVWV�FRQGXFW�¿HOG� 
studies to monitor human exposure, using surveys, measurements of residues in 
VRLO��LQ�DLU��LQ�ZDWHU��LQ�IRRG��DQG�RQ�SODQWV��VNLQ�DQG�FORWKLQJ��DV�ZHOO�DV�EORRG�DQG� 
urine analyses. (See Chapter 8 for more information on exposure monitoring stud-
ies.) 

Exposure assessment considers both the exposure pathway (the course a pes-
WLFLGH�WDNHV�IURP�LWV�VRXUFH�WR�WKH�SHUVRQ��DV�ZHOO�DV�WKH�H[SRVXUH�URXWH��KRZ�WKH� 
SHVWLFLGH�HQWHUV�WKH�ERG\���'35¶V�ULVN�DVVHVVRUV�FRQVLGHU�DOO�OLNHO\�H[SRVXUH�URXWHV�� 
LQKDODWLRQ��EUHDWKLQJ���GHUPDO��VNLQ�RU�H\HV���DQG�RUDO��GLHWDU\�IRRG�DQG�ZDWHU��� 
7KH\�DOVR�ORRN�DW�DOO�H[SRVXUH�VFHQDULRV��LQFOXGLQJ�RFFXSDWLRQDO��UHVLGHQWLDO��LQGXV-
trial, institutional, environmental and bystander (exposure to off-target drift). 

/LNHO\�URXWHV�RI�H[SRVXUH�DUH�FKLHÀ\�LQKDODWLRQ�RI�DLU�FRQWDLQLQJ�GXVWV�DQG� 
YDSRUV��VNLQ�FRQWDFW�HLWKHU�ZLWK�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�VSLOOHG�RQ�VNLQ�RU�E\�FRQWDFW�ZLWK� 
treated foliage, soil or other surfaces (for example, carpets), and eating foods and 
GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV��'HSHQGLQJ�RQ�WKH�FKHPLFDO�DQG�SK\VLFDO� 
properties of the substance, a particular exposure might not be considered sig-
QL¿FDQW��)RU�H[DPSOH��D�JLYHQ�FKHPLFDO�PLJKW�QRW�EH�DEVRUEHG�E\�WKH�ERG\�ZKHQ� 
VSLOOHG�RQ�WKH�VNLQ��EHFDXVH�RI�D�ORZ�GHUPDO�DEVRUSWLRQ�UDWH��EXW�PD\�EH�DEVRUEHG� 

Risk assessment is a set of tools, 
not an end in itself. 

— Science and Judgment in Risk 
Assessment, National Academy 
of Sciences 
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Developing a Risk Characterization Document 

1. Outreach 

3. Managers and staff meet to 
discuss problem formulation 
of Risk Characterization 
Document (RCD) 

2. Gather and summarize 
available data 

5. DPR drafts risk assessment 
and exposure assessment 
to develop draft RCD 

6. DPR internal review of RCD 

7. External review of RCD 8. RCD finalized 
9. DPR develops risk 
management directive 

4. Public presentation of 
scoping conclusions 
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ZKHQ�SUHVHQW�LQ�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU��2Q�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��ZLWK�VRPH�FKHPLFDOV��VXFK�DV� 
WKRVH�WKDW�FDXVH�VLJQL¿FDQW�LUULWDWLQJ�HIIHFWV��IRU�H[DPSOH��H\H�RU�EUHDWKLQJ�LUULWD-
tion), and those with rapid entry into the body, exposure may be the driving factor 
in an exposure assessment. Exposure to a chemical, therefore, is not necessarily
V\QRQ\PRXV�ZLWK�KRZ�PXFK�FKHPLFDO�LV�DEVRUEHG�E\�ERG\�ÀXLGV�DQG�WLVVXHV� 

,Q�DOO�KHDOWK�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV��VFLHQWLVWV�PXVW�PDNH�DVVXPSWLRQV�WR�HVWLPDWH� 
human exposure to a chemical. To avoid underestimating human exposure to 
D�FKHPLFDO��VFLHQWLVWV�W\SLFDOO\�ORRN�DW�WKH�UDQJH�RI�SRVVLEOH�H[SRVXUHV��6RPH� 
individuals may have a high degree of contact for an extended time (for example, 
agricultural applicators). Other individuals may have a lower degree of contact for 
a shorter time (for example, people using home-and-garden products). 

RISK CHARACTERIZATION 

$�ULVN�FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ�SUHVHQWV�TXDOLWDWLYH�RU�TXDQWLWDWLYH�HVWLPDWHV�RI�WKH�OLNHOL-
hood that any of the hazards associated with the pesticide will occur in exposed 
people. It examines how well the data support conclusions about the nature and 
SUHVHQFH�RU�DEVHQFH�RI�ULVNV��DQG�GHVFULEHV�KRZ�WKH�ULVN�ZDV�DVVHVVHG�DQG�ZKHUH� 
assumptions and uncertainties exist. 

,Q�SUDFWLFH��HDFK�SDUW�RI�WKH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW²KD]DUG�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ��GRVH� 
UHVSRQVH�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�H[SRVXUH�DVVHVVPHQW²KDV�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�ULVN�DSSUDLVDO� 
GHVFULELQJ�NH\�¿QGLQJV��DVVXPSWLRQV��OLPLWDWLRQV�DQG�XQFHUWDLQWLHV��7KHVH�ULVN� 
DSSUDLVDOV�SURYLGH�WKH�EDVLV�IRU�DQ�LQWHJUDWLYH�ULVN�FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ�GRFXPHQW� 
�5&'���7KH�5&'�LQIRUPV�ULVN�PDQDJHUV�DQG�RWKHUV�DERXW�WKH�UDWLRQDOH�EHKLQG�WKH� 
VFLHQWLVWV¶�DSSURDFK�WR�WKH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW²ZK\�WKH�DVVHVVRUV�GLG�ZKDW�WKH\�GLG�WR� 
DVVHVV�WKH�ULVN� 

$OWKRXJK�VFLHQWLVWV�FDQ�HVWLPDWH�ULVNV�FDXVHG�E\�WR[LQV�LQ�DQLPDOV�H[SRVHG� 
experimentally or in humans who have unusual exposures, extrapolating these 
HVWLPDWHV�WR�WKRVH�H[SHFWHG�LQ�SHRSOH�XQGHU�D�ZLGH�UDQJH�RI�FRQGLWLRQV�LV�GLI¿-
FXOW�DQG�FRPSOH[��%\�WKHLU�QDWXUH��ULVN�HVWLPDWHV�UHO\�RQ�WKH�XQGHUO\LQJ�GDWD�DQG� 
assumptions and may not be completely accurate. Scientists seldom have enough 
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information on actual exposure and on how toxins harm human cells. The exposure 
assessment often draws its conclusions from multiple sources that include physical 
chemical properties, monitoring data and computer models. To convert results of 
animal experiments at high doses to human exposures at low doses, dose-response 
relationships often rely on assumptions about the effects of toxins on cells. 

:KHQ�GDWD�DUH�ODFNLQJ�RU�XQFHUWDLQ��ULVN�DVVHVVRUV�PXVW�XVH�D�FRPELQDWLRQ�RI� 
VFLHQWL¿F�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�WKHLU�EHVW�MXGJPHQW�WR�FKDUDFWHUL]H�ULVNV��5LVN�DQDO\VWV� 
JHQHUDOO\�PDNH�KHDOWK�SURWHFWLYH�DVVXPSWLRQV�WKDW�WHQG�WR�SUHYHQW�WKHP�IURP�XQGHU-
HVWLPDWLQJ�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�ULVN²WKDW�LV��WKH\�HUU�RQ�WKH�VLGH�RI�VDIHW\�WR�EHWWHU�SUHYHQW� 
harmful effects. 

After review by DPR scientists, draft RCDs undergo external peer review by 
scientists at OEHHA. DPR also sends each RCD to U.S. EPA for review and may 
FDOO�RQ�RWKHU�VFLHQWL¿F�H[SHUWV�IRU�H[WHUQDO�UHYLHZ��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��VWDWH�ODZ�UHTXLUHV� 
draft RCDs for pesticides that are potential toxic air contaminants to be evaluated by 
D�VFLHQWL¿F�UHYLHZ�SDQHO��3HHU�UHYLHZ�LV�LQWHQGHG�WR�XQFRYHU�DQ\�WHFKQLFDO�SUREOHPV� 
RU�XQUHVROYHG�LVVXHV�LQ�D�GUDIW�ZRUN�SURGXFW�WKURXJK�WKH�XVH�RI�LQGHSHQGHQW�H[SHUWV�� 
DPR scientists use the information provided by reviewers to revise the draft as nec-
HVVDU\�VR�WKH�¿QDO�ZRUN�SURGXFW�UHÀHFWV�VRXQG�VFLHQWL¿F�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�DQDO\VHV�� 
3HHU�UHYLHZ�LV�GHVLJQHG�WR�VWUHQJWKHQ�D�VFLHQWL¿F�ZRUN�SURGXFW�VR�WKDW�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�RU� 
SRVLWLRQ�WDNHQ�E\�'35��EDVHG�RQ�WKDW�SURGXFW��KDV�D�VRXQG��FUHGLEOH�EDVLV� 

OEHHA scientists perform 
external peer reviews on      

DPR's risk characterization 
documents. 
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[CHAPTER 6]
 

5LVN�0DQDJHPHQW

Closely related to risk assessment 

is risk management, the process 


by which the results of risk 

assessment are integrated with 


other information—such as 

political, social, economic, and 

engineering considerations—to
 

arrive at decisions about the need 

and methods for 

risk reduction.
 

— Science and Judgment in Risk 
Assessment, National Academy 

of Sciences 


 
5LVN�PDQDJHPHQW�UHGXFHV�DGYHUVH�ULVNV�E\�UHGXFLQJ�WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�RI�WKH�ULVN�RU� 

its effects. 

7KH�ULVN�EDVHG�DSSURDFK�WR�VDIHW\�LV�DSSOLHG�LQ�VXFK�GLYHUVH�DUHDV�DV�PDULQH� 
RSHUDWLRQV��EXLOGLQJ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�DQG�¿QDQFLQJ��DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�UHJXODWLRQ��6XF-
FHVVIXO�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�DSSOLHV�SUDFWLFDO��XVHIXO�VROXWLRQV�WR�GHDO�ZLWK�WKH�XQFHU-
WDLQW\�WKDW�FKDUDFWHUL]HV�ULVN�� 

%HFDXVH�RI�WKH�SURSHUWLHV�DQG�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�WKDW�PDNH�WKHP�HIIHFWLYH�IRU�WKHLU� 
LQWHQGHG�SXUSRVHV��SHVWLFLGHV�PD\�DOVR�SRVH�ULVNV�WR�SHRSOH�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�� 
0RVW�SHVWLFLGHV�UHTXLUH�XVH�FRQWUROV�WR�NHHS�H[SRVXUHV�EHORZ�XQVDIH�OHYHOV��,Q� 
HDFK�FDVH��WKH�VHOHFWHG�ULVN�UHGXFWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�SURYLGHV�WKH�EDVLV�IRU�VSHFL¿F�XVH� 
controls. These may include label restrictions, permit limits, application controls, 
buffer zones, and reentry and preharvest intervals. All registered pesticides are 
WKXV�UHVWULFWHG�LQ�WKDW�WKH\�FDQ�EH�XVHG�RQO\�IRU�VSHFL¿HG�SXUSRVHV�DQG�LQ�D�PDQQHU� 
VSHFL¿HG�RQ�WKH�ODEHO� 

ABOUT RISK MANAGEMENT 

)RU�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�3HVWLFLGH�5HJXODWLRQ��'35��ULVN�PDQDJHUV�WR�GHYHORS�OLPLWV� 
WKDW�DUH�DSSURSULDWH�DQG�HIIHFWLYH��WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�ULVN�DVVHVVRUV�PXVW�¿UVW�LGHQWLI\� 
WKH�W\SHV�RI�ULVNV�WR�EH�FRQWUROOHG��WKH�DFWLYLWLHV�IURP�ZKLFK�WKRVH�ULVNV�PD\�DULVH�� 
DQG�WKH�PHDQV�DYDLODEOH�WR�DVVHVV�WKH�H[WHQW�RI�WKH�ULVNV� 

5LVN�PDQDJHUV�DOVR�LGHQWLI\�WKH�PHDQV�DYDLODEOH�WR�PLWLJDWH�DQG�PLQLPL]H�WKH� 
ULVNV��7KDW�LV��ZKLOH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�SURYLGHV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�SRWHQWLDO�KHDOWK�ULVNV�� 
ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�LV�WKH�DFWLRQ�WDNHQ�EDVHG�RQ�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�WKDW�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG� 
RWKHU�GDWD��5LVN�PDQDJHUV�HYDOXDWH�DQG�VHOHFW�PLWLJDWLRQ�RSWLRQV��DQG�GHYHORS�HI-
fective measures to reduce potential unsafe pesticide levels in air, water, food or the 
ZRUNSODFH���See Chapter 5 for more information on risk assessment.) 

5LVN�PDQDJHPHQW�LV�GH¿QHG�E\�WKH�8�6��(QYLURQPHQWDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$JHQF\��8�6�� 
EPA) as the process of identifying, evaluating, selecting and carrying out actions to 
UHGXFH�ULVN�WR�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��$OWKRXJK�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�LV�SUH-
sented here as a series of sequential steps, the underlying process is interactive and 
G\QDPLF��,I�D�SHVWLFLGH¶V�XVH�LV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�DQ�XQDFFHSWDEOH�OHYHO�RI�ULVN��'35� 
ULVN�PDQDJHUV�ZLOO�FRQVLGHU�FRQWUROV�RQ�XVH�RU�RWKHU�UHJXODWRU\�RSWLRQV�WR�UHGXFH�WKH� 
ULVN�WR�DFFHSWDEOH�OHYHOV��7KH�SURFHVV�XVXDOO\�SURGXFHV�PDQ\�SRVVLEOH�DSSURDFKHV�WR� 
ULVN�UHGXFWLRQ��5HJXODWRUV�PXVW�GHYHORS�HDFK�DOWHUQDWLYH�DQG�FRPELQDWLRQ�RI�DOWHU-
QDWLYHV�LQ�HQRXJK�GHWDLO�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�WKH\�UHGXFH�ULVN�WR�DFFHSWDEOH�OHYHOV��7KH�JRDO� 
LV�WR�VHOHFW�D�ULVN�UHGXFWLRQ�VWUDWHJ\�RI�LQWHJUDWHG�PHDVXUHV�WKDW�DUH�VFLHQWL¿FDOO\� 
VRXQG�DQG�FRVW�HIIHFWLYH��DQG�WKDW�UHGXFH�RU�SUHYHQW�ULVNV�ZKLOH�WDNLQJ�LQWR�DFFRXQW� 
social, cultural, ethical, political and legal considerations. 

5LVN�DVVHVVPHQW�LV�FRQGXFWHG�ODUJHO\�E\�VWDII�IURP�WKH�+XPDQ�+HDOWK�$VVHVVPHQW� 
%UDQFK��ZKLOH�ULVN�PDQDJHUV�DUH�FRPSULVHG�E\�D�WHDP�RI�H[HFXWLYH�DQG�SURJUDP� 
managers. 

'LVFXVVLRQV�EHWZHHQ�ULVN�DVVHVVRUV�DQG�ULVN�PDQDJHUV�HDUO\�LQ�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW� 
can help focus the overall purpose, identify information gaps and establish expected 
ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�QHHGV��7KH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�LV�GHVLJQHG�DQG�SUHVHQWHG�LQ�D�ZD\� 
WKDW�DGGUHVVHV�WKH�QHHGV�RI�GHFLVLRQ�PDNHUV�ZKR�PXVW�GHFLGH�LI�D�SHVWLFLGH�FDQ�EH� 
XVHG�VDIHO\�DQG��LI�VR��ZKDW�WKH�XVH�OLPLWV�VKRXOG�EH��5LVN�DVVHVVRUV�VKRXOG�SUR-
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YLGH�ULVN�PDQDJHUV�ZLWK�UHDVRQDEOH�FRQFOXVLRQV�DERXW�ULVN�EDVHG�RQ�WKH�DYDLODEOH� 
LQIRUPDWLRQ��ZLWK�HYDOXDWLRQV�RI�WKH�VFLHQWL¿F�ZHLJKW�RI�HYLGHQFH�VXSSRUWLQJ�WKRVH� 
conclusions and descriptions of major sources of uncertainty and alternative views. 

7KH�EDVLF�VWHSV�LQ�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�LQFOXGH� 

•		 Deciding whether the proposed or current use of a pesticide results in an unac-
FHSWDEOH�ULVN²WKDW�LV��H[SRVXUHV�OLNHO\�WR�FDXVH�KDUP�WR�ZRUNHUV��WKH�SXEOLF�RU� 
the environment. 

•		 ,GHQWLI\LQJ�RSWLRQV�WR�PLQLPL]H�WKRVH�ULVNV�� 

•		 (YDOXDWLQJ�WKRVH�RSWLRQV�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�D�YDOXH�V\VWHP�WKDW�LQFOXGHV�VFLHQWL¿F�� 
social, legal and economic factors, as well as practicality and enforceability. 
Regulators may also review what other states and nations have done to evaluate 
similar measures. 

•		 Selecting an effective course of action to reduce or eliminate unacceptable health 
RU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�ULVNV� 

•		 Monitoring the mitigation measures after they are in place to ensure they are ef-
fective and adjusting them if necessary. 

IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF RISK MANAGEMENT 


OPTIONS
 

7KH�JRDO�RI�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�LV�WR�LGHQWLI\�D�UDQJH�RI�RSWLRQV�WKDW�FDQ�UHGXFH� 
H[SRVXUH�DQG�WR�DQDO\]H�WKHP�WR�GHWHUPLQH�LI�WKH\�DFKLHYH�DFFHSWDEOH�ULVN�VWDQGDUGV� 
IRU�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��7KH�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG�DQDO\VLV�PXVW�IRFXV� 
RQ�DQG�EH�UHVSRQVLYH�WR�WKH�QDWXUH�DQG�H[WHQW�RI�ULVN��LWV�VRXUFH�RU�VRXUFHV��DQG�WKH� 
DIIHFWHG�KXPDQ�SRSXODWLRQ�LGHQWL¿HG�LQ�WKH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�RU�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�SRWHQ-
tial effects to the environment. 

2IWHQ�WKH�FKRLFH�LV�QRW�EHWZHHQ�LQGLYLGXDO�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�RSWLRQV��EXW�IURP� 
YDULRXV�FRPELQDWLRQV�RI�RSWLRQV��7KHUH�PD\�EH�FRPSHWLQJ�ULVNV�ZLWKLQ�WKH�UDQJH�RI� 
SRVVLEOH�ULVN�PLWLJDWLRQ�DOWHUQDWLYHV��:KDW�PD\�EH�D�UHDVRQDEOH�VWUDWHJ\�WR�UHGXFH� 
ULVN�WR�DSSOLFDWRUV��IRU�H[DPSOH��PD\�SRVH�XQDFFHSWDEOH�ULVNV�WR�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�� 
7KXV��GHYHORSPHQW�RI�RSWLRQV�PXVW�SURYLGH�D�FOHDU�EDVLV�WR�HQVXUH�WKDW�DOO�ULVN�HOH-
ments are considered and are acceptable. 

7KH�UDQJH�RI�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�RSWLRQV�LV�FRQVWUDLQHG�E\�OHJDO�DQG�SUDFWLFDO�FRQ-
siderations. The options must be consistent with federal and state law and be legally 
enforceable. The available alternatives under these legal constraints can include de-
nial or cancellation of registration, or imposition of conditions and controls on use. 

7KH�SUDFWLFDOLW\�RI�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�RSWLRQV�LV�JXLGHG�E\�WKH�UHJXODWRUV¶�WKRURXJK� 
understanding of the use situations, use practices, application technology, extent 
of use, and California use conditions. This level of understanding is necessary for 
regulators to focus their development of options on those that are appropriate and 
can be achieved. For example, because application rates, frequency, equipment 
DQG�RWKHU�SUDFWLFHV�LQÀXHQFH�WKH�HIIHFWLYH�XVH�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH��PDQDJHPHQW�RSWLRQV� 
DUH�QHFHVVDULO\�OLPLWHG�WR�WKRVH�WKDW�GR�QRW�PDNH�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�LQHIIHFWLYH�IRU�LWV� 
intended use. Practicality in use is also considered. 

'35�GRHV�QRW�FRQGXFW�HFRQRPLF�DQDO\VHV�DV�SDUW�RI�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�GRHV� 
QRW�FRQVLGHU�HFRQRPLF�EHQH¿WV�LQ�PDNLQJ�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�GHFLVLRQV��(FRQRPLF�FRQVLG-
HUDWLRQV��KRZHYHU��FDQ�LQIRUP�DQ�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�DOWHUQDWLYH�ULVN�PLWLJDWLRQ�RSWLRQV�� 
,Q�GLVFXVVLQJ�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�DW�WKH�IHGHUDO�OHYHO��WKH�3UHVLGHQWLDO�&RQJUHVVLRQDO� 
&RPPLVVLRQ�RQ�5LVN�$VVHVVPHQW�DQG�5LVN�0DQDJHPHQW�VDLG�LQ�D������UHSRUW�� 
³&RQVLGHULQJ�LQFUHPHQWDO�FRVWV�DQG�EHQH¿WV�LQ�UHJXODWRU\�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�FDQ�KHOS� 
to clarify the tradeoffs and implications associated with alternative regulatory poli-
cies and help regulatory agencies to set priorities.” 

Risk management is the control of 

risk by eliminating or modifying 


the conditions that produce 

the risk. People practice risk 


management in all aspects of daily 

life, often without realizing it. 


The parent who stores medicines 

and household chemicals out 

of a child’s reach…The driver 

who fastens his seat belt… The 

gardener who puts on protective 


clothing before spraying pesticides 

is practicing risk management. ... 


(Continues on next page) 
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Government practices risk 
management by passing rules and 
regulations that specify procedures 
for controlling risks and penalties 
for disregard of the procedures. 

The risks that governments 
manage are those that affect 
WKH�SXEOLF�LQ�JHQHUDO�RU�VSHFL¿F� 

groups of people. 

— The Dose Makes the Poison: 
A Plain Language Guide 

to Toxicology, by M. Alice 
Ottoboni 

&RVW�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�DQDO\VLV�FDQ��DV�WKH�)UDPHZRUN�IRU�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�5LVN� 
0DQDJHPHQW�VWDWHV��³EH�XVHG�WR�KHOS�WR�FKRRVH�DPRQJ�RSWLRQV�WKDW�DUH�H[SHFWHG� 
WR�DWWDLQ�>WKH�VSHFL¿HG�KHDOWK�RU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�JRDO@�EXW�XVH�GLIIHUHQW�DSSURDFKHV�� 
generate different costs, and may have different probabilities of success.” 

Regulators must also consider if an alternative mitigation option may cause any 
DGYHUVH�HIIHFWV�DQG�GHFLGH�ZKDW�WKH�WUDGH�RIIV�DPRQJ�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�ULVNV�PD\�EH��)RU� 
H[DPSOH��UHTXLULQJ�D�SHVWLFLGH�EH�ZRUNHG�LQWR�WKH�VRLO�UHGXFHV�WKH�ULVN�RI�DLUERUQH� 
GULIW�EXW�PD\�DIIHFW�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU��,I�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�LV�FKHPLFDOO\�XQOLNHO\�WR�UHDFK� 
ground water, this trade-off may be worthwhile. 

6LPLODUO\��EDQQLQJ�D�SHVWLFLGH�EHFDXVH�LW�PLJKW�FDXVH�RQH�KHDOWK�ULVN�PD\�LQFUHDVH� 
WKH�XVH�RI�DQRWKHU�SHVWLFLGH�RU�VXEVWDQFH�NQRZQ�WR�FDXVH�DQRWKHU�KHDOWK�ULVN�RU�RWKHU� 
effects not well understood. 

To ensure that the various factors are considered, DPR management may also 
FRQVXOW�ZLWK�RXWVLGH�VWDNHKROGHUV��LQFOXGLQJ�IDUPZRUNHU�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV��HQYLURQ-
mental advocacy groups and the regulated industries (registrants, licensees and agri-
FXOWXUDO�LQWHUHVWV���,I�QHHGHG��'35�PD\�VFKHGXOH�ZRUNVKRSV�WR�JHW�SXEOLF�FRPPHQW� 
on the most feasible and effective approaches to mitigation. 

SELECTION OF A RISK MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 

5HJXODWRUV�PXVW�EDVH�WKHLU�GHFLVLRQV�RQ�WKH�EHVW�DYDLODEOH�VFLHQWL¿F��SUDFWLFDO� 
and other technical information. Since available information is usually incomplete, 
GHFLVLRQ�PDNHUV�RIWHQ�PXVW�UHO\�RQ� 

•		 Predictions about human hazards based on experiments in laboratory animals. 

•		 Predictions about how much exposure occurs in a lifetime based on few or no 
measurements of the actual levels of exposure in people (because most studies 
are done on laboratory animals). 

•		 Assumptions and models of exposure, exposure-response relationships, and 
estimates of the feasibility and effectiveness of different options. 

%HFDXVH�UHJXODWRUV�PXVW�PDNH�MXGJPHQWV�EDVHG�RQ�OLPLWHG�LQIRUPDWLRQ��LW�LV� 
FULWLFDO�WKH\�FRQVLGHU�DOO�UHOLDEOH�LQIRUPDWLRQ��5LVN�DVVHVVRUV�PXVW�SURYLGH�GHFL-
VLRQ�PDNHUV�ZLWK�WKH�EHVW�WHFKQLFDO�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DYDLODEOH�RU�UHDVRQDEO\�DWWDLQ-
able, including evaluations of the weight of the evidence that supports different 
DVVXPSWLRQV��XQFHUWDLQWLHV�DQG�FRQFOXVLRQV��5LVN�PDQDJHUV�DUH�FRQVWUDLQHG�E\�WKH� 
VFLHQWL¿F��OHJDO��VRFLDO��WHFKQRORJLFDO�DQG�EHKDYLRUDO�IDFWRUV�WKH\�PXVW�FRQVLGHU�� 
The process is necessarily subjective in that it requires value judgments on safety 
margins and the reasonableness of control measures. 

6HOHFWLQJ�D�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�VWUDWHJ\�UHTXLUHV�DQ�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�WKH�ULVN�DV-
sessment, mitigation approaches, California agriculture and the practical aspects 
of pesticide application. The selection is based largely on data suggesting the 
H[SHFWHG�ULVNV�ZLOO�EH�VXI¿FLHQWO\�UHGXFHG�DQG�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�ZLOO�UHPDLQ�HIIHFWLYH�� 
5LVN�PDQDJHUV�PXVW�DOVR�EH�DEOH�WR�GHFLGH�LI�WKH�VHOHFWHG�VWUDWHJ\�LV�SUDFWLFDEOH� 
from both a use pattern and a compliance and enforcement perspective. 

6HOHFWLQJ�PDQDJHPHQW�RSWLRQV��WKHUHIRUH��LV�FDVH�VSHFL¿F��,W�LV�D�VHDUFK�IRU�WKH� 
best combination of choices that reduce exposure below unsafe levels, are enforce-
DEOH�LQ�WKH�¿HOG��SUHVHUYH�DFFHSWDEOH�SURGXFW�HI¿FDF\��DQG�GR�QRW�UHVXOW�LQ�RWKHU�� 
XQDFFHSWDEOH�KHDOWK�RU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�ULVNV� 

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE STRATEGY 

7KH�VHOHFWHG�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�VWUDWHJ\�LV�DW�WKH�FRUH�RI�D�UHJXODWRU\�GHFLVLRQ��,W�LV� 
carried out as part of a decision to approve or deny a proposed registration, or to put 
into place greater controls on an already registered pesticide. 
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'35�ULVN�PDQDJHUV�FRQVLGHU�D�UDQJH�RI�GHFLVLRQ�RSWLRQV� 

Revised label language 

,I�WKH�SURGXFW�LV�QRW�\HW�UHJLVWHUHG��'35�PD\�ZRUN�ZLWK�D�UHJLVWUDQW�DQG�8�6�� 
EPA on amended label language to ensure that it meets California’s requirements. 
Under federal law, U.S. EPA has sole authority over label language and no state 
can require changes on pesticide labels. DPR can deny registration to a product 
unless the manufacturer obtains a U.S. EPA-approved label incorporating needed 
SURWHFWLRQV��$Q\�XVH�LQ�FRQÀLFW�ZLWK�WKH�ODEHO�LV�LOOHJDO�XQGHU�VWDWH�DQG�IHGHUDO�ODZ� 

If the product or products are already registered, DPR may request that regis-
WUDQWV�ZRUN�YROXQWDULO\�ZLWK�8�6��(3$�WR�UHYLVH�ODEHO�ODQJXDJH� 

California-restricted material 

'35�FDQ�DOVR�DGRSW�UHJXODWLRQV�PDNLQJ�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�D�&DOLIRUQLD�UHVWULFWHG� 
material. This limits the purchase and use of these pesticides to trained individuals 
DQG�RQO\�XQGHU�WLPH��DQG�SODFH�VSHFL¿F�SHUPLWV�LVVXHG�E\�FRXQW\�DJULFXOWXUDO�FRP-
missioners (CACs). DPR typically develops extra controls for restricted materials 
in the form of suggested permit conditions designed to be part of the permit. CACs 
XVH�WKLV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�WKHLU�NQRZOHGJH�RI�ORFDO�FRQGLWLRQV�WR�GHYHORS�FRQWUROV� 
suitable for each site at the time of application. 

Additional regulatory controls 

$QRWKHU�DOWHUQDWLYH�LV�IRU�'35�WR�DGRSW�UHJXODWLRQV�SODFLQJ�VSHFL¿F�FRQWUROV�RQ�D� 
pesticide that are more restrictive than those on the federal product label. Ex-
amples include longer preharvest and reentry intervals, reduced application rates 
and acreage, controls on timing and frequency of application, and limits on crops 
and other sites to be treated. Other controls include personal protective equipment, 
special licensing for applicators, and buffer zones to protect people or wildlife near 
WUHDWHG�¿HOGV�� 

,I�RFFXSDWLRQDO�H[SRVXUHV�ZLOO�OHDG�WR�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�UHJXODWLRQV��VWDWH�ODZ�UH-
TXLUHV�WKDW�'35�DQG�WKH�VWDWH�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVVPHQW� 
�2(++$��ZRUN�WRJHWKHU�WR�GHYHORS�WKH�UHJXODWLRQV��'35�PXVW�EDVH�LWV�UHJXODWLRQV� 
UHODWHG�WR�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV�RQ�2(++$¶V�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV��WKH�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW� 
GHFLVLRQ�DQG�VWUDWHJLHV�DUH�WKH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RI�'35�PDQDJHPHQW��:KHQ�WKH�ULVN� 
management decision is not related to occupational exposures, OEHHA is provid-
ed with the opportunity to provide input before the regulations are adopted. (This 
LV�VHSDUDWH�IURP�2(++$¶V�SHHU�UHYLHZV�RI�'35�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV��� 

Depending on the issue, DPR may also consult CACs, the Department of Indus-
trial Relations, Department of Food and Agriculture, Air Resources Board, State 
Water Resources Control Board and the University of California. 

Denial of registration or cancellation 

�,I�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�FDQQRW�UHGXFH�WKH�ULVN�VXI¿FLHQWO\��'35�FDQ�GHQ\�RU� 
cancel the registration of the pesticide product or products of concern. 

MONITORING AND EVALUATION OF RESULTS 

'HFLVLRQV�WR�UHJLVWHU�SHVWLFLGHV�RU�WR�DOORZ�FRQWLQXHG�XVH�DIWHU�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�UHÀHFW� 
WKH�VWDWH�RI�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�UHJXODWRU\�SUDFWLFHV�DW�WKH�WLPH�WKH�GHFLVLRQ�LV�PDGH�� 
Continuous evaluation by DPR plays an essential role in ensuring the continued 
safety of registered pesticides. (See Chapter 4 for more information on DPR’s 
mandate to conduct continuous evaluation.) 

3RVW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�GHYHORSPHQWV�LQ�VFLHQWL¿F�NQRZOHGJH�DQG�LQ�H[SHULHQFH�PD\� 
SRLQW�WR�D�QHHG�IRU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�LQ�DGGLWLRQ�WR�WKH�GDWD�RQ�ZKLFK�'35�EDVHG�LWV�ULVN� 

A sample pesticide label 
frequently used in training 

manuals. 

Historical pesticide label. 
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Several factors are weighed in 

DPR's risk-management process.
 

assessment, mitigation and registration decisions. Situations that may signal the 
need for a reassessment include: 

•		 1HZ�VFLHQWL¿F�NQRZOHGJH�RI�WR[LFRORJLFDO�HQGSRLQWV�RI�FRQFHUQ��RIWHQ�FRP-
bined with new investigative methods. 

•		 Adverse effects reporting, illness reporting and results from epidemiological, 
exposure monitoring or environmental studies. 

•		 Age of the supporting database. Over time, data requirements may have ex-
SDQGHG��TXDOLW\�DQG�VFLHQWL¿F�ULJRU�LQFUHDVHG�DQG�D�ZLGHU�UDQJH�RI�ULVNV�PXVW� 
be considered. DPR may place an active ingredient into formal reevaluation to 
require registrants to develop needed data. 

Post-registration monitoring may include: 

•		 Evaluation of compliance with regulations and other control measures put into 
place to reduce exposure. 

•		 Routine inspections and special studies (for example, monitoring environmental 
levels and effects), food residue surveys and illness surveillance. 

•		 'LVFXVVLRQV�ZLWK�VWDNHKROGHUV�RQ�REVHUYHG�HIIHFWV�DQG�SRWHQWLDO�SUREOHPV� 

Monitoring can encompass several pesticides or can be focused on a single one. 
It can be limited to certain areas or be statewide. It can apply to one environmental 
medium (for example, air) or several. It can target certain types of pesticides (for 
example, fumigants) or certain commodities or activities. 

Key questions to address when evaluating results include: 

•		 +DV�WKH�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�VWUDWHJ\�PLQLPL]HG�ULVN�HQRXJK�WR�EULQJ�H[SRVXUHV� 
below potentially harmful levels? 

•		 Are the assumptions, including those made about the environment, technology 
and resources, still valid? 

•		 ,V�WKH�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�VWUDWHJ\�FRPSDUDWLYHO\�HI¿FLHQW�DQG�FRVW�HIIHFWLYH" 

• 	 Can improvements be made and, if so, what might they be? 
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In 1906, Upton Sinclair’s novel The Jungle exposed conditions at Chicago  
PHDW�SDFNLQJ�SODQWV�DQG�WULJJHUHG�D�SXEOLF�UHYXOVLRQ�WKDW�SXVKHG�&RQJUHVV� 
into passing the Pure Food and Drug Act. It put the U.S. Bureau of Chemistry  
(later to become the U.S. Food and Drug Administration, FDA) in charge of  
protecting consumers against adulterated food and drugs.  

FOCUS ON PESTICIDE RESIDUES 

Residues of toxic pesticides on food were but one of many food safety con-
cerns beginning in the 1890s. It became a more frequent problem in the two  
decades that followed when farmers began using arsenic more often and in  
JUHDWHU�TXDQWLW\�WR�¿JKW�FRGOLQJ�PRWK��SRWDWR�EHHWOH��JUDVVKRSSHUV�DQG�RWKHU� 
pests. Federal authorities began a program to periodically examine fruit for  
pesticide residues, to educate farmers on the problem and to encourage them  
to not spray fruit excessively. Farmers also developed techniques to wipe or  
wash residues from their harvested crops. 

Between 1920 and 1925, there were a number of reported illnesses, and 
ZHOO�SXEOLFL]HG�VHL]XUHV�RI�IUXLW�ZLWK�KLJK�DUVHQLF�OHYHOV�E\�KHDOWK�RI¿FHUV�� 
'HVSLWH�WKHVH�LQFLGHQWV��VWDWH�DQG�IHGHUDO�RI¿FLDOV�FRQWLQXHG�WR�VWUHVV�IDUPHU� 
education and persuasion about potential problems of excessive pesticide use, 
rather than regulation. 

In Great Britain, government control was stricter. After a 1900 tragedy  
LQ�ZKLFK����SHRSOH�GLHG�DIWHU�GULQNLQJ�DUVHQLF�FRQWDPLQDWHG�EHHU��(QJODQG� 
imposed a limit on arsenic allowed in food, including fresh fruit. In 1925,  
English authorities began testing imports after a series of illnesses among  
British consumers of American-grown fruit. Finding arsenic residues above  
the allowable level, the British Health Ministry issued a warning not to eat  
imported apples. Sales of fruit grown in California plummeted. In response,  
California began analyzing small quantities of produce for pesticide residues  
LQ�������,Q�������WKH�8�6��%XUHDX�RI�&KHPLVWU\�VHW�WKH�¿UVW�IHGHUDO�OLPLWV� 
(called tolerances) on arsenic residues on apples and pears in interstate com-
merce and for export. A tolerance is the amount of pesticide that may safely  
remain in or on fresh produce at time of sale. 

CALIFORNIA’S FIRST LEGISLATION 

In response to Britain’s 1926 threat of an embargo, the California Legisla-
ture passed the Chemical Spray Residue Act (Statutes of 1927, Chapter 807)  
³WR�SUHYHQW�WKH�VHL]XUH�RI�&DOLIRUQLD�IUXLWV�DQG�YHJHWDEOHV�RQ�LQWHUVWDWH�DQG� 
IRUHLJQ�PDUNHWV�´�7KH�OHJLVODWLRQ�PDGH�LW�LOOHJDO�WR�SDFN��VKLS�RU�VHOO�IUXLWV� 
or vegetables with harmful pesticide residues. It gave the California Depart-
ment of Agriculture (CDA) the authority to seize fresh products which, in  
WKH�³MXGJPHQW´�RI�LQVSHFWRUV��³FDUU\�VSUD\�UHVLGXH�RU�RWKHU�DGGHG�GHOHWHULRXV� 
ingredients,” pending chemical analysis. If analysis showed illegal residues,  
shippers were allowed to try to wash off the residues. The new law also set  
residue tolerances identical to those set by the federal government. 

DPR scientists collect produce 
samples at a Southern California 

farmers market in 2013. 
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The spray residue program 

protects the health of consumers 


of fresh and dried fruits and 

vegetables through sampling 


and analyzing produce to make 

certain that it does not carry spray 

residue in excess of the tolerances 


permitted by law. 


— 1947 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

$�VHFRQG�ELOO�LQ�������WKH�&DOLIRUQLD�)UXLW�DQG�9HJHWDEOH�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�$FW� 
�&KDSWHU�������VHW�XS�D�IHH�EDVHG�SURJUDP�WR�DOORZ�IDUPHUV�WR�JHW�VWDWH�FHUWL¿FD-
tion that their crops were free of harmful residues. 

%\�������WKH�&DOLIRUQLD�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�$JULFXOWXUH��&'$��ZDV�WDNLQJ�������� 
VDPSOHV�D�\HDU�LQ�LWV�YROXQWDU\�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�SURJUDP���7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�SKDVHG� 
RXW�WKLV�VHUYLFH�E\�WKH�����V���,W�ZDV�DOVR�WDNLQJ�DERXW�������HQIRUFHPHQW� 
VDPSOHV�FKHFNLQJ�IRU�LOOHJDO�UHVLGXHV��)RU�HQIRUFHPHQW�PRQLWRULQJ��LQVSHFWRUV� 
PDGH�GDLO\�YLVLWV�WR�ZKROHVDOH�DQG�UHWDLO�PDUNHWV�LQ�/RV�$QJHOHV��6DQ�'LHJR�DQG� 
San Francisco. Laboratories in those cities analyzed the samples. When illegal 
residues were found, the produce was quarantined and growers instructed on 
how to remove residues with an acid wash. Growers whose crops repeatedly had 
UHVLGXHV�RYHU�DOORZDEOH�OHYHOV�IDFHG�KHIW\�¿QHV�DQG�HYHQ�MDLO�VHQWHQFHV�� 

,Q�������WKH�IHGHUDO�JRYHUQPHQW�VHW�WROHUDQFHV�IRU�UHVLGXHV�RI�ÀXRULQH�DQG� 
lead. California followed suit and expanded monitoring to test for these residues. 
With the introduction of many new synthetic organic pesticides in the late 1930s 
and 1940s, the residue program began to test for DDT and other compounds. In 
1949, the Spray Residue Act was amended to give the department authority to 
set pesticide residue tolerances. State laws passed in 1967 and 1983 reinforced 
California’s right to review federal tolerances—to adopt them or to set stricter 
tolerances. In 1996, the federal Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) preempted 
states from setting their own tolerances. 

By 1950, with increased use of the new synthetic chemicals, CDA found few 
UHVLGXHV�RI�DUVHQLF��OHDG�DQG�ÀXRULQH��''7�ZDV�WKH�PRVW�FRPPRQ�UHVLGXH�IRXQG�� 
Despite the wide variety of chemicals used, there were only four tolerances on 
WKH�ERRNV��DUVHQLF��OHDG��ÀXRULQH�DQG�''7��,Q�������WKH�)'$�LVVXHG�WROHUDQFHV� 
for 60 different pesticides on many crops. 

In 1953, the California Legislature amended the Spray Residue Act to cover 
JUDLQV�XVHG�WR�IHHG�OLYHVWRFN�RU�SRXOWU\��7KLV�ZDV�LQ�UHVSRQVH�WR�WKH�DJULFXOWXUH� 
GHSDUWPHQW¶V�FRQFHUQV�WKDW�LW�FRXOG�QRW�WDNH�OHJDO�DFWLRQ�LQ�FDVHV�ZKHUH�SHVWLFLGH� 
misuse contaminated anything other than fruits or vegetables. 

At the federal level, Congress amended the Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act  
(FDCA) in 1954 to prohibit registration of any food-use pesticide that left  
UHVLGXHV�XQOHVV�WKH�)'$�LVVXHG�D�WROHUDQFH�WKDW�VDQFWLRQHG�³VDIH´�UHVLGXH�OHYHOV�� 
In 1958, an amendment to FDCA, commonly referred to as the Delaney Clause,  
prohibited the use of any food additive shown to cause cancer in humans or ex-
perimental animals. Pesticide residue concentrations in processed foods at levels  
higher than those found in the raw agricultural commodity (e.g. whole tomatoes)  
were considered food additives and were thereby subject to the provisions of the  
Delaney Clause. However, pesticides that did not concentrate in processed foods  
were not considered additives and thus were not subject to the Delaney Clause.  
The 1996 passage of FQPA removed pesticide use from the Delaney Clause. 

INCREASING CONCERN PROMPTS EXPANDED PROGRAMS 

The 1980s saw a dramatic increase in public concern about pesticide residues in 
food, particularly fresh produce. In 1984, the Natural Resources Defense Council 
(NRDC) published a report, Pesticides in Food, What the Public Needs to Know. 
,WV�WKHPH�ZDV�OLNH�PDQ\�WR�IROORZ��WKDW�JRYHUQPHQW�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXH�PRQLWRULQJ� 
programs were not protecting public health. 

In 1985, the Commission on California State Government Organization and 
Economy (Little Hoover Commission) published a report, Control of Pesticide 
Residues in Food Products: A Review of the California Program of Pesticide 
Regulation��7KH�UHSRUW�FDOOHG�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�³D�OHDGHU� 
in the country and in many ways exemplary in comparison to other states” but 
QRQHWKHOHVV�QRWHG�³JUHDW�XQFHUWDLQWLHV´�LQ�SHVWLFLGH�VFLHQFH��7KH�UHSRUW�FULWLFL]HG� 
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the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) regulatory program  
IRU�IDLOLQJ�WR�IRFXV�RQ�³SHVWLFLGHV�RI�JUHDWHVW�FRQFHUQ´�DQG�FDOOHG�HQIRUFHPHQW� 
VDQFWLRQV�³FXPEHUVRPH��LQHIIHFWLYH�DQG�LQDGHTXDWH�´�7KH�UHSRUW�DOVR�PHQWLRQHG� 
WKDW�&')$�ODFNHG�³WKH�UHVLGXH�GDWD�QHFHVVDU\�IRU�HVWLPDWLQJ�ULVN��DQG��GHWHFWLRQ� 
methods for many pesticides.” The commission also faulted the Department of  
Health Services (DHS, later named the Department of Public Health) for failing  
to maintain an adequate program for pesticide testing of processed food. The  
FRPPLVVLRQ�GHVFULEHG�'+6¶V�PRQLWRULQJ�SURJUDP�DV�³VR�PLQLPDO�WKDW�LW�FRXOG� 
not be said to be ‘routine’” and recommended transferring responsibility for test-
ing produce destined for processing to CDFA. 

Potentially harmful pesticide residues in food received worldwide attention in  
July 1985 when widespread illnesses were reported by consumers of California-
grown watermelons. The fruit contained illegal residues of the pesticide aldicarb.  
This illegal application—a criminal act by a handful of growers—was cited in  
the years that followed as an example of the failure of the CDFA pesticide regu-
latory system. 

Federal agencies that monitor the food supply were not free from criticism.  
7KH�8�6��*HQHUDO�$FFRXQWLQJ�2I¿FH�WDUJHWHG�WKHP�LQ�WZR������UHSRUWV²3HVWL-
cides: Better Sampling and Enforcement Needed on Imported Food, and Pesti-
cides: Need to Enhance FDA’s Ability to Protect the Public from Illegal Resi-
dues. 

In 1987, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) issued a report that further  
reinforced public concerns about food safety. This report, Regulating Pesticide  
Residues in Food: The Delaney Paradox, examined the effect the Delaney clause  
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act had on regulation of pesticide  
residues in food by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). As  
part of its examination, the NAS committee developed theoretical estimates of  
ULVN�IURP�GLHWDU\�H[SRVXUH�WR����SRWHQWLDOO\�FDUFLQRJHQLF�SHVWLFLGHV�XVHG�RQ�IRRG� 
crops. (The Delaney Clause, added to law in the 1950s, banned additives in pro-
cessed foods that are found to induce cancer in humans or animals. The Delaney  
Clause was later repealed by FQPA.) 

,Q�������WKH�6WDWH�$VVHPEO\�2I¿FH�RI�5HVHDUFK�SXEOLVKHG�7KH�,QYLVLEOH�'LHW�� 
Gaps in California’s Pesticide Residue Detection Program, which was critical of  
both DHS and CDFA. And in March 1989, the NRDC issued the report, Intoler-
DEOH�5LVN��3HVWLFLGHV�LQ�2XU�&KLOGUHQ¶V�)RRG��,WV�FRQFOXVLRQ�WKDW�SUHVFKRROHUV� 
were exposed to dangerous levels of pesticides in both fresh and processed foods  
generated intense media attention and controversy. 

The NRDC report also contributed to passage of California’s Food Safety  
Act of 1989 (Chapter 1200 , AB 2161). The legislation declared that California  
³KDV�WKH�VDIHVW�IRRG�LQ�WKH�ZRUOG�DV�D�UHVXOW�RI�D�FRPELQDWLRQ�RI�IHGHUDO�DQG�VWDWH� 
programs of pesticide registration, pesticide use controls, licensing persons who  
recommend and use pesticides, and monitoring food for pesticide residues and  
RWKHU�FRQWDPLQDQWV�´�$W�WKH�VDPH�WLPH��WKH�ELOO�QRWHG�WKDW�³�U�HFHQW�HYHQWV�KDYH� 
heightened public awareness relative to food safety and led to a desire for ad-
ditional regulatory practices to advance California’s food safety protections even  
further.” The statute: 

•		 Required increased priority pesticide monitoring, focusing on pesticides of 
greatest health concern and dietary exposure, especially in children. 

•		 (VWDEOLVKHG�D�VFLHQWL¿F�DGYLVRU\�FRPPLWWHH�WR�UHYLHZ�UHVLGXH�DQDO\WLFDO�PHWK-
ods and a committee to fund research into alternative pest management prac-
tices. 

•		 5HTXLUHG�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�RQ�WKH�GLHWDU\�H[SRVXUH�WR�SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�ERWK�UDZ�DQG� 
processed foods. 

•		 Gave state pesticide regulators authority to call in acute toxicity studies where 

Illegal pesticide residues found 
on watermelons in 1985 helped 

spur reforms in the state's 
residue monitoring program. 
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There should be neither 
misunderstanding nor ill feeling 
if shippers everywhere met spray 
residue regulations, and it cannot 

be too strongly stated that it is 
economically entirely practicable 

to meet them. 

— 1938 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

QHHGHG�WR�VXSSRUW�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV� 

•		 Required DHS to start a processed food monitoring program. 

•		 Required private residue testing laboratories to be accredited and to send to the 
VWDWH�¿QGLQJV�RI�LOOHJDO�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV�LQ�WKH�FKDQQHOV�RI�WUDGH� 

•		 Gave the CDFA clear statutory authority to require full pesticide use report-
LQJ��7KH�GDWD�ZDV�WR�³EH�FRQVLGHUHG�LQ�VHWWLQJ�SULRULWLHV�IRU�IRRG�PRQLWRULQJ�� 
SHVWLFLGH�XVH�HQIRUFHPHQW��IDUP�ZRUN�VDIHW\�SURJUDPV��HQYLURQPHQWDO�PRQLWRU-
ing, pest control research, public health monitoring and research, and similar 
activities.” 

The legislation (AB 2161) also mandated that CDFA and DHS jointly review  
state and federal pesticide registration programs to determine if infants and chil-
dren were adequately protected from dietary pesticide residues.  The review was  
to consider an evaluation of federal registration being done by NAS. When NAS  
released its report in June 1993, the California Environmental Protection Agency  
(CalEPA) formed the Pesticide Exposure to Children Committee (PECC), with  
scientists representing the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR),  
'+6��WKH�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVVPHQW��&')$��8�6��(3$� 
and the University of California.  

,Q�D������UHSRUW�WR�WKH�/HJLVODWXUH��WKH�3(&&�FRQFOXGHG�WKDW�³WKH�FXUUHQW� 
California and federal pesticide regulatory systems adequately protect infants  
DQG�FKLOGUHQ�IURP�ULVNV�SRVHG�E\�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV�LQ�WKH�GLHW�´�7KH�FRPPLWWHH�� 
KRZHYHU��QRWHG�³SRWHQWLDO�DUHDV�IRU�LPSURYHPHQW�RI�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 
DQG�IRRG�VDIHW\�SURJUDPV�´�7KH�FRPPLWWHH�FDOOHG�RQ�'35�³LQ�LWV�UROH�DV�WKH�OHDG� 
DJHQF\�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWLRQ´�WR�FRQWLQXH�HIIRUWV�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�8�6��(3$�³WR� 
achieve greater harmony in pesticide regulatory programs.” The committee also  
PDGH�VHYHUDO�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�WR�LPSURYH�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV��PDQ\�RI�ZKLFK� 
have been carried out. For example, the committee recommended that DPR and  
8�6��(3$�DVVHVV�SHVWLFLGH�ULVN�QRW�RQO\�IURP�GLHWDU\�IRRG�EXW�DOVR�IURP�RWKHU� 
URXWHV�RI�H[SRVXUH��LQFOXGLQJ�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU�DQG�KRPH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH��7KLV�DS-
proach was adopted by the end of the 1990s. Improvements in laboratory analyti-
cal methods answered the committee’s recommendation that residue detection  
OLPLWV�EH�DW�OHYHOV�³SHUWLQHQW�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�´ 

CALIFORNIA’S RESIDUE MONITORING PROGRAM 

7KH�ÀXUU\�RI�LQWHUHVW�DQG�UHSRUWV�LQ�WKH�����V�VSDUNHG�PDQ\�UHVSRQVHV��,Q� 
1985, partly in response to the 1985 Little Hoover Commission report, the CDFA  
expanded the pesticide residue monitoring program. The Legislature added more  
than $2 million to the department’s budget to almost double the samples ana-
O\]HG�DQG�WR�FUHDWH�WKUHH�QHZ�PRQLWRULQJ�SURJUDPV�WR�VXSSOHPHQW�WKH�0DUNHW-
place Surveillance Program, which focused on retail channels of trade. The new  
programs, which began in 1987, were: 

•		 3UHKDUYHVW�VDPSOLQJ�RI�FURSV�LQ�WKH�¿HOG��GHVLJQHG�WR�GHWHFW�WKH�XVH�RI�LOOHJDO� 
pesticides before harvest. 

•		 Postharvest sampling of raw produce destined for processing (established and 
funded by Chapter 1285, Statutes of 1985, AB 1397). 

•		 3RVWKDUYHVW�VDPSOLQJ�RI�FRPPRGLWLHV�NQRZQ�WR�KDYH�EHHQ�WUHDWHG�ZLWK�SHVWL-
cides of health concern. This was called the Focused Monitoring Program and 
ODWHU�WKH�3ULRULW\�3HVWLFLGH�3URJUDP��7KH�JRDO�ZDV�WR�FROOHFW�GDWD�WR�KHOS�PDNH� 
PRUH�DFFXUDWH�DVVHVVPHQWV�RI�GLHWDU\�ULVN� 

:LWK�WKH�SDVVDJH�RI�WKH�)RRG�6DIHW\�$FW�LQ�������WKH�QXPEHU�RI�VDPSOHV�WDNHQ� 
in the four monitoring programs reached an annual high of more than 12,500 
samples in 1989. It remained high through the early 1990s before declining to 

A Guide to Pesticide Regulation 
60 | in California 



 

 
 
 

 

 
 

Chapter 7: Pesticide Residue Monitoring
 

about 8,000 samples a year in 2000 and about 3,400 samples a year in 2014.  
Although smaller than in past years, the California Pesticide Residue Monitor-
ing Program remains the most extensive state residue-monitoring program in the  
nation. DPR now contracts with the CDFA’s Center for Analytical Chemistry to  
analyze samples. 

During the 1990s, DPR improved its analytical capabilities. In 1988, residue  
program chemists were using multi-residue analytical methods (called screens)  
WKDW�FRXOG�GHWHFW�����SHVWLFLGH�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV��PHWDEROLWHV�DQG�EUHDNGRZQ� 
products. By 1991, that number had increased to more than 200. Today, CDFA's  
laboratories in Sacramento and Anaheim screen samples for more than 300 pesti-
FLGH�FRPSRXQGV�DQG�SHVWLFLGH�EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV��5HVXOWV�DUH�XVXDOO\�DYDLODEOH� 
within 24 hours. 

%XGJHWDU\�FXWEDFNV�LQ������DQG������SURPSWHG�'35�WR�¿UVW�FXW�EDFN�DQG� 
then end the preharvest and produce-destined-for-processing programs. They  
KDG�EHHQ�GHVLJQHG�WR�DGGUHVV�VSHFL¿F�FRQFHUQV�DQG�KDG�DFKLHYHG�PDQ\�RI�WKHLU� 
goals. DPR concluded that their cessation would not adversely affect food safety  
because both programs had shown consistently lower percentages of detectable  
UHVLGXHV�DQG�ORZHU�UDWHV�RI�YLRODWLRQV�WKDQ�LQ�WKH�EURDGHU�0DUNHWSODFH�6XUYHLO-
lance Program. 

In mid-2000, DPR combined the remaining two programs (Priority Pesticide  
DQG�0DUNHWSODFH�6XUYHLOODQFH��WR�LPSURYH�TXDOLW\�FRQWURO�RYHU�VDPSOLQJ�DQG� 
DQDO\VLV��&RPELQLQJ�WKH�WZR�SURJUDPV�UHVXOWHG�LQ�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�PRUH�GDWD�IRU�GL-
HWDU\�ULVN�DVVHVVRUV��8QGHU�WKH�HDUOLHU�3ULRULW\�3HVWLFLGH�3URJUDP��WKHUH�KDG�EHHQ� 
D�OLPLWHG�QXPEHU�RI�VDPSOHV�WDNHQ�RI�HDFK�FRPPRGLW\�DQG�HDFK�VDPSOH�ZDV� 
typically analyzed for a single pesticide from among a small group of chemicals  
XQGHU�UHJXODWRU\�VFUXWLQ\��,Q�FRQWUDVW��XQGHU�WKH�FRPELQHG�SURJUDP��'35�WDNHV�D� 
larger number of samples of each commodity and each is analyzed for multiple  
pesticides.  

$Q�DGGHG�EHQH¿W�LV�WKDW�DOO�UHVXOWV�DUH�HQIRUFHDEOH��%HFDXVH�WKH�IRFXV�RI�WKH� 
Priority Pesticide Program was data gathering, samples were typically not ana-
O\]HG�XQWLO�GD\V�RU�ZHHNV�DIWHU�WKH�VDPSOH�ZDV�FROOHFWHG��,I�LOOHJDO�UHVLGXHV�ZHUH� 
IRXQG��QR�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQ�FRXOG�EH�WDNHQ�EHFDXVH�RI�WKH�GLI¿FXOW\�RI�LQYHVWL-
gative follow-up.  

The combined program continues today as the California Pesticide Residue  
Monitoring Program. DPR samples individual lots of domestic and imported  
fresh produce (raw agricultural commodities) and analyzes them for pesticide  
residues. Sampling of processed food is the responsibility of the Department of  
Public Health (DPH) and the FDA. DPR collects samples from throughout the  
FKDQQHOV�RI�WUDGH²DW�SDFNLQJ�VLWHV��ZKROHVDOH�DQG�UHWDLO�PDUNHWV��DQG�IDUPHUV� 
PDUNHWV��'35�(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK�VFLHQWLVWV�FROOHFW�PRVW�VDPSOHV�DQG�FRXQW\� 
agricultural commissioners collect follow-up samples when investigating pos-
sible pesticide misuse.  

DPR samples commonly consumed commodities, with special emphasis on  
food consumed by infants and children and pesticides listed as causing cancer  
or reproductive toxicity. In addition, to ensure protection of all subpopulations, 
'35�VHOHFWV�FRPPRGLWLHV�DQG�VDPSOLQJ�ORFDWLRQV�WR�UHÀHFW�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�FRQ-
sumption patterns of different cultural, ethnic and socioeconomic groups. 

Residue monitoring is directed toward enforcement of U.S. EPA tolerances. If 
illegal residues are found (either above the tolerance or with no tolerance for that 
combination of commodity and pesticide), DPR immediately removes the illegal 
SURGXFH�IURP�VDOH��WKHQ�YHUL¿HV�WKDW�WKH�SURGXFH�LV�HLWKHU�GHVWUR\HG�RU�UHWXUQHG� 
to its source. In addition, if the owner of the commodity has similar produce 
IURP�WKH�VDPH�VRXUFH��'35�TXDUDQWLQHV�WKRVH�ORWV�XQWLO�WKH�ODERUDWRU\�YHUL¿HV�LW� 
is free from illegal residues. Further, DPR traces the distribution of the illegal 
produce by contacting distributors throughout California, imposing quarantines 

Enforcement work must be 

reasonable, avoiding hysteria, 


and simultaneously evaluate all 

factors .... With continuation 

of careful enforcement, the 


proportion of low-residue fruits 

and vegetables continues 


to be satisfactory.
 

— Dr. Alvin J. Cox, head of the 

department’s pesticide regulatory 


program, in a 1941 article for 
 
the American Journal of Public 


Health
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Pesticide residue monitoring 
One or more residues found; within allowable 
tolerances. 

No detectable pesticide residue. 

Pesticide residues found; no established tolerance. 

Pesticide residues found; in excess of established 
tolerances. 

55.8%39.8% 

3.1% 

1.2% 

2015 results 

DQG�FRQGXFWLQJ�H[WUD�VDPSOLQJ�DV�QHHGHG��'35�ZRUNV�ZLWK�)'$�DQG�IHGHUDO�,P-
migration and Customs Enforcement to identify and eliminate sources of illegal  
residues in imported produce. 

,I�LQYHVWLJDWRUV�¿QG�WKHUH�ZDV�LOOHJDO�SHVWLFLGH�XVH��YLRODWRUV�FDQ�EH�¿QHG��)RU� 
UHFXUULQJ�RU�HJUHJLRXV�YLRODWLRQV��'35�FDQ�LQYRNH�DGGLWLRQDO�VDQFWLRQV� 

DPR toxicologists review illegal residue detections to determine if adverse 
health effects can be expected by eating the tainted produce. Tolerances are set 
with a margin of safety so this seldom occurs. However, should it be necessary, 
'35�ZRUNV�ZLWK�'3+�WR�LVVXH�D�KHDOWK�DOHUW�WR�ZDUQ�FRQVXPHUV�ZKR�PD\�KDYH� 
purchased the produce. 

'35�ZRUNV�DFWLYHO\�ZLWK�SDUWQHUV��LQFOXGLQJ�)'$��WR�LGHQWLI\�DQG�HOLPLQDWH� 
sources of illegal residues. (See Coordination with Federal Agencies on Page 
63.) In addition, DPR collaborates with trade organizations and farmer-training 
projects, encouraging them to educate producers about pesticide residues in their 
commodities. 

Nonetheless, DPR’s sampling program is designed primarily to meet the goal  
RI�SUHYHQWLQJ�³SXEOLF�H[SRVXUH�WR�LOOHJDO�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV´��6WDWXWHV�RI������� 
Chapter 1375, SB 1889). For that reason, the data are not statistically represen-
tative of the residues typical for a particular pesticide, commodity or place of  
origin. Some sampling bias may be incurred by intentionally concentrating on  
such factors as commodity, place of origin with a history of violations, or large  
volume of production or import. In addition, the total number of samples of a  
given commodity analyzed for a particular pesticide each year may be insuf-
¿FLHQW�WR�GUDZ�VSHFL¿F�FRQFOXVLRQV�DERXW�RYHUDOO�UHVLGXHV�IRU�D�FRPPRGLW\�LQ� 
commerce. 

Under a statutory mandate (Statutes of 1986, Chapter 1375, SB 1889), DPR 
annually publishes a summary overview of the residue monitoring program in 
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the Pesticides in Fresh Produce report. The report and residue data are posted 
RQOLQH�DW��KWWS���ZZZ�FGSU�FD�JRY�GRFV�HQIRUFH�UHVLGXH�UVPRQPQX�KWP 

ANALYTICAL METHODS 

DPR’s samples are analyzed by the two laboratories of the CDFA Center for  
Analytical Chemistry located in Sacramento and Anaheim. Samples are analyzed  
as unwashed, whole (unpeeled), raw commodities as required by U.S. EPA regu-
lations. Between 1991 and 2011, the CDFA laboratories analyzed all samples  
using multi-residue screens that could detect more than 200 pesticide active  
LQJUHGLHQWV�DQG�EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV�DW�WKH�SDUWV�SHU�ELOOLRQ�OHYHO��,Q�DGGLWLRQ�� 
selected samples were analyzed for nonscreenable pesticides of enforcement  
concern, using analytical methods capable of detecting residues well below U.S.  
EPA tolerances. 

In 2012, the CDFA Center for Analytical Chemistry improved its capacity to  
detect pesticide residues. During that year, the CDFA laboratory in Sacramento  
UHSODFHG�WKH�³ROG´�PXOWL�UHVLGXH�VFUHHQV�ZLWK�WZR�QHZ�DQDO\WLFDO�WHFKQLTXHV�� 
/&�06�06��OLTXLG�FKURPDWRJUDSK\²WDQGHP�PDVV�VSHFWURPHWU\��DQG�*&�06� 
MS (gas chromatography—tandem mass spectrometry). These two techniques  
ZHUH�LPSOHPHQWHG�LQ�&')$¶V�$QDKHLP�ODERUDWRU\�LQ�������:LWK�/&�06�06�DQG� 
*&�06�06��&')$�FDQ�GHWHFW�PRUH�WKDQ�����SHVWLFLGH�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�DQG� 
EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV�DW�WKH�SDUWV�SHU�ELOOLRQ�OHYHO��7KH�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV�GH-
tected by these new analytical techniques include the residues detected using the  
³ROG´�VFUHHQV�DV�ZHOO�DV�UHVLGXHV�RI�PDQ\�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�UHJLVWHUHG�E\�8�6�� 
(3$�DQG�'35�LQ�WKH�����V�DQG�EH\RQG��7KH�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ�RI�/&�06�06�DQG� 
*&�06�06�LQFUHDVHG�WKH�RYHUDOO�SURSRUWLRQ�RI�'35�VDPSOHV�RQ�ZKLFK�SHVWLFLGH� 
residues are detected. Prior to 2012, CDFA detected pesticide residues in less  
than 40 percent of samples tested. In 2014, the proportion of DPR samples with  
detected pesticide residues was greater than 59 percent. 

COORDINATION WITH FEDERAL AGENCIES 

The effectiveness of DPR’s pesticide residue monitoring program is enhanced  
by collaboration with the FDA, which monitors raw and processed food nation-
wide. The two agencies share monitoring results and cooperate on investigations.  

In addition, DPR carries out the California portion of the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture (USDA) Pesticide Data Program (PDP). California is one of 12 
participating states. PDP is a national program that analyzes pesticide residues 
on agricultural commodities in the U.S. food supply, with an emphasis on those 
FRPPRGLWLHV�FRQVXPHG�E\�LQIDQWV�DQG�FKLOGUHQ��86'$�DOVR�DQDO\]HV�GULQNLQJ� 
water submitted by participating utilities. U.S. EPA uses the data to estimate 
dietary pesticide exposure. 

Because accurate dietary exposure assessment requires data on even minute  
traces of residues, multi-residue methods were enhanced to be sensitive to resi-
GXH�OHYHOV�RI�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�OHVV�WKDQ����SDUWV�SHU�ELOOLRQ��&DOLIRUQLD¶V�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ� 
LQ�3'3�KHOSHG�SURGXFH�VLJQL¿FDQW�LPSURYHPHQWV�WR�WKH�PXOWL�UHVLGXH�VFUHHQV� 
that can simultaneously detect many pesticides. 

A DPR scientist collects produce 
samples for residue testing from a 

grocery distribution center. 
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Many pesticides are toxic to 
human beings and practically 

all are capable of causing some 
type of damage or injury if 

improperly handled. 

— 1950 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

 

The mission of the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) is to protect human 
KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�IURP�ULVNV�SRVHG�E\�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�WR�SURPRWH�VDIHU� 
means of pest control. DPR programs are oriented to those goals through: 

•		 Evaluating the safety of pesticides before registration, sale, and use. 

•		 Monitoring places where pesticides are sold to remove unregistered products 
from the channels of trade. 

•		 Training of professional pesticide handlers and others who may be exposed to 
SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�WKH�ZRUNSODFH� 

•		 (QVXULQJ�WKDW�RQO\�VSHFLDOO\�WUDLQHG�DQG�FHUWL¿HG�ZRUNHUV�KDQGOH�WKH�PRVW�WR[LF� 
SHVWLFLGHV��UHVWULFWHG�PDWHULDOV��DQG�UHTXLULQJ�VLWH��DQG�WLPH�VSHFL¿F�SHUPLWV�IRU� 
use of these compounds. 

•		 0RQLWRULQJ�RI�DLU��ZDWHU��DQG�IUHVK�SURGXFH�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�WKHUH�DUH�UHVLGXHV�RI� 
concern. 

•		 0RQLWRULQJ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�H[SRVXUH�LQ�WKH�ZRUNSODFH�DQG�RWKHU�VHWWLQJV� 

•		 ,QYHVWLJDWLQJ�DQG�WUDFNLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�LOOQHVVHV�DQG�LQMXULHV� 

•		 Local enforcement to ensure laws and regulations are being obeyed. 

•		 Promoting adoption of pest management strategies that stress pest prevention 
DQG�WKH�XVH�RI�QRQFKHPLFDO�RU�OHDVW�WR[LF�PHWKRGV�LQ�IDUP�¿HOGV��KRPHV��SDUNV�� 
schools and child care centers. 

Many of these topics are discussed in other chapters. This chapter focuses on 
KHDOWK�DQG�VDIHW\�SURJUDPV�PDQDJHG�E\�'35¶V�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\��:+6�� 
Branch. 

DPR’S PIONEERING WORKER SAFETY PROGRAM 

Following the 1972 passage of Assembly Bill 246, which amended the Food and 
Agriculture Code, the state departments of Agriculture and Public Health established 
training requirements for pesticide handlers and set up a pesticide illness reporting 
DQG�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�V\VWHP��WKHQ�XQLTXH�LQ�WKH�QDWLRQ��&DOLIRUQLD�ZDV�DOVR�WKH�¿UVW�VWDWH� 
to establish a policy on the use of closed systems for mixing and loading highly 
toxic liquid pesticides. Closed systems are a preferable engineering alternative to 
personal protective equipment. 

Worker protection standard

 In 1992, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) issued a new 
IHGHUDO�:RUNHU�3URWHFWLRQ�6WDQGDUG��:36���ZKLFK�EHFDPH�¿QDO�LQ�������7KLV�IHGHUDO� 
UHJXODWLRQ�ZDV�GHVLJQHG�WR�UHGXFH�WKH�ULVN�RI�SHVWLFLGH�SRLVRQLQJV�DQG�LQMXULHV� 
DPRQJ�SHVWLFLGH�KDQGOHUV�DQG�RWKHU�DJULFXOWXUDO�ZRUNHUV�H[SRVHG�WR�SHVWLFLGHV��$O-
WKRXJK�WKH�IHGHUDO�VWDQGDUG�GUHZ�RQ�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�SURJUDP�DV�D�PRGHO�� 
there were differences between the two. In 1997, after DPR made conforming 
changes in its regulations, U.S. EPA approved the department’s request for equiva-
lency of California’s pesticide safety program. 
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In November 2015, the U.S. EPA published revisions to the 1992 version of the 
WPS. The new WPS requirements were implemented starting Jan. 2, 2017. DPR 
UHYLVHG�LWV�ZRUNHU�SURWHFWLRQ�UHJXODWLRQV�WR�FRQIRUP�WR�WKHVH�FKDQJHV�DQG�PDLQWDLQ� 
its pesticide safety program equivalency. 

In addition, DPR has several regulatory requirements stricter than those in the 
2015 federal WPS. For example, the federal WPS applies only to pesticide use in 
SURGXFWLRQ�DJULFXOWXUH��'35¶V�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�UHJXODWLRQV�DSSO\�WR�DOO�HPSOR\HHV� 
who handle pesticides and all employees exposed to pesticide residues. 

Hazard communication 

DPR requires employers to provide and maintain a mandated written hazard 
communication program for their employees and provide unimpeded access to 
pesticide use records and Safety Data Sheets (SDSs). In ongoing efforts to improve 
ZRUNHU�SURWHFWLRQ��'35�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�H[SHUWV�PHW�ZLWK�SXEOLF�LQWHUHVW�DQG�IDUP� 
labor groups; county agricultural commissioners (CACs); state and local pub-
OLF�KHDOWK�RI¿FLDOV��PLJUDQW�KHDOWK�FOLQLF�GLUHFWRUV��DQG�DJULFXOWXUDO�SURGXFWLRQ� 
UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�WR�LPSURYH�WKH�QRWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG�KD]DUG�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�UHJXODWLRQV�� 
Following up on the information gathered, DPR studied the effectiveness of warn-
LQJ�VLJQV�SRVWHG�DURXQG�WUHDWHG�¿HOGV�WKDW�WHOO�ZRUNHUV�DQG�RWKHUV�ZKHQ�LW�LV�VDIH� 
WR�UHHQWHU��'35�DOVR�VWXGLHG�KRZ�ZRUNHUV�UHFHLYHG�YHUEDO�QRWL¿FDWLRQ�RI�ZKHQ�D� 
¿HOG�ZDV�VFKHGXOHG�WR�EH�WUHDWHG��LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�WKH�KD]DUGV�RI�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK� 
pesticides, and about symptoms of illness. 

7KH�VWXGLHV�IRXQG�SUREOHPV�ZLWK�QRWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG�KD]DUG�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�UXOHV� 
WKDW�OHG�'35�WR�PDNH�FKDQJHV�LQ�WKH�UHJXODWLRQV��,Q�������'35�SXW�UHJXODWLRQV� 
into place to ensure employees get information about pesticides being used in the 
¿HOGV�ZKHUH�WKH\�ZRUN��EHIRUH�DQG�DIWHU�DQ�DSSOLFDWLRQ��7KH�FKDQJHV�ZHUH�DOVR� 
designed to strengthen safeguards already in place to prevent employees from 
HQWHULQJ�D�WUHDWHG�¿HOG�GXULQJ�D�UHVWULFWHG�HQWU\�LQWHUYDO��7KH�UXOHV�PDGH�VHYHUDO� 
changes, including: 

•		 Requiring pesticide applicators to notify the grower before and after a chemical 
is used, and re-notify if the scheduled application date changes. 

•		 Requiring the grower to manage his or her property as if the application could 
occur any time within a 24-hour window. 

•		 5HTXLULQJ�JURZHUV��DQG�DQ\�KLUHG�FRQWUDFWRU�QRWL¿HG�E\�WKH�JURZHU�RI�D� 
VFKHGXOHG�DSSOLFDWLRQ��WR�HQVXUH�SULRU�QRWL¿FDWLRQ�IRU�DQ\�HPSOR\HHV�ZKR�ZDON� 
ZLWKLQ�RQH�TXDUWHU�PLOH�RI�D�¿HOG�WR�EH�WUHDWHG� 

•		 5HTXLULQJ�JURZHUV�WR�QRWLI\�SHUVRQV�ZKR�WKH\�NQRZ�ZLOO�OLNHO\�HQWHU�D�¿HOG�WR� 
be treated (other than their employees or contractors) before and after an ap-
plication. 

•		 Requiring growers and labor contractors to provide uncomplicated directions 
WR�ZKHUH�HPSOR\HHV�FDQ�¿QG�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�WKH�SHVWLFLGHV�XVHG�ZKHUH�WKH\� 
ZRUN��DQG�WR�SURYLGH�XQLPSHGHG�DFFHVV�WR�WKHVH�UHFRUGV��$SSOLFDWLRQ�LQIRUPD-
tion is usually posted at a central location for a farming operation, not in the 
¿HOG�ZKHUH�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZDV�PDGH�� 

Training 

DPR requires training each year of employees who handle pesticides (for 
example: mixers, loaders, applicators, and application equipment mechanics). 
6WDUWLQJ�-DQ�����������'35�UHTXLUHG�DQQXDO�WUDLQLQJ�IRU�¿HOGZRUNHUV�ZKLFK�LV� 
a new requirement contained within the 2015 revision to the WPS. California 
UHJXODWLRQV�UHTXLUH�WKDW�SHVWLFLGH�KDQGOHU�DQG�¿HOGZRUNHU�WUDLQLQJ�LQFRUSRUDWH�WKH�
3HVWLFLGH�6DIHW\�,QIRUPDWLRQ�6HULHV��36,6��OHDÀHWV�SURGXFHG�E\�WKH�:+6�%UDQFK��
36,6�OHDÀHWV�DUH�DYDLODEOH�IRU�ZRUNHUV�LQ�ERWK�DJULFXOWXUDO�DQG�QRQDJULFXOWXUDO� 
VHWWLQJV��6XEMHFWV�LQFOXGH�KD]DUG�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ��ZRUNHU�ULJKWV���¿UVW�DLG��PHGLFDO����������� 

6LJQV�SRVWHG�LQ�¿HOGV�DOHUW� 
workers and others about 

pesticide applications. 
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Maintenance gardener  
FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�H[DP�LQ������ 

supervision, pesticide handler safety, pesticide storage and transport, protective 
equipment and engineering controls, minimal exposure pesticides, and respiratory
SURWHFWLRQ��7KH�OHDÀHWV�DUH�DYDLODEOH�RQ�'35¶V�ZHEVLWH�LQ�(QJOLVK��6SDQLVK�DQG� 
Punjabi. 

Personal protective equipment (PPE) 

In 2016, DPR revised the closed systems regulations to require a tiered mitiga-
WLRQ�VFKHPH�WR�HVWDEOLVK�VSHFL¿F�FORVHG�PL[LQJ�V\VWHP�DQG�33(�UHTXLUHPHQWV� 
EDVHG�RQ�WKH�+XPDQ�+D]DUG�DQG�3UHFDXWLRQDU\�6WDWHPHQWV�VSHFL¿HG�RQ�WKH�ODEHO�� 
3HVWLFLGHV�ZLWK�WKH�IROORZLQJ�3UHFDXWLRQDU\�6WDWHPHQWV�³)DWDO�LI�DEVRUEHG�WKURXJK� 
VNLQ�´�³0D\�EH�IDWDO�LI�DEVRUEHG�WKURXJK�VNLQ�´�³&RUURVLYH��FDXVHV�VNLQ�GDPDJH�´� 
or other comparable language are required to use one of two types of closed mix-
LQJ�V\VWHPV��&ORVHG�V\VWHPV�SODFH�WKH�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�RQ�HPSOR\HUV�WR�SURWHFW�ZRUN-
ers, which is more effective than requiring employees to wear protective clothing. 
Where PPE is required, DPR has a more extensive set of requirements than U.S. 
EPA. In addition, DPR has adopted a full respiratory protection program equiva-
OHQW�WR�&DO�26+$��DQG�IHGHUDO�26+$�� 

Restricted entry intervals 

DPR has established longer restricted-entry intervals (REIs) than U.S. EPA for 
���SHVWLFLGH�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV��5(,V�UHGXFH�SRWHQWLDO�ZRUNHU�H[SRVXUH�WR�SHVWLFLGH� 
residues by specifying the period following the application of a pesticide during 
ZKLFK�XQSURWHFWHG�ZRUNHUV�VKRXOG�QRW�HQWHU�D�¿HOG� 

Soil fumigants 

DPR has several rules related to soil fumigants. They are more restrictive than 
U.S. EPA’s soil fumigant rules, implemented in 2010, and include pesticide-specif-
ic buffer zones around application sites and reduced application rates. In addition, 
pest control businesses conducting fumigations in California must have a supervi-
VRU�ZLWK�D�VSHFLDO�¿HOG�IXPLJDWLRQ�OLFHQVH�IURP�'35� 

Outreach 

State law was amended in 2003 (Chapter 741, SB 1049) that required DPR to 
³FUHDWH�D�SURJUDP�WR�FRQGXFW�RXWUHDFK�DQG�HGXFDWLRQ�DFWLYLWLHV�IRU�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\� 
… and proper pesticide handling and use … (including) rights and procedures of 
ZRUNHUV�DQG�WKRVH�SRWHQWLDOO\�H[SRVHG�WR�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�KRZ�WR�¿OH�FRQ¿GHQWLDO� 
complaints.” In response, DPR assigned a bilingual specialist to coordinate out-
UHDFK�IRU�+LVSDQLF�ZRUNHUV��WKHLU�IDPLOLHV�DQG�WKHLU�FRPPXQLWLHV��7KLV�VSHFLDOLVW� 
ZRUNV�ZLWK�RWKHU�:+6��(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK��&$&��DQG�8�6��(3$�VWDII�WR�SURPRWH� 
SHVWLFLGH�VDIHW\�ZLWK�KHDOWK�DQG�VDIHW\�ZRUNJURXSV��7KH�VSHFLDOLVW�DOVR�FRQGXFWV� 
outreach at safety and health fairs, and through radio and television public service 
announcements. 

Medical supervision 

For more than 40 years, DPR has required employers to provide medical super-
YLVLRQ�IRU�DJULFXOWXUDO�HPSOR\HHV�ZKR�UHJXODUO\�KDQGOH�VSHFL¿F�RUJDQRSKRVSKDWH� 
and carbamate insecticides. Employers arrange with a physician to medically 
VXSHUYLVH�ZRUNHUV�ZKR�UHJXODUO\�KDQGOH�WKHVH�FKROLQHVWHUDVH�LQKLELWLQJ�SHVWL-
cides by monitoring their blood cholinesterase (ChE) levels. Cholinesterase is an 
enzyme that helps regulate nerve impulses. Overexposure to these compounds can 
inhibit ChE levels enough to induce serious illness and routine monitoring of ChE 
KDQGOHUV�DOORZV�SK\VLFLDQV�WR�GHWHFW�H[FHVVLYH�H[SRVXUH�EHIRUH�ZRUNHUV�EHFRPH� 
clinically ill. Physicians compare the blood test results with baseline measurements 
WDNHQ�EHIRUH�WKH�ZRUNHU�ZDV�H[SRVHG�WR�FKROLQHVWHUDVH�LQKLELWLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV��,I� 
H[FHVVLYH�H[SRVXUH�LV�GHWHFWHG��WKH�HPSOR\HU�PXVW�UHH[DPLQH�WKH�ZRUNSODFH�DQG� 
pesticide handling procedures. If the employee becomes ill or cholinesterase falls 
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EHORZ�VSHFL¿HG�OHYHOV��WKH�HPSOR\HH�PXVW�EH�UHPRYHG�IURP�IXUWKHU�H[SRVXUH�XQWLO� 
QHZ�EORRG�WHVWV�VKRZ�LW�LV�VDIH�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�FKROLQHVWHUDVH�LQKLELWLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV� 
again. Only one other state (Washington) requires regular testing of organophos-
phate and carbamate pesticide handlers to prevent illness. 

Legislation in 2010 (Chapter 369, AB 1963) required that laboratories doing 
EORRG�WHVWV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZRUNHU�H[SRVXUH�WR�FKROLQHVWHUDVH�LQKLELWLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�UH-
SRUW�WKH�UHVXOWV�HOHFWURQLFDOO\�WR�'35��7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�PDQDJHV�UHSRUWLQJ��NHHSV�D� 
GDWDEDVH�RI�WKH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DQG�VKDUHV�LW�ZLWK�WKH�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK� 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) and the Department of Public Health (DPH). 

COORDINATION WITH COUNTY AGRICULTURAL 


COMMISSIONERS
 

DPR manages the state’s occupational pesticide safety enforcement program 
ZLWK�¿HOG�HQIRUFHPHQW�FDUULHG�RXW�E\�VWDII�IURP�HDFK�&$&�RI¿FH��(QIRUFHPHQW� 
DQG�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�EUDQFKHV�SURYLGH�FRRUGLQDWLRQ��RYHUVLJKW��DQG�WHFK-
nical and legal support to CACs. 

:RUNLQJ�XQGHU�DQ�LQWHUDJHQF\�DJUHHPHQW�ZLWK�'35��&$&V�SHUIRUP�FHUWDLQ� 
pesticide enforcement activities. These range from investigations of pesticide-
UHODWHG�LOOQHVVHV�WR�FKHFNLQJ�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�SHVWLFLGH�VWRUDJH�UHFRUGV�RI�SHVW�FRQWURO� 
companies. 

(DFK�&$&�DOVR�PXVW�ZRUN�ZLWK�'35�WR�QHJRWLDWH�DQ�DQQXDO�SHVWLFLGH�HQIRUFH-
PHQW�ZRUN�SODQ�WKDW�JLYHV�KLJKHU�SULRULW\�WR�VXFK�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLYLWLHV�DV�ZRUNHU� 
protection inspections, illness investigations, applications of certain high-toxicity 
SHVWLFLGHV��DQG�DJULFXOWXUDO�DSSOLFDWLRQV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�QHDU�SDUNV�RU�VFKRROV��/RZHU� 
priority is given to routine inspections of growers or businesses with no recent vio-
lations. (For more information on enforcement and the role of CACs, see Chapter 
2���:KHQ�'35�DQG�&$&V�FROODERUDWH�RQ�GHYHORSLQJ�WKH�DQQXDO�HQIRUFHPHQW�ZRUN� 
plans, they review pesticide illness statistics to see where extra emphasis may be 
needed in education or enforcement. 

DPR provides technical support for CAC investigators. DPR scientists are 
VXEMHFW�PDWWHU�H[SHUWV�LQ�WKHLU�UHVSHFWLYH�¿HOGV�DQG�DUH�DYDLODEOH�WR�DVVLVW�WKH�&$&� 
investigators. WHS and Enforcement Branch scientists have developed training 
modules covering basic to advanced investigation procedures, and provide these 
trainings to CAC every two or three years, or upon request. Topics include health 
effects of pesticides, evidence collection (including collection of foliage, cloth-
ing or surface residue samples to document environmental exposure), interview 
techniques, and writing investigative reports. 

INVESTIGATING PESTICIDE EPISODES 

CACs, assisted by DPR, investigate pesticide-related episodes reported in their  
counties that result in harm to people or the environment. The primary objective  
of an investigation is to determine and document the circumstances of the epi-
sode, to identify continuing hazards or violations, and gather evidence to support  
regulatory changes or enforcement action. 

,QYHVWLJDWLRQV�DUH�FULWLFDO�WR�HYDOXDWLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�SDWWHUQV��HPHUJLQJ�ULVNV� 
and the effectiveness of the label directions, regulations, and regulatory policies 
and practices. Pesticide episodes investigated include: 

•		 Human health effects while handling pesticides, pest control aircraft accidents, 
H[SRVXUH�WR�UHVLGXHV�LQ�WUHDWHG�DUHDV��¿HOGV��RI¿FHV��KRPHV���DQG�H[SRVXUH�IURP� 
drift. 

•		 (FRQRPLF�ORVV�RU�GDPDJH�WR�SURSHUW\��HTXLSPHQW�RU�OLYHVWRFN��LQFOXGLQJ�EHHV�� 
UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�GULIW��DFFLGHQWV�RU�UHVLGXHV�WKDW�UHVXOW�LQ�WKH�LQDELOLW\�WR�PDUNHW�D� 

A farm labor contractor conducts 
worker safety training in Tulare 

County, 2015. 
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Cilantro tested for pesticide 
residue at the CDFA lab in 

Anaheim in 2015. 

crop or animal. 

•		 Environmental effects including contamination or damage to the environ-
PHQW��VXFK�DV�¿VK�RU�ZLOGOLIH�NLOOV��GRPHVWLF�DQLPDO�SRLVRQLQJV��ODNH��VWUHDP� 
or ground water contamination, or phytotoxic effects because of persistent 
residues in the soil. 

•		 Illegal residues on crops. 

Pesticide episodes come to the attention of the department and CACs in vari-
ous ways, including employee or public complaints, pesticide illness reports  
IURP�ORFDO�KHDOWK�RI¿FHUV��3RLVRQ�&RQWURO�&HQWHU�DQG�SK\VLFLDQ�UHSRUWV��DQG� 
news media stories. Information may also come from government agencies,  
pest control operators, growers and public interest groups. State and county  
surveillance and compliance monitoring can also bring problems to light. DPR  
routinely forwards pesticide-related episode reports it receives to the appropriate  
&$&�IRU�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ��'35�DQG�&$&V�WDNH�MRLQW�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ� 
of illegal pesticide residues on fresh produce. (See Chapter 7 for information on  
DPR’s residue monitoring program.) 

7KH�FRPPLVVLRQHU¶V�RI¿FH�LQ�WKH�FRXQW\�ZKHUH�WKH�HSLVRGH�RFFXUUHG�LV�WKH� 
OHDG�LQYHVWLJDWLYH�DJHQF\��&$&�VWDII�ZRUN�LQ�FRQVXOWDWLRQ�ZLWK�DQ�HQYLURQPHQWDO� 
scientist in DPR’s Pesticide Enforcement Branch, who can in turn draw on the 
expertise of other branches in the department. For example, scientists from the 
WHS and Human Health Assessment branches can provide support for illness 
episodes. Environmental Monitoring scientists may assist when incidents involve 
environmental effects and the Pesticide Registration Branch can provide experts 
LQ�SODQW�SK\VLRORJ\�DQG�FKHPLVWU\�ZKHQ�SHVWLFLGHV�DGYHUVHO\�DIIHFW�FURSV��¿VK� 
and wildlife. In some incidents involving human illness or injury, WHS and 
(QIRUFHPHQW�VWDII�SDUWLFLSDWHV�GLUHFWO\�LQ�WKH�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ��'35�DOVR�ZRUNV� 
with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife on wildlife investigations 
and with the U.S. EPA on episodes that cross jurisdictional boundaries between 
states, or between California and tribal lands or Mexico. 

&$&�LQYHVWLJDWRUV�WU\�WR�ORFDWH�DQG�LQWHUYLHZ�HYHU\RQH�ZLWK�NQRZOHGJH�RI�WKH� 
incident, collect samples appropriate and according to the investigative plan, and  
UHYLHZ�UHOHYDQW�UHFRUGV��:KHQ�DSSURSULDWH��WKH\�DVN�IRU�DXWKRUL]DWLRQ�IURP�WKH� 
affected people to get relevant portions of their medical records to include with  
the investigative reports. 

Investigative samples can provide physical evidence to prove violations of 
pesticide laws, to assess the nature and degree of exposure, or to guide DPR 
development of mitigation strategies to prevent future episodes. Depending on 
the episode, investigative samples may include: 

•		 Commodity samples to determine the presence and amount of pesticide residue. 

•		 Foliage to determine the amount of residual pesticides on leaves. 

•		 Material wiped from surfaces to detect contamination or drift onto cars, win-
dows and similar surfaces. 

•		 Air, water or soil. 

•		 &ORWKLQJ�ZRUQ�E\�DIIHFWHG�ZRUNHUV� 

•		 'HDG�EHHV��DQLPDOV��ELUGV�RU�¿VK� 

•		 Pesticide mixtures in application equipment. 

DPR contracts with the California Department of Food and Agriculture Center 
for Analytical Chemistry to analyze samples. 

When their investigations are complete, CACs send reports to DPR describ-
LQJ�WKHLU�¿QGLQJV��7KHVH�UHSRUWV�GHVFULEH�WKH�FLUFXPVWDQFHV�WKDW�PD\�KDYH�OHG�WR� 
incident and the effects on any exposed individuals. In their role as enforcement  
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DJHQWV��&$&V�DOVR�¿QG�RXW�ZKHWKHU�SHVWLFLGH�XVHUV�FRPSOLHG�ZLWK�VDIHW\�UHTXLUH-
PHQWV��7KH�&$&�PD\�¿OH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQV�RU�DVN�ORFDO�SURVHFXWRUV�WR�GR�VR�� 
'35�DWWRUQH\V�PRQLWRU�DQG�PD\�KHOS�GHYHORS�FDVH�¿OHV��'35�PD\�SURVHFXWH� 
administrative cases or serve on prosecution teams with county district attorneys  
RU�WKH�&DOLIRUQLD�$WWRUQH\�*HQHUDO¶V�2I¿FH���For information on the types of en-
forcement actions, see Chapter 2.) On request, DPR scientists will provide guid-
ance to the CAC during an investigation or administrative civil penalty hearing. 

DPR uses investigative reports to evaluate pesticide use patterns and trends,  
and to identify broader statewide or national issues. Complete, well-documented  
LQYHVWLJDWLRQV�HVWDEOLVK�WKH�EDVLV�IRU�WDNLQJ�DSSURSULDWH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQV�DQG� 
for determining whether an episode was pesticide-related and, if so, what the  
circumstances and effects were. Considering investigative and other data, DPR  
may adjust the restricted entry interval following pesticide application, specify  
buffer zones or other application conditions, or require pesticide handlers to use  
protective equipment that meets certain standards. Since many incidents result  
from illegal practices, investigations direct the attention of state and county  
enforcement staff to the reasons for noncompliance. Sometimes, no violation is  
found and changes to pesticide labels provide the most suitable mitigation mea-
sure. Since the U.S. EPA has exclusive authority to require label changes, DPR  
cooperates with U.S. EPA to revise instructions for pesticide users throughout  
WKH�FRXQWU\�RU��DOWHUQDWLYHO\��IRU�D�&DOLIRUQLD�VSHFL¿F�ODEHO��,I�DQ�LQFLGHQW�UHVXOWV� 
IURP�LOOHJDO�SUDFWLFHV��'35�RU�&$&�VWDII�FDQ�WDNH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DFWLRQ�WR�GHWHU� 
future incidents. 

U.S. EPA PRIORITY EPISODES 

&HUWDLQ�HSLVRGHV�DUH�FRQVLGHUHG�³SULRULW\´�LQYHVWLJDWLRQV�DQG�WULJJHU�VSHFLDO� 
handling under a cooperative agreement between DPR, CACs and U.S. EPA.  
7KH�DJUHHPHQW�VHWV�FULWHULD�WKDW�GH¿QH�D�SULRULW\�HSLVRGH�DQG�HVWDEOLVKHV�UHSRUW-
ing requirements and timeframes for the submission of investigation reports on  
these episodes. Criteria triggering priority investigation status include episodes  
involving death, serious illness or injury requiring in-patient hospitalization, or  
LOOQHVV�WR�¿YH�RU�PRUH�SHUVRQV��DLUFUDIW�DFFLGHQWV��VLJQL¿FDQW�HQYLURQPHQWDO�FRQ-
WDPLQDWLRQ��SURSHUW\�ORVV��¿VK�DQG�ZLOGOLIH�NLOOV��RU�HSLVRGHV�RFFXUULQJ�DW�RU�QHDU� 
California’s state, tribal or international borders. 

Counties must report these episodes to DPR immediately. DPR in turn reports 
priority episodes to U.S. EPA, DPH, Department of Industrial Relations (DIR), 
WKH�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVVPHQW��2(++$��DQG�RWKHU� 
affected government agencies. Cooperating agencies with relevant expertise may 
become involved in a priority episode investigation. 

PESTICIDE ILLNESS SURVEILLANCE PROGRAM 

Most pesticides are toxic to certain life forms by design. Pesticides also have  
the potential to cause adverse health effects on humans and other non-target spe-
cies. Health effects may result from intentional misuse, unintentional exposures  
or use according to the product label. Pesticide handlers in the agricultural, retail  
IRRG�DQG�VHUYLFH�LQGXVWULHV�DUH�PRVW�OLNHO\�WR�IDFH�H[SRVXUH�WR�SHVWLFLGHV�JLYHQ� 
the nature of their frequent contact with pesticides, including sanitizers. However,  
people can be exposed to pesticides in water, soil and air because of misuse or  
GULIW�IURP�VSUD\HG�DUHDV��ZKHWKHU�IURP�DJULFXOWXUDO�¿HOGV�RU�LQ�RI¿FH�ZRUNSODFH� 
settings. People may also face exposure from home-use pesticides or residues in  
IRRG�RU�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU�� 

Scientists from DPR’s Pesticide Illness Surveillance Program (PISP) evaluate 
information gathered by CACs during their illness investigations to determine 
WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�V��FDXVHG�WKH�UHVXOWLQJ�V\PSWRPV��&DOLIRUQLD�KDV�WKH� 

A page from 2013's PISP 
report. California has the 

nation’s longest-standing and 
comprehensive program to 

investigate, track and evaluate 
pesticide illnesses. 
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Adequate analytical technique is 
essential … in securing accurate 

information on dosages, dilutions, 
and applications of the chemicals 

and in following the fate of 
chemicals in mixtures and as 
residues on treated plants. … 

— 1945 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

QDWLRQ¶V�ORQJHVW�VWDQGLQJ�DQG�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�SURJUDP�WR�LQYHVWLJDWH��WUDFN�DQG� 
evaluate pesticide illnesses. 

DPR collects information on adverse effects resulting from any component of 
a pesticide product, including the active ingredients, inert ingredients, impurities 
DQG�EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV��+HDOWK�HIIHFWV�HYDOXDWHG�LQFOXGH�QRW�RQO\�FODVVLF�WR[LF� 
effects but also illnesses that occur when products act as irritants or allergens, 
PDNH�SHRSOH�LOO�ZLWK�WKHLU�RGRU��RU�FDXVH�¿UHV�RU�H[SORVLRQV� 

Illness episodes may be use-related or not use-related, and occupational or non-
occupational. Use-related pesticide exposures result from pre-application (mix-
LQJ�ORDGLQJ���DSSOLFDWLRQ�DQG�SRVW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�DFWLYLWLHV��([DPSOHV�DUH�PL[LQJ�� 
loading and applying pesticides (including antimicrobials), operating equipment 
WR�PRYH�IXPLJDWHG�FRPPRGLWLHV��ZRUNHUV�H[SRVHG�WR�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXH�LQ�¿HOGV� 
DQG�RI¿FHV��H[SRVXUH�WR�SHVWLFLGH�GULIW��RU�FOHDQLQJ�VSUD\�HTXLSPHQW�� 

2FFXSDWLRQDO��XVH�UHODWHG�HSLVRGHV�DIIHFW�SHRSOH�ZKR�ZHUH�DW�ZRUN�ZKHQ�WKH\� 
ZHUH�H[SRVHG��7KH\�PD\�EH�SHVWLFLGH�KDQGOHUV��¿HOG�ZRUNHUV��RI¿FH�ZRUNHUV��RU� 
others exposed to residue or drift from a pesticide application. Non-occupational, 
use-related illnesses are those that affect bystanders, for example, residents of 
KRPHV�DIIHFWHG�E\�SHVWLFLGH�GULIW�IURP�QHDUE\�¿HOGV� 

1RQ�XVH�UHODWHG�H[SRVXUHV�RFFXUULQJ�DW�ZRUN�IDOO�XQGHU�WKH�MXULVGLFWLRQ�RI�WKH� 
Department of Industrial Relations (DIR). Non-use related exposures result from  
DFWLYLWLHV�LQFLGHQWDO�WR�RWKHU�WDVNV��VXFK�DV�����SHVWLFLGH�PDQXIDFWXULQJ��IRUPXODW-
LQJ�DQG�SDFNDJLQJ�����FRPPHUFLDO�WUDQVSRUW�DQG�VWRUDJH�����HPHUJHQF\�UHVSRQVH� 
WR�¿UHV�DQG�VSLOOV��RU����H[SRVXUH�DW�GLVSRVDO�VLWHV��$OWKRXJK�QRQ�XVH�UHODWHG�H[-
SRVXUHV�PD\�EH�RXWVLGH�'35�&$&�MXULVGLFWLRQ��LQYROYHPHQW�E\�WKH�FRPPLVVLRQHU� 
RU�'35�PD\�EH�UHTXHVWHG�EHFDXVH�RI�WKHLU�NQRZOHGJH�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH�WR[LFRORJ\�� 
effects and hazards. 

5HFRUGV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�UHODWHG�LOOQHVVHV�DQG�LQMXULHV�DPRQJ�&DOLIRUQLD�ZRUNHUV� 
have been maintained by various state agencies since the beginning of the 20th  
FHQWXU\��¿UVW�E\�',5�DQG�WKHQ�'3+��,Q�������WKH�/HJLVODWXUH�JDYH�WKH�'HSDUWPHQW� 
of Agriculture primary authority over the safety of pesticide use in the agricultural  
ZRUNSODFH��,Q�������WKH�UHJXODWLRQV�ZHUH�UHYLVHG�WR�FRYHU�RWKHU��QRQDJULFXOWXUDO� 
ZRUNSODFHV�ZKHUH�SHVWLFLGHV�DUH�XVHG��H[FHSW�IRU�H[FHSWLRQV�XQGHU�',5�MXULVGLF-
tion). In 1991, with the creation of CalEPA, authority for regulating pesticide use  
was moved to DPR. 

Since 1971 (Chapter 1415, Statutes of 1970), California law has required physi-
cians to report all pesticide-related illnesses or injury to the local health authority,  
usually a county department of health. The law applies to all types of pesticides  
(for example, insecticides, herbicides and disinfectants) and to any location (such  
DV�IDUP��KRPH�RU�RI¿FH���7KH�KHDOWK�RI¿FHU�PXVW�VHQG�FRSLHV�RI�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�LOO-
ness report to the county agricultural commissioner, OEHHA and DPR. Although  
DPR receives some illness reports from direct physician reporting, most come  
WKURXJK�WKH�ZRUNHUV¶�FRPSHQVDWLRQ�SURJUDP�RU�WKH�&DOLIRUQLD�3RLVRQ�&RQWURO� 
System (CPCS).  

In California, any employed person may visit a doctor and report that an illness  
or injury occurred on the job. DPR has a formal agreement (a Memorandum of  
Understanding) with DIR and DPH which allows WHS scientists to regularly  
UHYLHZ�ZRUNHUV¶�FRPSHQVDWLRQ�UHSRUWV�DQG�VHOHFW�IRU�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�E\�WKH�DJULFXO-
tural commissioners any report that mentions a pesticide or suggests a chemical  
OLNHO\�XVHG�DV�D�SHVWLFLGH�DV�D�SRVVLEOH�FDXVH�RI�LQMXU\��)URP������WKURXJK������� 
UHYLHZ�RI�ZRUNHUV¶�FRPSHQVDWLRQ�UHSRUWV�LGHQWL¿HG�PRVW�FDVHV�LQYHVWLJDWHG� 

In 1999, through a contract with DPR, the California Poison Control System  
began aiding in pesticide illness reporting by offering to report on behalf of physi-
cians who call CPCS for consultation on pesticide-related illness and injuries. Co-
RSHUDWLRQ�ZLWK�&3&6�LGHQWL¿HG�KXQGUHGV�RI�V\PSWRPDWLF�H[SRVXUHV²SULPDULO\� 

A Guide to Pesticide Regulation 
70 | in California 



 

 
 

 
 

 

Chapter 8: Protecting Workers and the Public
 

non-occupational—that otherwise would have escaped detection. The 2002 state 
budget crisis prevented continuation of the contract after federal funding ended.  
:KHQ�'35¶V�¿QDQFLDO�IRRWLQJ�LPSURYHG��WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�UHQHZHG�LWV�FRQWUDFW� 
ZLWK�&3&6�LQ�������'35�DOVR�FRQWLQXHV�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�2(++$�LQ�LWV�HIIRUWV�WR�QRW� 
only provide the healthcare community with information on pesticide safety but 
to also increase their awareness of pesticide illness reporting requirements.  

Information gathered through investigation can be used to detect whether  
SDUWLFXODU�SRSXODWLRQV�DUH�DW�JUHDWHU�ULVN�RU�ZKHWKHU�WKHUH�DUH�DFWLYLWLHV�DVVRFLDWHG� 
with overexposure that can be adjusted to prevent illness. Evaluation by PISP  
scientists can reveal a pattern of problems associated with a particular pesticide 
active ingredient or a product formulation. Investigation can discover whether a 
pesticide made someone ill despite use according to the pesticide label, whether it  
was because of a violation of label instructions, or whether the label instructions  
ZHUH�XQFOHDU��FRQIXVLQJ�RU�LQDFFXUDWH��7KLV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�FDQ�EH�XVHG�WR�¿QG�RXW� 
if the product was used inappropriately or whether changes are needed in label  
instructions, product design, or personal protective equipment to prevent more  
illnesses. 

As part of DPR’s program to continuously evaluate pesticides in use, scientists  
regularly consult the illness data to evaluate the effectiveness of DPR’s pesticide  
safety programs and assess the need for changes. (For more information on con-
tinuous evaluation, see Chapter 4.) New regulatory initiatives may spring from  
analysis of the cumulative database or in direct response to illness episodes. For 
H[DPSOH��'35�WUDFHG�D�VHULHV�RI�¿HOG�ZRUNHU�LOOQHVVHV�LQ�WKH�����V�WR�SURSDUJLWH� 
exposure. In response, DPR extended the restricted entry interval beyond what  
was on the U.S. EPA-approved product label. 

,Q�������D�VHULHV�RI�LOOQHVVHV�DPRQJ�YLQH\DUG�ZRUNHUV�SURPSWHG�DQ�LQ�GHSWK� 
¿HOG�VWXG\�E\�:+6�VFLHQWLVWV��7KH\�IRXQG�WKDW�LQ�ODWH�VXPPHU��UHVLGXHV�RI�WKH� 
insecticide methomyl dissipated slower than expected. This prompted DPR to 
adopt regulations extending the restricted-entry intervals from seven days to 21 
days after July 1 each year. 

,Q�������'35�UHFHLYHG�UHSRUWV�RI�WZR�ZRUNHUV�H[SRVHG�LQWHUPLWWHQWO\�WR�PHWK\O� 
bromide over several months as part of their job inspecting produce in a cold-
storage facility. The imported produce had been fumigated earlier at the Port of  
Los Angeles, as required by U.S. law. After this incident, DPR conducted air  
monitoring at produce storage facilities and in transport trailers and determined  
that methyl bromide can off-gas for several days after fumigation and build up to  
SRWHQWLDOO\�KDUPIXO�OHYHOV�LQ�VWRUDJH�RU�WUDQVSRUW��'35�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�8�6��'HSDUW-
ment of Agriculture, U.S. EPA, the Los Angeles CAC, cold storage operators, fu-
PLJDWRUV��&KLOHDQ�JUDSH�JURZHUV�DQG�LPSRUW�¿UPV�WR�GHYHORS�QHZ�ZRUN�SUDFWLFHV� 
WR�UHGXFH�SRVW�IXPLJDWLRQ�H[SRVXUH�DQG�SUHYHQW�ZRUNHU�LOOQHVV�� 

WHS has prepared annual summaries and analyses of reported pesticide ill-
nesses since 1973. Annual summaries since 1996 are posted on DPR’s website.  
In 2009, DPR launched a web-based search engine of the illness database. The  
California Pesticide Illness Query, or CalPIQ, includes illness and injury data  
VLQFH�������8VHUV�FDQ�VHHN�GDWD�EDVHG�RQ�FXVWRPL]HG�YDULDEOHV��LQFOXGLQJ�\HDU� 
and county where the incident occurred, whether the use was in agriculture or not, 
DQG�VSHFL¿F�SHVWLFLGH�E\�WR[LFLW\�FDWHJRU\��DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQW�RU�LQWHQGHG�XVH� 

WHS physicians and other staff are also available to consult with healthcare 
providers and local health authorities, often with active illness investigations. 
In addition, DPR staff is available to consult with the medical community about 
pesticide-related concerns. 

EXPOSURE MONITORING STUDIES 

For more than four decades, DPR scientists have conducted studies designed to 

DPR contracts with the 
California Poison Control System 
and uses data to track reported 

pesticide incidents or poisonings. 

California Department | 71
of Pesticide Regulation 



 

 

Chapter 8: Protecting Workers and the Public
 

DPR scientists study the 
movement of pesticides in the air 
during a drone demonstration in 

Arbuckle in 2016. 

LQFUHDVH�NQRZOHGJH�RI�KRZ�ZRUNHUV�DQG�RWKHUV�DUH�H[SRVHG�WR�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG��LQ� 
doing so, improve protective measures. 

The WHS exposure monitoring program designs and conducts studies to charac-
WHUL]H�KXPDQ�H[SRVXUH�WR�SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�WKH�ZRUNSODFH�DQG�HOVHZKHUH��HYDOXDWH�QHZ� 
application strategies (e.g. unmanned aerial vehicles); evaluate mitigation mea-
VXUHV��DQG�SURYLGH�GDWD�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV��see Chapter 5 for more information 
on exposure assessment) and regulatory purposes. These studies monitor various 
DFWLYLWLHV�VXFK�DV�PL[LQJ��ORDGLQJ�DQG�DSSO\LQJ�SHVWLFLGHV��ZRUNHU�UHHQWU\�LQWR� 
WUHDWHG�¿HOGV��DQG�IXPLJDWLRQV��VRLO�DQG�VWUXFWXUDO���,Q�HDFK�VLWXDWLRQ��WKH�JRDO�LV�WR�
LGHQWLI\�IDFWRUV�LQÀXHQFLQJ�WKH�GHJUHH�RI�H[SRVXUH��DV�ZHOO�DV�WR�PHDVXUH�H[SRVXUH� 

Exposure monitoring studies help WHS scientists evaluate the effectiveness of 
protective clothing and equipment (e.g. gloves and respirators), engineering con-
trols (e.g. closed mixing systems for preparing pesticides for application, enclosed 
FDEV���DQG�ZRUN�SUDFWLFHV�LQ�PLWLJDWLQJ�H[SRVXUHV�� 

Many methods are used to obtain data. For example, clothing worn by agri-
FXOWXUDO�ZRUNHUV�SHUIRUPLQJ�URXWLQH�WDVNV�LV�FROOHFWHG�DQG�DQDO\]HG�WR�GHWHUPLQH� 
residue levels and estimate the amount of dermal exposure. This information iden-
WL¿HV�IDFWRUV�DIIHFWLQJ�WUDQVIHU�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH�IURP�IROLDJH�WR�ZRUN�FORWKLQJ�RU�VNLQ�� 
In addition, urine and blood samples may be collected and analyzed for biologi-
cal indicators of exposure. Studies may compare the effect of various application 
PHWKRGV�RQ�ZRUNHU�H[SRVXUH��H�J���KHOLFRSWHU�YV��XQPDQQHG�DHULDO�YHKLFOHV���6WXG-
ies involving human subjects require formal protocols approved by an independent 
review board. 

DPR scientists also collect data on the amount of pesticide residue deposited on 
plants following various application methods and rates. These data allow scientists 
to characterize residue decay rates that may differ under varying environmental 
FRQGLWLRQV��7KLV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�PD\�EH�FULWLFDO�LQ�GHWHUPLQLQJ�SRWHQWLDO�ZRUNHU�H[SR-
sures and is used in developing mitigation measures. 

Besides evaluating the effectiveness of mitigation measures, exposure monitor-
ing studies may be used directly for regulatory purposes such as setting reentry 
intervals, determining needed protective gear, and developing safe handling prac-
tices. 

DPR scientists review pesticide exposure protocols for studies conducted in 
California that involve human subjects. As part of the Human Subjects Protocol 
5HYLHZ�SURFHVV��'35�VFLHQWLVWV�SURYLGH�IHHGEDFN�RQ�WKH�SURWRFRO�WR�WKH�VWXG\¶V� 
SULQFLSDO�LQYHVWLJDWRU�DQG�PDNH�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�WR�:+6�PDQDJHUV�ZKHWKHU�RU� 
QRW�WR�DSSURYH�WKH�SURWRFRO��3ULRU�WR�PDNLQJ�D�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQ�IRU�DSSURYDO��'35� 
VFLHQWLVWV�HQVXUH�WKH�SURWRFRO�PHHWV�'35¶V�VFLHQWL¿F�DQG�HWKLFDO�VWDQGDUGV��'35� 
scientists also travel to study sites to observe the study and ensure it is conducted 
according to the approved protocol. 

REDUCING PESTICIDE EXPOSURE 

DPR scientists develop mitigation (exposure reduction) measures when health 
ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�DQG�ULVN�PDQDJHUV�GHWHUPLQH�WKH�QHHG�WR�UHGXFH�WKH�ULVN�RI� 
SRWHQWLDO�H[SRVXUH��7KHVH�H[SRVXUHV�PD\�RFFXU�DW�KRPH�RU�LQ�WKH�ZRUNSODFH�IURP� 
direct contact or through air, water or food. WHS and Environmental Monitor-
LQJ�VFLHQWLVWV�UHYLHZ�DYDLODEOH�SHVWLFLGH�GDWD�WR�DVVHVV�SXEOLF�KHDOWK�DQG�ZRUNHU� 
LPSDFWV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�XVH��:+6�VFLHQWLVWV�PD\�DOVR�FRQGXFW�¿HOG�VWXGLHV�WR�PRQLWRU� 
SHVWLFLGH�H[SRVXUH�WR�ZRUNHUV�SHUIRUPLQJ�URXWLQH�WDVNV�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�H[WUD�SURWHF-
tive measures are needed. 

'35�EDVHV�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�RQ�VFLHQWL¿F�GDWD��¿HOG�LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ��HQIRUFH-
DELOLW\�DQG�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�JXLGDQFH���See Chapter 5 for information on exposure 
assessment and Chapter 6 for information on risk management.) DPR may put 
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mitigation measures into place as permit conditions—protective use practices a 
CAC may require before issuing a permit to use a restricted material. DPR may 
DOVR�SXW�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�LQWR�VWDWHZLGH�UHJXODWLRQV�RU�DVN�UHJLVWUDQWV�WR�UHYLVH� 
product labeling (U.S. EPA must approve label changes). If a product is not yet 
registered, DPR may place conditions on registration, such as restricting use to 
sites where there are no exposure concerns. 

Once mitigation measures are in place, WHS and Environmental Monitoring 
scientists coordinate implementation with other DPR branches, registrants, agri-
FXOWXUDO�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�DQG�RWKHU�VWDNHKROGHUV��:+6�DQG�(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK�VWDII� 
train CAC staff when new mitigation measures are introduced. WHS staff meets 
with growers and applicators to observe applications made using the mitigation 
PHDVXUHV��WR�GLVFXVV�DQ\�SUREOHPV�WKH�PHDVXUHV�PD\�FDXVH��DQG�WR�FKHFN�WKDW�WKH� 
PHDVXUHV�DUH�HIIHFWLYH��:+6�VWDII�DOVR�GHYHORSV�RXWUHDFK�PDWHULDOV�IRU�IDUPZRUN-
ers and pesticide applicators, and prepares health and safety recommendations for 
reevaluations managed by the Registration Branch. 

INDUSTRIAL HYGIENE 

WHS industrial hygienists evaluate pesticide products and labeling and recom-
mend control methods when needed to ensure protection for pesticide users and 
others who may be exposed. Their evaluation includes review of labels and hazard 
FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�OLWHUDWXUH��VXFK�DV�6DIHW\�'DWD�6KHHWV���DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZRUN�VLWH�HYDO-
uations and on-site monitoring. They provide recommendations on engineering 
and administrative controls, heat stress, personal protective equipment (PPE) and 
airborne monitoring methods. WHS industrial hygienists evaluate equipment and 
ZRUNSODFHV�DIWHU�DFFLGHQWV�LQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�VHWWLQJV�WR�KHOS�GLVFRYHU�KRZ�LQFLGHQWV� 
occurred and collaborate with other organizations to develop preventive measures. 
Industrial hygienists also provide PPE training to pesticide handlers and govern-
ment enforcement staff, and train emergency responders who deal with pesticide 
exposure events. 

Reports of injury or damage 
from agricultural chemicals in 

California are investigated, partly 
to determine if a violation was 
involved, but mainly to secure 
information that might suggest 
suitable precautions that would 

prevent similar accidents. 

— 1953 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 
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[CHAPTER 9]
 

Pesticide Use Reporting
 

California’s pesticide use 
reporting program is recognized 

as the most comprehensive in 
the world. In 1990, California 
EHFDPH�WKH�¿UVW�VWDWH�WR�UHTXLUH� 

full reporting of agricultural 
pesticide use in response to 

demands for more realistic and 
comprehensive pesticide use 
data. Under the program, all 

agricultural pesticide use must 
be reported monthly to county 

agricultural commissioners, who 
in turn, report the data to DPR. 

California has had limited pesticide use reporting since 1934. County agricultural  
commissioners (CACs) required agricultural pest control operators to send monthly  
reports. County requirements varied but many included a statement for each ap-
plication showing the grower’s name, location, treatment date, crop, acres or other  
units treated, target pest, type of pesticide used, and the strength and amount of the  
pesticide applied. Before 1954, only statistics on aerial pesticide applications were  
IRUZDUGHG�WR�WKH�VWDWH�IRU�WDEXODWLRQ��,Q�������VWDWH�UHJXODWRUV�DVNHG�IRU�UHSRUWV�RQ� 
ground application acreage but dropped requirements for detailed reporting of pesti-
cides used and commodities treated. 

In 1970, state regulations were amended to require that farmers report all appli-
cations of restricted pesticides and that pest control operators report all pesticides  
used, whether restricted or non-restricted. Production agricultural reports had to  
include the pesticide applied, amount applied, area treated, application method, date  
and location (section, township and range) of the application, and the crop treated.  
5HSRUWV�RI�RWKHU�NLQGV�RI�DSSOLFDWLRQV�PDGH�E\�SHVW�FRQWURO�RSHUDWRUV�LQFOXGHG�SHV-
ticide, total amount applied each month, county, site treated, and after 1978 the area  
RU�YROXPH�WUHDWHG��7KH�UHSRUWV�ZHUH�¿OHG�ZLWK�WKH�&$&��ZKR�IRUZDUGHG�WKH�GDWD�WR� 
the state where it was entered into a database and summarized in annual publica-
tions. 

The Food Safety Act of 1989 (Chapter 1200 , AB 2161) gave the Department 
of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) clear statutory authority to require full reporting of 
agricultural pesticide use. Full use reporting began in 1990. 

7KH�¿UVW�\HDUV�RI�IXOO�XVH�UHSRUWLQJ�QHDUO\�RYHUZKHOPHG�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�FDSDFLW\� 
to process data. Use reports were on paper and staff had to hand-enter data repre-
senting more than a million records each year. DPR began almost immediately to  
search for ways to automate reporting from pesticide users to CACs and, in turn,  
IURP�WKH�FRXQWLHV�WR�'35��+RZHYHU��LW�ZDV�GLI¿FXOW�WR�¿QG�DQ�DSSURDFK�WKDW�VXLWHG� 
the diversity of use reporting and differing budget resources among the counties.  
6WDUWLQJ�LQ�������YDULRXV�DXWRPDWHG�SURJUDPV�ZHUH�GHYHORSHG�DQG�PRGL¿HG�E\�'35� 
and the CACs. Meanwhile, technological progress and increasing use of the Internet  
by businesses fed expectations for more web-based functionality for pesticide use  
UHSRUWLQJ��,Q�WKH�ODWH�����V��WKH�FRXQWLHV�ZRUNHG�WRJHWKHU�WR�GHYHORS�D�QHZ�VWDQGDUG-
ized system, called CalAgPermits, which began operating in 2011. It helps CACs in  
issuing restricted materials permits and provides an automated platform for validat-
ing and relaying pesticide use reports electronically to DPR. It accepts pesticide use  
UHSRUWV�HOHFWURQLFDOO\�IURP�VXEVFULEHU�EDVHG�¿UPV�DQG�GLUHFWO\�YLD�WKH�ZHE�� 

HOW USE REPORTING WORKS 

California’s pesticide use reporting program is the most comprehensive of its 
NLQG��(DFK�\HDU��'35�FROOHFWV�DQG�SURFHVVHV�PRUH�WKDQ�����PLOOLRQ�UHFRUGV�RI�SHVWL-
cide applications, where each record represents one production agricultural applica-
WLRQ�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�RU�D�PRQWKO\�VXPPDU\�RI�RWKHU�NLQGV�RI�DSSOLFDWLRQV�� 
&DOLIRUQLD�ZDV�WKH�¿UVW�VWDWH�LQ�WKH�8�6��WR�UHTXLUH�IXOO�UHSRUWLQJ�RI�DOO�SHVWLFLGH�XVH� 
in agriculture. 

The reporting requirements apply to a range of uses partly due to the California 
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OHJDO�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH���See Page 77 for information on what constitutes 
agricultural use.) With implementation of full use reporting in 1990, the following 
pesticide uses are required to be reported to the CAC who, in turn, reports the data to 
DPR: 

• 3URGXFWLRQ�RI�DQ\�DJULFXOWXUDO�FRPPRGLW\�H[FHSW�OLYHVWRFN�

• Treatment of postharvest agricultural commodities.

• /DQGVFDSH�PDLQWHQDQFH�LQ�SDUNV��JROI�FRXUVHV��FHPHWHULHV��DQG�VLPLODU�VLWHV�GH-
¿QHG�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�FRGH�DV�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�

• Roadside and railroad rights-of-way.

• 3RXOWU\�DQG�¿VK�SURGXFWLRQ�

• Application of a restricted material.

• Application of a pesticide listed in regulation as having the potential to pollute
ground water when used outdoors in industrial and institutional settings.

• Application by licensed pest control operators, which includes agricultural and
structural applicators and professional landscape gardeners.

The primary exceptions to the use reporting requirements are consumer home-
and-garden uses and most industrial and institutional uses, including schools and  
childcare facilities. 

Herbicide application along a
right-of-way in Glenn County. 

Operator and site identification codes 

$Q�2SHUDWRU�,GHQWL¿FDWLRQ�1XPEHU��2,1���VRPHWLPHV�FDOOHG�D�³JURZHU�,'�´�LV� 
issued by CACs to property operators. The number is needed to report pesticide use 
and to buy agricultural- or restricted-use pesticides. Pest control professionals use 
the number obtained by the property operator so they do not have to get operator ID 
numbers. 

$�VLWH�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�FRGH�PXVW�EH�DVVLJQHG�IRU�HDFK�ORFDWLRQ�RU�¿HOG�ZKHUH�SHVWL-
cides will be used for production of an agricultural commodity. This alphanumeric  
code is also recorded on any restricted material permit the grower gets for the loca-
tion. 

What must be reported 

Reports of pesticides not used in production agriculture are reported in monthly  
summaries that include pesticide product name and manufacturer, the product reg-
LVWUDWLRQ�QXPEHU��DPRXQW�XVHG��QXPEHU�RI�DSSOLFDWLRQV��WKH�NLQG�RI�VLWH�WUHDWHG��IRU� 
example, roadside, structure), the month of application, county, and the OIN or pest  
control license number. 

Agricultural pesticide use reports also must be sent monthly to the CAC. They are  
more detailed and include: 

• Date and time of application.

• *HRJUDSKLF�ORFDWLRQ�LQFOXGLQJ�WKH�VHFWLRQ��WRZQVKLS��UDQJH��DQG�EDVH�OLQH�PHULG-
ian.

• 2SHUDWRU�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�QXPEHU�

• Operator name and address.

• )LHOG�ORFDWLRQ�DQG�VLWH�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�QXPEHU�

• Commodity, crop or site treated.

• Acres or units planted and treated.

• Whether the application was by air, ground or other means.
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• )RU�¿HOG�IXPLJDWLRQV�LQ�R]RQH�QRQDWWDLQPHQW�DUHDV��PRUH�GHWDLOV�RQ�IXPLJDWLRQ�
PHWKRG��IRU�H[DPSOH��VKDOORZ�VKDQN�LQMHFWLRQ�ZLWK�D�WDUS���7KLV�LV�WR�DOORZ�WKH�
department to estimate pesticide VOC emissions. (See Chapter 12 for more infor-
mation on the VOC reduction program.)

• Amount of product applied with its name and U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (U.S. EPA) registration number or, if the product was an adjuvant, its
California registration number. (The U.S. EPA does not require registration of
adjuvants.)

DPR collects use-reporting data 
for schools throughout the state. 

School pesticide use reports 

Since 2002, DPR has collected use information from businesses that apply pesti-
cides at California public K-12 schools and licensed childcare centers (school sites).   
The Healthy Schools Act was amended in 2014 to expand pesticide use reporting to  
school district and child care center staff. 

The California School Pesticide Use Report, or CSPUR, is a unique database of 
structural and landscape pesticide use at school sites. Through the use of CSPUR, 
DPR hopes to assist businesses and school site staff in adopting effective, least-toxic 
pest management practices. CSPUR, a public resource, allows for outreach programs 
and policies to be based on real statewide data and provide transparency for anyone 
interested in pesticide use around children. 

School pesticide use reports are due annually on Jan. 30 for the previous year. 
School-site staffers who apply pesticides are only required to submit a monthly 
summary to the CAC for restricted use materials. The reporting detail of individual 
pesticide applications includes: 

• Pesticide product name.

• Product registration number.

• Amount used.

• Name and address of school or childcare facility.

• Date and time of application.

• 1DPH�DQG�DGGUHVV�RI�EXVLQHVV�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�ZKLFK�DSSOLHG�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�

• County where the pest control was performed.

IMPROVING ACCURACY 

0RUH�WKDQ����GLIIHUHQW�YDOLGLW\�FKHFNV�DUH�PDGH�DJDLQVW�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�GDWD�� 
both in CalAgPermits and at DPR. In particular, the U.S. EPA or California registra-
WLRQ�QXPEHU�LV�YHUL¿HG�DQG�D�FKHFN�LV�PDGH�WR�FRQ¿UP�WKH�FRPPRGLW\�UHSRUWHG�LV� 
an acceptable use of the pesticide product. If the pesticide is a restricted material,  
WKH�FRPSXWHU�FKHFNV�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�UHSRUWHG�XVHG�WR�HQVXUH�LW�LV�OLVWHG�RQ�WKH�JURZHU¶V� 
restricted materials permit. The database contains some products that are no longer  
registered since continued use of those products is often allowed while existing  
VWRFNV�UHPDLQ�ZLWK�HQG�XVHUV��5HFRUGV�IRXQG�WR�KDYH�HUURUV�DW�'35�DUH�UHWXUQHG�WR� 
the county for resolution. 

In the late 1990s, DPR developed a statistical method to detect probable errors in  
WKH�GDWD�¿HOGV�IRU�WKH�DFUHV�WUHDWHG�DQG�WKH�SRXQGV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�XVHG��,I�D�UHSRUWHG� 
rate of use (pounds of pesticide per area treated) is so large it was probably an error,  
the rate is replaced with an estimated rate equal to the median rate of all applications  
of the pesticide product on the same crop or site. Since the error could have been  
in the pounds reported or the area or unit treated, the value that is most unusual is 
UHSODFHG�ZLWK�DQ�HVWLPDWH��$OWKRXJK�OHVV�WKDQ���SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�UHSRUWV�DUH�ÀDJJHG�DV� 
WKLV�W\SH�RI�HUURU��VRPH�DUH�VR�ODUJH�WKDW�LI�LQFOXGHG�WKH\�ZRXOG�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�DIIHFW� 
total pounds applied of the pesticide. (For example, in 2007 an application of the  
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Agricultural and Non-Agricultural 
Pesticide Use
 

Many pesticide licensing, sales and use requirements are tied  
WR�&DOLIRUQLD¶V�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�DQG�QRQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�
pest control. 

For example, to properly use a pesticide one must fully un-
derstand its label and pesticide labels often differentiate between  
legal agricultural, industrial or institutional uses. 

Another example is the 1985 Pesticide Contamination Preven-
tion Act that focused on pesticides labeled for agricultural use. 

There are some pesticide products labeled for dual-use. That 
is, they have both agricultural and non-agricultural uses. 

Agricultural uses 

The law (Food and Agricultural Code Section 11408)  
LGHQWL¿HV�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVHV�DV� 

• Production agricultural use. Any use to produce a
SODQW�RU�DQLPDO�DJULFXOWXUDO�SURGXFW��IRRG��IHHG��¿EHU��
ornamental or forest) that will be distributed in the
channels of trade. (While production agricultural use
includes various agricultural products, some require-
PHQWV²PRVW�QRWDEO\�LQ�WKH�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�DQG�XVH�
reporting—apply only to plant product production.)

• Nonproduction agricultural use. Includes areas such
as watersheds, rights-of-way and landscaped areas
�VXFK�DV�JROI�FRXUVHV��SDUNV��UHFUHDWLRQ�DUHDV�DQG�
FHPHWHULHV��QRW�FRYHUHG�E\�WKH�GH¿QLWLRQV�RI�KRPH�DQG� 
institutional.

Non-agricultural uses 

1RQ�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVHV�DUH�VSHFL¿HG�DV�

• Home. Use in or in the immediate environment of a
household.

• Industrial. Use in or on property necessary to operate
IDFWRULHV��SURFHVVLQJ�SODQWV��SDFNLQJKRXVHV�RU�VLPLODU�
facilities, or use for or in a manufacturing, mining or
chemical process. In California, industrial use does
not include use on rights-of-way. Post-harvest com-
PRGLW\�IXPLJDWLRQV�DW�IDFLOLWLHV�RU�RQ�WUXFNV��YDQV�RU�
railcars are normally industrial use.

• Institutional. Use in or on property necessary to
RSHUDWH�EXLOGLQJV�VXFK�DV�KRVSLWDOV��RI¿FH�EXLOGLQJV��
libraries, auditoriums or schools. When a licensed
structural pest control operator treats these buildings,
LW�LV�VWUXFWXUDO�XVH��/DQGVFDSLQJ�RI�ZDONZD\V��SDUN-
ing lots and other areas bordering these buildings is
institutional. Landscaping of larger, more independent
areas is not considered institutional.

• Structural. Use by licensed structural pest control
operators within the scope of their licenses.

• Vector control. Use by certain vector control (mos-
quito abatement) districts.

• Veterinary. Use according to a written prescription of
a licensed veterinarian.
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insecticide imidacloprid was inaccurately reported as 108,000 pounds on one acre of 
cabbage. The median rate of imidacloprid use in 2007 was 0.05 pounds an acre. This 
error was corrected by DPR staff when it was discovered). 

Pesticide Use Report data are 
posted on DPR’s website. 

IMPROVING ACCESS TO THE DATA 

Since 1971, DPR has produced annual reports that summarize pesticide use by 
crop or site treated and active ingredient. These are available as printed reports. 

In 1999, DPR made the entire database since 1974 available on CDs and, in the  
HDUO\�����V��FRPSUHVVHG�¿OHV�RI�WKH�GDWDEDVH�ZHUH�SRVWHG�RQOLQH�IRU�GRZQORDGLQJ�� 

In 2003, DPR launched the web-based California Pesticide Information Portal 
(CalPIP) database to increase public access to the nation’s most extensive source of 
pesticide use information. CalPIP provides pesticide use statistics, including date, 
site or crop treated, pounds used, acres treated, pesticide product name, chemical 
name (active ingredient), application pattern (ground, air or other), county, zip code, 
and location to a 1 square-mile area. 

DPR also began examining trends in pesticide use, analyzing critical crops, pest 
problems and trends in pounds used, number of applications and acres treated. The 
pesticide trends from 1991 to 1996 were published as a separate report, but since 
1997 the trend analyses were included in the annual reports. The trend analyses 
H[DPLQH�SHVWLFLGH�WUHQGV�RQ�VSHFL¿F�FURSV�DQG�LQ�VSHFL¿F�SHVWLFLGH�FDWHJRULHV�� 

• Reproductive toxins.

• Carcinogens.

• Insecticide organophosphate and carbamate chemicals.

• &KHPLFDOV�FODVVL¿HG�E\�'35�DV�JURXQGZDWHU�FRQWDPLQDQWV�� 

• Chemicals listed by DPR as toxic air contaminants.

• Fumigants.

• Pesticides derived from petroleum distillation (some may be on the state’s Propo-
VLWLRQ����OLVW�RI�FKHPLFDOV�³NQRZQ�WR�FDXVH�FDQFHU´�EXW�PRVW�VHUYH�DV�DOWHUQDWLYHV�
to high-toxicity pesticides). 

• Biopesticides, including microorganisms and naturally occurring compounds, or 
compounds essentially identical to naturally occurring compounds, that are not 
toxic to the target pest, such as pheromones.

DPR scientists review changes in pesticide use for about a dozen crops selected 
based on pesticide use or treated acreage. To compile this information, staff review  
publications and conduct phone interviews with pest control advisers, growers, re-
searchers, commodity association representatives, and University of California (UC)  
&RRSHUDWLYH�([WHQVLRQ�IDUP�DGYLVHUV�DQG�VSHFLDOLVWV��%DVHG�RQ�WKHLU�NQRZOHGJH�RI� 
pesticides, California agriculture, pests and pest management practices, staff formu-
late conclusions about possible reasons for year-to-year changes in pesticide use.  

Pesticide use trend analyses can help agencies understand where efforts to promote  
UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�VWUDWHJLHV�DUH�VXFFHHGLQJ�RU�IDLOLQJ��,QIRUPDWLRQ�RQ� 
long-term trends also helps researchers better identify emerging challenges and  
GLUHFW�UHVHDUFK�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�¿QGLQJ�VROXWLRQV� 

HOW PESTICIDE USE DATA ARE USED 

DPR expanded pesticide use reporting based on the value of the data to concerned  
LQGLYLGXDOV�DQG�RWKHUV��LQFOXGLQJ�JRYHUQPHQW�RI¿FLDOV��VFLHQWLVWV��IDUPHUV��OHJLVODWRUV� 
DQG�SXEOLF�LQWHUHVW�JURXSV��.H\�DUHDV�LQ�ZKLFK�GDWD�DUH�XVHIXO�LQFOXGH�ULVN�DVVHVV-
PHQW��ZRUNHU�VDIHW\��SXEOLF�KHDOWK��HQGDQJHUHG�VSHFLHV��ZDWHU�DQG�DLU�TXDOLW\��SHVW� 
management alternatives, local enforcement, and processor and retailer requirements. 
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Risk assessment 

Without reliable information on how much pesticide is used on a commodity,  
UHJXODWRU\�DJHQFLHV�GRLQJ�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�DVVXPH�DOO�SODQWHG�FURS�DFUHDJH�LV�WUHDWHG �
with many pesticides even though most crops are treated with just a few chemicals.  
,I�WKH�DVVXPSWLRQV�XVHG�E\�UHJXODWRU\�DJHQFLHV�DUH�LQFRUUHFW��UHJXODWRUV�FRXOG�PDNH� 
MXGJPHQWV�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�ULVN�WKDW�DUH�WRR�FDXWLRXV�E\�VHYHUDO�RUGHUV�RI�PDJQLWXGH�� 
UHGXFLQJ�WKH�FUHGLELOLW\�RI�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�GHFLVLRQV��7KH�XVH�UHSRUW�GDWD��RQ�WKH� 
RWKHU�KDQG��SURYLGHV�DFWXDO�XVH�GDWD�VR�'35�FDQ�PRUH�DFFXUDWHO\�DVVHVV�ULVN�DQG�DV�D� 
UHVXOW�PDNH�PRUH�UHDOLVWLF�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�GHFLVLRQV� 

After the passage of the federal Food Quality Protection Act (FQPA) in 1996,  
complete pesticide use data became even more important to California commodity  
groups and to U.S. EPA. FQPA contained a new food safety standard against which  
all pesticide tolerances must be measured. (Tolerances are the amount of pesticide  
residue allowed by federal law to remain on a harvested crop.) California grows half  
the nation’s fresh produce and FQPA increased interest in the state’s pesticide use  
data, especially for calculating percent of crop treated. DPR can provide recent use  
data and summaries to commodity groups, University of California specialists, U.S.  
EPA programs and other interested parties as they develop the necessary information  
IRU�UHDVVHVVLQJ�WROHUDQFHV�DQG�FDOFXODWLQJ�GLHWDU\�ULVN�IURP�SHVWLFLGHV� 

Worker safety 

Pest control operators are required to give farmers a notice, orally or in writing,  
after every pesticide application. The notice must include the pesticide applied,  
location of the application, the date and time the application was completed, and the  
restricted-entry and preharvest intervals. This notice gives the farmer accurate  
information to help NHHS�ZRUNHUV�IURP�HQWHULQJ�¿HOGV�SUHPDWXUHly and lets the farmer 
NQRZ�ZKHQ�D�commodity can be harvested. 

'35¶V�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�%UDQFK�XVHV�WKH�GDWD�to guide and inform worker 
exposure studies, aid in the development of mitigation measures to protect workers � 
from pesticide exposure, and help determine where to focus outreach on worker 
safety regulations and new mitigation measures.1 

Public health 

The reporting system provides DPR, the State Department of Public Health 
DQG�WKH�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVVPHQW�ZLWK�PRUH�FRPSOHWH�  
pesticide use data for evaluating possible human illness clusters in epidemiological 
studies. 

Endangered species 

'35�ZRUNV�ZLWK�&$&V�WR�FRPELQH�VLWH�VSHFL¿F�XVH�UHSRUW�GDWD�ZLWK�JHRJUDSKLF 
information system-based data on locations of endangered species. The resulting
GDWD�KHOS�FRPPLVVLRQHUV�UHVROYH�SRWHQWLDO�FRQÀLFWV�RYHU�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�QHDU�RU�LQ�HQ- 
dangered species habitat. DPR and the commissioners can also examine patterns of  
pesticide use near habitats to determine the potential effects of proposed use limits. �
:LWK�ORFDWLRQ�VSHFL¿F�GDWD�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�XVH��FRQWUROV�RQ�XVH�FDQ�EH�EHWWHU�GHVLJQHG�WR 
protect endangered species while still allowing needed pest control. 

� 

 

7KH�FDOOLSSH�VLOYHUVSRW�EXWWHUÀ\� 
is an endangered species, found 

only in grasslands in the San 
Francisco Bay Area. 

California Department | 79
of Pesticide Regulation 

Water quality 

&DOLIRUQLD�ODZ�UHTXLUHV�VLWH�VSHFL¿F�UHFRUGV�WR�KHOS�WUDFN�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�LQ�DUHDV� 
NQRZQ�WR�EH�VXVFHSWLEOH�WR�JURXQG�ZDWHU�FRQWDPLQDWLRQ��3HVWLFLGH�XVH�UHFRUGV�FDQ�  
tell DPR whether a contaminated well is physically associated with agricultural 
SUDFWLFHV��7KHVH�UHFRUGV�DOVR�SURYLGH�GDWD�WR�KHOS�UHVHDUFKHUV�¿QG�RXW�ZK\�FHUWDLQ�  
soil types are more prone to ground water contamination. Use report data are used 
WR�UH¿QH�VXUIDFH�ZDWHU�PRQLWRULQJ�VWUDWHJLHV�DQG�KHOS�IRFXV�PLWLJDWLRQ�HIIRUWV�RQ� 
VSHFL¿F�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�RU�XVHV��3HVWLFLGH�XVH�GDWD�FDQ�LGHQWLI\�KLJK�XVH�ZDWHU-  
sheds to focus water quality investigations to worst-case situations. The data are also 

1Updated December 2017.
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used in after-the-fact investigations where a pesticide is detected and a characteriza-
tion of upstream use is needed. Pesticide use data is also used to help corroborate  
the validity of inputs into computer simulations. The data offer investigators the best  
documentation of sources of nonpoint source pollutants for watershed-level water  
quality investigations. 

Volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) contribute to air quality 
issues throughout much of the 

San Joaquin Valley. 

Air quality 

Many pesticide products contain volatile organic compounds (VOCs) that contrib-
XWH�WR�IRUPLQJ�VPRJ��,Q�������'35�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWH�$LU�5HVRXUFHV�%RDUG�WR� 
develop a plan under the federal Clean Air Act to reduce emissions of all sources of  
VOCs, including pesticides, in nonattainment areas of the state. DPR’s contribution  
to the plan included its ability to calculate the amount of VOCs contained in pesti-
cides and to create an inventory of VOC emissions using pesticide use reports. 

Beginning in 2008, regulations went into effect to reduce emissions of VOCs from 
fumigant pesticides. Pesticide use reports include details on fumigation methods, 
which help in calculating VOC emissions. This information is then compared with 
targeted emission reduction goals to ensure the state remains in compliance with its 
commitment to improve air quality. 

Pest management alternatives 

To decide on use controls or prohibitions, regulators must consider how pesticide  
XVHUV�DUH�OLNHO\�WR�UHVSRQG��6XEVWLWXWLQJ�RQH�FKHPLFDO�IRU�DQRWKHU�PD\�RQO\�VKLIW�WKH� 
problem from one area of concern to another. For example, as fewer chemical alter-
QDWLYHV�DUH�DYDLODEOH��UHVLVWDQFH�WR�WKH�UHPDLQLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�LV�PRUH�OLNHO\�WR�GHYHORS� 
among targeted pests. Or there may be situations when loss of a particular pesticide  
PD\�UHVXOW�LQ�WKH�XVH�RI�RWKHUV�WKDW�DUH�PRUH�WR[LF�WR�EHQH¿FLDO�RUJDQLVPV�RU�WKH� 
environment. DPR uses the pesticide use data to understand patterns and changes in  
pest management practices. 

The data have also been used to support and assess grant projects for DPR’s 
Alliance program. The Alliance Grants are designed to demonstrate and carry out 
UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�VWUDWHJLHV�� 

0DQ\�FRPPRGLW\�JURXSV�KDYH�FUHDWHG�FURS�SUR¿OHV�WKDW�LQFOXGH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ� 
pest management practices and available options, both chemical and nonchemical. 
Pesticide use data is critical to developing recommendations on best management 
practices and alternatives. 

Local enforcement 

CACs use pesticide data to help focus enforcement efforts and compliance out-
reach on areas or sites with the highest pesticide use or most frequent applications.  
Pesticide use data also helps determine if a product was applied that is not registered  
for that commodity, especially in residue tolerance investigations. In investigations,  
pesticide use information can help CACs determine how, when and where pesticides  
were used and if the requirements for restricted materials permits were followed. Use 
UHSRUW�GDWD�KHOSV�LQ�LQYHVWLJDWLQJ�LI�D�SURGXFW�ZDV�XVHG�LQ�FRQÀLFW�ZLWK�LWV�ODEHO��7KH� 
data are also used when responding to complaints of crop or environmental damage  
from drift, or to reports of exposure to an application.  

Processor and retailer requirements 

Farmers must often provide a record of pesticide use to food processors, produce  
SDFNHUV�DQG�UHWDLOHUV��,QIRUPDWLRQ�FROOHFWHG�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�UHSRUWLQJ�FDQ�IXO¿OO�WKDW� 
requirement. 
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[CHAPTER 10]
 

Protecting the Environment
 
The Food and Agriculture Code (FAC) directs the Department of Pesticide 

Regulation (DPR) to protect the environment and continuously evaluate currently 
UHJLVWHUHG�SURGXFWV��7KH�FRQWLQXRXV�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�VXSSRUWV�WKH�FHUWL¿FD-
tion of DPR’s regulatory program as the functional equivalent of an environment 
impact statement under the California Environmental Quality Act. 

DPR has more than 25 years of experience in monitoring the environment for 
pesticides, evaluating pesticide sources and mitigating adverse effects of pesticide 
use on air, ground water and surface water quality. Environmental data collected 
by DPR are critical to the department’s continuing evaluation of pesticide use and 
helps it carry out programs to prevent pesticide pollution. Scientists design and 
conduct studies to provide data that help assess human exposures and ecological 
HIIHFWV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV�LQ�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��6SHFL¿F�H[DPSOHV�LQFOXGH� 

• Evaluating the effect of application methods and management practices on the 
movement of pesticides. 

• Monitoring the off-site movement of pesticides after application to evaluate the  
potential for contamination of air, surface water, ground water, or crops. 

• Conducting studies to develop and evaluate measures designed to mitigate the 
adverse effects of pesticides. 

0RQLWRULQJ�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�LQYROYHV�WDNLQJ�VDPSOHV�DQG�DQDO\]LQJ�WKHP�IRU� 
VSHFL¿F�FKHPLFDO�UHVLGXHV��'35�GHYHORSV�VDPSOLQJ�PHWKRGV�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV� 
and contracts with the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) 
Center for Analytical Chemistry for analytical method development. 

The Environmental Monitoring Branch has the lead role in carrying out the 
department’s environmental protection programs. 

3URMHFWV�IRFXV�RQ�PRQLWRULQJ�XQGHU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�FRQGLWLRQV�VSHFL¿F�WR�&DOLIRU-
nia. Other agencies that may also sample for pesticides in the environment include 
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(U.S. EPA), and state agencies such as the Air Resources Board (ARB), State Wa-
ter Resources Control Board, Regional Water Quality Control Boards, Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) and Department of Public Health (DPH). Although 
WKHVH�GDWD�DUH�XVHIXO�WR�'35��WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�VXFK�VDPSOLQJ�LV�WR�PHHW�WKHLU�VSHFL¿F� 
legal mandates or program objectives and not necessarily DPR’s. If pesticides are 
GHWHFWHG�E\�RWKHU�DJHQFLHV��'35�PD\�GR�PRUH�VDPSOLQJ�WR�FRQ¿UP�WKH�GHWHFWLRQV�� 
characterize the nature and extent of the detections and, if necessary, determine 
how the off-site movement of pesticides may be mitigated. 

'35¶V�VWDWXWRU\�DXWKRULWLHV�DOORZ�LW�WR�FKDQJH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�SUDFWLFHV�TXLFNO\�� 
For example, through restricted material permit conditions, DPR can place limits 
on the quantity, area and method of application to reduce pesticide problems. 
6LWH�VSHFL¿F�SHUPLWV�WR�XVH�UHVWULFWHG�PDWHULDOV�DUH�LVVXHG�E\�FRXQW\�DJULFXOWXUDO� 
commissioners (CACs), who can require applicators to use extra control measures 
if needed to reduce the potential for environmental harm on surrounding areas. 
'35�KDV�RYHUVLJKW�RI�WKH�SHUPLW�SURFHVV�DQG�XVHV�GDWD�IURP�VFLHQWL¿F�VWXGLHV�WR� 
develop suggested mitigation measures that CACs may include in their permits. 
The department may also adopt regulations that impose regional or statewide pesti-
cide use requirements on all affected applicators. 

DPR scientists take soil core 
VDPSOHV�LQ�DQ�DOIDOID�¿HOG�DW�WKH� 

University of California, Davis, to 
determine various soil properties. 

Monitoring pesticide runoff from 
D�&DOLIRUQLD�DOIDOID�¿HOG� 
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It is the public policy of the 

state that emissions of toxic air 


contaminants should be controlled 

to levels which prevent harm to the 


public health.
 

— Toxic Air  Contaminant Act 
(1983) 

EVALUATING PESTICIDES IN AIR 

The Air Program conducts air monitoring, evaluation and mitigation under its 
general reevaluation mandate and under the mandates of the Toxic Air Contaminant 
Act (Chapter 1047, Statutes of 1983, AB 1807, amended by Chapter 1380, Statutes 
of 1984, AB 3219). 

Activities to prevent or reduce the adverse effects of pesticides on air include: 

• Measures to reduce pesticide sources of volatile organic compounds. 

• Air monitoring, evaluation and mitigation as part of DPR’s continuous evalua-
WLRQ�PDQGDWH��LQFOXGLQJ�HVWDEOLVKPHQW�RI�DQ�DLU�PRQLWRULQJ�QHWZRUN� 

Toxic Air Contaminant (TAC) Program 

The TAC program is one of several options DPR can use to control airborne pes-
ticide residues. TACs are air pollutants that may cause or contribute to increases in  
serious illness or death, or may pose a present or potential hazard to human health. The  
law focuses on identifying, evaluating and controlling pollutants in ambient commu-
nity air. In carrying out the law, DPR must: 

• Review the physical properties, environmental fate and human health effects of the  
candidate pesticide. 

• Find out the levels of the pesticide in air. 

• (VWLPDWH�KXPDQ�H[SRVXUH�DQG�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�ULVN�IURP�WKRVH�H[SRVXUHV�� 

7KH�ODZ�UHTXLUHV�'35�WR�OLVW�LQ�UHJXODWLRQ�ERWK�WKRVH�SHVWLFLGHV�SUHYLRXVO\�LGHQWL¿HG� 
XQGHU�IHGHUDO�ODZV�DV�+D]DUGRXV�$LU�3ROOXWDQWV��+$3V��DQG�WKRVH�LGHQWL¿HG�E\�'35� 
through the evaluation process of the TAC statute. For the latter group, DPR must then 
decide the appropriate degree of control measures. 

'35¶V�7$&�3URJUDP�FRQVLVWV�RI�WZR�SKDVHV��ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��HYDOXDWLRQ�DQG�LGHQWL-
¿FDWLRQ��DQG�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW��FRQWURO���7KH�¿UVW�SKDVH�LQYROYHV�DQ�H[WHQVLYH�HYDOX-
ation of the candidate pesticide to assess the potential adverse health effects and to  
estimate levels of exposure associated with its use. DPR, in consultation with CalEPA’s  
2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVVPHQW��2(++$��DQG�$5%��¿UVW�SULRUL-
WL]HV�SHVWLFLGHV�IRU�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�EDVHG�RQ�KRZ�PXFK�RI�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�LV�XVHG�DQG� 
sold in California, its persistence in the atmosphere and health effects information.  
DPR then requests ARB to conduct monitoring studies to measure the air concentra-
tions of pesticides. 

For each candidate pesticide, ARB collects samples near an application site and in 
ambient air of nearby communities. Because most large-scale pesticide applications are 
seasonal and occur in agricultural areas, ARB conducts monitoring in areas of high use 
DQG�DW�WLPHV�ZKHQ�XVH�LV�DW�LWV�SHDN��7KLV�ZRUVW�FDVH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�FDQ�KHOS�GHWHUPLQH� 
the ambient exposures of people living in all areas where the pesticide is used. 

Continuing the evaluation for each pesticide, the law requires DPR to prepare a  
report that includes:  

• An assessment of exposure of the public to ambient concentrations of the pesticide. 

• $�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�ZKLFK�LQFOXGHV�GDWD�RQ�KHDOWK�HIIHFWV��LQFOXGLQJ�SRWHQF\��PRGH�RI� 
action and other biological factors. 

• A review of the environmental fate and use of the pesticide. 

• The results of monitoring studies conducted in California to measure the levels of  
the candidate pesticide in ambient air.  

7KH�UHSRUW�LV�SHHU�UHYLHZHG�E\�2(++$��$5%�DQG�WKH�7$&�6FLHQWL¿F�5HYLHZ�3DQHO� 
�653���D�SDQHO�RI�H[SHUWV�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�D�UDQJH�RI�VFLHQWL¿F�GLVFLSOLQHV��%DVHG�RQ�WKLV� 
comprehensive evaluation, DPR receives a recommendation from the SRP on whether 
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the pesticide meets the criteria for listing as a TAC. If the pesticide meets the criteria, 
DPR adopts a regulation listing it as a TAC. 

Once a candidate pesticide is listed as a TAC, it enters the mitigation phase. When  
D�7$&�SHVWLFLGH�WKDW�LV�D�+$3�JRHV�WKURXJK�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��LW�HQWHUV�WKH�PLWLJDWLRQ� 
phase as well. Consulting with OEHHA, ARB and local air pollution control districts,  
DPR examines the need for and suitable degree of controls. If reductions in exposure  
are needed, DPR must develop control measures to reduce emissions to levels that  
adequately protect public health. DPR must use the best practicable control techniques  
available, which may include: 

•		 5HTXHVWLQJ�WKDW�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW�ZRUN�ZLWK�8�6��(3$�WR�FKDQJH�XVH�LQVWUXFWLRQV�RQ�WKH� 
product label. 

•		 Requiring applicator training. 

•		 Limiting application methods, crops or locations. 

•		 5HFODVVLI\LQJ�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�DV�D�UHVWULFWHG�PDWHULDO��PHDQLQJ�WKDW�D�VLWH�VSHFL¿F�SHU-
mit would be required and added controls imposed, based on local conditions. 

•		 Banning the use by canceling a product’s registration. 

The Air Program conducts monitoring studies and data analysis to determine po-
WHQWLDO�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�WKDW�DUH�¿QDOL]HG�LQ�FRQVXOWDWLRQ�ZLWK�$5%��2(++$��WKH� 
Department of Food and Agriculture, CACs and air pollution control districts. 

Data collection at an air  
monitoring station in Salinas in 

2014. 
Reducing Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) in the air 

Under the federal Clean Air Act, each state must have a State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) for achieving and maintaining federal ambient air quality standards, 
including the standard for ozone. VOCs are carbon compounds that are released or 
evaporate into the atmosphere. There, they can react with other substances to form 
ground-level ozone, a component of smog. In California, the primary source of 
VOCs is vehicle exhaust. Industrial operations also emit VOCs, as do thousands of 
products, including pesticides. 

Nonattainment Areas (NAAs) are regions in California that do not meet either 
federal or state ambient air quality standards. A state’s SIP, which must be ap-
SURYHG�E\�8�6��(3$��LGHQWL¿HV�UHGXFWLRQV�LQ�HPLVVLRQV�IURP�GLIIHUHQW�VRXUFHV�LQ� 
each region to meet the standard and the controls needed to do so. 

ARB, which coordinates the overall development of the SIP, is responsible for 
developing measures to reduce pesticide VOC emissions from consumer products. 
DPR has responsibility for reducing VOC emissions from agricultural and struc-
WXUDO�SHVWLFLGHV��7KH�SURMHFW�UHVXOWHG�LQ�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�¿UVW�HYHU�UHJXODWLRQV�WR�FRQWURO� 
pesticide VOCs by reducing emissions from agricultural fumigants. ARB and DPR 
ZRUNHG�WRJHWKHU�WR�GHYHORS�D�SODQ�WR�WUDFN�DQG�UHGXFH�SHVWLFLGH�92&�VRXUFHV�LQ� 
NAAs as part of the 1994 California SIP. In the SIP, DPR committed to reduce 
agricultural and commercial structural pesticide sources of VOCs by 20 percent 
FRPSDUHG�ZLWK�WKH������EDVH�\HDU�LQ�IRXU�RI�¿YH�1$$V�WKDW�H[FHHGHG�IHGHUDO� 
ozone standards: Sacramento Metro, Southeast Desert, South Coast, and Ventura. 
In the San Joaquin Valley NAA the SIP goal is to reduce pesticide VOCs by 12 
percent compared to the 1990 base. 

DPR’s approach to reducing pesticide VOC emissions includes: 

•		 Finding out the VOC emission potential of pesticide products. 

•		 (VWLPDWLQJ�DQG�WUDFNLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�92&�HPLVVLRQV�EDVHG�RQ�XVH�UHSRUWLQJ�DQG� 
emission potential data. 

•		 $OORZLQJ�RQO\�ORZ�HPLVVLRQ�PHWKRGV�RI�¿HOG�IXPLJDQW�DSSOLFDWLRQV�LQ�WKUHH�RI� 
the NAAs that require a reduction in pesticide emissions. 
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• 3ODFLQJ�SURKLELWLRQV�RQ�WKH�XVH�RI�FHUWDLQ�³KLJK�92&´�SURGXFWV�LQ�WKH�6DQ� 
Joaquin Valley NAA. 

• 'HYHORSLQJ�D�92&�HPLVVLRQ�LQYHQWRU\�DQG�WUDFNLQJ�HPLVVLRQV��$FFXUDWH�GDWD� 
on the amount of VOCs emitted by pesticides are critical to developing practi-
cal emission control measures. 

,Q�������'35�EHJDQ�GDWD�FDOO�LQV�DVNLQJ�UHJLVWUDQWV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�WKH�92&� 
emission potential of their products, preferably by analyzing products using the 
thermogravimetric analysis (TGA) method. If TGA analysis is not available, DPR 
uses other approaches to decide emission potentials, such as estimation based on 
WKH�FRQ¿GHQWLDO�VWDWHPHQW�RI�IRUPXOD�RQ�¿OH�ZLWK�'35�RU�E\�DVVLJQLQJ�D�GHIDXOW� 
value based on formulation. 

DPR uses data on VOC content and pesticide use to estimate emissions from re-
ported agricultural and commercial structural applications in each NAA. Pesticide 
use reports provide the quantity of pesticide used. Under state law, all agricultural 
pesticide use must be reported to DPR, as does the use of pesticides by pest control 
businesses. 

A further adjustment is made when estimating emissions from applications of 
¿HOG�IXPLJDQWV��%HFDXVH�'35�KDV�DLU�PRQLWRULQJ�GDWD�IURP�IXPLJDQW�DSSOLFD-
tions, the calculation is adjusted to account for how emissions vary depending on 
fumigation method. 

DPR’s VOC emission inventory database includes only pesticide applications 
PDGH�EHWZHHQ�0D\���DQG�2FW������WKH�SHDN�R]RQH�VHDVRQ�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��,W�FRQWDLQV� 
data for every year since 1990. The department updates the database when pesti-
cide use report data from the previous year become available. Each year contains 
about 2.5 million pesticide use records and emission potential (EP) values for 
about 5,000 products. 

DPR prepares an annual estimate of VOC commercial structural pesticide ap-
SOLFDWLRQV�LQ�WKH�¿YH�1$$V��2QO\�DJULFXOWXUDO�DQG�FRPPHUFLDO�VWUXFWXUDO�SHVWL-
FLGH�DSSOLFDWLRQV�DUH�LQFOXGHG���$5%�WUDFNV�HPLVVLRQV�IURP�FRQVXPHU�SHVWLFLGH� 
products.) DPR uses the VOC inventory to identify the various pesticide sources of 
92&V��WUDFN�FKDQJHV�LQ�SHVWLFLGH�92&�HPLVVLRQV�RYHU�WLPH��VXJJHVW�DQG�HYDOXDWH� 
SRWHQWLDO�92&�HPLVVLRQ�UHGXFWLRQ�VWUDWHJLHV��DQG�WUDFN�SURJUHVV�LQ�PHHWLQJ�92&� 
reduction goals. 
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Heavily agricultural San Joaquin 
County is a "nonattainment" 

area for ozone pollution. 

Voluntary measures to reduce VOC emissions 

DPR continues to promote the reduction of VOC emissions through various 
nonregulatory approaches, which include: 

• Pesticide manufacturers altering formulations to remove or reduce VOC-emit-
ting ingredients. 

• Pesticide users switching to low-VOC formulations. 

• Registration of new products designed to be used at low rates. 

• Encouraging greater use of integrated pest management practices, which typi-
cally reduce pesticide use. 

• Assisting ARB, U.S. Department of Agriculture and others in researching meth-
ods to reduce VOC emissions. 

These measures, combined with DPR restrictions on fumigants designed to 
reduce air toxins, cut pesticide VOCs below the target level in the Sacramento 
Metro and South Coast NAAs. However, pesticide VOCs in the Southeast Des-
ert, Ventura and San Joaquin Valley NAAs remained above the SIP goal in some 
years. DPR continued its nonregulatory measures (particularly outreach to reduce 
applications of VOC-emitting pesticides) but in the mid-2000s began developing 
regulatory controls. 
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Regulatory controls 

,Q�-DQXDU\�������'35�SXW�UHJXODWLRQV�LQ�SODFH�WKDW�LQFOXGHG�VSHFL¿F�HPLVVLRQ� 
WDUJHW�OHYHOV�IRU�HDFK�RI�WKH�¿YH�1$$V��7KH�UHJXODWLRQV�UHTXLUH�ORZ�HPLVVLRQ�IXPL-
gation methods in certain NAAs. If, despite these application method restrictions,  
SHVWLFLGH�92&�HPLVVLRQV�H[FHHG�VSHFL¿HG�WULJJHU�OHYHOV��'35�LV�UHTXLUHG�WR�HQVXUH� 
WKH�EHQFKPDUN�LV�DFKLHYHG�E\�HVWDEOLVKLQJ�D�IXPLJDQW�OLPLW�DQG�JURZHU�HPLVVLRQ� 
DOORZDQFH�V\VWHP��7KH�UHJXODWLRQV�DOVR�UHTXLUHG�WKDW�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�UHSRUWV�LQ�WKH�¿YH� 
1$$V�VSHFLI\�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�PHWKRG�IRU�¿HOG�IXPLJDWLRQV��7KLV�DOORZV�'35�WR�EHW-
WHU�HVWLPDWH�DQG�WKHUHIRUH�WUDFN�92&�HPLVVLRQV�LQ�HDFK�1$$�DQG�PDNH�DQ\�QHHGHG� 
changes in controls to ensure that VOC reductions meet the SIP goal each year. 

Many liquid pesticide products contain solvents that emit VOCs. In 2005, DPR be-
JDQ�D�IRUPDO�UHHYDOXDWLRQ�RI�FHUWDLQ�QRQIXPLJDQW�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV��D�QHFHVVDU\�¿UVW� 
step to requiring reformulation of pesticides to lower the VOC content and restricting  
XVH�RI�SURGXFWV�ZLWK�KLJKHU�92&V��$V�D�UHVXOW��SHVWLFLGH�PDNHUV�UHIRUPXODWHG�VHYHUDO� 
high-use, high-VOC pesticide products, replacing them with low-VOC versions.  

In each of the three NAAs that required the use of low-emission methods for fumi-
gant use, VOC emissions from fumigants were reduced. However, data showed that  
VOC emissions in the San Joaquin Valley NAA, were not low enough to ensure that  
SIP goals would be met in the future. Therefore, in 2013, DPR adopted regulations  
WKDW�VHW�D�WULJJHU�OHYHO�RI�HPLVVLRQV�WKDW��LI�H[FHHGHG��ZRXOG�LQYRNH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH� 
limitations to reduce VOC emission from certain nonfumigant pesticide products. If  
the trigger level is exceeded, the use of high-VOC products containing one of seven  
active ingredients is prohibited. The restrictions apply to the use of certain products 
RI�DEDPHFWLQ��FKORUS\ULIRV��JLEEHUHOOLQV��DQG�R[\ÀXRUIHQ�IRU�XVH�RQ�VHYHQ�FURSV�GXU-
LQJ�WKH�SHDN�R]RQH�VHDVRQ�WKDW�FRQWULEXWH�WKH�PRVW�WR�QRQIXPLJDQW�92&�HPLVVLRQV�� 

Air monitoring in Parlier in 2006. 

Community air monitoring 

Past air monitoring focused on short-term monitoring for a single chemical. To  
JHQHUDWH�EHWWHU�GDWD�RQ�ORQJ�WHUP�H[SRVXUH��'35�KDG�EHJXQ�SODQQLQJ�D�QHWZRUN�RI� 
monitoring stations to sample for pesticides in the air over two or more years. In  
2000, methods were developed for a study conducted in a small agricultural city in  
Santa Barbara County that enabled the Air Program to monitor for multiple chemi-
cals in a single sample. The study monitored air concentrations at several locations in  
WKH�FRPPXQLW\�GXULQJ�D����ZHHN�SHULRG��,Q�������WKH�$LU�3URJUDP�XVHG�WKH�PHWK-
ods developed for a year-long study that monitored ambient air in Parlier, a Fresno  
County community, as part of CalEPA’s Environmental Justice Action Plan to learn  
what pesticides were in the air of a rural farm community. The Parlier project served  
to test and perfect sampling protocols, develop health screening levels, improve and  
H[SDQG�ODERUDWRU\�DQDO\WLFDO�PHWKRGRORJ\��DQG�¿QH�WXQH�DSSURDFKHV�WR�GDWD�DQDO\VLV� 

To learn more about pesticides in air and improve protective measures as neces-
VDU\��'35�HVWDEOLVKHG�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�¿UVW�$LU�0RQLWRULQJ�1HWZRUN�WR�VDPSOH�FRPPXQL-
ty air for pesticides in early 2011. DPR set up monitoring stations in two San Joaquin  
Valley communities and one in the Salinas Valley. Project objectives are to: 

• Identify common pesticides in air and determine seasonal, annual and multiple-
year concentrations.  

• Compare concentrations to subchronic and chronic health screening levels. 

• 7UDFN�WUHQGV�LQ�DLU�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV�RYHU�WLPH� 

• Estimate cumulative exposure to multiple pesticides with common modes of ac-
tion. 

• :RUN�WR�FRUUHODWH�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV�ZLWK�XVH�DQG�ZHDWKHU�SDWWHUQV� 

7KH�QHWZRUN�VXSSOHPHQWV�7$&�PRQLWRULQJ�E\�SURYLGLQJ�GDWD�IRU�ORQJ�WHUP�H[SR-
sures to multiple pesticides. DPR selected up to 32 pesticides to monitor based on  
XVH�DQG�YRODWLOLW\��ERWK�LQGLFDWRUV�RI�H[SRVXUH���WKHLU�'35�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�SULRULW\� 
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(an indicator of toxicity), and their suitability for laboratory analysis using avail-
able methods. DPR selected the communities based on several factors, including the  
DPRXQW�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�XVHG�DQG�GHPRJUDSKLFV�UHODWHG�WR�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW��IRU�H[DPSOH�� 
QXPEHUV�RI�FKLOGUHQ�DQG�IDUPZRUNHUV�� 

7KH�$LU�3URJUDP�FROOHFWV�RQH����KRXU�VDPSOH�HDFK�ZHHN�LQ�HDFK�FRPPXQLW\�� 
Based on the results from the department’s Parlier study, sampling a single location  
ZHHNO\�ZLOO�SURYLGH�HQRXJK�GDWD�WR�HVWLPDWH�ORQJ�WHUP�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV� 

'35�UHDVVHVVHG�DQG�VHFXUHG�DGGLWLRQDO�UHVRXUFHV�IRU�WKH�$LU�0RQLWRULQJ�1HWZRUN� 
in 2016, in consultation with its Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee  
DQG�VWDNHKROGHUV��'35��ZLWK�DVVLVWDQFH�IURP�WKH�$LU�5HVRXUFHV�%RDUG��ZLOO�FRQGXFW� 
year-round air monitoring at eight locations in the San Joaquin Valley and Central  
Coast regions for two years. DPR selected four communities primarily based on high  
use of four fumigants and four communities based on high use of 11 organophos-
phates. These are the pesticides with higher exposures according to the monitoring  
since 2011, but all sites will be monitored for the 32 pesticides included in the origi-
QDO�$LU�0RQLWRULQJ�1HWZRUN� 
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An unmanned aerial vehicle 
demonstration at a vineyard near  

Napa in 2015. 

Other air monitoring programs 

Separate from the TAC program, the Air Program conducts air monitoring as part  
RI�LWV�FRQWLQXLQJ�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGHV��7KH�$LU�3URJUDP�WDNHV�WKH�OHDG�LQ�FKDUDF-
terizing the source and recommending mitigation measures for off-target movement  
of pesticide residues in air that have resulted in crop damage, illegal crop residues,  
environmental contamination, or public complaints of odor or other problems. These  
PRQLWRULQJ�VWXGLHV�KHOS�'35�HYDOXDWH�WKH�OLNHOLKRRG�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�FDXVLQJ�KHDOWK� 
SUREOHPV�IRU�ZRUNHUV�XVLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�IRU�SHRSOH�OLYLQJ�QHDU�WUHDWHG�DUHDV��DQG�WR� 
provide data to develop new use practices designed to prevent harm. DPR periodical-
O\�PRQLWRUV�WR�HYDOXDWH�WKH�HIIHFWLYHQHVV�RI�LWV�ULVN�UHGXFWLRQ�PHDVXUHV��,I�DLU�PRQL-
WRULQJ�¿QGV�XQDFFHSWDEOH�OHYHOV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�DPELHQW�DLU��WKH�GDWD�KHOS�¿QH�WXQH� 
control measures. As part of the evaluation, the Air Program conducts monitoring  
WDUJHWHG�DW�VSHFL¿F�DSSOLFDWLRQ�PHWKRGV��)RU�H[DPSOH��VWXGLHV�DUH�FRQGXFWHG�WR�GHWHU-
PLQH�HPLVVLRQ�UDWHV�RI�QHZ�¿HOG�IXPLJDWLRQ�PHWKRGV��DQG�RII�VLWH�FRQFHQWUDWLRQV�RI� 
fumigants from commodity treatments. In addition, the Air Program conducts studies  
to determine potential drift from new application equipment, such as unmanned  
aerial vehicles. 

PROTECTING WATER QUALITY 

DPR’s programs to protect ground and surface water address both agricultural 
and nonagricultural sources of pesticide residues in water and include pollution 
prevention and response elements. 

In California, DPR and the State and Regional Water Boards have mandates 
and authorities bearing on pesticides and water quality. DPR is the lead agency 
for regulating the registration, sales and use of pesticides in California. The State 
Water Board is the lead agency for coordinating and controlling water quality in 
California. The State Water Board and the nine Regional Boards carry out state-
wide and regional programs under the Porter-Cologne Act and federal programs 
mandated by the Clean Water Act. 

Management Agency Agreement: DPR and the State Water Board have a man-
DJHPHQW�DJHQF\�DJUHHPHQW��0$$��WKDW�LGHQWL¿HV�SULPDU\�DUHDV�RI�UHVSRQVLELOLW\� 
and authority and provides methods to ensure continuing coordination at the state 
DQG�UHJLRQDO�OHYHOV��,W�LGHQWL¿HV�WKH�UROHV�RI�WKH�ZDWHU�ERDUGV�UHJDUGLQJ�ZDWHU�TXDO-
ity protection and the role of DPR in pesticide regulation. The MAA and its imple-
mentation plan describe how staff-level communication and collaboration can be 
effectively used to prevent and respond to the occurrence of pesticides in surface 
water. The MAA and implementation plan also promote the sharing of program 
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LQIRUPDWLRQ��PRQLWRULQJ�GDWD��EHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�SUDFWLFHV��DQG�VFLHQWL¿F�VWXGLHV� 
related to pesticide residues in surface water. The MAA and associated implemen-
tation plan are undergoing updates and revisions in 2016. The updated plan will go 
beyond providing guidance on staff level interactions and incorporate an executive 
charter between DPR and State Board management. In addition, the updated plan 
will include the Surface Water Response Process established in 2003 that delin-
eates interagency interactions in response to pesticide detections in surface water. 
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Surface water sampling in 

Roseville in 2014.
 

SURFACE WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM 

The goals of DPR’s Surface Water Protection Program (SWPP) include: 

• 3UHYHQWLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�SROOXWLRQ�E\�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�3HVWLFLGH�5HJLVWUDWLRQ�%UDQFK� 
through the registration evaluation process. 

• Characterizing pesticide residues in surface water bodies (including rivers, 
streams and agricultural drains). 

• Identifying sources of contamination. 

• Determining the mechanisms of off-site movement of pesticides to surface water. 

• Evaluating monitoring data and water quality effects thresholds as part of con-
WLQXRXV�HYDOXDWLRQ�WR�LGHQWLI\�SRWHQWLDO�ULVN�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�WR�WKH�DTXDWLF�HQYLURQ-
ment. 

• 'HYHORSLQJ�DQG�SURPRWLQJ�VLWH�VSHFL¿F�PLWLJDWLRQ�VWUDWHJLHV� 

• When warranted, adopting restrictions to further protect surface water from 
contamination. 

As a part of the registration process, SWPP scientists evaluate new active ingredi-
ents and selected products that have the potential to adversely impact surface water. 
When possible, our scientists use computer modeling tools that utilize pesticide ap-
plication scenarios, physicochemical properties, and toxicity data to predict off-site 
WUDQVSRUW�DQG�ULVNV�WR�VHQVLWLYH�DTXDWLF�RUJDQLVPV��0RGHOV�SURYLGH�FRQVLVWHQW�DQG� 
UHOLDEOH�LQIRUPDWLRQ�WKDW�RXU�VFLHQWLVWV�FDQ�XVH��DORQJ�ZLWK�WKHLU�H[SHUW�NQRZOHGJH�� 
to provide recommendations to the Pesticide Registration Branch. 

SWPP designs and conducts monitoring to assess pesticide contamination of sur-
face water in both agricultural and urban watersheds. This involves identifying and 
SULRULWL]LQJ�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV�DQG�EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV�WKDW�ZDUUDQW�VXUIDFH�ZDWHU� 
monitoring through consideration of pesticide use data, aquatic toxicity, physico-
chemical properties, product application information, and historical monitoring 
data. SWPP analyzes pesticide monitoring data as part of DPR’s continuous evalu-
ation process. SWPP monitoring data, as well as those from external sources, are 
collected and made publicly available through our Surface Water Database (SURF).

 SWPP also conducts research to characterize the factors that lead to off-site 
movement of pesticides and to develop use practices to prevent such movement. 
The program supplements in-house research studies by contracting with university 
researchers for studies related to the impacts of pesticides in agricultural and urban 
HQYLURQPHQWV��5HVHDUFK�DUHDV�LQFOXGH�VRXUFH�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ��PDQDJHPHQW�SUDFWLFHV�� 
DQDO\WLFDO�PHWKRG�GHYHORSPHQW��DTXDWLF�WR[LFLW\��DQG�RXWUHDFK��6FLHQWL¿F�¿QGLQJV� 
from SWPP research studies and urban and agricultural monitoring programs are 
VXPPDUL]HG�LQ�GHSDUWPHQWDO�UHSRUWV�DQG�MRXUQDO�DUWLFOHV��6:33�DOVR�WDNHV�SDUW�LQ� 
DPR’s formal reevaluation of already registered products that may have caused or 
DUH�OLNHO\�WR�FDXVH�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�LPSDFW�WR�WKH�DTXDWLF�HQYLURQPHQW��:KHQ�D� 
pesticide enters reevaluation, DPR reviews existing data and may require registrants 
to provide additional data. Examples of reevaluations that were initiated at SWPP’s  
request include those for diazinon, chlorpyrifos, copper antifouling paint, and pyre-
throid products. 
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In coordination with the State and Regional Water Boards, DPR investigates oc-
currences of pesticides of concern and determines the course of action to reduce or 
eliminate the impact of pesticides on surface water quality. Staff develops mitiga-
WLRQ�PHDVXUHV�WKURXJK�D�VFLHQWL¿F�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�VRXUFHV�DQG�WUDQVSRUW� 
PHFKDQLVPV��'35�PD\�VHHN�WR�UHGXFH�FRQWDPLQDWLRQ�LQLWLDOO\�WKURXJK�YROXQWDU\� 
DQG�FRRSHUDWLYH�HIIRUWV��ZKLFK�PD\�LQFOXGH�RXWUHDFK�SURJUDPV�WR�HGXFDWH�VSHFL¿F� 
user groups (e.g. growers, professional applicators) or the public on ways to reduce 
pesticide contamination in both urban and agricultural settings. 

If voluntary efforts do not adequately mitigate the impacts, DPR can use its regu-
latory authority to impose restrictions. DPR may modify the use of pesticides by 
regulation or permit conditions to prevent excessive residues from reaching surface 
water. 
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Stormwater sampling at Salt 

Creek, Orange County.
 

Urban Pyrethroid Surface Water Regulations 

In the early 2000s, increased applications of pyrethroids for outdoor residential 
pest control led to frequent detections and occasional observed toxicity in urban 
VWUHDPV�DQG�FUHHNV��'35�HYDOXDWHG�DYDLODEOH�S\UHWKURLG�VXUIDFH�ZDWHU�GDWD�DQG� 
subsequently initiated a reevaluation on pyrethroid products in 2006 to determine 
the pesticide application practices and transport pathways that resulted in surface 
water contamination. In 2012, surface water regulations were adopted to restrict 
pyrethroid application practices to reduce off-site transport. DPR has been engaged 
in outreach and education efforts aimed towards urban pest control professionals to 
emphasize the importance of these regulations and promote compliance. Monitor-
LQJ�DQG�IRFXVHG�UHVHDUFK�VWXGLHV�DUH�XQGHUZD\�WR�HYDOXDWH�HI¿FDF\�RI�WKH�DGRSWHG� 
regulations. 

Dormant Spray Water Quality Program 

Spraying of Central Valley orchard crops during cold weather, when the trees 
DUH�GRUPDQW��NLOOV�RYHUZLQWHULQJ�LQVHFWV�DQG�GLVHDVHV��+RZHYHU��RUJDQRSKRVSKDWH� 
insecticides used as dormant sprays cause problems when drift occurs or when 
storm runoff washes residues into rivers and streams. To deal with the problem, 
DPR established its Dormant Spray Water Quality Program in 1996. Rather than 
LPPHGLDWHO\�PRYH�WR�PDQGDWRU\�UHVWULFWLRQV��'35�DQG�&$&V�DVNHG�ORFDO�UHVRXUFH� 
conservation districts, farmers and pesticide manufacturers to develop methods to 
control off-site movement of these chemicals. However, DPR monitoring conduct-
ed over several years determined that voluntary practices had not been enough to 
reduce the movement of harmful pesticides to surface water. In 2007, DPR adopted 
regulations requiring the use of alternative pesticides, a buffer zone between the 
application and waterways, or other means to prevent potential contamination. 

Rice Pesticides Monitoring Program 

,Q�WKH�HDUO\�����V��ULFH�KHUELFLGHV�NLOOHG�¿VK�LQ�6DFUDPHQWR�9DOOH\�DJULFXOWXUDO� 
GUDLQV�DQG�FUHDWHG�WDVWH�SUREOHPV�LQ�6DFUDPHQWR�FLW\�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU��%HJLQQLQJ� 
in 1983, CDFA (and later DPR), CACs, DFG (later CDFW), the State and Central 
9DOOH\�:DWHU�%RDUGV��DQG�WKH�ULFH�LQGXVWU\�ZRUNHG�WRJHWKHU�WR�GHYHORS�DQG�SXW�LQWR� 
SODFH�D�SODQ�WR�FRQWURO�GLVFKDUJHV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�IURP�ULFH�¿HOGV��+ROGLQJ�ZDWHU�LQ� 
WKH�ULFH�¿HOGV��WKH�SHVWLFLGHV�FRXOG�GHJUDGH�HQRXJK�WR�UHGXFH�WR[LFLW\�WR�DFFHSWDEOH� 
levels in receiving waters. 

DPR and CACs put in place controls on the use of rice herbicides to meet water 
quality standards established by the Central Valley Water Board. Through a combi-
nation of mandated restricted materials permits issued by CACs and management 
practices carried out by rice growers, this program has been successful in reduc-
LQJ�SHVWLFLGH�ORDGLQJ�LQ�ZDWHUZD\V�UHFHLYLQJ�ULFH�¿HOG�UXQRII��&$&V�FRQWLQXH�WR� 
conduct water-hold and other inspections to enforce controls. 

Until 2003, DPR monitored for rice pesticides each year in agricultural drains 
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QH[W�WR�ULFH�¿HOGV�DQG�LQ�DUHDV�RI�WKH�6DFUDPHQWR�5LYHU�WKDW�UHFHLYH�ULFH�¿HOG�ZDWHU�� 
In 2003, the California Rice Commission, a commodity group representing Cali-
IRUQLD�ULFH�JURZHUV�DQG�KDQGOHUV��WRRN�RYHU�UHVSRQVLELOLW\�IRU�PRQLWRULQJ�VXUIDFH� 
water and documenting grower compliance with the rice pesticides program. DPR 
SURYLGHV�RYHUVLJKW�DQG�FRQWLQXHV�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�WKH�5HJLRQDO�:DWHU�%RDUG�DQG�WKH� 
rice industry to ensure continued protection of water quality. 

DPR monitors private drinking 
water wells for traces of 

pesticides. 

GROUND WATER PROTECTION PROGRAM 

The State Water Board began monitoring ground water for toxic metals, nitrates 
DQG�RUJDQLF�SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�������¿QGLQJ�ZLGHVSUHDG�FRQWDPLQDWLRQ�E\�WKH�IXPLJDQW� 
DBCP, which had been canceled in 1977. 

A more limited CDFA monitoring project in 1982 of 217 well sites found DBCP, 
simazine, ethylene dibromide and carbofuran. It was followed in 1983 by a Water 
%RDUG�UHSRUW²WKH�¿UVW�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�DQDO\VLV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�JURXQG� 
water—which found that more than 50 pesticides had been found in 23 counties. 
DBCP alone was found in more than 2,000 wells. 

In 1984, CDFA began developing a plan to selectively control the application of 
ground-applied pesticides. At the same time, reports of pesticides in ground water 
DOVR�FDPH�WR�WKH�DWWHQWLRQ�RI�WKH�/HJLVODWXUH��,Q�������WKH�$VVHPEO\�2I¿FH�RI�5H-
search published The Leaching Fields: A Nonpoint Threat to Groundwater, which 
reported detection of 57 pesticides in ground water, 22 of which were because of 
agricultural use. The report predicted that more widespread contamination would 
EH�IRXQG�DQG�UHFRPPHQGHG�PRUH�VDPSOLQJ�WR�¿QG�RXW�LWV�H[WHQW�� 

The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act (PCPA) 

This law (Statues of 1985, Chapter 1298, AB 2021; amended in 2014 by SB 
������ZDV�GHVLJQHG�WR�SUHYHQW�IXUWKHU�SROOXWLRQ�RI�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU�VRXUFHV��EDVHG� 
on an assumption that movement of a pesticide to ground water could be predicted 
by its physicochemical and environmental fate characteristics. The PCPA placed 
several mandates on the department, registrants and government agencies that test 
well water for pesticides. 

•		 Environmental fate data. Registrants of agricultural-use pesticides must sub-
mit data to DPR on the physical and chemical properties of pesticide products 
WKDW�GHVFULEH�WKHLU�SHUVLVWHQFH�DQG�PRELOLW\��&DOLIRUQLD¶V�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�³DJULFXO-
tural use” encompasses use not only in production agriculture but also along 
ULJKWV�RI�ZD\�DQG�LQ�ODQGVFDSHG�DUHDV�VXFK�DV�JROI�FRXUVHV��SDUNV�DQG�FHPHWHU-
ies. (6HH�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�WKH�DJULFXOWXUDO�XVH�GH¿QLWLRQ�LQ�&KDSWHU����) 

•		 Identify potential contaminants. DPR scientists use this environmental fate 
data to identify pesticides with the potential to pollute ground water. DPR 
LGHQWL¿HV�VSHFL¿F�WULJJHU�YDOXHV��FDOOHG�VSHFL¿F�QXPHULFDO�YDOXHV��619V��E\� 
comparing chemical properties between pesticides or their degradation products 
NQRZQ�WR�FRQWDPLQDWH�JURXQG�ZDWHU�WR�RWKHU�SHVWLFLGHV��LQFOXGLQJ�WKHLU�GHJUD-
dation products that were sampled but not detected in ground water. The last 
update to the SNVs occurred in 1991. The amount of well sampling data and 
chemical analysis has greatly increased since then so the lists will be updated
WR�UHÀHFW�FXUUHQW�NQRZOHGJH��7KLV�QHZ�OLVW�ZLOO�EH�VXEMHFW�WR�VWDWLVWLFDO�DQDO\VHV� 
ZKHUHE\�WKH�UHVXOWV�ZLOO�OLNHO\�ZDUUDQW�DQ�XSGDWH�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�619V� 

Groundwater Protection List 

As mandated in the PCPA, DPR adopts regulations placing an active ingredient  
on its Groundwater Protection List (GWPL) if the chemical properties indicate a  
potential to pollute ground water. The requirement for the data call-in of chemi-
FDO�SURSHUWLHV�XVHG�IRU�LGHQWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG�OLVWLQJ�DQ�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQW�QRZ�LQFOXGHV� 
consideration of their major degradation products. 
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DPR was also required to develop a database of wells sampled for pesticides. 
Under the PCPA, all state and local agencies must report to DPR results of wells 
sampled for pesticides. 
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Well water sampling is an 
important component of DPR's 

Ground Water Pr otection 
Program. 

Monitoring 

DPR must also sample ground water in areas where agricultural pesticides are  
XVHG�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�WKHVH�SHVWLFLGHV�KDYH�PRYHG�WR�JURXQG�ZDWHU��,Q�������WKHUH� 
were 105 registered pesticide active ingredients on the GWPL, about a third of all  
pesticide active ingredients used in agriculture. Because analytical methods are  
usually not available to measure each at the low concentrations normally found in  
ZHOO�ZDWHU��VXEVWDQWLDO�ZRUN�LV�QHHGHG�WR�GHYHORS�D�PHWKRG�EHIRUH�PRQLWRULQJ�FDQ� 
EH�GRQH��7KHUHIRUH��WR�LQFUHDVH�WKH�HI¿FLHQF\�DQG�UHGXFH�WKH�FRVW�RI�PRQLWRULQJ��WKH� 
GWPL list has been prioritized using data on: 

• Detections in ground water in the United States or other countries. 

• Amount of pesticide used in California. 

• Results from a calibrated model that uses environmental fate data to compare  
pesticide movement among active ingredients. 

The result is a list of active ingredients identifying the priority for analytical meth-
od development and monitoring. DPR scientists also developed spatial information  
that allows targeted sampling that produces the highest probability of detecting resi-
dues in wells. Spatial databases used to determine sampling sites include pesticide  
use, soil properties, depth to ground water and previous detections. 

Detection process 

:KHQ�D�SHVWLFLGH�RU�SHVWLFLGH�GHJUDGDWH�LV�GHWHFWHG�LQ�JURXQG�ZDWHU��'35�WDNHV� 
several actions, including: 

• &RQ¿UPLQJ�WKH�GHWHFWLRQ�E\�DQDO\]LQJ�D�EDFNXS�VDPSOH�RU�UHVDPSOLQJ�WKH�ZHOO� 

• /RFDWLQJ�DQG�VDPSOLQJ�ZHOOV�LQ�WKH�DUHD�QHDU�WKH�RULJLQDO�GHWHFWLRQ�WR�¿QG�RXW� 
the extent of contamination and if the detection was a result of legal agricultural  
use. (If there is evidence of illegal pesticide use or point sources, the detection is  
referred to the State Water Board.) 

• Determining if the detected concentration poses an immediate threat to public  
health. If so, DPR can suspend the use of the pesticide. If residues do not pose  
an immediate threat to public health, it triggers a response outlined in the PCPA.  
This includes convening a three-member subcommittee of DPR’s Pesticide Reg-
istration and Evaluation Committee to decide if use can continue and, if so, under  
what limits. The subcommittee is comprised of staff from OEHHA, the Water  
Board and DPR. 

• Putting measures into place to prevent further contamination. 

Regulatory controls to prevent ground water contamination 

By 2010, DPR had reviewed eight pesticide active ingredients under the formal  
review process and adopted regulations to prevent their continued movement to  
JURXQG�ZDWHU��7KH�¿UVW�VHW�RI�UHJXODWLRQV�'35�SXW�LQWR�SODFH�LQ�WKH�����V�WDUJHWHG� 
only geographical sections of land where residues had been found in well water. A  
new approach based on years of research by DPR scientists resulted in regulations  
in 2004 that provide an extra layer of prevention by including areas with soil and  
depth-to-ground-water properties similar to areas where residues had previously  
been found. These vulnerable areas are denoted as ground water protection areas  
(GWPAs). More than 3,700 GWPAs cover roughly 2.3 million acres in California.  

GWPAs are designated by the pathway for movement of residues to ground water.  
$UHDV�FODVVL¿HG�DV�³OHDFKLQJ´�KDYH�FRDUVH�WH[WXUHG��VDQG\�VRLO�ZKHUH�UHVLGXHV�PRYH� 
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directly down from application sites with water as it recharges the aquifer. GWPAs  
ODEHOHG�DV�³UXQRII´�DUHDV�DUH�ZKHUH�UHVLGXHV�PRYH�LQ�UDLQIDOO�RU�LUULJDWLRQ�UXQRII�WKDW� 
facilitates rapid movement to subsurface soils.  

Use of listed pesticides in a GWPA requires a permit from the CAC. Growers  
are required to select a management practice described in regulation. Applicability  
of management practices is based on soil characteristics. For example, in a runoff  
area, the applicator could choose to hold all irrigation and rainfall drainage or runoff  
WKURXJK�WKH�¿HOG�IRU�VL[�PRQWKV�DIWHU�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ��7KH�PDQDJHPHQW�SUDFWLFH�LV�DQ� 
enforceable condition of the permit and CACs have the authority to conduct inspec-
tions to determine whether permit conditions have been met.  

Among other restrictions to protect ground water are runoff protections for well-
KHDGV��UHJXODWLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�RQ�URDGVLGHV�DQG�SUHYHQWLQJ�EDFNÀRZ�RI�SHVWLFLGHV� 
during chemigation. 

7R�KHOS�FDUU\�RXW�PDQGDWHG�DFWLYLWLHV��'35¶V�VWDII�KDV�LQFRUSRUDWHG�VFLHQWL¿F�DS-
proaches to: 

•		 Understand pathways of movement to ground water.�'35�GLG�LWV�¿UVW�LQYHV-
tigations on how pesticides moved to ground water in the 1980s. It was followed  
by dozens of other studies on monitoring and analytical methods, modeling  
approaches, determination of the sources of contamination and pathways to soil,  
and the effects of agronomic and geologic factors on pesticide movement into  
soil. 

•		 'HYHORS�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�PDWFKHG�WR�WKH�VSHFL¿F�SDWKZD\�RI�SHVWLFLGH� 
movement to ground water  to prevent contamination. In coarse-textured soils,  
control of irrigation percolation water is most important. In contrast, for soils  
ZKHUH�UXQRII�LV�WKH�SDWKZD\�RI�RII�VLWH�PRYHPHQW��RQH�NH\�RSWLRQ�LV�LQFRUSRUDW-
ing residues from the surface application into the soil. 

•		 Evaluate pesticide products before registration to identify and, if needed,  
mitigate potential hazards to ground water��,I�D�SHVWLFLGH�LV�LGHQWL¿HG�DV� 
having high potential to affect ground water, DPR may request the registrant to  
add restrictions to the label or conduct more studies on the environmental fate of  
the product. If mitigation is not possible, DPR could also decline to register the  
pesticide. 

•		 Track the effectiveness of regulations. In 1999, DPR began a program to moni-
WRU�WKH�FRQFHQWUDWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�UHVLGXHV�LQ�ZHOOV�NQRZQ�WR�EH�FRQWDPLQDWHG�� 
Collected data and statistical analysis are posted online. Since initiation of DPR’s  
monitoring of domestic wells in Fresno and Tulare counties in regulated Ground  
Water Protection Areas in 2000, decreases in well water have been measured for  
residues of simazine, diuron, and bromacil, providing an indication that mitiga-
tion measures have been effective. 
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Salt marsh harvest mice (above) 
and kit foxes (below) are among 
the species monitored by DPR 

scientists. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES PROJECT 

In California, DPR has been studying endangered species protection issues 
through an interagency agreement with U.S. EPA since 1988. DPR activities 
include mapping sites occupied by federally listed species, evaluating pesticide ex-
SRVXUH�ULVNV�WR�LQKDELWHG�VLWHV��FODVVLI\LQJ�ULVN�DQG�GHYHORSLQJ�SURWHFWLRQ�VWUDWHJLHV�� 

As of 2016, there were 316 federally listed endangered or threatened species in 
California. The nine listed populations of salmon and steelhead occupy the most 
DUHD��GH¿QHG�DV�ZDWHUVKHGV�WKDW�FRYHU�URXJKO\����SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�VWDWH��LQFOXGLQJ� 
several entire coastal counties. All other terrestrial and inland aquatic species cover 
about 20 percent of the state, overlapping to some extent with the salmon and 
VWHHOKHDG�ZDWHUVKHGV��2I�WKH�WHUUHVWULDO�VSHFLHV��6DQ�-RDTXLQ�NLW�IR[�KDV�WKH�JUHDWHVW� 
overlap with agricultural areas, accounting for about 10 million acres over 14 coun-
ties, mostly in the agriculturally rich southern San Joaquin Valley. 
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7KH�ULVNV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�H[SRVXUH�WR�QRQWDUJHW�DQG�HQGDQJHUHG�VSHFLHV�DUH�HYDOXDWHG� 
IURP�UHJLVWHUHG�XVH�SDWWHUQV��KLVWRU\�RI�¿VK�RU�ZLOGOLIH�LPSDFWV�IURP�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG� 
a comparison of the biology of the nontarget species with the pesticide use pattern. 

DPR’s Endangered Species Project (part of the Pest Management and Licens-
ing Branch) coordinates endangered species protection strategies with California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), California Department of Food and Ag-
riculture (CDFA) and the California Agriculture Commissioners (CACs). Alterna-
tive protection strategies and the State Plan developed under this project are subject 
to U.S. EPA authorization and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approval. 

7KH�GLVWULEXWLRQ�RI�PRVW�HQGDQJHUHG�VSHFLHV�KDV�QRW�EHHQ�RI¿FLDOO\�GH¿QHG�� 
Surveying for the presence of many species is expensive and unreliable. Changing 
ODQG�XVHV��LQFOXGLQJ�¿HOG�URWDWLRQV��ODQG�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�QDWXUDO�YDULDEOHV�VXFK�
DV�WKH�PRELOLW\�RI�VRPH�VSHFLHV��IRRG�VXSSO\��GURXJKWV��ÀRRGV�DQG�ZLOG¿UHV�FDXVH� 
many species to redistribute faster than surveys can be completed. Surveying for the 
current distribution of species is therefore reserved for special cases where no other 
approach is feasible to limit pesticide exposure to nontarget species. 

Usually, the best estimate of current distribution comes from past sightings and 
current evaluations of land use in these areas. The best available compilation of 
sightings for federally listed species (and other species of special status) in Califor-
nia is CDFW’s Natural Diversity Database (NDDB). Sites in the NDDB are often  
GH¿QHG�E\�D�FHQWUDO�SRLQW�DQG�D�UDGLXV��XS�WR�RQH�PLOH��WKDW�HQFRPSDVVHV�WKH�DUHD�RI� 
an occurrence of a species. More precise information is used where available. 

DPR converts the NDDB data into a list of sections appended through the Public 
Land Survey System (PLSS) of township, range and section (TRS) coordinates for 
each location where these species may be found. Within these sections, a habitat 
description accompanies protection strategies. This limits strategies to areas that 
meet the conditions of habitat for a species. 

(QGDQJHUHG�VSHFLHV�DUH�QRW�HFRQRPLF�SHVWV��7KHUH�LV�QR�HVVHQWLDO�FRQÀLFW�EHWZHHQ� 
using pesticides and protecting endangered species if nontarget hazards of pesti-
cides are understood and satisfactory protection strategies developed and used to 
avoid nontarget exposures. Protection strategies rely on the differences between 
endangered species and the species that are the target of pesticide applications. 
Differences in the size, activity patterns, food preferences, seasonal presence and 
behavior can be used to selectively expose pests to a pesticide while minimizing the 
ULVN�WR�HQGDQJHUHG�VSHFLHV� 

Pesticide applicator training is essential to the success of DPR’s Endangered Spe-
FLHV�3URMHFW��%HJLQQLQJ�LQ�������'35�GHYHORSHG�HQGDQJHUHG�VSHFLHV�¿HOG�LGHQWL¿FD-
tion cards, slide presentations and other instructional materials to help pest control 
professionals, farmers and other pesticide applicators identify endangered species 
and their habitats. DPR staff distributes these materials at continuing education 
seminars. They are also posted online. 

�'35�VWDII�DOVR�ZRUNV�ZLWK�IHGHUDO�DJHQFLHV�VXFK�DV�WKH�1DWLRQDO�0DULQH�)LVK-
eries Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service to help develop more accurate 
pesticide exposure assessments of endangered species used in biological opinions. 
7KHVH�DVVHVVPHQWV��ZKLFK�DUH�NH\�WR�GHWHUPLQLQJ�WKH�QHHG�IRU�DGGLWLRQDO�SURWHFWLYH� 
measures, are often based on conservative assumptions because data on pesticide 
use and the presence of pesticides in the environment are scarce. In California, 
however, these data are detailed and extensive enough to help explain historic 
conditions in endangered species habitat and predict possible impairments in the 
future. These data sets, especially when used with pesticide dispersion and exposure 
PRGHOV��FDQ�KHOS�UH¿QH�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�KRZ�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�PD\�DIIHFW�HQGDQJHUHG� 
species and what protective measures are appropriate. 
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California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
Endangered Species Project 

www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/endspec/index.htm 

Riparian Brush Rabbit (Sylvilagus bachmani riparius) 
Status - Federal: Endangered California: Endangered 
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The riparian brush rabbit is a medium-sized (about 1 foot long, weighs less 
than 2 lbs) cottontail. It can be distinguished from the desert cottontail 
(Sylvilagus audubonii), by size and some coloration patterns. The tail of the 
brush rabbit is small and inconspicuous compared to the desert cottontail, and 
its ears are uniformly colored. The tail of the desert cottontail shows much 
ZKLWH�YLHZHG�IURP�EHKLQG��DQG�WKH�LQQHU�WLSV�RI�WKH�HDUV�DUH�EODFN��:KHQ� 
ORRNHG�DW�IURP�DERYH��WKH�FKHHNV�RI�WKH�EUXVK�UDEELW�SURWUXGH�ZKHUHDV�WKRVH� 
RI�WKH�GHVHUW�FRWWRQWDLO�DUH�VOLJKWO\�FRQFDYH��5LSDULDQ�EUXVK�UDEELWV�DUH�NQRZQ� 
to have occurred in riparian forests along the San Joaquin River and 
Stanislaus rivers in Stanislaus and San Joaquin counties. They probably also 

$�¿HOG�LGHQWLILFDWLRQ�FDUG�FUHDWHG� 
by DPR's Endangered Species 

Project. 



 Chapter 10: Protecting the Environment
 

PRESCRIBE SEARCH TOOL 

In 2005, DPR introduced a web-based tool to give pesticide users and CACs 
customized information to protect endangered and threatened species. Called 
PRESCRIBE (Pesticide Regulation Endangered Species Custom Real-time Internet 
Bulletin Engine), it allows users to select a geographical area and pesticides of 
LQWHUHVW�DQG�UHFHLYH�D�FRPSXWHU�JHQHUDWHG�³SUHVFULSWLRQ´�RI�DSSOLFDEOH�XVH�OLPLWV�WR� 
protect endangered species in that area. PRESCRIBE provides pesticide users with 
current, authoritative, comprehensive information on species distribution, pesticide 
products and corresponding pesticide use limitations to protect endangered species 
while maintaining the widest array of pest control alternatives. 

With the increased popularity of smart phones and tablets, mobile internet usage 
has increased dramatically over the years. In response to the rising number of mo-
bile users, DPR launched PRESCRIBE Mobile in February of 2014. PRESCRIBE 
0RELOH�LGHQWL¿HV�D�XVHU¶V�ORFDWLRQ�E\�XVLQJ�WKH�PRELOH�GHYLFH��VPDUW�SKRQH��WDEOHW�� 
JOREDO�SRVLWLRQLQJ�FDSDELOLWLHV�WR�UHIHUHQFH�JHRJUDSKLF�FRRUGLQDWHV��,W�WKHQ�LGHQWL¿HV� 
listed species that may be present, down to a one-square-mile area, and provides use 
limitations to protect the species from the pesticide to be used in that site. 

Until PRESCRIBE went online, CACs and pesticide users had to extract infor-
mation from DPR’s lengthy, printed county endangered species bulletins. It was 
GLI¿FXOW�WR�¿JXUH�RXW�LI�DQ�HQGDQJHUHG�VSHFLHV�ZDV�LQ�DQ�DUHD�DQG�LI�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�WR� 
be applied was a problem for it. 

The pesticide use limits presented by PRESCRIBE are the same as those in the 
paper bulletins. However, they are delivered in a one- or two-page report that pro-
vides the user with instructions relevant to the locations where the pesticide will be 
used, and only for the pesticide that will be used. 

EMERGENCY PROJECTS MONITORING 

CDFA uses ground applications of pesticides to eradicate infestations of exotic 
SHVWV��VXFK�DV�WKH�0HGLWHUUDQHDQ�IUXLW�À\�DQG�J\SV\�PRWK��'35�VFLHQWLVWV�PRQL-
tor selected treatments to provide information on pesticide concentrations in soil, 
air, foliage and turf, and in fresh produce grown in treated areas. Surface water 
and runoff from irrigation and rainfall is also sampled and analyzed. DPR selects 
sampling sites in consultation with CDFA, CACs, CDFW, and the Regional Water 
%RDUGV��'35�VKDUHV�PRQLWRULQJ�UHVXOWV�ZLWK�JRYHUQPHQW�DJHQFLHV�DQG�RWKHU�VWDNH-
holders, and posts them online. This information is used to help ensure the public 
is not exposed to levels of pesticides that may cause adverse health effects. If 
PRQLWRULQJ�LQGLFDWHV�OHYHOV�RI�FRQFHUQ��'35�ZRUNV�ZLWK�RWKHU�DJHQFLHV�WR�LGHQWLI\� 
the sources of the problem and investigates how to resolve them. 

PESTICIDE CONTAINER RECYCLING 

Although other states have programs to recycle pesticide containers, California’s 
�����OHJLVODWLRQ��6%�������&KDSWHU������ZDV�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�¿UVW�SHVWLFLGH�FRQWDLQHU� 
recycling law. It was amended in 2010 (AB 2612, Chapter 393). Under the law, 
registrants of production agricultural and commercial pesticides (including spray 
DGMXYDQWV���SDFNDJHG�LQ�ULJLG��QRQUH¿OODEOH��KLJK�GHQVLW\�SRO\HWK\OHQH�FRQWDLQHUV� 
RI����JDOORQV�RU�OHVV�PXVW�HVWDEOLVK�RU�WDNH�SDUW�LQ�D�FRQWDLQHU�UHF\FOLQJ�SURJUDP�� 
Participating registrants must report each year to DPR on their recycling. 

As of 2014, more than 16 million pounds of containers had been collected. The 
UHF\FOLQJ�UDWH�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�FRQWDLQHUV�LV�SRVWHG�RQ�WKH�'35�ZHEVLWH��KWWS���ZZZ� 
FGSU�FD�JRY�GRFV�PLOO�FRQWDLQHUBUHF\FOLQJ�SHVWBFRQWDLQHU�KWP 

DPR's PRESCRIBE app 
provides users with information 
on pesticide-use requirements in 
place to protect local endangered 

species. 

A 2016 agricultural pesticide 
container drop-off event in 

Imperial County was overseen by 
DPR and funded by U.S. EPA. 
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[CHAPTER 11]
 

5HGXFLQJ�WKH�5LVNV�RI�

Managing Pests
 

 

Our goal in agriculture should 
be the production of high-quality 
IRRG�DQG�¿EHU�DW�ORZ�FRVW�DQG� 

with minimal deleterious effects 
on humans or the environment. 

We will have to use the best 
combination of available 

technologies ... integrated into 
ecologically balanced programs. 

— The Future Role of Pesticides 
in U.S. Agriculture, National 
Academy of Sciences (2000) 

,Q�WKH�ODWWHU�SDUW�RI�WKH���WK�FHQWXU\��&DOLIRUQLD�VDZ�VLJQL¿FDQW�DGYDQFHV�LQ� 
UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�LWV�ZLGHVSUHDG�DGRSWLRQ�RQ�IDUPV��DQG�LQ� 
businesses, schools and homes. This evolution affected both the practices of  
SHVWLFLGH�XVHUV�DQG�SROLFLHV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\�DJHQFLHV�OLNH�WKH�'35��,W� 
KLJKOLJKWHG�'35¶V�EURDG�VWDWXWRU\�PDQGDWH�³WR�HQFRXUDJH�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG� 
implementation of pest management systems, stressing application of biological  
and cultural pest management techniques with selective pesticides when neces-
sary to achieve acceptable levels of control with the least possible harm to the  
public health, nontarget organisms, and the environment” (Chapter 7351, Statutes  
of 1972). This mandate’s importance is shown by its prominence in DPR’s  
PLVVLRQ�VWDWHPHQW�³WR�SURWHFW�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�E\�UHJXODWLQJ� 
SHVWLFLGH�VDOHV�DQG�XVH�DQG�E\�IRVWHULQJ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�´ 

,Q�������UHJXODWRU\�DQDO\VW�&KDUOHV�%HQEURRN�UHFRPPHQGHG�WKDW�'35�UHRULHQW� 
LWV�SURJUDPV�WRZDUG�ULVN�GULYHQ�SULRULWLHV��JHWWLQJ�ORZHU�ULVN�SURGXFWV�UHJLV-
WHUHG�PRUH�TXLFNO\�DQG�IRFXVLQJ�UHJXODWRU\�FRQWUROV�RQ�KLJKHU�ULVN�SURGXFWV�DQG� 
DFWLYLWLHV��'35�KDG�FRQWUDFWHG�ZLWK�%HQEURRN�WR�HYDOXDWH�'35¶V�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 
program. Among other recommendations in his report, Challenge and Change: A  
Progressive Approach to Pesticide Regulation in California��%HQEURRN�XUJHG�WKH� 
department to use its regulatory powers to increase the adoption of biologically  
based pest management programs.  

,Q�������EDVHG�RQ�D�\HDU�RI�GLVFXVVLRQV�ZLWK�VWDII�DQG�VWDNHKROGHUV��WKH�GHSDUW-
ment completed its Pest Management Strategy. The department’s proper role,  
WKH�VWUDWHJ\�FRQFOXGHG��ZDV�WR�HQFRXUDJH�WKH�YROXQWDU\�DGRSWLRQ�RI�UHGXFHG�ULVN� 
practices. 

The strategy’s goals and objectives were considered and incorporated into  
DPR’s strategic plans2. While the other goals in each plan differed to some de-
JUHH��HYHU\�SODQ�LQFOXGHG�DGYDQFLQJ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�DV�D�GHSDUW-
ment goal. The department’s 2013 plan, for example, cited three objectives to  
carry out the goal: 

•	 (QFRXUDJH�DQG�VXSSRUW�UHVHDUFK�DQG�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQ-
agement practices and technologies. 

•	 3URPRWH�DGRSWLRQ�RI�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHPV�DQG�SUDFWLFHV� 

•	 3URYLGH�SROLF\��VFLHQWL¿F�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�OHDGHUVKLS�DQG�FROODERUDWLRQ�DW�ORFDO�� 
VWDWH��QDWLRQDO��DQG�LQWHUQDWLRQDO�IRUXPV�WR�IXUWKHU�DGYDQFH�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW� 
management systems. 

To achieve what Challenge and Change and the Pest Management Strategy en-
YLVLRQHG��DQG�WR�FDUU\�RXW�VWUDWHJLF�SODQ�REMHFWLYHV��WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�KDV�HPEDUNHG� 
on several policy and programmatic initiatives. 

1 Appendix A lists this and other statutes noted in this chapter and shows the related 
code section it amended or added. Statutes and related code sections deleted or superseded 
by later legislation have been omitted. 

2 DPR Strategic Plans 1997, 2001, 2008 and 2013. 
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EASING REGISTRATION OF “LOW-RISK” PESTICIDES 

In 1993, DPR began accepting applications for registration of products contain-
ing new microbial and biochemical active ingredients concurrently with their 
application to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). Before that 
time, all pesticides had to be registered with U.S. EPA before a registration appli-
FDWLRQ�FRXOG�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR�'35��7KH�QH[W�\HDU��³WR�HQFRXUDJH�WKH�XVH�RI�SHVWL-
FLGHV�WKDW�DUH�H[SHFWHG�WR�SRVH�UHGXFHG�ULVN�FRPSDUHG�WR�DOWHUQDWLYH�SHVWLFLGHV�´� 
DPR began accepting concurrent applications for products containing new active 
LQJUHGLHQWV�FODVVL¿HG�E\�8�6��(3$�DV�³UHGXFHG�ULVN�´�,Q�������'35�H[SDQGHG�WKH� 
type of applications it would accept concurrently to include products containing 
ELRFKHPLFDOV��PLFURELDOV�DQG�8�6��(3$�GHVLJQDWHG�UHGXFHG�ULVN�DFWLYH�LQJUHGLHQWV� 
already in other California-registered products. 

In 1998, with passage of SB 464 (Statutes of 1997, Chapter 428), DPR also 
began accepting new human health antimicrobials and public health antimicrobi-
als concurrently. Because of budgetary constraints, between 2002 and 2005 DPR 
suspended some programs to accept concurrent registration applications. DPR did 
QRW�DFFHSW�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVWLFLGHV��LQFOXGLQJ�ELRSHVWLFLGHV��FRQFXUUHQWO\� 

In 2006, DPR began accepting applications for registration of any pesticide 
containing a new active ingredient concurrently with U.S. EPA. In 2016, these ap-
plications could still be sent concurrently. 

IPM ACHIEVEMENT AWARDS 

In 1994, DPR created its IPM Innovator Award to recognize growers and other 
leaders in alternative pest management practices. 

DPR hosts an annual event to recognize each year’s award recipients. Awardees 
over the years have ranged from vineyards, farms, nurseries, and industry research-
HUV�DQG�FRPPLVVLRQV�WR�PXQLFLSDOLWLHV��VFKRROV��SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�FRPSDQLHV��WDVN� 
forces and conservation groups. By 2016, DPR had presented 149 IPM Innovator 
awards. 

An IPM Innovator typically has a history showing its approach is economically 
YLDEOH��XVHV�D�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�V\VWHP�WR�UHGXFH�WKH�ULVNV�SRVHG�E\�WUDGLWLRQDO�SHVW� 
management practices, and documents its system so others can learn and apply it. 
An IPM Innovator’s organizational structure may be formal, such as a commodity 
advisory board, a resource conservation district or a school district, or less formal, 
VXFK�DV�D�FRPPXQLW\�RUJDQL]DWLRQ�WKDW�SURPRWHV�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�� 

An IPM Innovator also displays a willingness to share information with oth-
HUV��0DQ\�,30�,QQRYDWRUV�KDYH�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�HGXFDWLRQDO�SURJUDPV�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK� 
participants to encourage the sharing of ideas and information. Their outreach 
programs identify potential new participants and encourage them to join. 

In 2016, the IPM award's scope was changed, as was the name. The new IPM 
Achievement Awards recognize agricultural and nonagricultural groups, organiza-
WLRQV��FRPSDQLHV�RU�VFKRROV�IRU�WKHLU�DFKLHYHPHQWV�LQ�,30�DQG�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW� 
management. The expanded IPM award program includes a variety of accomplish-
ments in areas of innovation, education and outreach, and leadership in promot-
ing IPM practices. The new awards program include a wider possibility of award 
winners and more-diverse IPM practitioners. 

Four  Winds Growers, a dwarf-
citrus pioneer which adopted 
special greenhouse technology 
WR�GHÀHFW�GLVHDVH�FDUU\LQJ�$VLDQ� 
citrus psyllids, was among 2015's 
IPM Innovator  Award winners. 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECTS 

Beginning in the mid-1990s, DPR began using innovative enforcement actions 
to encourage the appropriate use of pesticides, including the adoption of IPM. To 
settle an enforcement action, individuals or companies typically must pay penalties 
DQG�WDNH�DFWLRQV�QHHGHG�WR�HOLPLQDWH�QRQFRPSOLDQFH��,Q�VXLWDEOH�LQVWDQFHV��'35� 
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PD\�ZDLYH�SDUW�RI�WKH�SHQDOW\�DQG�DOORZ�WKH�YLRODWRU�WR�SHUIRUP�D�³6XSSOHPHQWDO� 
Environmental Project” (SEP). 

6(3V�DUH�HQYLURQPHQWDOO\�EHQH¿FLDO�SURMHFWV�WKDW�D�YLRODWRU�YROXQWDULO\�DJUHHV� 
WR�XQGHUWDNH�LQ�VHWWOHPHQW�RI�WKH�DFWLRQ�DQG�WR�RIIVHW�D�SRUWLRQ�RI�WKH�SHQDOW\��)RU� 
example, DPR agreed to offset part of a penalty for selling unregistered pesticides 
when a violator agreed to develop pamphlets for consumers that stress the appro-
priate and safe use of pesticides in and around the home to reduce environmental 
LPSDFWV��,Q�DQRWKHU�'35�FDVH��EHVLGHV�SD\LQJ�D�¿QH��D�FRPSDQ\�WKDW�KDG�YLRODWHG� 
UXOHV�IRU�WKH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�DQG�VWRUDJH�RI�ODUJH�FKORULQH�WDQNV�DJUHHG�WR�SURGXFH� 
brochures describing proper storage and use of chlorine gas and distribute them to 
LQGXVWU\�WUDGH�JURXS�PHPEHUV��,Q�DQRWKHU�LQVWDQFH��'35�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�PDQXIDFWXU-
HUV�RI�FRSSHU�EDVHG�ERDW�SDLQWV�WR�SURGXFH�OHDÀHWV�WR�EH�SODFHG�LQ�VWRUHV�H[SODLQLQJ� 
alternatives to these products that were less harmful to water quality. 

In 2015, the Legislature passed AB 1071 adding section 71118 to the Public 
5HVRXUFHV�&RGH�WKDW�UHTXLUHV�HDFK�ERDUG��GHSDUWPHQW��DQG�RI¿FH�ZLWKLQ�&DO(3$� 
WR�HVWDEOLVK�D�SROLF\�IRU�6(3V�WKDW�IRFXVHV�RQ�EHQH¿WWLQJ�GLVDGYDQWDJHG�HQYLURQ-
PHQWDO�MXVWLFH�FRPPXQLWLHV��7KH�ODZ�VSHFL¿HV�WKDW�WKH�SROLF\�LQFOXGH�D�SURFHVV� 
to solicit potential projects and requires the posting of available projects on the 
&DO(3$�ZHEVLWH��7KH�SROLF\�FRPSO\LQJ�ZLWK�WKLV�OHJLVODWLRQ�FDQ�EH�IRXQG�DW�KWWS��� 
ZZZ�FGSU�FD�JRY�GRFV�HQIRUFH�HQIRUGV�VHSBSROLF\�SROLF\�SGI� 

PESTICIDE USE REPORTING 

Information on pesticide use trends is critical to identifying the success or failure 
RI�HIIRUWV�WR�SURPRWH�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW��,W�DOVR�KHOSV�UHVHDUFKHUV� 
identify emerging challenges and avenues to solutions and provides insight to help 
UHJXODWRUV�PDNH�HQYLURQPHQWDOO\�DQG�HFRQRPLFDOO\�VRXQG�SROLF\�GHFLVLRQV��7R� 
provide this data, beginning with the 1997 annual pesticide use report, DPR scien-
tists have presented their review and analysis of changes in pesticide use for about 
a dozen crops, selected based on their pesticide use or planted acreage. (For more 
information on pesticide use reporting, see Chapter 9.) 

There is too little acknowledgment 

of the years of work it takes 

to establish an effective and 


economically viable IPM program. 

We thought it was time for that 


overdue recognition. The systems 

DPR recognized today embody the 

spirit of innovation that we want 


to encourage. They are models for 

others to follow.
 

— DPR 1994 news release 
DQQRXQFLQJ�WKH�¿UVW�,30� 

Innovator Awards 
GRANT PROGRAMS 

Legislation in 1994 (Chapter 545, SB 1752) allowed the department to set up a 
FRPSHWLWLYH�JUDQWV�SURJUDP��,Q�������'35�EHJDQ�LWV�³,QQRYDWLRQV�LQ�3HVW�0DQDJH-
PHQW´�JUDQW�SURJUDP��7KDW�¿UVW�\HDU��PRUH�WKDQ����������LQ�VPDOO�JUDQWV�ZHQW� 
to projects to encourage nontraditional, least-toxic solutions to agricultural and 
urban pest problems. The next year, DPR launched a complementary project of 
larger Pest Management Alliance grants. They focused on developing partnerships 
ZLWK�SULYDWH�DQG�QRQSUR¿W�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�WR�³KHOS�DJULFXOWXUDO�FRPPRGLW\��QRQ� 
agricultural, urban, and other groups address important pest management issues on 
a regional or statewide scale.” 

The department designed the Alliance program to promote the implementation 
RI�QHZ�SUDFWLFHV�RQ�D�ZLGHU�VFDOH�WKDQ�ZDV�WDNLQJ�SODFH��%\�FUHDWLQJ�SDUWQHUVKLSV� 
with commodity groups and urban organizations, DPR aimed for extensive, sector-
wide projects with broad application in pest management to achieve measurable 
UHGXFWLRQ�LQ�WKH�ULVN�IURP�SHVWLFLGHV��7KH�JUDQWV�DOVR�SURYLGHG�DQ�RSSRUWXQLW\�IRU� 
staff to better understand pest management challenges for the affected commodity. 
7KLV�FDQ�KHOS�'35�PDNH�PRUH�LQIRUPHG�UHJXODWRU\�GHFLVLRQV�� 

:KHQ�WKH�$OOLDQFH�SURJUDP�EHJDQ��'35¶V�DSSURDFK�ZDV�WR�¿UVW�DZDUG�D�VPDOO� 
,QQRYDWLRQV�JUDQW�WR�ORFDOL]HG�SURMHFWV��7KH�JRDO�ZDV�WR�KHOS�JURXSV�WDNH�UHVHDUFK� 
UHVXOWV�DQG�PRYH�WKHP�LQWR�WKH�¿HOG�WKURXJK�DSSOLHG�UHVHDUFK�DQG�GHPRQVWUDWLRQ� 
that, if successful, could be funded for broad geographic implementation with an 
Alliance grant. DPR originally oriented the Alliance program to involve groups, 
state- or industry-wide, and target important regulatory concerns associated with 
pest management. 

http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/enforce/enfords/sep_policy/policy.pdf
http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/enforce/enfords/sep_policy/policy.pdf
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By the end of the 1990s, Alliance projects included demonstration, education 
DQG�RXWUHDFK��7KHLU�IRFXV�ZDV�RQ�SURWHFWLQJ�VXUIDFH�DQG�JURXQG�ZDWHU��¿QGLQJ� 
DOWHUQDWLYHV�WR�KLJK�WR[LFLW\�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�UHGXFLQJ�ZRUNHU�H[SRVXUH�LQ�DJULFXO-
tural and urban settings. At the time, grant recipients began with a DPR-funded 
SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�HYDOXDWLRQ�WKH�¿UVW�\HDU��ZKLFK�DOORZHG�WKHP�WR�DSSO\�IRU�IXOO� 
Alliance funding the following year. Recipients had to provide matching funds or 
LQ�NLQG�VHUYLFHV�HTXDO�WR�HDFK�\HDU¶V�JUDQW� 

%\�������ZKHQ�EXGJHWDU\�FXWEDFNV�IRUFHG�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�VXVSHQG�LWV�JUDQW� 
programs, DPR had given out $7.2 million in Innovation and Alliance grants. That 
same year, under contract to DPR, the Center for Agricultural Partnerships (CAP) 
completed an evaluation of the Alliance program procedures, data management 
DQG�RXWFRPHV��&$3�SUDLVHG�WKH�$OOLDQFH�SURJUDP��FDOOLQJ�LW�³XQLTXH´�LQ�WKH�QDWLRQ�� 
³9DOXDEOH�QHZ�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�DOWHUQDWLYHV�KDV�EHHQ�JHQHUDWHG�´� 
&$3�UHSRUWHG��³'35�KDV�SURYLGHG�DQ�RSSRUWXQLW\�IRU�FRPPRGLW\�JURXSV�WR�LQ-
crease awareness of alternative pest management practices and to leverage funding 
WR�DFFRPSOLVK�ZRUN�PRUH�UDSLGO\�DQG�RQ�D�ZLGHU�VFDOH�´ 

CAP recommended several changes to improve DPR oversight of projects, 
including more clarity in requests for proposals and greater interaction with DPR 
VWDII�RQ�WKH�SURMHFWV��3RLQWLQJ�RXW�WKDW�³DFKLHYLQJ�VXVWDLQDEOH�UHGXFWLRQV�LQ�SHVWL-
FLGH�ULVNV�UHTXLUHV�WKH�FRPPHUFLDO�DGRSWLRQ�RI�HIIHFWLYH�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�SUDF-
tices,” the report recommended DPR require Alliance recipients to demonstrate 
and document both qualitative and quantitative, physical changes resulting from 
their projects. 

In 2007, the Legislature reinstituted Alliance funding, and by 2015 DPR had 
awarded another $3.4 million in Alliance grants. In restarting the program, DPR 
eliminated the pest management evaluation and the need for matching funds from 
Alliance recipients. Staff rewrote the requests for proposals to provide more direc-
tion on priority areas and to ensure that proposals included baselines against which 
WR�PHDVXUH�LQWHQGHG�RXWFRPHV�DQG�WKH�PHWKRGRORJ\�IRU�GRLQJ�VR��$V�GH¿QHG� 
in 2011, an Alliance is a collaborative team that may include commodity group 
representatives, growers, university researchers, urban or industry representatives, 
ODQGVFDSH�SURIHVVLRQDOV��FRQVHUYDWLRQ�DJHQFLHV�DQG�VXVWDLQDELOLW\�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�SUR-
JUDPV��$OOLDQFH�JUDQW�SURMHFWV�PXVW�SURYLGH�HYLGHQFH�WKDW�DGRSWLRQ�LV�WDNLQJ�SODFH� 
by the end of the grant period. Research may be a minor part of the overall project, 
but DPR will not fund Alliance grant projects that focus on research. 

In 2012 the Legislature expanded DPR’s grant program to include funding for 
research projects that develop effective alternatives to fumigants and other pesti-
FLGHV�WKDW�SRVH�XQGXH�ULVNV�WR�SXEOLF�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��DQG�HQFRXUDJH� 
collaborations with the industry to identify realistic solutions to the emerging im-
SDFWV�RI�UHJXODWLRQV�HVSHFLDOO\�WR�WKH�XVH�RI�IXPLJDQWV�LQ�WKH�¿HOG��*UDQW�UHFLSLHQWV� 
may include public and private entities such as accredited institutions of higher 
OHDUQLQJ��FRPPRGLW\�ERDUGV��OLFHQVHG�SHVW�FRQWURO�EXVLQHVVHV��QRQSUR¿W�RUJDQL]D-
tions, and urban pest managers of institutional buildings. As of 2016, DPR had 
awarded $4.26 million in research grants. Projects must be designed to increase 
implementation and adoption of proven, effective IPM practices that reduce pesti-
FLGH�ULVNV�WR�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�� 

Since the grant programs began, DPR’s Pest Management Advisory Committee 
KDV�KDG�D�VWDWXWRU\�GXW\�WR�UHYLHZ�WKH�SURSRVDOV�DQG�PDNH�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�RQ� 
funding. 

Integrated pest management  
(IPM): An ecosystem-based  

strategy that focuses on long-
term prevention of pests or their  
damage through a combination  
of techniques such as biological  
control, habitat manipulation,  
PRGL¿FDWLRQ�RI�FXOWXUDO�SUDFWLFHV�� 

and use of resistant varieties.  
Pesticides are used only after  
monitoring indicates they are  

needed according to established  
guidelines, and treatments are  

made with the goal of removing  
only the target organism. Pest  

control materials are selected and  
applied in a manner that minimizes  
ULVNV�WR�KXPDQ�KHDOWK��EHQH¿FLDO� 
and nontarget organisms, and the  

environment.  

— University of California 
Statewide IPM Program 

IPM TRAINING 

In 1999, DPR adopted regulations requiring prospective pest control advisers 
�3&$V��WR�WDNH�PRUH�FROOHJH�FRXUVHV�UHODWHG�WR�,30��7KH�QHZ�UXOHV�ZHQW�LQWR�HI-
IHFW�LQ�������%HFDXVH�VWXGHQWV�ZHUH�KDYLQJ�GLI¿FXOW\�¿QGLQJ�FODVVHV�PDWFKLQJ�WKH� 
detailed requirements in the new regulations, in 2007 DPR amended the rules to 
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SURYLGH�PRUH�ÀH[LELOLW\�LQ�DFKLHYLQJ�VRPH�RI�WKH�DFDGHPLF�UHTXLUHPHQWV��$W�OHDVW� 
one course stressing IPM is still required, however, and applicants need an exten-
VLYH�NQRZOHGJH�RI�,30�WR�SDVV�WKH�3&$�H[DP� 

IPM training for school 
employees in Redding in 2016. 

IPM IN SCHOOLS AND CHILD CARE FACILITIES 

,Q�������'35�VWDII�EHJDQ�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�SXEOLF�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�DFURVV�WKH�VWDWH� 
WR�KHOS�WKHP�VHW�XS�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVWLFLGH�SURJUDPV��,Q�������'35�VHQW�HDFK� 
VFKRRO�GLVWULFW�D����SDJH�ERRNOHW�GHVLJQHG�WR�KHOS�VFKRRO�RI¿FLDOV�H[DPLQH�DQG� 
improve their pest management practices and set up IPM programs. In 1996,  
DPR completed a survey about pest management practices, policies and pro-
grams. It found that school districts throughout the state were developing and  
adopting innovative ways to manage weeds, insects, rodents and other pests.  
However, DPR also found that technical, institutional or economic constraints  
ZHUH�VLJQL¿FDQW�REVWDFOHV��,Q�UHVSRQVH��'35�VFLHQWLVWV�PRGHUDWHG�VHYHUDO�XUEDQ� 
,30�ZRUNVKRSV��ZKLFK�OHG�WR�KHOSLQJ�WKUHH�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�ZLWK�WKHLU�,30� 
SURJUDPV��)RQWDQD��3DMDUR�9DOOH\�DQG�/RV�$QJHOHV�8QL¿HG��'35�DOVR�UHFRJQL]HG� 
VHYHUDO�VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�ZLWK�,30�,QQRYDWRU�DZDUGV�IRU�WKHLU�SLRQHHULQJ�ZRUN�LQ� 
¿QGLQJ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�VROXWLRQV�WR�VFKRRO�SHVW�SUREOHPV� 

Between 1998 and 2000, DPR awarded $170,000 in Alliance funding to  
several school districts to develop model school IPM programs and resources  
IRU�GLVWULFW�DGPLQLVWUDWRUV��)RU�WKH���������¿VFDO�\HDU��WKH�/HJLVODWXUH�DSSURSUL-
ated $634,000 for DPR to establish a statewide voluntary program for school  
IPM. In 2000, the Legislature also passed the Healthy Schools Act (HSA, AB  
������&KDSWHU�������,W�ZDV�SURPSWHG�E\�FRQFHUQ�DERXW�WKH�ULVN�WR�FKLOGUHQ�IURP� 
potential exposure to pesticides. It encouraged the voluntary adoption of IPM by  
public K-12 schools and public child care centers.  

The HSA required DPR to help public K-12 school districts comply with the  
law and to promote and facilitate the adoption of school IPM programs for dis-
tricts that voluntarily choose to do so. The department was required to: 

•		 Develop criteria for identifying least-hazardous pest management practices and 
encourage their adoption as part of a school IPM program. 

•		 &UHDWH�D�PRGHO�SURJUDP�JXLGHERRN�WKDW�SUHVFULEHV�HVVHQWLDO�SURJUDP�HOHPHQWV� 
for a district that has adopted a least-hazardous IPM program. 

•		 Develop a school IPM website as a comprehensive directory of resources 
describing and promoting least-hazardous practices at schools. The site also had 
to provide the public with information about public health and environmental 
effects of pesticides. 

•		 0DNH�VFKRRO�VLWH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�UHSRUWLQJ�IRUPV��7KH�+6$�UHTXLUHV�SHVW�FRQWURO� 
businesses that apply pesticides in schools to submit annual reports to DPR of 
those applications. 

The HSA was amended in 2005 (AB 405, Chapter 566) to prohibit canceled or  
suspended pesticides, or those given conditional registration by DPR, from be-
ing used on school sites. A 2006 amendment (AB 2865, Chapter 865) expanded  
HSA requirements to private child care centers (but not family day care homes).  
In 2014, the HSA was again amended (SB 1405, Chapter 848) to require school  
sites to develop an IPM plan and report pesticide use by school employees, and  
for anyone applying pesticides on school sites to be trained in IPM and the safe  
use of pesticides in relation to the unique nature of school site and children’s  
health. Three one-hour online courses are available to school custodians, child  
care providers, licensed pesticide applicators and others. 

IPM programs for both schools and child care centers 

DPR began its statewide school IPM program in 2000 and the child care IPM 
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program in 2007. The school IPM program consists of statewide IPM training  
for district staff, IPM-focused educational publications and a website for school  
,30��³*URZLQJ�8S�*UHHQ�´�'35¶V�FKLOG�FDUH�,30�SURJUDP��DOVR�LQFOXGHV�,30� 
WUDLQLQJ�IRU�FKLOG�FDUH�SURYLGHUV��HGXFDWLRQDO�PDWHULDOV�VSHFL¿F�WR�WKH�FKLOG�FDUH� 
setting and a website for child-care providers, parents and pest management  
professionals. 

DPR’s School IPM staff sends regular e-mail notices to school staff about top-
LFV�VXFK�DV�'35�SURGXFHG�VFKRRO�,30�FDOHQGDUV��XSFRPLQJ�ZRUNVKRSV��EDFN� 
WR�VFKRRO�,30�UHPLQGHUV��KRZ�WR�HYDOXDWH�FRQWUDFWRUV�DQG�SHVW�VSHFL¿F�LQIRUPD-
tion. 

IPM materials 

In 2011, DPR released the third edition of its School IPM Guidebook. A refer -
ence tool for school IPM coordinators for adopting IPM programs in their districts, 
it includes guidance on: 

• Adopting an IPM policy. 

• Identifying and monitoring pest populations and damage. 

• Setting up a community-based school district advisory committee. 

• Contracting for IPM services. 

• (VWDEOLVKLQJ�D�FRPPXQLW\�EDVHG��ULJKW�WR�NQRZ�VWDQGDUG�IRU�QRWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG� 
posting of pesticide applications. 

• 5HFRUGNHHSLQJ�DQG�SURJUDP�UHYLHZ� 

In 2008, DPR awarded a three-year Alliance grant to the University of California 
�8&��6DQ�)UDQFLVFR�&KLOGFDUH�+HDOWK�3URJUDP��8&�%HUNHOH\�DQG�WKH�8&�6WDWH-
ZLGH�,30�SURJUDP�WR�GHYHORS�DQ�,30�WRRONLW�IRU�FKLOG�FDUH�FHQWHUV��7KH�WRRONLW� 
LQFOXGHV�DQ�,30�FXUULFXOXP��SHVW�IDFW�VKHHWV��SRVWHUV�DQG�DQ�,30�FKHFNOLVW��,W�LV� 
available online as well as in a print version. 

7KH�6FKRRO�,30�SURJUDP�GHYHORSHG�DQG�GLVWULEXWHG�SHVW�VSHFL¿F�VFKRRO�,30� 
IDFW�VKHHWV�RQ�DQWV��FRFNURDFKHV�DQG�URGHQWV��7KH�&KLOG�&DUH�,30�SURJUDP�DGDSWHG� 
and distributed those fact sheets for use by child care providers. 

'35�VWDII�GHYHORS�DQG�SXEOLVK�D�VFKRRO�,30�UHFRUG�NHHSLQJ�FDOHQGDU��6HQW�WR� 
school districts and child care centers each year, it is designed as a planning tool 
for managing major pests of school buildings and grounds. It reminds school 
maintenance and operations staff of pest management procedures by month to help 
integrate pest management with other school maintenance. It also provides a way 
to record monitoring results and management practices. 

Under Food and Agricultural 
Code section 13183, DPR is 

directed to promote the voluntary 
adoption of integrated pest 

management (IPM) programs 
for school sites and child care 

facilities and to facilitate adoption 
of these practices by creating 

educational and informational 
materials on IPM for the child 

care setting. 

— DPR School IPM Guidebook 

IPM training 

Each year, DPR conducts about six training sessions for school district IPM  
coordinators and other staff responsible for pest management, such as administra-
WRUV��PDLQWHQDQFH�DQG�RSHUDWLRQV�GLUHFWRUV��IDFLOLWLHV�GLUHFWRUV��JURXQGVNHHSHUV� 
DQG�FXVWRGLDQV��7KHVH�GD\ORQJ��KDQGV�RQ�ZRUNVKRSV�DUH�SUHVHQWHG�VWDWHZLGH�DQG� 
offer an opportunity to learn about both structural and landscape IPM practices in  
D�VFKRRO�VHWWLQJ��%\�������WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�KDG�FRQGXFWHG����ZRUNVKRSV�IRU������� 
IPM coordinators from 741 of the state’s 1,047 school districts. Recently, special-
L]HG�ZRUNVKRSV�RQ�WXUI�ZHHG�DQG�JRSKHU�PDQDJHPHQW�KDYH�EHHQ�DGGHG�WR�H[SDQG� 
WKH�NQRZOHGJH�RI�WKRVH�ZKR�QHHG�PRUH�LQ�GHSWK�WUDLQLQJ� 

DPR, in cooperation with the UC Statewide IPM Program, also developed four  
LQWHUDFWLYH�VFKRRO�,30�WUDLQLQJ�'9'V��7KH\�VXSSOHPHQW�WKH�WUDLQLQJ�ZRUNVKRSV� 
by providing IPM coordinators with an added tool to train personnel in their 
districts. In 2013, a seven part video series on integrated pest management in  
child care centers was produced. These succinct segments offer applied ways  
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for child care centers to transition into using IPM. In 2014, the Integrated Pest  
Management for Schools video series was produced. These entertaining, English  
and Spanish short videos contain practical integrated pest management tips from  
experts. Topics covered in this video series include pest prevention in school 
EXLOGLQJV��LQVSHFWLQJ�DQG�PRQLWRULQJ�IRU�SHVWV��DQG�,30�IRU�DQWV��FRFNURDFKHV�� 
gophers, and turf grass weeds. 

Child care providers receive IPM training through presentations DPR staff  
PHPEHUV�PDNH�DW�VL[�WR�HLJKW�FKLOG�FDUH�FRQIHUHQFHV�HDFK�\HDU��3URYLGHUV�DOVR� 
receive information and training from Department of Social Services (DSS) 
licensing staff. DPR trains DSS staff so they can in turn conduct training in IPM 
practices. 

Webpages 

'35�VWDII�GHYHORSHG�WKH�+HDOWK�DQG�(QYLURQPHQWDO�/RRNXS�5HVRXUFH��+(/35�� 
webpages to provide information in a user-friendly format about human health  
DQG�HQYLURQPHQWDO�HIIHFWV�RI�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�LQ�VFKRROV��6WDUWLQJ�ZLWK�D�VSHFL¿F� 
pest, users can read the appropriate management recommendations from the Pest  
Notes series produced by UC Statewide IPM. Another page summarizes toxico-
logical and exposure data for management tactics mentioned in the Pest Note. 

A Pest Management Advisory 

Committee meeting in 2015.
 

Pest management surveys 

Beginning in 2001, DPR surveyed the state’s school districts on their imple-
mentation of the Healthy Schools Act. The survey was also designed to measure  
adoption of IPM policies, programs and practices and to identify barriers to IPM  
adoption. The surveys, which DPR conducts every three years, measure changes  
compared with previous surveys and relate demographic and geographic factors  
to survey responses. 

The surveys have helped DPR improve its training and written materials. Based  
on survey results, DPR focused its attention on resources of most interest to 
school staff: preventing pest problems, IPM practices, pest management practices  
DW�RWKHU�VFKRROV��DQG�OLVWV�RI�DOWHUQDWLYH��,30�IULHQGO\�SURGXFWV�DQG�WRROV��7KH�¿UVW� 
pest management survey of child care centers was conducted in 2008 in associa-
WLRQ�ZLWK�8&�%HUNHOH\¶V�&HQWHU�IRU�&KLOGUHQ¶V�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK��,QIRUPDWLRQ� 
gathered helped guide DPR’s Child Care IPM program in developing presenta-
tions, training materials and effective avenues to distribute them. A follow-up  
survey in 2013 showed changes on pest management and Healthy Schools Act  
compliance since the baseline survey. It also described regional differences that  
DPR uses to help target its outreach efforts.

 PEST MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

DPR, in cooperation with the California Department of Food and Agriculture  
(CDFA), established the Pest Management Advisory Committee (PMAC) in 1992 
³WR�KHOS�¿QG�DOWHUQDWLYH�FURS�SURWHFWLRQ�VWUDWHJLHV�ZKLFK�FDQ�UHGXFH�WKH�HQYLURQ-
mental problems associated with pesticide use.” In announcing the committee, the  
GHSDUWPHQW�VDLG��³7KH�IXWXUH�RI�FURS�SURWHFWLRQ�LV�EHLQJ�GULYHQ�LQ�SDUW�E\�WKH�SXE-
OLF¶V�VWURQJ�GHVLUH�WR�UHGXFH�ULVNV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGH�H[SRVXUH��7KH�SULYDWH� 
sector and government agencies must join together for a broad-based, systematic  
approach toward the use of less disruptive pest management methods.” Legisla-
tion in 1994 (Chapter 545, SB 1752) formally recognized the PMAC in law and 
JDYH�LW�WKH�WDVN�RI�HYDOXDWLQJ�DSSOLFDWLRQV�IRU�'35�JUDQWV�DQG�PDNLQJ�IXQGLQJ� 
recommendations to the Director. 

The DPR Director chairs the committee and the CDFA Secretary is vice 
chair. Under regulation, the PMAC includes representatives of the University of 
California, California State Universities, U.S. EPA and the county agricultural 
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commissioners. There are also 24 at-large members appointed by DPR based on  
their expertise and diversity of perspectives, and representing various categories  
RI�H[WHUQDO�VWDNHKROGHUV��7KHUH�DUH�VL[�UHSUHVHQWDWLYHV�IURP�DJULFXOWXUDO�SURGXF-
WLRQ��¿YH�IURP�DFDGHPLD�DQG�SXEOLF�IRXQGDWLRQV��IRXU�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�UHJLVWUDQWV�DQG� 
trade associations; four from environmental and public interest groups; one from  
a farm labor organization; two from nonagricultural pesticide user groups; one  
representing the public and consumer advocacy; and one representing pest control  
advisers. 

OTHER MEASURES 

DPR’s mission is to prevent or reduce the harmful effects of pesticide use. 
In doing so, its regulatory programs also can advance the use of lower-toxicity 
pesticides. For example, DPR’s evaluation of certain agricultural insecticides used 
on fruit and nut trees during the dormant season found that runoff into streams and 
rivers compromised water quality. 

In the late 1990s, DPR and commodity organizations began a project to encour-
age voluntary adoption of alternative pest management practices. Although insec-
ticide use decreased, it was not enough to reduce water quality problems. In 2006, 
DPR adopted regulations to restrict the use of dormant-season insecticides shown 
to cause problems, resulting in a further decrease in use of these toxic pesticides. 

DPR launched its Air Quality Initiative in 2006 as a comprehensive effort 
to improve air quality related to pesticide use. One goal was to promote more 
HQYLURQPHQWDOO\�IULHQGO\�DQG�HI¿FLHQW�WHFKQRORJLHV�WKDW�UHGXFH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�DQG� 
associated drift. DPR has funded research into application equipment that delivers 
pesticides more precisely to the target and remote-sensing technologies that can 
UHGXFH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�E\�PDSSLQJ�WKH�PRVW�KHDYLO\�LQIHVWHG�DUHDV�RI�D�¿HOG��For 
more information on the Air Quality Initiative, see Chapter 10). 

,Q�������'35�SXEOLVKHG�D�FRQVHUYDWLRQ�PDQDJHPHQW�JXLGH�WR�KHOS�IDUPHUV�¿QG� 
ways to reduce emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) that contribute to 
formation of smog. The guide encourages greater use of IPM programs that can 
decrease pesticide use and in doing so, VOC emissions. Staff also created online 
calculators that can estimate emissions from both fumigant and nonfumigant 
pesticides. This allows farmers to compare emissions from different products and 
methods of application. 

DPR's Conservation Management 
Practices Guide is available on 

the department's website: www. 
cdpr.ca.gov/docs/emon/vocs/ 

vocproj/reducing_voc_emissions. 
pdf 
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[CHAPTER 12]
 

Addressing Public Concerns 
about Pesticides
 

DPR helps fund Spray Safe, 

a grower-sponsored program 


that encourages communication 

between farmers about planned 


pesticide applications.
 




As California’s population continues to grow, increasing numbers of people live  
DQG�ZRUN�QHDU�IDUPV��7KLV�SUHVHQWV�D�FRQWLQXLQJ�FKDOOHQJH�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRUV��LQ� 
part because urban residents and farmers may have different perspectives on the pur-
pose and value of farmland. To growers, farmland is an economic resource supplying  
IRRG�DQG�¿EHU�WR�WKH�ZRUOG��)RU�IDUPHUV��HQFURDFKLQJ�GHYHORSPHQW�RIWHQ�PHDQV�FRQ-
straints on routine operations such as pesticide applications, liability for trespassers,  
problems with theft and vandalism, and urban drivers on rural roads. Urban-oriented  
Californians value the open space farmland provides, a bucolic vision at odds with  
the noise of tractors at night, odors of animals, dust during plowing, and pesticides  
and fertilizers being sprayed near homes and schools. Those living next to farms  
RIWHQ�IHDU�WKDW�DJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�SXWV�WKHP�DW�ULVN� 

California has the nation’s strictest pesticide laws and regulations. Pesticide sales  
and use are tightly controlled. However, many of agriculture’s newest urban neigh-
bors consider these controls inadequate. They are concerned about toxic chemicals,  
including pesticides, and want a say in what will be used and when. Some farmers  
may view this as unwarranted interference in their business. The resulting friction 
KDV�RIWHQ�HVFDODWHG�LQWR�FRQÀLFWV�WKDW�VHH�GLVSXWLQJ�SDUWLHV�WXUQ�WR�ORFDO�RI¿FLDOV�� 
including county agricultural commissioners (CACs), pesticide regulators, and the  
media for resolution. 

PROMOTING COOPERATION AND UNDERSTANDING 

6LQFH�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�LV�RIWHQ�WKH�ÀDVK�SRLQW�RI�DJ�XUEDQ�FRQÀLFWV��'35�KDV�ODXQFKHG� 
several projects to promote better understanding and cooperation among neighbors. 

For example, DPR contracted with the University of California (UC) Agricultural 
,VVXHV�&HQWHU�WR�KROG�D������ZRUNVKRS�WR�DGGUHVV�FRQÀLFWV�DQG�VROXWLRQV�ZKHUH� 
XUEDQ�GHYHORSPHQW�OLHV�QH[W�WR�FRPPHUFLDO�DJULFXOWXUH��8&�SXEOLVKHG�ZRUNVKRS�SUR-
ceedings and continues to study the issue. DPR has provided training to CAC staff  
on how to hold public meetings on volatile issues. 

Spray Safe and Neighbors at the Edge 

In 2006, DPR provided a $50,000 grant to help expand Spray Safe, a grower-
sponsored effort aimed at reducing drift incidents by strengthening farmer-to-farmer  
FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�ZKHQ�SHVWLFLGHV�DUH�VFKHGXOHG�IRU�DSSOLFDWLRQ��6SUD\�6DIH�ZDV�¿UVW� 
established in Kern County after series of incidents where drift affected large num-
EHUV�RI�UHVLGHQWV�LQ�VHYHUDO�UXUDO�FRPPXQLWLHV��6SUD\�6DIH�GLVWULEXWHV�D�FKHFNOLVW�WR� 
UHPLQG�IDUPHUV�DQG�DSSOLFDWRUV�DERXW�SUHFDXWLRQV�WR�WDNH�ZKHQ�DSSO\LQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�� 
The program also sponsors annual meetings with growers, applicators and regulators  
to review regulations governing pesticide use.  

The Spray Safe Kern Project complemented a DPR-funded pesticide application 
QRWL¿FDWLRQ�V\VWHP�SLORW�HIIRUW�LQ�.HUQ�&RXQW\�GHVLJQHG�WR�LPSURYH�SURWHFWLRQV�WR� 
ZRUNHUV�DQG�RWKHUV�IURP�SHVWLFLGH�GULIW��6HW�XS�LQ������LQ�VRXWKHDVW�.HUQ�&RXQW\�� 
WKLV�QRWL¿FDWLRQ�DQG�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�V\VWHP�VHQGV�DQ�H�PDLO�WR�HYHU\�QHLJKERULQJ� 
grower regarding proposed application of a restricted material. The e-mail includes 
the name of the grower, the location, the name of the restricted material to be applied 
and the date of the proposed application. The e-mail also contains a map of the pro-
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 posed application site along with grower contact information in case a neighboring 
grower needs to confer with the grower of the proposed application. 

,Q�������'35�FRQWUDFWHG�ZLWK�WKH�8&�&RRSHUDWLYH�([WHQVLRQ�WR�KROG�IRXU�ZRUN-
shops statewide entitled Neighbors at the Edge, which allowed land use planners,  
&$&V�DQG�RWKHU�SXEOLF�RI¿FLDOV�WR�PHHW�DQG�GLVFXVV�VROXWLRQV�WR�PLWLJDWLQJ�DJULFXO-
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Northwestern California Tribal Territories Herbicide Monitoring 
Project 

In parts of California, Native Americans have voiced concerns over the use of  
herbicides in private and public forests, in agricultural areas near ancestral territo-
rial lands and along roadsides and other rights-of-way. Their concerns have focused  
not only on the effect applications may have on forest plants that are the source of  
WUDGLWLRQDO�IRRGV��PHGLFLQHV�DQG�EDVNHWU\�PDWHULDOV��EXW�DOVR�RQ�WKH�HIIHFW�RI�RII�VLWH� 
PRYHPHQW�WR�ULYHUV��VWUHDPV�DQG�RWKHU�VRXUFHV�RI�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU��DQG�¿VK�DQG�ZLOG-
life habitats. 

7KHVH�XQLTXH�H[SRVXUH�VFHQDULRV�DUH�QRW�VSHFL¿FDOO\�DGGUHVVHG�LQ�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV� 
conducted by regulatory agencies. Although the U.S. Forest Service and the Cali-
IRUQLD�6WDWH�7UDQVSRUWDWLRQ�$JHQF\�KDYH�SURJUDPV�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�WULEDO�UHSUHVHQWD-
tives to identify and protect designated areas from herbicide spraying, not all tribes  
SDUWLFLSDWH��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WULEDO�PHPEHUV�PD\�FROOHFW�SODQW�PDWHULDOV�LQ�XQLGHQWL¿HG� 
locations.  

At the request of several tribes in northwestern California, DPR in the mid-1990s  
EHJDQ�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�8�6��(QYLURQPHQWDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$JHQF\�WR�UHVROYH�WKHLU� 
concerns. U.S. EPA provided funds to DPR and area CACs to hold community meet-
ings with Native Americans to identify joint projects to address concerns about the  
effect of pesticide use on their communities. As a result, the Environmental Monitor-
ing Branch began a multiyear project in 1996 to monitor surface waters, plants and  
other natural resources for residues of pesticides used in reforestation, weed control  
DQG�DJULFXOWXUH��7KH�¿QDO�SURMHFW�UHSRUW�LQ������IRXQG�WKDW�VRPH�KHUELFLGH�UHVLGXHV� 
drifted outside the forest areas treated. However, pesticide concentrations in water  
VDPSOHV�ZHUH�EHORZ�8�6��(3$¶V�GULQNLQJ�ZDWHU�VWDQGDUGV�DQG�DQ\�RWKHU�IHGHUDO�RU� 
state-recommended level for freshwater protection. Four plant species were moni-
tored to determine the dissipation time for herbicides after application. Eighty days  
DIWHU�WUHDWPHQW��ORZ�UHVLGXH�OHYHOV�ZHUH�IRXQG��6DPSOHV�RI�¿VK�VKRZHG�QR�PHDVXU-
able levels of herbicides tested. 

In response to community public 
health concerns, DPR conducted 

air studies in the 1990s in 
Lompoc, Santa Barbara County. 

Lompoc Air Contaminant Project 

,Q�������'35�EHJDQ�ORRNLQJ�LQWR�KHDOWK�FRQFHUQV�RI�UHVLGHQWV�LQ�WKH�6DQWD�%DUEDUD� 
County community of Lompoc and the surrounding valley (population roughly  
43,500). Residents were concerned that pesticide applications in the vegetable- and 
ÀRZHU�JURZLQJ�UHJLRQ�ZHUH�FDXVLQJ�KHDOWK�SUREOHPV��:RUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�&$&�� 
DPR staff held several community meetings to discuss health symptoms, pesti-
cide exposure, exposure to dust and pollen, effectiveness of regulatory controls in  
protecting citizens from pesticide exposure, quantities of pesticides used in the area,  
and available alternatives to pesticides. To allay community concerns, the CAC had  
placed several restrictions on pesticide applications in the area, including buffer  
zones around schools and homes. In 1995, DPR staff completed a report on pest  
management practices in the Lompoc Valley with an emphasis on crops grown, their  
associated pests and pest control practices, including use of pesticides and alterna-
tive pest control methods. In 1998, DPR completed an analysis of weather patterns  
in Lompoc. This analysis compared weather in Lompoc to 11 other coastal areas in  
California. The analysis indicated that pesticide air concentrations could be higher  
than the comparison areas because of differences in weather during some periods of  
the year. 
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,Q�������'35�IRUPHG�WKH�/RPSRF�,QWHUDJHQF\�:RUN�*URXS��/,:*��WR�EHWWHU� 
FRRUGLQDWH�HIIRUWV�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�/RPSRF�UHVLGHQWV�VXIIHUHG�D�GLVSURSRUWLRQDWH�UDWH�RI� 
illness and if so, to discover the cause. The LIWG included community representa-
WLYHV�DQG�VFLHQWL¿F�VWDII�IURP�IHGHUDO��VWDWH�DQG�FRXQW\�DJHQFLHV��7KH�/,:*�IRUPHG� 
several committees to develop recommendations addressing health concerns, to  
conduct a pesticide air monitoring strategy and to consider potential exposures from  
other environmental factors found in the area, such as crystalline silica, radon, pollen  
and mold.  

$W�'35¶V�UHTXHVW��&DOLIRUQLD�(QYLURQPHQWDO�3URWHFWLRQ�$JHQF\��&DO(3$��2I¿FH� 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) evaluated illnesses in the  
Lompoc area. OEHHA examined 1991 through 1994 hospital discharges, birth de-
fect rates and cancer incidence. OEHHA reported in 1998 that respiratory illnesses,  
in particular asthma and bronchitis, appeared to be elevated in Lompoc with respect  
to comparison areas. However, a later analysis that included data through 1997 found  
IHZ�VLJQL¿FDQW�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�LOOQHVV�UDWHV�EHWZHHQ�WKH�/RPSRF�DUHD�DQG�VLPLODU�FRP-
munities. 

7R�¿QG�RXW�LI�SHVWLFLGHV�ZHUH�PRYLQJ�IURP�IDUP�¿HOGV�WR�QHDUE\�UHVLGHQWLDO�DUHDV�� 
DPR conducted preliminary monitoring for 12 pesticides in 1998. In 2000, DPR  
FRQGXFWHG�PRUH�H[WHQVLYH�DLU�PRQLWRULQJ�IRU����SHVWLFLGHV�RU�EUHDNGRZQ�SURG-
ucts widely used in the area and of potential health concern. Of the 31 pesticides  
RU�EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV�PRQLWRUHG�LQ�WKH�WZR�SDUWV�RI�WKH�VWXG\�FRPELQHG��'35� 
detected 27 pesticides in one or more of the 241 samples collected. However, air  
concentrations were low compared with health screening levels. 

Because diatomaceous earth is mined in the Lompoc Valley, CalEPA’s Air Resourc-
HV�%RDUG�PRQLWRUHG�IRU�FU\VWDOOLQH�VLOLFD�LQ�������1R�VLJQL¿FDQW�DPRXQWV�ZHUH�IRXQG�� 

DPR participated in a 2010 
CalEPA investigation into birth 

defects in the Kings County town 
of Kettleman City. 

Kettleman City project 

In 2010, CalEPA and the state Department of Public Health (DPH) conducted 
environmental monitoring as part of an investigation of an apparent increase in the 
number of infants born with birth defects after 2006 in Kettleman City, in Kings 
County. Scientists from each of CalEPA’s board and departments, including DPR, 
participated in the project, assessing potential contaminants and testing for chemicals 
that could cause birth defects and other adverse health effects. 

([SHUWV�IURP�YDULRXV�VFLHQWL¿F�GLVFLSOLQHV�ZRUNHG�FROODERUDWLYHO\�WR�H[DPLQH�D� 
wide range of medical, environmental and other factors that might reasonably be as-
sociated with the reported birth defects. DPR compiled information for 19 pesticides  
XVHG�ZLWKLQ�¿YH�PLOHV�RI�.HWWOHPDQ�&LW\�EHWZHHQ�ODWH������DQG�������'35�WKHQ� 
estimated airborne pesticide levels in the community during that period. In the sum-
mer of 2010, DPR also tested air for 27 pesticides, including four that could cause  
ELUWK�GHIHFWV��7KH�UHVXOWV�VKRZHG�WKDW�LW�ZDV�YHU\�XQOLNHO\�SHVWLFLGHV�FDXVHG�WKH�ELUWK� 
defects. Tests of agricultural soil found no evidence of pesticide levels that pose a  
KHDOWK�ULVN�FRQFHUQ� 

CalEPA’s investigation found levels of environmental pollutants in the air, water 
and soil of Kettleman City comparable to those found in other San Joaquin Valley 
FRPPXQLWLHV��7KH�DJHQF\¶V�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�GLG�QRW�¿QG�D�VSHFL¿F�FDXVH� 
or environmental exposure among the mothers that would explain the increase in the 
number of children born with birth defects in Kettleman City. 

INCORPORATING ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


CONSIDERATIONS INTO DPR PROGRAMS
 

(QYLURQPHQWDO�MXVWLFH��(-��LV�GH¿QHG�LQ�ODZ�DV�³WKH�IDLU�WUHDWPHQW�RI�SHRSOH� 
of all races, cultures, and incomes with respect to the development, adoption, 
implementation and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations and policies” 
(Chapter 690, Statutes of 1999). CalEPA is designated as the lead agency in state 
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government for environmental justice programs. The law requires the agency and 
LWV�ERDUGV��GHSDUWPHQWV�DQG�RI¿FHV�WR� 

• Ensure their programs are conducted in a manner that provides fair treatment of 
all races and income levels. 

• Promote greater public participation in the development and implementation of 
environmental policies. 

• Improve research data collection for environmental programs related to the 
health and safety of minorities and low-income populations. 
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Parlier Air Monitoring Project 

,Q�������&DO(3$�GHYHORSHG�LWV�(QYLURQPHQWDO�-XVWLFH�$FWLRQ�3ODQ�ZKLFK�WDVNHG� 
WKH�ERDUGV��GHSDUWPHQWV�DQG�RI¿FHV�WR�FRQGXFW�SLORW�SURMHFWV�WKDW�³IRFXV�RQ�HQYL-
URQPHQWDO�ULVN�IDFWRUV��LQFOXGLQJ�HPLVVLRQV�GLVFKDUJH��H[SRVXUH��DQG�KHDOWK�ULVN�� 
that impact children’s health.” Because rural, agricultural communities may have 
higher concentrations of pesticides in ambient air compared with their urban coun-
WHUSDUWV��&DO(3$�DVNHG�'35�WR�SRVWSRQH�LWV�SODQQHG�$LU�0RQLWRULQJ�1HWZRUN�DQG� 
instead conduct focused air monitoring for one year in a Central Valley farming 
community. 

'35¶V�JRDO�ZDV�WR�¿QG�RXW�ZKDW�DPRXQWV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV��LI�DQ\��ZHUH�LQ�WKH�DLU�RI� 
a rural community. DPR also wanted to evaluate people’s exposure to these pesti-
FLGHV�DQG�LGHQWLI\�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�WR�UHGXFH�KHDOWK�ULVN��SDUWLFXODUO\�WR�FKLOGUHQ��7KH� 
SURMHFW�GLIIHUHG�IURP�WKRVH�FRQGXFWHG�SUHYLRXVO\�E\�'35�LQ�WKDW�EHIRUH�ZRUN�EH-
gan, the department sought extensive public comment on project priorities and in 
selecting a community for monitoring. DPR evaluated 83 Central Valley communi-
ties on several EJ-related demographic factors (for example, number of children 
and nonwhite population), and for the relative use of pesticides the project was to 
monitor. DPR also considered air sampling feasibility, weather patterns, monitor-
ing stations for other air pollutants, availability of data on pesticides in ground 
water, and the potential for collaboration with organizations planning complemen-
tary or related studies. 

With their EJ orientation, all Action Plan projects stressed public participation. 
$�NH\�HOHPHQW�ZDV�LQFOXVLRQ�RI�/RFDO�$GYLVRU\�*URXSV��/$*V��WR�SURYLGH�LQSXW� 
RQ�KRZ�HDFK�SURMHFW�VKRXOG�EH�FDUULHG�RXW��$OWKRXJK�QRW�D�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ�JURXS�� 
WKH����PHPEHU�3DUOLHU�/$*�IRUPHG�E\�'35�KDG�D�VLJQL¿FDQW�LPSDFW�RQ�KRZ�WKH� 
department conducted the project. The LAG helped select pesticides to monitor, 
sampling sites and monitoring frequency. The LAG approved delaying the start of 
monitoring until January 2006 so DPR could spread the costs of the project over 
WZR�¿VFDO�\HDUV��DOORZLQJ�PRQLWRULQJ�WR�EH�GRQH�PRUH�RIWHQ�DQG�DW�PRUH�VLWHV�� 
CalEPA also encouraged use of the Internet to widen opportunities for public 
participation. DPR posted LAG meeting agendas and minutes, preliminary project 
UHVXOWV�DQG�WKH�¿QDO�SURMHFW�UHSRUW�RQ�LWV�ZHEVLWH���For more information on the 
Parlier project, see Chapter 10.) 

The air monitoring station in 

Parlier.
 

Air Monitoring Network 

In 2010, DPR began a long-term project to sample ambient air in the farming 
communities of Ripon, Shafter and Salinas. DPR uses data gathered to evaluate 
and improve protective measures against pesticide exposure. To select monitoring 
sites, DPR staff evaluated 226 candidate communities. Among other factors, staff 
considered demographic criteria related both to environmental justice and DPR 
programmatic priorities, for example, number of children under 18, representing a 
VXESRSXODWLRQ�'35�FRQVLGHUV�LQ�LWV�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV���For more information on the 
Air Monitoring Network, see Chapter 10.) 

In 2016, DPR reassessed its monitoring locations and other aspects of its Air 
0RQLWRULQJ�1HWZRUN��'35�VHOHFWHG�HLJKW�FRPPXQLWLHV�IRU�PRQLWRULQJ��LQFOXGLQJ� 
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DPR's toll-free Pest Line aids 
callers in contacting a local 

agricultural commissioner to 
report pesticide incidents. 

DPR's 2013 Strategic Plan and 
information about DPR's strategic 

planning can be found online: 
http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/ 

planning/stratmenu.htm 

continuing monitoring at Shafter. DPR evaluated 1,267 communities and selected 
four communities based on high use fumigant pesticides and four communities 
based on high use of organophosphate pesticides. (For more information on the Air 
Monitoring Network, see Chapter 10). 

Strategic planning 

DPR has also incorporated EJ considerations into the strategic plans that guide 
department priorities and programs. DPR’s 1997 Strategic Plan called for the de-
SDUWPHQW�WR�LPSURYH�LWV�³UHVSRQVLYHQHVV�WR�SXEOLF�FRQFHUQV�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH�DSSOL-
cation and potential impacts.” In the next strategic plan in 2001, one of four goals 
ZDV�WR�³(QVXUH�HQYLURQPHQWDO�MXVWLFH�´�7KH�REMHFWLYHV�WR�DFKLHYH�LW�IRFXVHG�RQ� 
LPSURYLQJ�HQIRUFHPHQW��³UHFRJQL]LQJ�WKDW�VWURQJ�HQIRUFHPHQW�RI�SHVWLFLGH�ODZV�LV� 
WKH�FRUQHUVWRQH�RI�LPSURYLQJ�WKH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�DQG�UHGXFLQJ�SRWHQWLDO�ULVN�´ 

DPR's 2008 and 2013 Strategic Plan revisions ensured environmental justice 
ZDV�DPRQJ�¿YH�JRDOV���$OO�&DOLIRUQLDQV��UHJDUGOHVV�RI�UDFH��DJH��FXOWXUH��LQFRPH�� 
or geographic location, are protected from adverse environmental and health ef-
IHFWV�RI�SHVWLFLGHV���WKH������SODQ�VD\V� 

Meeting EJ concerns 

'35�KDV�DOVR�ZRUNHG�WR�PHHW�(-�FRQFHUQV�LGHQWL¿HG�E\�VWDNHKROGHUV��)RU� 
H[DPSOH��LQ�D�VHULHV�RI�³OLVWHQLQJ�VHVVLRQV´�'35�VSRQVRUHG�LQ�������FRPPXQLW\� 
members brought several EJ issues to the department’s attention. Community 
PHPEHUV�DVNHG�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�LPSURYH�SXEOLF�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ��RXWUHDFK��¿HOG�HQ-
forcement, and recognition and reduction of pesticide-related illnesses. They also 
advocated reinstatement of the Integrated Pest Management grants and doing more 
to encourage the adoption of least-toxic pest management strategies, particularly in 
public housing and government buildings. (The Alliance program was restored in 
2007. See Chapter 11 for more information. For improvements to enforcement, see 
Chapter 2.) 

,Q�������'35�IRUPHG�D�ZRUNJURXS�RI�VWDNHKROGHUV�IURP�(-�RUJDQL]DWLRQV�� 
regulated industries and other interested parties to develop advisory recommenda-
tions to guide the department’s development of an EJ implementation plan. The 
ZRUNJURXS�KDG����IDFLOLWDWHG�PHHWLQJV�EHWZHHQ�-XO\������DQG�$SULO�������:LWK� 
WKH�DVVLVWDQFH�RI�D�FRQVXOWLQJ�¿UP�WKDW�PDQDJHG�DQG�IDFLOLWDWHG�WKH�PHHWLQJV��WKH� 
ZRUNJURXS�SUHVHQWHG�D�VHULHV�RI�UHFRPPHQGDWLRQV�WR�'35� 

DPR moved to address concerns raised in the listening sessions of the 2006-
�����(-�:RUN�*URXS��'35�KDG�EHHQ�FULWLFL]HG�IRU�IDLOLQJ�WR�SURYLGH�LQIRUPDWLRQ� 
on how to recognize and report pesticide problems to communities affected by 
pesticide use. To help address this, in late 2006 DPR launched the automated, 
toll-free phone line Pest Line (1-87PestLine) that provides CAC phone numbers 
DQG�WKHQ�RIIHUV�WR�WUDQVIHU�WKH�FDOOHU�WR�WKH�DSSURSULDWH�&$&�RI¿FH��7KH�DXWRPDWHG� 
VHUYLFH��LQ�(QJOLVK�DQG�6SDQLVK��LV�GHVLJQHG�WR�HQFRXUDJH�WLPHO\�¿OLQJ�RI�SHVWLFLGH� 
FRPSODLQWV²D�NH\�WR�VXFFHVVIXO�LQYHVWLJDWLRQ�� 

,Q�������'35�H[SDQGHG�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�RXWUHDFK�E\�DVVLJQLQJ�D�IXOO�WLPH��ELOLQ-
JXDO�VWDII�PHPEHU�WR�OLDLVH�ZLWK�ZRUNHU�DGYRFDWHV��KHDOWK�SURIHVVLRQDOV�DQG�FRP-
PXQLW\�ZRUNHUV��7KLV�RXWUHDFK�VSHFLDOLVW�ZRUNV�ZLWK�RWKHU�'35�VWDII�WR�SURYLGH� 
LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�VDIHW\�DQG�WKH�ULJKWV�RI�HPSOR\HHV�WR�¿OH�FRQ¿GHQWLDO� 
FRPSODLQWV�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH�H[SRVXUH��(DFK�\HDU��'35�VWDII�WDNHV�SDUW�LQ�PRUH�WKDQ� 
30 community meetings, health conferences and other events to promote pesticide 
VDIHW\�IRU�ZRUNHUV�DQG�WKHLU�IDPLOLHV��6WDII�DOVR�SURPRWHV�SHVWLFLGH�VDIHW\�LQ�JXHVW� 
appearances on Spanish-language media outlets in the Central Valley 

In 2008, DPR published its Community Guide to Recognizing and Reporting 
Pesticide Problems in both English and Spanish. The 34-page guide offers plain-
language explanations that focus on practical solutions for real-world situations. 
The guide has become a popular reference for public health agencies, emergency 
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UHVSRQGHUV��FRPPXQLW\�DGYRFDWHV��LQGXVWU\��ORFDO�JRYHUQPHQW�RI¿FLDOV�DQG� 
individuals with pesticide questions or complaints. Topics include step-by-step 
instructions on what to do in a pesticide emergency, a discussion of pesticide drift 
DQG�RGRU��DQG�D�FKHFNOLVW�WR�XVH�ZKHQ�UHSRUWLQJ�D�SHVWLFLGH�LQFLGHQW��7KH�JXLGH�ZDV� 
prepared in consultation with CACs, who act as DPR’s local enforcement agents. 
7KH�¿UVW�SULQWLQJ�RI�������(QJOLVK�FRSLHV�UDQ�RXW�TXLFNO\��'35�SULQWHG�VHYHUDO� 
thousand more copies early in 2009, including a Spanish-language version targeted 
for distribution at ethnic venues. DPR posted the guide online and sent it to more 
than 900 community health centers, county health departments and to every public 
library in the state. California Poison Control Centers use it for staff training. DPR 
outreach specialists distribute it at and other safety information at health and com-
munity fairs in Latino communities. 

DPR staff have also conducted training for emergency personnel on how to re-
VSRQG�WR�SHVWLFLGH�LQFLGHQWV��,Q�FRRSHUDWLRQ�ZLWK�&DO(3$¶V�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQ-
WDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVVPHQW��WKH\�DOVR�ZRUNHG�ZLWK�FRPPXQLW\�FOLQLFV�DQG�PHGL-
cal organizations to conduct physician training on recognition of pesticide-related 
illnesses. In 2011, DPR funded a project to train Latino community members who 
serve as liaisons between their community and health and social service organi-
zations on how to recognize symptoms of pesticide exposure, the importance of 
reporting suspected exposure, and where to refer exposed persons to obtain advice, 
DQG�RU�PHGLFDO�FDUH� 

7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�KDV�WDNHQ�VWHSV�WR�HQVXUH�SXEOLF�SDUWLFLSDWLRQ�LQ�UHJXODWRU\�SUR-
FHVVHV��LQ�SDUWLFXODU�SRWHQWLDOO\�DIIHFWHG�SDUWLHV�WKDW�PLJKW�RWKHUZLVH�EH�RYHUORRNHG� 
RU�H[FOXGHG��,Q�������'35�RSHQHG�WKH�SURFHVV�RI�VHOHFWLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�IRU�ULVN� 
DVVHVVPHQW�WR�SXEOLF�FRPPHQW�DQG�SRVWHG�PRUH�WKDQ�WZR�GR]HQ�FRPSOHWHG�ULVN�DV-
VHVVPHQWV�RQOLQH��'35�LV�DOVR�PDNLQJ�ULVN�PDQDJHPHQW�PRUH�WUDQVSDUHQW�DQG�RSHQ� 
WR�SXEOLF�FRPPHQW���5LVN�PDQDJHPHQW�LV�KRZ�'35�GHFLGHV�ZKHWKHU�DQ�DVVHVVHG� 
ULVN�SUHVHQWV�D�SXEOLF�KHDOWK�FRQFHUQ�DQG��LI�VR��ZKDW�FDQ�EH�GRQH�WR�UHGXFH�WKH� 
ULVN���)RU�H[DPSOH��LQ�������'35�KHOG�WZR�SXEOLF�ZRUNVKRSV�LQ�7XODUH�WR�REWDLQ� 
IHHGEDFN�RQ�SURSRVHG�FRQWUROV�IRU�SHVWLFLGHV�WKDW�JHQHUDWH�PHWK\O�LVRWKLRF\DQDWH� 
�0,7&���7KHVH�ZRUNVKRSV�ZHUH�KHOG�LQ�(QJOLVK�DQG�6SDQLVK� 

DPR routinely schedules regulatory hearings outside the Sacramento area at 
times and places convenient to local residents, with simultaneous translation into 
6SDQLVK��.H\�UXOHPDNLQJ�GRFXPHQWV�DUH�URXWLQHO\�WUDQVODWHG�LQWR�6SDQLVK��7R�IXU-
WKHU�LQFUHDVH�WUDQVSDUHQF\�LQ�GHFLVLRQ�PDNLQJ��LQ������'35�UHTXLUHG�DOO�SURJUDP� 
PDQDJHUV�DQG�VXSHUYLVRUV�WR�WDNH�¿YH�GD\V�RI�WUDLQLQJ�RQ�KRZ�WR�HQVXUH�WKH�SXEOLF� 
ZDV�PRUH�LQYROYHG�LQ�WKH�GHFLVLRQV�WKH\�PDNH�RQ�SROLFLHV�DQG�DFWLYLWLHV��'35�VHW� 
up an e-mail Listserv focusing on EJ and routinely sends out announcements about 
web postings of interest, public meetings, regulatory developments and activities 
RI�LQWHUHVW�WR�(-�VWDNHKROGHUV� 

'35�VWDII�DOVR�WRRN�SDUW�LQ�WKH�8�6��(3$�%RUGHU������SURMHFW��D�VWDWH�DQG�IHGHUDO� 
initiative to help Mexican agencies set up and manage pesticide safety programs. 
For example, DPR staff assisted in training Mexican growers and applicators on 
the safe use of pesticides. 

)RU�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�'35
V�(QYLURQPHQWDO�-XVWLFH�SURJUDPV��VHH�KWWS���ZZZ�FGSU� 
FD�JRY�GRFV�HQYMXVW� 

Community Guide to Recognizing 
and Reporting Pesticide Problems. 

As part of its environmental 
justice efforts, DPR works with 

community groups like the 
Fresno Environmental Reporting 

Network to monitor and help 
solve issues that threaten the 

health of community members. 
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[CHAPTER 13]
 

Funding and Accountability

Fines and fees, like the mill 
assessment on pesticide sales, 

provide most of DPR's funding. 


 
The Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) is funded by regulatory fees, 

penalties and a small amount of federal funds. Some revenue sources are: 

•		 Pesticide product registration and renewal fees. 

•		 Fees from pesticide-related licenses issued to people and businesses that sell, 
apply or recommend the use of pesticides. 

•		 Civil penalties (for example, selling unregistered or misbranded pesticide prod-
ucts). 

•		 Miscellaneous fees and various reimbursements. 

•		 Funds from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA). Federal funding supports DPR activities 
performed jointly or for these federal agencies. For example, under a coopera-
tive agreement, U.S. EPA transfers funds to DPR to conduct pesticide enforce-
PHQW�DQG�SURJUDP�GHYHORSPHQW��LQFOXGLQJ�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�DQG�HQGDQJHUHG� 
species protection. (The grant covers a small portion of enforcement costs in 
DPR’s wide-ranging program.) 

The largest revenue source is the mill assessment—a fee levied on pesticide 
VDOHV�DW�WKH�SRLQW�RI�¿UVW�VDOH�LQWR�WKH�VWDWH� 

Pesticide Regulatory Program Funding and the "Mill" 

As of 2016, the mill assessment is at the statutory maximum of 21 mills—that is, 
2.1 cents per dollar of sales of registered pesticide products sold in California. (A  
mill is equal to one-tenth of a cent.) Exempt from the mill assessment are products 
UHJLVWHUHG�IRU�PDQXIDFWXULQJ�XVH²WKDW�LV��VROG�WR�RWKHU�¿UPV�WKDW�UHSDFNDJH�LW�DV� 
their own product or use it to manufacture other pesticide products. The company 
WKDW�UHSDFNDJHV�RU�XVHV�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�WR�PDNH�DQRWKHU�SURGXFW�PXVW�UHJLVWHU�WKH� 
product and pay the mill assessment on its California sales. 

An extra three-fourths mill is assessed on agricultural and dual-use products 
(pesticides labeled for both agricultural and nonagricultural use). These funds are 
transferred to the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) to sup-
port its pesticide consultation unit. 

Even when the mill rate stays the same, the revenue collected from the mill as-
sessment varies depending on the total dollar sales of pesticides in California. In 
the last 20 years ending in 2015, yearly mill revenue had increased in all but three 
years, with the increase ranging from 0.3 to 11 percent, averaging about 6 to 7 
percent. In 2015-16, mill revenue was $74 million. 

The mill assessment is self-reported and the law requires those subject to the 
DVVHVVPHQW�WR�NHHS�UHFRUGV�DQG�EH�VXEMHFW�WR�DXGLW�E\�'35��3HVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDQWV�� 
GHDOHUV�DQG�EURNHUV�DUH�DXGLWHG�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�SHVWLFLGHV�DUH�UHJLVWHUHG��WR�YHULI\� 
VDOHV�DQG�WR�GRFXPHQW�WKDW�PLOO�DVVHVVPHQWV�ZHUH�SDLG��,I�LQYHVWLJDWRUV�¿QG�VDOHV� 
of unregistered products or unpaid mill assessments, the sellers must pay any 
money owed and a 10 percent late penalty. They are also subject to civil penalties. 
DPR annually distributes the required proportion of mill assessment revenue to the 
county agricultural commissioners (CACs) to support local pesticide use enforce-
ment. 
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Pesticide and pest control legislation in the early part of the 20th century was 
sponsored by the regulated industry and focused on preventing fraudulent practices 
and unfair competition. Activities clearly related to registration and product quality 
ZHUH�IXOO\�IXQGHG�E\�LQGXVWU\�IHHV��ZKLFK�ZHUH�LQFUHDVHG�DV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�NHHS�WKH� 
programs self-supporting. Public health protection became part of the regulatory 
program mission with the passage of the Chemical Spray Residue Act of 1927 and 
the initiation of residue testing in fresh produce. With this, General Funds began 
supporting some of the pesticide regulatory program although the mix between this 
and special funds varies over the years. 

In 1971, a mill assessment on pesticide sales was passed (Chapter 1367, SB 
825). The law set the rate at 8 mills ($0.008), with the counties receiving 62.5 
percent of these funds for local pesticide enforcement. 

The assessment did not change until the 1989 passage of the Food Safety Act 
(Chapter 1200, AB 2161), which increased the assessment to 9 mills. The bill sanc-
tioned full pesticide use reporting and increased produce monitoring, among other 
food safety measures. Five-eighths of the extra 1.0 mill went to CACs to cover 
costs of the new programs. 

In 1990, DPR’s General Fund support was reduced as part of the state’s effort to 
address a statewide budget crisis. To compensate, the mill assessment was in-
creased from 9 to 18 mills (Chapter 1679, Statutes of 1990, AB 2419), with CACs 
UHFHLYLQJ�������SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�PLOO�UHYHQXHV�WR�NHHS�IXQGLQJ�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�WKH� 
amount they had been receiving previously. The bill also required that the depart-
PHQW�³FRQGXFW�D�VWXG\�WR�HYDOXDWH�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDPV�IXQGHG�ZLWK� 
WKH��PLOO��DVVHVVPHQW�«�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKLFK�SURJUDP�FRPSRQHQWV�FDQ�EH�PRGL¿HG� 
or eliminated in order to avoid duplication of any other state or federal require-
ments.” DPR submitted the report to the Legislature in May 1991. 

The 1990 legislation included a new sunset on the mill assessment, which was 
scheduled to revert to 9 mills on July 1, 1992. In September 1992, the Legislature 
again reduced General Fund support and increased the mill assessment (Chapter 
706, SB 1850) to 22 mills, with a new sunset of July 1, 1997. (Because SB 1850 
was enacted with the urgency clause and went into effect before the July - Septem-
ber 1992 assessment was due, the mill rate did not revert to 9 mills.) 

Twenty-one mills were divided between DPR and the counties. Revenue from 
the 22nd mill was divided between CDFA and the counties. The counties received 
32.5 percent of the extra mill to defray costs associated with collection of pesticide 
use data. CDFA received 67.5 percent of one mill (later increased to three-fourths 
mill), which under the law could only be used to fund its pesticide consultation 
unit. A later amendment (Chapter 695, Statutes of 1997, SB 1161) prohibited 
&')$�IURP�XVLQJ�WKH�IXQGV�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�ULVNV�DVVHVVPHQW� 

As required by SB 1850, DPR must consult with CDFA on Section 18 and Sec-
tion 24(c) special local need registrations, denial of new active ingredient registra-
WLRQV��VXVSHQVLRQ�RU�FDQFHOODWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDWLRQV�RU�XVHV��DQG�³RWKHU�PHD-
sures adopted to mitigate unacceptable adverse pesticidal effects.” In 1992, DPR 
DQG�&')$�VLJQHG�DQ�DJUHHPHQW�WR�GHWDLO�WKHLU�FRQVXOWDWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLS�DQG�³HQVXUH� 
that CDFA is provided an opportunity to submit information to DPR, including, but 
QRW�OLPLWHG�WR��WKH�LPSDFWV�RQ�DJULFXOWXUH�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�WKH�VSHFL¿HG�DFWLRQV��EHQ-
H¿WV�GHULYHG�IURP�WKH�XVH�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH��DQG�DQ\�UHFRPPHQGHG�DOWHUQDWLYH�DFWLRQ�´� 

In 1993, legislation (Chapter 1176, AB 770) closed a loophole in collecting the 
PLOO�DVVHVVPHQW�E\�LGHQWLI\LQJ�WKH�SHUVRQ�ZKR�¿UVW�VROG�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�LQWR�RU�ZLWKLQ� 
WKH�VWDWH��ZKHWKHU�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW��D�SHVWLFLGH�EURNHU�RU�D�SHVWLFLGH�GHDOHU��DV�WKH� 
responsible party for paying the assessment. 

In 1997, legislation (Chapter 695, SB 1161) reauthorized the mill assessment, 
capping the mill at 15.15 from January 1998 through March 1999, then raising it 

It remains to be seen whether 

or not the income derived from 


licenses required by the Economic 

3RLVRQ�/DZ�ZLOO�EH�VXI¿FLHQW�IRU� 

its full enforcement. It is probably 
that some support by State 

appropriation will be needed if the 
law is to be made effective .... 

— 1921 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 
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Mill payment reminders being 
prepared in 2015. 

to a maximum of 17.5 mills through December 2002 when, without subsequent 
legislation, it would have reverted to 9 mills. The Legislature set the 17.5-mill 
PD[LPXP�DUWL¿FLDOO\�ORZ�WR�DOORZ�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�VSHQG�GRZQ�D�ODUJH�UHVHUYH� 
in the DPR Fund. The bill increased the assessment that funded CDFA’s pesticide 
consultation to three-quarters of a mill and changed it to apply only on agricultural 
DQG�GXDO�XVH�SURGXFWV��7KH�ODZ�UHTXLUHV�&')$�WR�GHFLGH�HDFK�\HDU�³WKH�QHFHVVLW\� 
of this additional assessment” and it may choose not to have it collected in any 
given year. 

The 1997 mill reauthorization legislation also changed the funding formula for 
CACs so, beginning on July 1, 1998, the counties were to receive the revenue from 
6 mills. The funds are distributed based on each county’s pesticide control activi-
WLHV��FRVWV��ZRUNORDG�DQG�SHUIRUPDQFH�� 

Another pending sunset to 9 mills prompted the 2001 passage of AB 780 (Chap-
ter 523). The bill provided for a continuation of the mill assessment rate at 17.5 
mills plus the extra three-fourths mill on agricultural and dual-use products. The 
law extended the mill assessment sunset to June 30, 2004, when it would revert to 
9 mills.  

$%�����UHTXLUHG�'35�WR�IRUP�D�VXEFRPPLWWHH�RI�VWDNHKROGHUV�WR�KHOS�WKH� 
GHSDUWPHQW�SUHSDUH�D�UHSRUW�WR�WKH�/HJLVODWXUH�WR�UHFRPPHQG�³D�IXQGLQJ�VROXWLRQ� 
«�WKDW�ZRXOG�HOLPLQDWH�WKH�QHHG�WR�UHDXWKRUL]H�WKH�PLOO�DVVHVVPHQW�«�HYHU\�¿YH� 
years and that would preserve the accountability of the department to the entities 
FRQWULEXWLQJ�WR�WKH�¿QDQFLQJ�RI�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�´��See section on Function-based 
Accounting, page 111.) The report was also to analyze ongoing funding needs and 
potential business process improvement measures. DPR submitted the report to the 
Legislature in January 2003. 

$%�����DOVR�FODUL¿HG�WKH�ODZ�WR�PDNH�LW�H[SOLFLW�WKDW�SURGXFWV�SXUFKDVHG�RYHU�WKH� 
Internet or by telephone and sent from out of state were subject to the mill assess-
ment. 

SB 1049 (Chapter 741, Statutes of 2003) was a budget trailer bill that provided 
for new and increased fees for natural resources and environmental protection 
DJHQFLHV��,W�SXW�LQWR�SODFH�WKH�PRVW�VLJQL¿FDQW�FKDQJHV�LQ�'35�IXQGLQJ�LQ�PRUH� 
WKDQ�WZR�GHFDGHV��UHPRYLQJ�DOO�JHQHUDO�IXQGV�DQG�PDNLQJ�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�D�IHH� 
based agency. The legislation capped the mill assessment at 21 mills and preserved 
DPR’s authority to adjust the mill fee under that cap. It also removed the mill 
assessment sunset and made permanent DPR’s authorization to collect the extra 
three-quarter mill on agricultural and dual-use products to support CDFA’s pesti-
cide consultation, unless requested not to do so by CDFA. 

6%������UHTXLUHG�'35�WR�PDNH�LWV�SURGXFW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�OLFHQV-
ing programs self-supporting and gave the department authority to adjust fees to 
support spending in each program. Fees had previously been set in statute and 
could only be changed by the Legislature. Before the 2003 passage of SB 1049, the 
last fee adjustment had been in the 1980s. As program costs increased, fees no lon-
ger covered costs. Because fees were set in statute, the department could not adjust 
WKHP�RU�LQVWLWXWH�DGGHG�IHHV�IRU�VHUYLFHV�WKDW�FUHDWHG�VLJQL¿FDQW�ZRUNORDG��6%������ 
JDYH�'35�DXWKRULW\�WR�XVH�UXOHPDNLQJ�WR�VHW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�DQG�OLFHQVLQJ�IHHV��7KH� 
legislation also allowed the department to charge separate fees for various activi-
ties related to its licensing program. For example, separate fees could be levied 
for conducting examinations, approving continuing education courses and issuing 
duplicate licensing cards. It also allowed the department to charge fees for amend-
ments to pesticide registrations. 

In late 2003, DPR adopted regulations to increase licensing and registration fees 
and raise the mill assessment from 17.5 to 21 mills, plus three-quarters mill on ag-
ricultural and dual-use products. (See page 112 for more information on licensing 
and registration fees.) These changes became effective in January 2004. 
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Function-based Accounting
 

California state government agencies typically use a  
¿QDQFLDO� DFFRXQWLQJ� V\VWHP�GHVLJQHG� WR� WUDFN� RU� UHSRUW� 
costs by organizational units—that is, by divisions and 
branches. However, DPR wanted its accounting to more 
DFFXUDWHO\�FDSWXUH�DQG�WUDFN�IXQFWLRQDO�FRVWV�DQG�SURJUDP� 
management responsibilities across organizational units. To  
GR�VR��'35�XQGHUWRRN�D�IXQFWLRQ�EDVHG�FRVWLQJ�LQLWLDWLYH� 
WR� LGHQWLI\�DQG�DVVLJQ� WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�FRVWV� WR� VSHFL¿F� 
DFWLYLWLHV��$�IXQFWLRQ�LV�D�VHW�RI�DFWLYLWLHV�WKDW�SURGXFHV�D�NH\� 
service to meet program mandates. If budgeting is based on  
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�XQLWV��LW�LV�GLI¿FXOW�WR�NQRZ�WKH�FRVWV�DVVRFL-
ated with each function or its resulting service. Most DPR 
functions are handled by more than one of its branches. 

Function-based costing allows DPR to see more clearly 
how it uses funds because the system is based on services 
SURYLGHG��,QVWHDG�RI�DVVLJQLQJ�FRVWV�WR�D�VSHFL¿F�SURGXFW�� 
the goal is to estimate the cost of providing a service. For 
DPR, the service might be processing a registration applica-
tion, conducting an environmental assessment or managing  
a grant program. The allocation provides important infor-
PDWLRQ�WR�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�WR�VWDNHKROGHUV�DERXW�KRZ�'35� 
uses its funds and what the costs are of providing various 
services. Knowing what it costs to run a particular branch or  
GLYLVLRQ�LV�QRW�DV�KHOSIXO�LQ�HYDOXDWLQJ�SURJUDPV�DV�NQRZLQJ� 
how much it costs to process a new product registration 
SDFNDJH�RU�FROOHFW�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�UHSRUWLQJ�GDWD��6LQFH�PRVW� 
processes and activities within government agencies change  
only gradually, function-based costing provides DPR with 
D�WRRO�WR�PRQLWRU�FRVWV�RYHU�¿VFDO�\HDUV� 

(OHYHQ�RSHUDWLRQDO�IXQFWLRQV�ZHUH�LGHQWL¿HG� 

•		 Product registration. 

•		 Human health and environmental assessments. 

•		 /LFHQVLQJ�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ� 

•		 Permitting and pesticide use reporting. 

•		 0RQLWRULQJ�VXUYHLOODQFH� 

•		 0LWLJDWLRQ�RI�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�ULVNV� 

•		 Mitigation of environmental hazards. 

•		 Pest management. 

•		 Use enforcement and compliance. 

•		 Product compliance and mill assessment. 

•		 'LVWULEXWHG�SURJUDP�H[HFXWLYH�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�DGPLQLVWUD-
tion. 

,Q� ������ ³VWUXFWXUDO� SHVW� FRQWURO´� ZDV� DGGHG� DV� D� EXVLQHVV� 
function when the Structural Pest Control Board (SPCB) was 
WUDQVIHUUHG�WR�'35��,Q�¿VFDO�\HDU����������63&%�ZDV�WUDQVIHUUHG� 
EDFN�WR�WKH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�&RQVXPHU�$IIDLUV� 

The functions and their supporting activities represent what 
'35�GRHV�WR�SURGXFH�VSHFL¿F�VHUYLFHV��QRW�KRZ�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW� 
is organized. For example, the pesticide registration function  
contains everything DPR does to register a product. This function 
LQFOXGHV�LQWDNH�RI�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�DQG�LWV�WHFKQLFDO�HYDOXDWLRQ��D� 
VFLHQWL¿F� HYDOXDWLRQ�RI� WKH�SURGXFW� DQG�RWKHU� DFWLYLWLHV��+RZ-
ever, they do not all occur in the Pesticide Registration Branch. 
For example, health evaluation of a product involves staff from 
WKH�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�DQG�+XPDQ�+HDOWK�$VVHVVPHQW� 
branches, and for environmental effects, the Environmental  
Monitoring Branch. 

DPR adopted function-based accounting in 2004. The in-
formation provided by functional accounting allows DPR to  
UH¿QH�LWV�EXGJHW�DQG�IHHV�WR�DFFXUDWHO\�UHFRYHU�FRVWV�DVVRFLDWHG� 
ZLWK�VSHFL¿F�VHUYLFHV��,Q�HDFK�\HDU¶V�6WDWH�%XGJHW��IXQGLQJ�LV� 
appropriated to DPR based not on its programmatic divisions  
(such as branches), but on its business functions. 

)XQFWLRQ�EDVHG� DFFRXQWLQJ� LV� OLQNHG� WR� '35¶V� RSHUDWLRQDO� 
plan, which describes what DPR plans to accomplish during  
WKH�¿VFDO�\HDU��ZLWK�SHUIRUPDQFH�PHDVXUHV�IRU�HDFK�IXQFWLRQ�� 
DPR’s operational plans and performance measures are posted  
each year on the department’s website, as are the functional ac-
counting year-end reports and detailed descriptions of activities  
ZLWKLQ�HDFK�IXQFWLRQ��7KLV�DOORZV�VWDNHKROGHUV�WR�UHYLHZ�VSHFL¿F� 
goals, costs associated with them and clearly see whether goals  
are being met. 
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Number of pesticide products 
registered in California: 
• 1913: “well toward 10,000” 
• 1935: 3,500 
• 1945: 7,136 
• 1950: 9,070 
• 1956: 11,904 
• 2011: about 13,000 
• 2016: 13,600 

$%�������&KDSWHU������6WDWXWHV�RI�������H[SDQGHG�EURNHU�OLFHQVLQJ�UHTXLUH-
ments to close loopholes in previous laws that allowed some pesticide sellers 
to avoid paying the mill assessment. Internet sales of pesticides and industrial, 
LQVWLWXWLRQDO�DQG�FRQVXPHU�XVH�SHVWLFLGH�VDOHV�E\�LQWHUPHGLDWH�EURNHUV�DQG�WKURXJK� 
the distribution centers of nationwide retailers were often not held accountable to 
report and pay mill fees. Before AB 1011 passed, only sellers of agricultural-use 
SHVWLFLGHV�KDG�WR�EH�OLFHQVHG�E\�'35��7KH�OHJLVODWLRQ�H[SDQGHG�EURNHU�OLFHQVLQJ� 
WR�HQFRPSDVV�DOO�WKRVH�ZKR�¿UVW�VHOO�RU�GLVWULEXWH�DQ\�SHVWLFLGHV�LQWR�&DOLIRUQLD�� 
whether agricultural or nonagricultural products. 

Product Registration Fees 

Each year, manufacturers, importers or dealers who wish to label and sell a 
SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�IRU�XVH�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�PXVW�JHW�FHUWL¿FDWHV�RI�SURGXFW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 
IURP�'35��7KH�FHUWL¿FDWHV�H[SLUH�'HF�����RI�HDFK�\HDU�� 

Until 2003, registration fees were set in statute. In 1986, the Legislature ap-
proved an increase in product registration fees from $40 to $200, even though that 
did not cover program costs at the time. With the 2003 passage of SB 1049, DPR 
was given authority and required to increase fees to cover program costs. 

In 2003, DPR adopted regulations to raise to $750 the fee for each pesticide 
product submitted for registration or renewal, effective January 2004. Late penal-
ties were increased to $150. The department also established a $100 fee for each 
application to amend a pesticide product registration. Some minor amendments 
were exempted. 

Effective Oct. 1, 2015, DPR revised its regulations to raise the application fee 
for each pesticide product submitted for registration or renewal to support current 
and future business functions of the Pesticide Registration Branch, including the 
development and implementation of the Pesticide Registration Data Management 
6\VWHP��35'06��SURMHFW��35'06�ZLOO�WDNH�WKH�SODFH�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�SDSHU�EDVHG� 
pesticide registration process and allow for new products, and amendments and 
renewals to currently registered pesticides, to be submitted and accepted electroni-
cally. DPR increased the application fee for each new pesticide product submit-
ted for registration and for annual renewal of each pesticide product from $750 
to $1,150 per product. The department established a $25 application fee for all 
pesticide product amendments, including substantive and non-substantive label 
DPHQGPHQWV��DPHQGPHQWV�WR�WKH�IRUPXODWLRQ�RI�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW��QRWL¿FDWLRQV� 
of minor changes, and label changes required by the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency or any other federal or state agency. 

The revised fee level generates more than $15 million a year. 

In 2015, the department processed 1,539 applications for registration of new 
products, 2,895 amendments to registered pesticide products, and renewed the 
registrations of 13,128 pesticide products. 

No fees are charged for applications for Section 18 emergency exemptions from 
registration, Section 24(c) special local need registrations, and research authoriza-
tions. 

Licensing and Certification Fees 

'35¶V�/LFHQVLQJ�DQG�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�3URJUDP�H[DPLQHV�DQG�OLFHQVHV�TXDOL¿HG�DS-
plicators, aircraft pilots, pest control dealer designated agents, and agricultural pest 
FRQWURO�DGYLVHUV��DQG�FHUWL¿HV�SHVWLFLGH�DSSOLFDWRUV�ZKR�XVH�RU�VXSHUYLVH�WKH�XVH�RI� 
restricted pesticides. It also licenses businesses that sell or apply pesticides or use 
pest control methods or devices for hire (that is, pest control businesses, mainte-
QDQFH�JDUGHQHU�SHVW�FRQWURO�EXVLQHVVHV��SHVW�FRQWURO�GHDOHUV�DQG�SHVWLFLGH�EURNHUV��� 

Major exemptions from licensing requirements include individuals and business-
es performing preservative treatment of fabrics or structural materials; household 
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or industrial sanitation services; treatment of seed when this activity is incidental 
to the person’s regular business; and removal of pests without the use of pesticides. 

DPR conducts about 9,000 examinations yearly and issues or renews about 
�������OLFHQVHV�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWHV�HDFK�\HDU��/LFHQVHV�DUH�LVVXHG�IRU�WZR�\HDUV��'35� 
also accredits more than 2,200 continuing education courses. 

Before 2003, licensing fees were last adjusted in the mid-1980s, set in statute at 
$15 to $100, a level designed to cover program costs at the time. With the imple-
mentation of SB 1049, DPR had authority to adjust fees to support spending in 
HDFK�SURJUDP�DQG�FKDUJH�IRU�VHUYLFHV�WKDW�UHTXLUHG�VLJQL¿FDQW�VWDII�WLPH��,Q�-DQX-
ary 2004, the new fees went into effect. They range from $25 to $160. 

Local Assistance 

Among other duties, CACs are charged with local enforcement of pesticide laws 
DQG�UHJXODWLRQV��ZRUNLQJ�XQGHU�VXSHUYLVLRQ�RI�DQG�FRQWUDFW�ZLWK�'35��)XQGLQJ�IRU� 
local pesticide enforcement comes from four sources: the mill assessment, local 
fees and penalties, county general funds and unclaimed gas tax. (State law re-
quires that fuel taxes attributable to the use of off-highway agricultural vehicles be 
WUDQVIHUUHG�WR�&')$��)RRG�DQG�$JULFXOWXUDO�&RGH�6HFWLRQ�����LGHQWL¿HV�KRZ�WKHVH� 
funds are to be expended, with $9 million each year going to CACs for pesticide 
use enforcement.) 

The 2004 passage of SB 1107 (Chapter 230) changed how funds were divided 
among the counties. Among other requirements that had been imposed by the 1978 
passage of AB 3765 (which set up the functional equivalency program for pesticide 
regulation), CACs carry out the restricted materials permit program. They issue 
VLWH��DQG�WLPH�VSHFL¿F�SHUPLWV�IRU�WKH�XVH�RI�UHVWULFWHG�SHVWLFLGHV��UHYLHZ�QRWLFHV�RI� 
intended applications and perform pre-application site inspections to a minimum of 
5 percent of application sites. 

In 1980, CDFA (which then managed the pesticide program) contracted with 
WKH�FRXQWLHV�IRU�WKH�VWDWH�WR�UHLPEXUVH�WKH�FRVWV�RI�WKLV�QHZ�PDQGDWHG�ZRUNORDG�� 
drawing from a $2.88 million General Fund appropriation. The amount remained 
the same (although its source shifted between the General Fund and the DPR Fund) 
XQWLO�WKH���������¿VFDO�\HDU��6%�������D�EXGJHW�WUDLOHU�ELOO��FRQVROLGDWHG�IXQGLQJ�WR� 
CACs for restricted material permits with DPR’s other CAC funding. Instead of a 
¿[HG�GROODU�DPRXQW��WKH�DSSURSULDWLRQ�WR�FRXQWLHV�WR�PDQDJH�WKHLU�UHVWULFWHG�PDWH-
rial permit programs was converted to an extra 1.6 mill, increasing the total CAC 
share to 7.6 mills. That same legislation also ended the distribution to the counties 
of 50 percent of pesticide dealer license fees collected by DPR. 

DPR disburses to the counties the revenue from 7.6 mills of mill assessment as 
partial reimbursement for their costs in carrying out pesticide use enforcement. In 
addition, the law allows DPR to disburse up to 0.5 mill out of existing fees for local 
assistance to counties in an ozone nonattainment area affected by a fumigant emis-
sions limit. (See Chapter 10 for more information on the volatile organic compound 
program.) As of 2015, no county was eligible for this funding. 

Under contract with DPR, CACs are also reimbursed for electronically entering 
PUR data. In July 2012, the individual contracts for PUR data entry are scheduled 
for conversion to a single contract with the California Agricultural Commissioners 
and Sealers Association (CACASA). 

By law, pest control advisers (PCAs) and pest control businesses must register 
with the agricultural commissioner in each county where they plan to conduct busi-
ness. Most of the state’s 58 counties charge fees for these registrations. Counties use 
this revenue for pesticide use enforcement. 

Noncompliance does not 

necessarily call for additional 


or more stringent laws, but 

more often for education as to 


observance. Education concerning 

the purpose of law and with the 


backing of law can be made 

exceptionally effective because 


acceptance usually comes 

with understanding. 


— Economic Poisons: California 
Law and Its Administration 

(1944) 
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Code Sections Enacted or 
Amended by Referenced 


Legislation
 




This appendix lists legislation noted in this publication and shows the related 
code section the legislation amended or added. Statutes and related code sections 
deleted or superceded by later legislation are not included. 

• B&P = Business and Professions Code 

• FAC= Food and Agriculture Code 

• H&S = Health and Safety Code 

• PRC = Public Resources Code 

• EC= Education Code 

Chapter in this 
book 

Legislative 

chapter (year) 

Code and 

section 

Chapter 1 18 (2009) B&P 101, 130, 149, 
8502, 8520, 8525 and 
FAC 11451.5 

Chapter 2 705 (1995) FAC 14090 et seq. 
612 (2005) FAC 12400 
1386 (1984) FAC 11501.1 
361 (1996) FAC 11501.1 

Chapter 3 963 (1993) FAC 13162 
608 (1995) FAC 12833 
428 (1997) FAC 12837 
530 (1997) FAC 12804 
691 (1997) FAC 12803 
651 (1998) FAC 15301 et seq. 
612 (2005) FAC 12811.5 

Chapter 4 1169 (1969) FAC 12824 
483 (1997) FAC 12825 

Chapter 5 1169 (1969) FAC 12824 
669 (1984) FAC 13121 et seq. 
1227 (1991) FAC 13127 et seq. 
1228 (1991) FAC 13127.31 
����������� FAC 13127.32 
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Chapter in this 
book 

Legislative 

chapter (year) 

Code and 

section 

Chapter 7 1285 (1985) FAC 12582 
1375 (1986) FAC 12532 
1200 (1989) FAC 12979 

Chapter 8 1415 (1971) H&S 105200 
741 (2003) FAC 12841.2 
369 (2010) H&S 105206 et seq. 

Chapter 9 1200 (1989) FAC 12535 
Chapter 10 1047 (1983) FAC 14021 et seq. 

1298 (1985) FAC 13141 et seq. 
533 (2008) FAC 12841.4 
393 (2010) FAC 12841.4 
1380 (1984) H&S 39650 et seq. 

Chapter 11 735 (1972) FAC 11501 
545 (1994) FAC 12536 
428 (1997) FAC 12837 
718 (2000) FAC 13180 et seq. 
566 (2005) EC 17610.1 
865 (2006) FAC 13183 

Chapter 12 690 (1999) PRC 7110 
Chapter 13 1176 (1993) Became FAC 12841 

695 (1997) FAC 12841 
741 (2003)  FAC 11502.5 
230 (2004) FAC 12841 
612 (2005)  FAC 12400 
1200 (1989)  FAC 12535 

Appendix C 1169 (1969) FAC 12824 
1092 (1970) FAC 12824 
225 (1972) FAC 1 
794 (1972) FAC 12980 
308 (1978) PRC 21080.5 
1047 (1983) FAC 14021 et seq. 
669 (1984) FAC 13121 et seq. 
1298 (1985) FAC 13141 et seq. 
612 (2005)  FAC 12400 
1176 (1993)  Became FAC 12841 

Appendix D 295 (1997) H&S 57004 
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Acronyms
 
and Abbreviations
 

AB: Assembly Bill 
AI: pesticide active ingredient 
ARB: California Air Resources Board 
B&P Code: Business and Professions Code 
BDPA: Birth Defect Prevention Act of 1984 (SB 950) 
CAC: county agricultural commissioner 
CACASA: California Agricultural Commissioners and Sealers Association 
CalEPA: California Environmental Protection Agency 
CalPIP: California Pesticide Information Portal (DPR) 
CalPIQ: California Pesticide Illness Query (DPR) 
CCR: California Code of Regulations 
CDA: California Department of Agriculture (former name of CDFA) 
CDFA: California Department of Food and Agriculture 
CDFW: California Department of Fish & Wildlife 
CE: continuing education 
CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act 
CFR: Code of Federal Regulations 
CPCS: California Poison Control System 
DIR: Department of Industrial Relations 
DPH: Department of Public Health 
DPR: Department of Pesticide Regulation 
EF: emission factor 
EJ: environmental justice 
EIR: environmental impact report 
EUP: experimental use permit 
FAC: Food and Agricultural Code 
FDA: U.S. Food and Drug Administration 
FDCA: U.S. Food Drug and Cosmetic Act 
FIFRA: Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
FQPA: U.S. Food Quality Protection Act 
GWPA: ground water protection area 
GWPL: Ground Water Protection List 
HAP: hazardous air pollutant 
IPM: integrated pest management 
MAA: management agency agreement 
MOU: memorandum of understanding 
MSDS: material safety data sheet 
NAA: nonattainment area 
NOEL: no-observed-effect level 
NOI: notice of intent 
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OEHHA: &DO(3$�2I¿FH�RI�(QYLURQPHQWDO�+HDOWK�+D]DUG�$VVHVVPHQW 
OSHA: Occupational Safety and Health Administration, U.S. Department of Labor 
PCA: pest control adviser 
PCPA: Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act of 1985 
PDP: Pesticide Data Program (USDA) 
PISP: Pesticide Illness Surveillance Program (DPR) 
PMA: Pest Management Alliance 
PPE: personal protective equipment 
PMAC: Pesticide Management Advisory Committee 
PPE: personal protective equipment 
PREC: Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee 
PRESCRIBE: Pesticide Regulation’s Endangered Species Custom Realtime Inter-

net Bulletin Engine 
PSIS: Pesticide Safety Information Series 
PUR: pesticide use reporting 
QAC: TXDOL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRU�FHUWL¿FDWH 
QAL: TXDOL¿HG�DSSOLFDWRU�OLFHQVH 
RA: research authorization (DPR) 
RCD: ULVN�FKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQ�GRFXPHQW 
REI: restricted entry interval 
RUP: restricted-use pesticide (federal) 
SB: Senate Bill 
SIP: State Implementation Plan 
SLN: special local need registration (FIFRA Section 24(c)) 
SPCB: Structural Pest Control Board 
SRP: 6FLHQWL¿F�5HYLHZ�3DQHO 
TAC: toxic air contaminant 
TGA: thermogravimetric analysis 
Title 3: Title 3, California Code of Regulations (3 CCR) Food and Agriculture 
UC: University of California 
USDA: U.S. Department of Agriculture 
U.S. EPA: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
U.S. FDA: U.S. Food and Drug Administration 
VOC: volatile organic compound 
WHS: :RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�%UDQFK 
WPS: IHGHUDO�:RUNHU�3URWHFWLRQ�6WDQGDUG 
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Appendix C
 

A History of Pesticide 

Regulation in California
 

California has regulated pesticides for more than a century. 

7KURXJK�WKH�OHJLVODWLYH�SURFHVV��VWDWH�ODZPDNHUV�KDYH�HVWDEOLVKHG�D�FRPSUHKHQ-
sive body of law to give California pesticide regulators the tools needed to control 
pesticide sales and use, and to assess and control potential adverse effects. 

7KH�VWDWH¶V�¿UVW�SHVWLFLGH�UHODWHG�ODZ�ZDV�SDVVHG�LQ������DQG��VLQFH�WKH�����V��D� 
body of increasingly science-based pesticide law and regulation has come into be-
ing. As we begin the second century of pesticide regulation, we build and improve 
upon these developments. 

7RGD\��'35
V�PLVVLRQ�LV���7R�SURWHFW�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�E\�UHJ-
XODWLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�VDOHV�DQG�XVH��DQG�E\�IRVWHULQJ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�� Paris green was a popular 

pesticide in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries. The arsenic 
compound was used to kill rats in 
Parisian sewers, thus the name. 

EARLY PESTICIDE REGULATION: FOCUS ON CONSUMER 


FRAUD
 

$UVHQLF��F\DQLGH�DQG�RWKHU�QDWXUDO�SRLVRQV�KDYH�EHHQ�XVHG�IRU�FHQWXULHV�WR�NLOO� 
insects and rodents in homes and on farms. In the mid-1800s, farmers found they 
FRXOG�XVH�D�FRPPRQ��DUVHQLF�FRQWDLQLQJ�SDLQW�SLJPHQW��FDOOHG�3DULV�JUHHQ��WR�NLOO� 
LQVHFWV�LQ�WKHLU�¿HOGV��2WKHU�DUVHQLF�EDVHG�LQVHFWLFLGHV�IROORZHG�LQ�WKH�����V� 

French grape growers accidentally discovered that a combination of hydrated 
OLPH�DQG�FRSSHU�VXOIDWH�FRXOG�¿JKW�SRZGHU\�PLOGHZ�IXQJXV��6LQFH�ODERU�IRU�ZHHG� 
removal was cheap and readily available, farmers were not generally interested in 
using herbicides. 

Into the early decades of the 20th century, insecticide and fungicide use was not 
ZLGHVSUHDG��DQG�ZDV�FRQ¿QHG�ODUJHO\�WR�KLJK�YDOXH�WUHH�IUXLW�FURSV��$OWKRXJK�D� 
few scientists expressed concerns over pesticide residues, arsenic was not consid-
ered harmful in the small amounts remaining on sprayed produce. The chemical 
ZDV�XVHG�WR�FRORU�SDSHU��FDQGOHV��DUWL¿FLDO�ÀRZHUV��IDEULFV��WR\V��SODWHV��FDUSHWV�DQG� 
clothing. Little thought was given to the potential hazards of cumulative exposure. 

Government regulation of pesticides focused on protecting users from fraud 
by ensuring product quality. Pesticides and many products of the time, includ-
ing foods and drugs, were often adulterated or mislabeled. It was not unusual for 
PDQXIDFWXUHUV�WR�PDNH�H[WUDYDJDQW�FODLPV�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV�WKDW�ZHUH�XVHOHVV� 
at best and sometimes even destructive to the plants on which they were used. 

1HZ�<RUN�SDVVHG�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�¿UVW�SHVWLFLGH�ODZ�LQ�������&DOLIRUQLD¶V�¿UVW�ODZ�� 
passed in 1901, was concerned only with preventing consumer fraud in sales of 
Paris green, the most widely used insecticide. Dealers were required to submit 
product samples to the University of California (UC) agricultural experiment sta-
WLRQ�ZLWK�GRFXPHQWDWLRQ�GHVFULELQJ�EUDQG�QDPH��SRXQGV�LQ�HDFK�SDFNDJH��QDPH� 
and address of manufacturer, and percentage of Paris green. UC analyzed samples 
DQG�VHOOHUV�RI�GH¿FLHQW�SURGXFWV�ZHUH�JXLOW\�RI�D�PLVGHPHDQRU��5HVXOWLQJ�¿QHV� 
ranged from $50 to $200 ($1,100 to $4,700 in 2015 dollars). 

In 1910, Congress passed the Federal Insecticide Act, a labeling law focused on 
protecting consumers from ineffective pesticides or deceptive labeling. The statute 
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applied to both insecticides and fungicides, not previously covered by any laws. 
However, the legislation contained neither a federal registration requirement nor 
DQ\�VLJQL¿FDQW�VDIHW\�VWDQGDUGV�� 

California’s parallel legislation, the State Insecticide and Fungicide Act of 1911 
(Chapter 653), was also concerned mainly with mislabeling and adulteration but 
went beyond federal law. It required manufacturers, importers and dealers of insec-
ticides and fungicides to register their products for a $1 fee with UC, submitting a 
VWDWHPHQW�RQ�³WKH�FRPSRQHQW�SDUWV�RI�WKH�VXEVWDQFHV�ZKLFK�WKH\�SURSRVHG�WR�RIIHU� 
for sale.” Proper labeling was required with the product name, manufacturer’s 
name and address, and place of manufacture. The registration application had to 
EH�DFFRPSDQLHG�E\�D�FKHPLFDO�DQDO\VLV�VKRZLQJ�³WKH�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�HDFK�VXEVWDQFH� 
claimed to have insecticidal value, the form in which each is present and the ma-
WHULDOV�IURP�ZKLFK�GHULYHG��DQG�WKH�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�LQHUW�LQJUHGLHQWV�´�7KLV�ZDV�³WR� 
HQDEOH�WKH�XVHU�WR�NQRZ�WKH�LQVHFWLFLGDO�YDOXH�RI�WKH�PDWHULDO��DQG�DOVR�WR�PDNH�WKH� 
manufacturer more careful as to the composition of his products.” This provision 
ZDV�GHVFULEHG�DV�WKH�³PRVW�UDGLFDO�RI�DQ\�RI�WKH�UHTXLUHPHQWV��DQG�ZDV�WKH�RQH� 
most seriously objected to by those who wished to oppose the law … Practically 
WKH�RQO\�VHULRXV�REMHFWLRQV�FDPH�IURP�WKH�PDNHUV�RI�µVHFUHW¶�UHPHGLHV�ZKR�KDG� 
EHHQ�SUR¿WLQJ�E\�WKH�XVH�RI�¿FWLWLRXV�QDPHV�´ 

The statute required UC to analyze all registered pesticides yearly. However, 
E\�������WKH�QXPEHU�RI�UHJLVWHUHG�SURGXFWV�JUHZ�WR�DERXW���������PDNLQJ�DQQXDO� 
analysis impractical. The law was amended that year (Chapter 612) to delete the 
requirement for yearly analysis. At the same time, lobbying by manufacturers and 
dealers prompted the California Legislature to delete the mandate for detailed 
SURGXFW�ODEHOLQJ��UHTXLULQJ�LQVWHDG�D�³JHQHUDO´�VWDWHPHQW�RI�WKH�FRQWHQWV��$QRWKHU� 
1913 bill (Chapter 211) exempted several classes of products from registration, 
LQFOXGLQJ�KRXVHKROG�LQVHFWLFLGHV��IRU�H[DPSOH��À\SDSHU��PRWKEDOOV�DQG�DQW�SRLVRQ��� 
VKHHS�GLS��OLFH�NLOOHU�DQG�VXOIXU��$PHQGPHQWV�LQ������SURYLGHG�IRU�DQ�H[WUD�UHJLV-
WUDWLRQ�IHH�DQG�IRU�8&�WR�LVVXH�FHUWL¿FDWHV�RI�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�� 

In 1919, the Legislature created (Statutes of 1919, Chapter 325) the California 
Department of Agriculture (CDA). Transferred to the new department were duties 
previously handled by several state boards and commissioners, including those 
RYHUVHHLQJ�KRUWLFXOWXUH��GDLU\�IDUPV��YLWLFXOWXUH��FDWWOH�SURWHFWLRQ��SURGXFH�PDUNHW-
ing, and weights and measures. 

In 1921, legislation (Chapter 352) brought the county horticultural commission-
HUV��ODWHU�FDOOHG�FRXQW\�DJULFXOWXUDO�FRPPLVVLRQHUV��XQGHU�&'$¶V�³VXSHUYLVLRQ�DQG� 
control.” Commissioners had no statutory role in overseeing pesticide use. Their 
DVVLJQHG�GXWLHV�LQFOXGHG�³SURWHFWLRQ�RI�>DJULFXOWXUH�DQG�SUHYHQWLQJ@�WKH�LQWURGXF-
tion of insects and diseases, or animals, injurious to fruit, fruit trees, vines, bushes 
RU�YHJHWDEOHV�´�$QRWKHU�GXW\�ZDV�³VWDQGDUGL]DWLRQ�RI�IUXLWV��YHJHWDEOHV��DQG�RWKHU� 
plant products,” ensuring that fruits and vegetables met minimum quality and 
labeling standards. 

,Q�LWV�¿UVW�DQQXDO�UHSRUW�LQ�������&'$�VDLG�D�QHZ�ODZ�ZDV�QHHGHG�WR�UHJXODWH� 
pesticide manufacture and sale to: 

•		 Encourage the manufacture and sale of standard and well-tried remedies. 

•		 Discourage the sale of poorly compounded or low-grade remedies pre-
pared in a poorly equipped factory, or by the careless manufacturer.
	

•		 Prohibit the sale of worthless preparations placed on the market either 

through ignorance or with intent to defraud.
	

•		 Prohibit the sale of preparations which are injurious to cultivated plants 

or domestic animals, or are a menace to the public health.
	

"The laws previous to 1901 had, 
as their principal concern, the 
regulation of the sale of Paris 

green, as this substance was the 
¿UVW�WR�EH�PDGH�FRPPHUFLDOO\�� 

— The Workings of the California 
Insecticide Law (1914) 

The Legislature responded by passing the Economic Poison Act of 1921 (Chap-
ter 729). (Economic poison is a synonym used for pesticide. Legislation in the 
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1990s substituted code references to economic poison with the more commonly 
understood term pesticide.) It transferred regulatory authority over pesticides from 
UC to the agriculture department and expanded regulatory authority beyond insec-
ticides and fungicides. A related statute (Chapter 606) allowed the new department 
WR�VHW�XS�D�³GLYLVLRQ�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�FKHPLVWU\´�WR�EHWWHU�FDUU\�RXW�LWV�QHZ�UHVSRQVL-
bilities. 

$������&'$�UHSRUW�FDOOHG�WKH�(FRQRPLF�3RLVRQ�$FW�³D�QRYHOW\�LQ�OHJLVODWLRQ�RI� 
this type, there being no other law, state or national, regulating the manufacture 
and sale of rodent poisons and weed poisons.” The legislation gave CDA authority 
to control not only the manufacture and sale but also the use of pesticides. 

7KH�&'$�UHFRJQL]HG�ORFDO�SHVWLFLGH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DV�HVVHQWLDO��³7KH�VWDWH�LV�D� 
ODUJH�RQH�´�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�VDLG��³DQG�WR�DWWHPSW�WR�GLVWULEXWH�D�FRUSV�RI�LQVSHFWRUV� 
ODUJH�HQRXJK�WR�GHWHFW�IUDXGXOHQW�SUDFWLFHV�ZRXOG�EH�D�KRSHOHVV�WDVN�«�$UUDQJH-
PHQWV�DUH�QRZ�EHLQJ�PDGH�IRU�WKH�DSSRLQWPHQW�RI�¿YH�RU�VL[�FRXQW\�KRUWLFXOWXUDO� 
commissioners to act as collaborators in the enforcement of the Economic Poison 
Act.” 

The Economic Poison Act required that applications for pesticide registration 
submit information on how the product was formulated (but not necessarily its in-
gredients), and a sample to ensure quality standards. CDA was authorized to cancel 
or deny registration of products found detrimental to agriculture or public health 
RU�³VKRZQ�WR�KDYH�OLWWOH�RU�QR�YDOXH�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVH�«�LQWHQGHG�´�7KURXJKRXW�WKH� 
����V��&'$�XVHG�LWV�LQ�KRXVH�ODEV�WR�³WHVW�WKH�HI¿FDF\�RI�LQVHFWLFLGHV�DQG�IXQJL-
cides for which it appears extravagant claims have been made.” Evidence gathered 
ZDV�XVHG�WR�¿OH�PLVGHPHDQRU�FKDUJHV�DJDLQVW�WKH�PDQXIDFWXUHU�LI�WKH�SURGXFW�ZDV� 
already registered, or to cancel or refuse registration. 

CDA’s authority to deny or cancel registration of pesticides from a manufacturer 
³DWWHPSWLQJ�WR�VHOO�IUDXGXOHQW�RU�ZRUWKOHVV�LQVHFWLFLGHV´�ZDV�XSKHOG�LQ�D������ 
appellate court decision, overturning a lower court that had declared the 1921 
(FRQRPLF�3RLVRQ�$FW�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO��*UHJRU\�Y��+HFNH�� 

Although CDA had the authority to refuse to register a pesticide if it was proven 
ineffective, without accompanying authority to require data to evaluate a product 
before it was registered, the department was forced to grant registration. The Leg-
islature closed this loophole in 1929 (Chapter 604) when it gave the department 
DXWKRULW\�WR�UHTXLUH�³SUDFWLFDO�GHPRQVWUDWLRQ�DV�PD\�EH�QHFHVVDU\´�WR�GHWHUPLQH� 
WKDW�SURGXFWV�ZHUH�HIIHFWLYH�DQG�ZHUH�QRW�³JHQHUDOO\�GHWULPHQWDO�RU�VHULRXVO\�LQ-
jurious to vegetation.” Although the statutes allowed cancellation based on health 
RU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SUREOHPV��WKH�DFNQRZOHGJHG�IRFXV�RI�SURJUDPV�RI�WKH�WLPH�ZDV� 
DGXOWHUDWLRQ�DQG�PLVEUDQGLQJ��&'$¶V������DQQXDO�UHSRUW�VDLG�LWV�SURJUDP�³DI-
fords protection to the consumer as to quality and quantity and to the manufacturer 
by preventing unfair competition.” Hundreds of product samples were analyzed 
HDFK�\HDU�DQG�DERXW����SHUFHQW�ZHUH�URXWLQHO\�IRXQG�³H[WHQVLYHO\�GH¿FLHQW�´�%\� 
WKH�����V��WKDW�SHUFHQWDJH�KDG�GURSSHG�WR�DERXW����SHUFHQW�DQG�GH¿FLHQFLHV�ZHUH� 
DWWULEXWHG�PRUH�WR�³LUUHGXFLEOH�HUURU�LQ�PDQXIDFWXULQJ�WHFKQLTXH�DQG�QRW�WR�DQ� 
attempt to defraud.” Modern manufacturing techniques in recent decades have all 
but eliminated product quality problems. 

It remains to be seen whether 

or not the income derived from 


licenses required by the Economic 

3RLVRQ�/DZ�ZLOO�EH�VXI¿FLHQW�IRU� 

its full enforcement. It is probably 
that some support by State 

appropriation will be needed if the 
law is to be made effective .... 

— 1921 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

The 1921 Economic Poisons 
Act gave the California 

Department of Agriculture 
authority to control not only the 
manufacture and sale but also 

the use of pesticides. 

THE 1920S: FOOD PESTICIDE RESIDUES BECOME A 


CONCERN
 

Public concern about pesticide residues on food did not arise until the 1920s. 
Pesticide use by farmers was increasing, as were reports of illnesses and well-pub-
OLFL]HG�VHL]XUHV�RI�IUXLW�ZLWK�KLJK�DUVHQLF�OHYHOV�E\�KHDOWK�RI¿FLDOV�LQ�PDMRU�FLWLHV�� 
In 1927, CDA began analyzing small quantities of fresh produce for residues. In 
1927, the Legislature passed the Chemical Spray Residue Act (Chapter 807) which 
PDGH�LW�LOOHJDO�WR�SDFN��VKLS��RU�VHOO�IUXLWV�RU�YHJHWDEOHV�ZLWK�KDUPIXO�SHVWLFLGH� 
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residues. It also set allowable residue levels (tolerances) that mirrored those set by 
the federal government that same year. The legislation established monitoring pro-
grams designed not only to safeguard the consumer but also to certify California-
grown fruit as free of excess residues. 

In 1934, the Economic Poison Act was amended to prohibit pesticide sales in 
DQ\WKLQJ�RWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW¶V�FRQWDLQHU��ZLWK�³QDPH�DQG�SHUFHQW�RI�HYHU\� 
ingredient … intended for use on or sold for application to any food crop in such 
a way as to leave a residue deleterious to health must be plainly stated on label.”
'HOHWHULRXV�UHVLGXHV�ZHUH�GH¿QHG�DV�UHVLGXHV�RI�DUVHQLF��ÀXRULQH�DQG�OHDG��WKH� 
only chemicals for which the federal government had tolerances established. CDA  
expanded its monitoring program to sample for these residues. 

In the late 1930s and 1940s, pesticide residue sampling expanded to test for 
QHZO\�LQWURGXFHG�V\QWKHWLF�RUJDQLF�SHVWLFLGHV�OLNH�''7��,Q�������WKH�6SUD\� 
5HVLGXH�$FW�ZDV�DPHQGHG�WR�H[SDQG�WKH�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�SRWHQWLDOO\�KDUPIXO�VSUD\� 
UHVLGXHV�WR�HQFRPSDVV�³DQ\�SHVWLFLGH�RU�FRQVWLWXHQW�WKHUHRI�ZKLFK�RQ�SURGXFH�LV� 
harmful to human health in quantities greater than a maximum amount or permis-
sible tolerances established by rules and regulations of the director.” 

Today, DPR’s residue monitoring program is the largest state program of its 
NLQG��,W�FRQWLQXHV�WR�VDPSOH�IUHVK�SURGXFH��WDNLQJ�VDPSOHV�IURP�ZKROHVDOH�DQG� 
UHWDLO�RXWOHWV��GLVWULEXWLRQ�FHQWHUV��DQG�IDUPHUV�PDUNHWV��(See Chapter 7 for more 
information on DPR’s residue monitoring program.) 

We should not encourage spraying 

... unless we know just exactly 


what we are spraying for. Perhaps 

you do not all agree with this 


statement because it is a common 

thing to talk about spraying 


insurance … but as a general 

rule the man who sprays with that 


idea in mind and doesn’t know 

just exactly what he is spraying 

for, or what he ought to use, is 


not getting results in his spraying. 

Spraying requires a knowledge of 

the pests which are on the trees. 


It requires a thorough knowledge 

of insecticides and fungicides, 


and until we have that knowledge, 

we can not do spraying that is 


altogether effective.
 

— 1922 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

NEW PESTICIDES PROMPT NEW CONTROLS 

By the mid-1930s, a wider variety of pesticides was being used, including 
pyrethrins, rotenone, zinc sulfate, petroleum oils and the new products of organic 
FKHPLVWU\��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��DV�&'$�UHSRUWHG�LQ�������³FKHPLVWV��KDYH��V\QWKHVL]HG� 
HPXOVL¿HUV��ZHWWLQJ�DJHQWV��VROYHQWV�DQG�VLPLODU�DGMXYDQWV�RU�DFFHVVRU\�VXEVWDQFHV� 
which … greatly facilitate accomplishment of pest control.” That same year, the 
GHSDUWPHQW�H[SUHVVHG�FRQFHUQ�DERXW�WKH�³KD]DUGV�RI�QHZ�SURGXFWV´� 

The rapid increase in the use of synthetic organic chemicals illustrates 
the need for study to provide for intelligent handling of products of this 
nature. Possible industrial health hazards of new products should be an-
ticipated. Problems constantly arise as to hazards to workers not only in 
PL[LQJ�RI�FKHPLFDOV�EXW�LQ�PDNLQJ�¿HOG�DSSOLFDWLRQV��:KHQ�D�FKHPLFDO�LV� 
not acutely poisonous, generally little is known as to the extent of its inju-
riousness. Information should be at hand with regard to insidious chronic 
poisoning of newly developed materials, as well as to their acute toxicity. 

It would be another 40 years before the state’s pesticide regulators received legal 
DXWKRULW\�DQG�GHYHORSHG�WKH�VFLHQWL¿F�H[SHUWLVH�WR�EHJLQ�WKH�WDVN�RI�FROOHFWLQJ�GDWD� 
and analyzing the potential long-term effects of pesticide exposure. By the late 
����V��IDUPHUV�ZHUH�XVLQJ�IDU�OHVV�LQRUJDQLF�DUVHQLF���OHDG��DQG�ÀXRULQH�EDVHG� 
FRPSRXQGV��1HZ�RUJDQLF�FRPSRXQGV�OLNH�''7������'�DQG�HWK\O�SDUDWKLRQ�ZHUH� 
revolutionizing agriculture, increasing yields and reducing the need for labor-
intensive weed and insect control methods. 

The number of registered pesticides continued to grow as manufacturers rushed 
WR�PDUNHW�WKH�QHZ�SURGXFWV�RI�RUJDQLF�FKHPLVWU\��,Q�������WKHUH�ZHUH�DERXW������� 
SURGXFWV�PDUNHWHG�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�IRU�SHVW�FRQWURO��,Q�WKH�QH[W����\HDUV��WKH�WRWDO�KDG� 
doubled to about 3,500 products and in 1945, more than 7,100 pesticide products 
were offered for sale. Eleven years later, there were nearly 12,000 pesticide prod-
XFWV�RQ�WKH�PDUNHW� 

As of 2016, there were about 13,000 pesticide products registered in California, 
containing about 1,000 active ingredients, including spray adjuvants. Federally, 
more than 19,000 products are registered by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
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Agency (U.S. EPA). 

In 1947, Congress responded to the increasing use of pesticides by enacting the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). This law governed 
the registration, sale, possession and use of pesticides. It required that pesticides 
distributed in interstate commerce be registered with the U.S. Department of 
$JULFXOWXUH��86'$���/LNH�HDUOLHU�ODZV��),)5$�ZDV�PRUH�FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�SURGXFW� 
TXDOLW\�DQG�HI¿FDF\�WKDQ�ZLWK�VDIHW\��+RZHYHU��WKH�VWDWXWH�GHFODUHG�SHVWLFLGHV� 
³PLVEUDQGHG´�LI�WKH\�ZHUH�KDUPIXO�WR�SHRSOH��DQLPDOV�RU�YHJHWDWLRQ��H[FHSW�ZHHGV�� 
when properly used. 

Major defects in the new law soon became clear. The registration process was 
largely a hollow formality since USDA had no power to refuse registration, even 
for a chemical considered dangerous. The only way USDA could deal with an 
XQVDIH�SURGXFW�ZDV�WR�WDNH�OHJDO�DFWLRQ�IRU�PLVEUDQGLQJ�RU�DGXOWHUDWLRQ��ZLWK�WKH� 
burden of proof on the government. Congress did not address this aspect of FIFRA 
until it changed the law to strengthen regulatory authority in 1964. 

In California, regulators had clearer authority. Since the passage of the Econom-
ic Poison Act of 1921 and its 1929 amendments, CDA (later, DPR) could cancel 
or refuse the registration of any pesticide determined to be ineffective, damaging 
to non-target organisms, or detrimental to public health and safety when properly 
used. CDA also had authority to cancel or refuse registration to registrants who 
made false or misleading statements about their products. 

FIFRA provided no authority to the federal government to regulate pesticide use 
LQ�WKH�¿HOG��7KDW�ZDV�QRW�WUXH�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��ZKHUH�VWDWH�UHJXODWRUV�KDG�VRPH�DX-
thority over use practices since the 1920s. This became important with the dramat-
ic increase in pesticide use in the late 1940s. Growers experimented with the new 
products, applying them in various ways on a variety of crops, sometimes with 
LQDGHTXDWH�NQRZOHGJH�RI�WKHLU�HIIHFWV�RU�WR[LFLW\��3HVWLFLGH�GULIW�FDXVHG�GDPDJH�WR� 
QRQWDUJHW�FURSV�DQG�NLOOHG�OLYHVWRFN�DQG�KRQH\EHHV��,PSURSHU�DSSOLFDWLRQV�FDXVHG� 
LQMXU\�DQG�GHDWK�WR�ZRUNHUV�DQG�RWKHUV��6WDWH�UHJXODWRUV�UHDOL]HG�WKH\�QHHGHG�VWURQ-
ger, more targeted control measures. 

/HJLVODWLRQ�LQ������SXW�D�FOHDU�HPSKDVLV�RQ�VDIHW\�DQG�OHG�WR�WKH�VWDWH¶V�¿UVW� 
regulations that governed pesticide handling and imposed controls on certain 
pesticides with the potential to cause injury to people, crops or the environment. 
Permits were required to possess or use these pesticides. With passage of this stat-
ute, regulation of professional applicators moved from the county level to become 
a responsibility shared by the state and county agricultural commissioners (CACs). 

In 1949, state law was amended to expand state labeling requirements to adju-
vants. In 1967, legislation gave the CDA clear authority to require registration and 
RYHUVHH�WKH�XVH�RI�DGMXYDQWV��$GMXYDQWV��HPXOVL¿HUV��VSUHDGHUV��ZHWWLQJ�DJHQWV�DQG� 
RWKHU�HI¿FDF\�HQKDQFHUV��PXVW�EH�UHJLVWHUHG�DV�SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��7KH�IHGHUDO� 
government does not require registration. 

&DOLIRUQLD¶V�UHJXODWLRQV�FRQWLQXHG�WR�EH�¿QH�WXQHG�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�����V�DV�DQ� 
LQFUHDVLQJ�QXPEHU�RI�FKHPLFDOV�ZHUH�LQWURGXFHG�WR�WKH�PDUNHW��'HWDLOHG�UHJXOD-
tions were adopted, including buffer zones to protect crops and homes, and restric-
tions on nozzle sizes, wind speeds and other factors to limit pesticide drift. Also, 
in 1954, pesticide use reporting in the state was strengthened when state regulators 
DVNHG�IRU�UHSRUWV�RQ�JURXQG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�DFUHDJH�� 

/HVV�WKDQ�¿YH�SHUFHQW�RI�WKH� 
registrants cause more than 


95 percent of the enforcement 

problems. It is believed that in time 


uniformly handled regulations 

not only will outlaw the bad 


practices of the few but will protect 

the many from unscrupulous 

competition and in addition 


provide a bulwark of consumer 

FRQ¿GHQFH�WKURXJKRXW�WKH� 

agricultural chemical business. 

— 1934 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

California has had limited pesticide use reporting since 1934. County agricul-
tural commissioners (CACs) required agricultural pest control operators to send 
monthly reports. County requirements varied but many included a statement for 
each application showing the grower’s name, location, treatment date, crop, acres 
or other units treated, target pest, type of pesticide used, and the strength and 
amount of the pesticide applied. The Food Safety Act of 1989 gave the Department 
of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) clear statutory authority to require full reporting of 
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agricultural pesticide use, and DPR adopted regulations for full use reporting in 
1990. (For more information on Pesticide Use Reporting, see Chapter 9) 

The 1960s forever changed the way society viewed pesticides. Although prob-
lems had been apparent for some time—most noticeably, concerns about possible 
acute health effects and the increasing resistance of some pests to the new prod-
ucts—the signal event was the publication in 1962 of Silent Spring. Author Rachel 
Carson presented compelling arguments that pesticides and other chemicals were 
being used with little regard for their effect on human health or the environment. 
Silent Spring�LV�ZLGHO\�FRQVLGHUHG�WR�KDYH�VSDUNHG�WKH�PRGHUQ�HQYLURQPHQWDO� 
movement. 

In subsequent years, Congress passed several environmental statutes touching on 
pesticide regulation to various degrees, including the Clean Water Act, Clean Air 
Act, Endangered Species Act and Occupational Safety and Health Act. In 1969, 
Congress passed the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which required 
IHGHUDO�DJHQFLHV�WR�FRQVLGHU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�PDWWHUV�EHIRUH�XQGHUWDNLQJ�QHZ�DF-
tions. In 1970, Congress created the U.S. EPA to bring cohesion to expanding 
federal environmental programs. Both the USDA pesticide registration functions 
and U.S. Food and Drug Administration’s tolerance-setting authority were trans-
ferred to U.S. EPA. 

These are good laws and everyone 
knows they work. Under them, 

the department has endeavored to 
work with vision and does those 

things that are generally accepted 
as honestly sound by the best 

informed persons. 

— 1938 California Department 
of Agriculture annual report 

FUNCTIONAL EQUIVALENCY UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 


ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), passed in 1970, requires 
state and local agencies to follow a protocol of analysis and public disclosure of 
environmental impacts of proposed projects. CEQA applies to most projects con-
ducted by a public agency, supported by public funds or which must be permitted, 
licensed or approved in some way by a public agency. 

In 1976, the state Attorney General issued an opinion on the roadside use of 
herbicides in Mendocino County. The Attorney General determined that when the 
county issued permits for the use of pesticides, it was a government activity sub-
ject to the provisions of CEQA. This meant that CACs throughout the state would 
have to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) or a determination of no sig-
QL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�LPSDFWV��QHJDWLYH�GHFODUDWLRQ��EHIRUH�DSSURYLQJ�DQ\�RI�WKH�PRUH� 
than 60,000 restricted material permits issued each year. Similarly, the department 
would be required to prepare an EIR or negative declaration before issuing any of 
roughly 11,000 pesticide product registrations each year. 

The Legislature immediately placed a moratorium on applying CEQA to the pes-
ticide regulatory program. In 1977, the state formed an Environmental Assessment 
7HDP�WR�SUHSDUH�D�³PDVWHU´��SURJUDPPDWLF��(,5�FRYHULQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�DOO�UHJLVWHUHG� 
SHVWLFLGHV�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�VWDWH��$IWHU�PRUH�WKDQ�D�\HDU¶V�ZRUN��WKH�WHDP�FRQFOXGHG� 
WKDW�WKH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�ODFNHG�PHFKDQLVPV�WR�PHHW�&(4$�SURFHGXUDO�UHTXLUH-
ments and that existing processes could not be easily adapted to serve. Also, the 
WHDP�FRQFOXGHG��³WKH�PDJQLWXGH�RI�WKH�VWDWH�SURJUDP�SUHYHQWV�DQ\�UHDVRQDEOH�DW-
tempt to consider in a single report all of the information CEQA requires for each 
pesticide regulatory decision.” 

The determination that the program was inadequate to meet the needs of CEQA  
led to the passage of AB 3765 (Chapter 308, Statutes of 1978). It required CDFA  
WR�HVWDEOLVK�UXOHV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�WKDW�FRXOG�EH�FHUWL¿HG�E\�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�WKH� 
Resources Agency as the functional equivalent of an EIR or negative declara-
WLRQ��7KLV�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�PHDQV�WKH�DJHQF\�PDQDJLQJ�WKH�SURJUDP�GRHV�QRW�KDYH�WR� 
prepare an EIR or negative declaration on each activity it approves. Instead, the 
FHUWL¿HG�SURJUDP�KDV�WR�LQFOXGH�JXLGHOLQHV�IRU�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V� 
actions consistent with the department’s environmental purpose. The program pro-
vides for consultation with other agencies, and public notice and comment. 
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7R�JDLQ�DSSURYDO�IRU�FHUWL¿HG�VWDWXV��&')$�H[SDQGHG�LWV�UHYLHZ�RI�GDWD�EHIRUH� 
registration, changed regulations relating to pesticide registration and evaluation, 
and set up procedures to ensure public notice of its proposed registration actions 
and decisions. 

Regulations were also added to require CACs, before issuing restricted material 
permits, to evaluate the proposed application site and to consider feasible alterna-
WLYHV�DQG�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�LI�VLJQL¿FDQW�ULVN�H[LVWV��7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�DOVR�HVWDE-
lished the Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee to create a mechanism 
for interaction between the department and other state agencies that have responsi-
bility for resources affected by pesticides. 

,Q�'HFHPEHU�������WKH�&')$�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�ZDV�FHUWL¿HG�E\�WKH� 
Resources Agency as functionally equivalent to the EIR requirements of CEQA. 
$Q\�VXEVWDQWLDO�FKDQJHV�LQ�WKH�FHUWL¿HG�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�PXVW�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR� 
the Secretary of the Resources Agency for review. The Secretary has the authority 
WR�GHFLGH�LI�WKH�FKDQJH�DOWHUV�WKH�SURJUDP�VR�WKDW�LW�QR�ORQJHU�PHHWV�WKH�TXDOL¿FD-
WLRQ�IRU�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ� 

The staff of the Bureau consists 
of the administrative, laboratory, 
inspection, and sampling forces, 

who make investigations of 
suspected violations of law, 
conduct hearings, draw and 
DQDO\]H�RI¿FLDO�VDPSOHV�RI�� 

and observe and report upon, 
products sold to the public. Farm 

advisers, county agricultural 
commissioners, branches of the 
Department and the University, 
DQG�RWKHU�RI¿FLDO�DJHQFLHV�KDYH� 

cooperated as experts on 
technical problems. 

— 1940 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

CREATING A SCIENCE-BASED REGULATORY AGENCY 

,Q�������&KDSWHU�������DQG�������&KDSWHU��������&DOLIRUQLD�SDVVHG�ODQGPDUN� 
OHJLVODWLRQ�WKDW�UHTXLUHG�D�³WKRURXJK�DQG�WLPHO\�HYDOXDWLRQ´�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�EHIRUH� 
registration and gave the California Department of Agriculture (CDA) clearer au-
thority to establish criteria for studies to be submitted by pesticide manufacturers. 
This legislation also gave the department distinct authority to place restrictions on 
KRZ�SHVWLFLGHV�PD\�EH�XVHG��7KH�&'$�ZDV�UHTXLUHG�WR�EHJLQ�³DQ�RUGHUO\�SURJUDP� 
of continuous evaluation” of pesticides already registered and eliminate from use 
those posing a danger to the agricultural or nonagricultural environment. (More 
information on pesticide registration is in Chapter 3; for continuous evaluation, 
see Chapter 4.)�,Q�������WKH�&'$�KLUHG�LWV�¿UVW�VFLHQWLVWV�WR�UHYLHZ�GDWD�VXEPLWWHG� 
to support registration requests. The department previously had relied on scientists 
at the University of California and other state agencies. 

Legislation in 1972 (Chapter 225) changed the CDA’s name to the California 
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�)RRG�DQG�$JULFXOWXUH��&')$��DQG�WKH�³$JULFXOWXUDO�&RGH´�WR� 
³)RRG�DQG�$JULFXOWXUDO�&RGH�´�7KH�FKDQJHV�UHFRJQL]HG�D�EURDGHU�PDQGDWH�QRW� 
only to promote and protect agriculture but also protect public health, safety and 
welfare. 

Also in 1972, legislation (Chapter 794) gave CDFA primary responsibility for 
HQVXULQJ�³WKH�VDIH�XVH�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�IRU�VDIH�ZRUNLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV�IRU�IDUP-
ZRUNHUV��SHVW�FRQWURO�DSSOLFDWRUV��DQG�RWKHU�SHUVRQV�KDQGOLQJ��VWRULQJ�RU�DSSO\LQJ� 
SHVWLFLGHV��RU�ZRUNLQJ�LQ�DQG�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH�WUHDWHG�DUHDV�´�&')$�ZDV�GLUHFWHG�WR� 
adopt regulations to carry out the mandate, including rules on pesticide handling, 
SHVWLFLGH�VWRUDJH��SURWHFWLYH�FORWKLQJ��ZRUNHU�HQWU\�LQWR�WUHDWHG�¿HOGV�DQG�¿HOG� 
posting. The legislation made enforcement of the rules the joint responsibility of 
&')$�DQG�&$&V��7KH�VWDWXWH�PDGH�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�SHVWLFLGH�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\� 
UHJXODWLRQV�WKH�³MRLQW�DQG�PXWXDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\´�RI�&')$�DQG�WKH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI� 
Health. With the formation of the California Environmental Protection Agency 
�&DO(3$��LQ�������WKRVH�UROHV�ZHUH�WUDQVIHUUHG�WR�'35�DQG�&DO(3$¶V�2I¿FH�RI� 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), respectively. 

In 1972, Congress overhauled FIFRA to strengthen enforcement and shift its 
HPSKDVLV�IURP�ODEHOLQJ�DQG�HI¿FDF\�WR�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYL-
ronment. U.S. EPA was given exclusive authority over product labeling (preempt-
ing states from requiring their own label language). The law established national 
standards for certifying restricted-pesticide applicators. It also prohibited states 
from registering pesticides not registered federally. After California imposed extra 
data requirements as a condition of pesticide product registration, industry groups 
sued the state in 1980. They argued FIFRA preempted states from imposing their 
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own registration requirements and fees. A federal district court found in favor of 
the state, ruling there was no federal preemption of state registration requirements. 
The litigants also tried unsuccessfully to persuade Congress to amend FIFRA to 
prevent states from requiring data that were different from, or in addition to, data 
required by U.S. EPA. 

,Q�&DOLIRUQLD��SHVWLFLGH�XVH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DQG�ZRUNSODFH�VDIHW\�SURYLVLRQV� 
expanded in the 1970s. Federal grant money that accompanied the passage of the 
�����),)5$�DPHQGPHQWV�DOORZHG�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�XSJUDGH�LWV�HQIRUFHPHQW�¿HOG� 
RI¿FHV�ZLWK�DGGHG�VWDII��7KLV�PDGH�SRVVLEOH�PRUH�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�LPSURYHG�VXSHUYL-
sion of local pesticide enforcement by CACs. Field inspection procedures were 
standardized, their scope widened to include all aspects of pesticide use (with an 
HPSKDVLV�RQ�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\���UHFRUGNHHSLQJ��VWRUDJH�DQG�GLVSRVDO��(For more infor-
mation on enforcement, see Chapters 1 and 2.) 

Regulations adopted in the 1970s required pesticide handlers to receive safety 
training, that they be provided protective clothing and equipment, and mandated 
ORQJHU�LQWHUYDOV�EHIRUH�ZRUNHUV�FRXOG�UHHQWHU�WUHDWHG�¿HOGV��&DOLIRUQLD�DOVR�EHFDPH� 
WKH�¿UVW�VWDWH�WR�UHTXLUH�KDQGOHUV�WR�XVH�FORVHG�V\VWHPV�ZKHQ�PL[LQJ�DQG�ORDGLQJ� 
certain highly toxic pesticides into application equipment. The department also 
established a pesticide illness reporting and investigation system still unique in the 
nation. (For more information on DPR’s worker safety program, see Chapter 8.) 
Each year, a report is issued to the public with a summary of illness data. 

In 1977, CDFA recognized the increasing importance of pesticide regulation by 
elevating the program to division status. From the 1920s through the 1950s, pesti-
cide registration and regulation had been one function of the department’s bureau 
(later division) of chemistry. When the department’s chemistry laboratories were 
consolidated, regulation of both pesticides and fertilizers became the province of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Chemicals and Feed within the Division of Inspection 
Services. In 1977, pesticide functions were split off to CDFA’s new Division of 
3HVW�0DQDJHPHQW��(QYLURQPHQWDO�3URWHFWLRQ�DQG�:RUNHU�6DIHW\� 

With the 1980s came far-reaching legislation that added authority and responsi-
bilities to the regulatory program. CDFA’s pesticide expertise encompassed mul-
tiple media (air, water, soil, and impacts on human health and wildlife), prompting 
a 1983 gubernatorial executive order giving the pesticide program primacy over 
pesticide regulation. This lead role was reinforced by the Legislature, which in 
passing several legislative mandates, maintained the department’s primacy in pes-
ticide safety and enforcement and in evaluating and controlling the environmental 
effects of pesticides. 

Increasing concern about air pollution resulted in the 1983 passage of the Toxic 
Air Contaminant Act (Chapter 1047, AB 1807) to give state agencies clear author-
ity to control airborne toxins. DPR evaluates pesticides in air and, in cooperation 
ZLWK�VFLHQWL¿F�UHYLHZHUV��GHWHUPLQHV�SRWHQWLDO�ULVNV��3HVWLFLGHV�LGHQWL¿HG�DV�7$&V� 
are subject to extra controls. (See Chapters 4 and 10 for more information on 
DPR’s toxic air contaminant program.) 

In 1984, the Legislature passed the Birth Defect Prevention Act (Chapter 669, 
SB 950). It requires DPR to collect chronic health effects studies on all pesticides. 
This increased the responsibilities of the Registration Branch and led to creation 
of the Medical Toxicology Branch (later renamed the Human Health Assess-
PHQW�%UDQFK���ZKLFK�HYDOXDWHV�WR[LFRORJLFDO�GDWD�DQG�SUHSDUHV�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�� 
California has the only pesticide regulatory program in the country with a large 
VFLHQWL¿F�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�VWDII�WKDW�HYDOXDWHV�WR[LFRORJ\��HQYLURQPHQWDO�DQG�RWKHU� 
GDWD�UHTXLUHG�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ��DQG�WKDW�FRQGXFWV�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�ULVN�DV-
sessments. (See Chapter 5 for more information on risk characterization and the 
Birth Defect Prevention Act.) 

In the 1970s, a series of laws and 
regulations bolstered worker 

protections. 

The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act (Chapter 1298, Statutes of 1985, 
AB 2021) focused on mitigating the effects of pesticides in ground water. The law 
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required the department to set up a database of wells sampled for pesticides, to 
collect data on the physical properties of pesticides that might lead to ground water 
contamination, and to control the use of and monitor for these pesticides. (See 
Chapter 10 for more information on the ground water monitoring program.) 

7KH�����V�DOVR�PDUNHG�WKH�FRQWLQXHG�H[SDQVLRQ�RI�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�SHVWLFLGH� 
HQIRUFHPHQW�SURJUDP��(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK�VWDI¿QJ�ZDV�LQFUHDVHG�DQG�OHJLVOD-
tion passed to strengthen enforcement authority. AB 1614 (Chapter 943, Statutes 
RI�������DXWKRUL]HG�&$&V�WR�OHY\�GLUHFW�FLYLO�SHQDOWLHV�IRU�YLRODWLRQV�RI�VSHFL¿HG� 
provisions relating to pesticides. Later legislation (Chapter 843, Statutes of 1989, 
AB 1873) gave CDFA (and, later, DPR) authority to levy civil penalties for the 
VDOH�RI�XQUHJLVWHUHG�RU�PLVODEHOHG�SHVWLFLGHV��DQG�IRU�SDFNLQJ��VKLSSLQJ�RU�VHOOLQJ� 
of produce containing illegal pesticide residues. AB 1142 (Chapter 908, Statutes of 
1988) improved the director’s authority to seize and destroy a crop treated with a 
pesticide not registered for that crop. 

In 2000, DPR was given authority to levy civil penalties up to $5,000 per 
violation for serious cases resulting from high-priority investigations or multi-
jurisdictional violations (Chapter 806, SB 1970). Also in 2000, CACs were 
JLYHQ�WKH�DXWKRULW\�WR�UHIXVH��VXVSHQG�RU�UHYRNH�UHVWULFWHG�PDWHULDOV�SHUPLWV�RI� 
LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�LJQRUH�¿QHV�RU�ODZIXO�RUGHUV��,Q�������$%�����LQFUHDVHG�WKH� 
¿QHV�&$&V�FRXOG�LPSRVH�WR��������SHU�YLRODWLRQ��,Q�������6%�����EHFDPH�ODZ�� 
allowing DPR and CACs to impose penalties for each person exposed as a result 
of a violation. 

DPR's programs are funded in 
large part by the "mill," which is 
an assessment paid by pesticide 
manufacturers based on sales. ENSURING STABLE FUNDING 

A long-standing policy of CDFA was that the state’s General Fund should be 
XVHG�IRU�SURJUDPV�WKDW�GLUHFWO\�EHQH¿WHG�WKH�SXEOLF�RU�DJULFXOWXUH�LQ�JHQHUDO�� 
3URJUDPV�RI�GLUHFW�EHQH¿W�WR�DQ�LGHQWL¿DEOH�SDUW�RI�LQGXVWU\�ZHUH�WR�EH�VXSSRUWHG� 
by special charges or fees. However, these distinctions were seldom easy to decide 
and quantify as programs grew in responsibility and complexity. In any case, de-
partmental policies did not have the force of law. The governor and the Legislature 
determined the source and division of funding. 

Pesticide and pest control legislation in the early part of the 20th century was 
sponsored by the regulated industry and focused on preventing fraudulent practices 
and unfair competition. Activities clearly related to registration and product quality 
ZHUH�IXOO\�IXQGHG�E\�LQGXVWU\�IHHV��ZKLFK�ZHUH�LQFUHDVHG�DV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�NHHS�WKH� 
programs self-supporting. Public health protection became part of the regulatory 
program mission in 1927, when the Chemical Spray Residue Act became law and 
residue testing of fresh produce began. The General Fund provided all or most of 
the funding for this program until 2003, when the department became funded by 
special funds. 

In 1971, the mill assessment on pesticide sales was enacted (set then at $0.008 
per dollar of pesticide sales) to help support the pesticide regulatory program. 
Beginning in the 1990s, the Legislature approved a series of increases in the mill 
assessment and, at the same time, decreased the General Fund support for the 
GHSDUWPHQW��,Q�WKH���������¿VFDO�\HDU��WKH�*HQHUDO�)XQG�FRPSULVHG�WZR�WKLUGV�RI� 
the regulatory program budget. By 2000-01, the percentage was reversed, with 
the DPR Fund funding 69 percent of program costs. Since 2003, the department’s 
budget has been based almost entirely on fees and the mill assessment on pesticide 
manufacturers’ sales. In 2006, the mill assessment was increased to 2.1 cents per 
dollar of pesticide sales (for more on DPR’s funding, see Chapter 13). 

In 1993, the Legislature passed AB 770 (Chapter 1176) to ensure that all people 
RU�EXVLQHVVHV�WKDW�ZHUH�WKH�¿UVW�VHOOHUV�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWLFLGHV�LQWR�&DOLIRUQLD² 
ZKHWKHU�D�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDQW��EURNHU�RU�GHDOHU²SD\�WKH�UHTXLUHG�DVVHVVPHQW�RQ� 
their sales. Pesticide dealers already had to be licensed; the bill created a new 
OLFHQVH�FDWHJRU\�IRU�DJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWLFLGH�EURNHUV��UHTXLULQJ�WKHP�WR�KDYH�D�'35� 
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license to conduct business with or within California. The law also made it illegal 
for anyone to buy a pesticide labeled for agricultural use except from a person 
OLFHQVHG�DV�D�SHVW�FRQWURO�GHDOHU�RU�EURNHU��7KH������SDVVDJH�RI�$%�������&KDSWHU� 
�����H[SDQGHG�EURNHU�OLFHQVLQJ�WR�LQFOXGH�¿UVW�VHOOHUV�RI�QRQDJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWL-
cides. (See Chapter 13 for a more detailed discussion of regulatory funding.) 

The California Environmental 
Protection Agency was 

established in 1991. That same 
year, DPR was created. 

PESTICIDE REGULATION BECOMES A CALEPA DEPARTMENT 

,Q�������&DOLIRUQLD¶V�HQYLURQPHQWDO�DXWKRULW\�ZDV�XQL¿HG�LQ�D�VLQJOH�FDELQHW� 
level agency—the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA). This  
brought the Air Resources Board (ARB), State Water Resources Control Board,  
and Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB) under an umbrella agency with  
WKH�QHZO\�FUHDWHG�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�7R[LF�6XEVWDQFHV�&RQWURO��'76&��DQG�2I¿FH� 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). As part of this reorga-
nization, the pesticide regulation program was removed from CDFA and given  
departmental status as the Department of Pesticide Regulation within CalEPA.  
Pesticide-related statutory responsibilities and authorities were transferred to  
DPR. The pesticide residue laboratory remained with CDFA and local enforce-
ment authority with CACs. 

In 2009, legislation transferred the Structural Pest Control Board from the  
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�&RQVXPHU�$IIDLUV��'&$��WR�'35��,W�ZDV�WUDQVIHUUHG�EDFN�WR�'&$� 
in 2013, as directed under the Governor's Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 2012. The  
Structural Pest Control Board licenses businesses and individuals who conduct 
structural pest control. 

CalEPA was created to improve environmental protection by coordinating  
multimedia issues in a single agency. DPR long had a cross-media program ad-
dressing water, air, soil and biological organisms. Other regulatory agencies have 
MXULVGLFWLRQ�DQG�DXWKRULW\�RYHU�VSHFL¿F�PHGLD��VXFK�DV�&DO(3$¶V�$LU�5HVRXUFHV� 
Board and State Water Resources Control Board. DPR has entered into formal 
agreements with these and other agencies to ensure a coordinated and effective 
approach to pesticide regulation regardless of the media affected. Besides these  
written agreements, DPR engages in frequent interagency consultations. Such  
FRQVXOWDWLRQV�PD\�EH�SURJUDP�VSHFL¿F��)RU�H[DPSOH��LQ�WKH�HDUO\�����V�'35� 
ZRUNHG�ZLWK�'76&��$5%�DQG�WKH�,QWHJUDWHG�:DVWH�0DQDJHPHQW�%RDUG�WR�DGGUHVV� 
proper disposal or burning of empty agricultural pesticide bags and containers. 

In other instances, the consultation may be more systematic, as with DPR’s  
Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee, which brings together repre-
sentatives of public agencies whose activities or resources may be affected by  
the use of pesticides. It meets about six times a year to advise DPR on regulatory  
development and reform initiatives. 

By the early 1990s, DPR grew into a fully functional environmental regulator,  
addressing mandates and needs that had been neglected or underserved. These  
included legislative mandates imposed in the 1980s—most notably requirements  
to collect and evaluate health effects and ground water data on pesticides. These  
mandates—the Birth Defects Prevention Act and Pesticide Contamination Pre-
vention Act—gave DPR the authority to require the data it needed to more thor-
oughly evaluate the health and environmental effects of the products it registers to  
guide its regulatory decisions.  

DPR also stepped up efforts to carry out its mandate to encourage the devel-
RSPHQW�RI�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW��7KHVH�HIIRUWV�LQFOXGHG�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK� 
VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�DFURVV�WKH�VWDWH�WR�LPSOHPHQW�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVWLFLGH�SURJUDPV� 
utilizing Integrated Pest Management (IPM)—which emphasizes prevention and  
non-chemical controls—and, in 1998, awarding a consortium of school districts  
to develop a training curriculum for school IPM and a school pesticide record-
NHHSLQJ�V\VWHP��,Q�������'35�DOVR�HVWDEOLVKHG�LWV�,30�,QQRYDWRU�$ZDUG�SURJUDP� 
to recognize individuals and organizations that emphasize pest prevention, favor  
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least-hazardous pest control, and share their successful strategies with others. 

In 1997, DPR’s IPM Alliance Grant Program was created to help fund projects  
that increase implementation and adoption of IPM practices. DPR is one of the  
few government agencies nationally awarding grants to help develop and demon-
VWUDWH�LQQRYDWLYH�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�SUDFWLFHV�WKDW�UHGXFH�WKH�ULVNV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK� 
pesticide use. 

DPR Worker Health and 

Safety outreach at the Mexican 


Consulate in Sacramento.
 

DPR IN THE 21ST CENTURY 

6LQFH�LWV�FUHDWLRQ��'35�KDV�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�VWUHQJWKHQHG�LWV�SURJUDPV�SURWHFW-
ing public health and the environment, and has promoted public involvement,  
outreach and transparency. In addition, DPR has adopted programs to stimulate  
UHVHDUFK�DQG�FROODERUDWLRQ�WR�GHYHORS�SURGXFWV�RU�SUDFWLFHV�WR�UHGXFH�ULVN�LQ�SHVW� 
management.  

,Q�������'35�DGRSWHG�QHZ�UHJXODWLRQV�WKDW�SODFHG�UHVWULFWLRQV�RQ�KRZ�WKH�¿HOG� 
IXPLJDQW�PHWK\O�EURPLGH�FRXOG�EH�XVHG�WR�SURWHFW�ERWK�SHVWLFLGH�ZRUNHUV�DQG� 
WKRVH�QHDU�DSSOLFDWLRQV��7KHVH�UHVWULFWLRQV�LQFOXGHG�QRWL¿FDWLRQV�WR�QHLJKERULQJ� 
SURSHUWLHV��OLPLWDWLRQ�RQ�ZRUN�KRXUV��DQG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�PHWKRGV��,Q�������DGGL-
WLRQDO�UHJXODWLRQV�ZHUH�DGRSWHG�WR�OLPLW�WKH�ULVNV�WR�ERWK�ZRUNHUV�DQG�E\VWDQGHUV� 
from methyl bromide use that included a limit on the amount that could be used  
monthly in any township. 

In 2005 and 2006, DPR launched major initiatives to reduce volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) emitted into the air by pesticides that contribute to poor air 
quality (smog). DPR conducted several reevaluations of nonfumigant pesticides 
ZKLFK�UHVXOWHG�LQ�SHVWLFLGH�PDNHUV�UHIRUPXODWLQJ�VHYHUDO�KLJK�XVH�DQG�KLJK�92&� 
contributing pesticide products and replacing them with low-VOC contributors. 
The next year, DPR began the process of developing and adopting regulations 
WR�OLPLW�WKH�PHWKRGV�XVHG�WR�DSSO\�¿HOG�IXPLJDQWV�WR�UHGXFH�92&�HPLVVLRQV��,Q� 
early 2008, regulations went into effect that restricted fumigation methods in 
those areas of the state most impacted by poor air quality. In 2012, DPR adopted 
regulations to further reduce and control emissions by placing restrictions on 
certain nonfumigant pesticides in the San Joaquin Valley during the months when 
air quality is typically the worst. 

$QRWKHU�IXPLJDQW��VXOIXU\O�ÀXRULGH��XVHG�SULPDULO\�WR�SURWHFW�VWUXFWXUHV�IURP� 
WHUPLWHV�DQG�UHODWHG�LQVHFWV��ZHQW�WKURXJK�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�UHHYDOXDWLRQ� 
process. As a result, in 2013, measures required by regulation for some structural 
IXPLJDWLRQV�ZHUH�PDGH�PRUH�VWULQJHQW�WR�SURWHFW�ZRUNHUV�� 

,Q�������EDVHG�XSRQ�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�WKDW�SURYLGHG�DQ�LQ�GHSWK�VFLHQWL¿F� 
analysis, and after a series of three community meetings, DPR developed a num-
EHU�RI�PHDVXUHV�UHVWULFWLQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�WKH�¿HOG�IXPLJDQW�FKORURSLFULQ�WR�SURWHFW� 
the public. The measures are implemented by permit condition and labels require-
ments, and include increasing the buffer zone around an application, the size of  
the application, and time when an application can occur. 

%H\RQG�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�KXPDQ�KHDOWK��VHYHUDO�DFWLRQV�ZHUH�WDNHQ�WR�SURWHFW�WKH� 
HQYLURQPHQW��,Q�������'35�DGRSWHG�UHJXODWLRQV�WKDW�LGHQWL¿HG����S\UHWKURLG� 
pesticides with a high potential to contaminate surface water used in outdoor 
nonagricultural (structural, residential, institutional, and industrial) settings and 
WKDW�UHTXLUH�XVHUV�WR�WDNH�FHUWDLQ�PHDVXUHV�WR�PLQLPL]H�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�VXFK� 
contamination. In 2014, DPR passed other regulations to limit the use of certain 
rodenticides (second generation anticoagulant rodenticides, SGARs) that create a 
hazard to wildlife that prey on the rodents targeted. 

In recent years, DPR has increased both outreach and regulatory efforts to 
SURWHFW�WKRVH�ZKRVH�MRE�UHTXLUHV�WKHP�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGHV��'35�HPSOR\HHV� 
DWWHQG�ZRUNVKRSV��WUDLQLQJ�VHVVLRQV��DQG�RWKHU�HYHQWV�WKDW�GUDZ�IDUPZRUNHUV�� 
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IDUPHUV��DSSOLFDWRUV��DQG�RWKHUV��6LQFH�������WR�SURWHFW�ZRUNHUV�DW�ULVN�RI�SHVWL-
cide exposure, DPR has produced numerous publications, radio public service  
DQQRXQFHPHQWV��DQG�YLGHRV�DGGUHVVLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�VDIHW\�DQG�ZKDW�WR�GR�LI�D�ZRUNHU� 
is exposed or becomes ill. In 2014, DPR created a bilingual brochure with infor-
mation on licensing requirements for maintenance gardeners who apply pesti-
cides. Learning that a license is required and qualifying for one will give these  
individuals information to ensure their safety and the safety of others as they use  
SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�WKHLU�ZRUN��'35��ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�8�6��(3$��DOVR�SURGXFHG�D�YLGHR� 
series in Spanish, Mixteca and Zapoteca on pesticide safety. The videos are used  
in training in both agricultural and urban outreach settings. In 2015, DPR also  
updated its Pesticide Safety Information Series, published in English, Spanish and  
3XQMDEL��7KH�VHULHV�SURYLGHV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�VDIHW\�UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�ZRUNHUV� 

DPR has been continuously strengthening regulations to protect persons han-
GOLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�ZRUNLQJ�LQ�DQG�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH�WUHDWHG�DUHDV��5HJXODWLRQV�LQ� 
�����VSHFL¿HG�PRUH�VWULQJHQW�UHVSLUDWRU\�SURWHFWLRQ�DQG��LQ�������LPSURYHG�KD]-
DUG�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�ZDV�UHTXLUHG��,Q�������H[LVWLQJ�UHJXODWLRQV�UHTXLULQJ�VSHFL¿F� 
W\SHV�RI�SURWHFWLYH�HTXLSPHQW�EH�XVHG�E\�ZRUNHUV�XVLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�ZHUH�FODUL-
¿HG�DQG�LPSURYHG��LQFOXGLQJ�UHTXLULQJ�SURWHFWLYH�H\HZHDU�DQG�JORYHV�WKDW�PHHW� 
nationally recognized standards. In the same year, additional regulations were  
DGRSWHG�WR�EHWWHU�SURWHFW�ZRUNHUV�PL[LQJ�SHVWLFLGHV��,Q�������'35�PRYHG�IRUZDUG� 
to align any of its regulations that did not already meet or go beyond the new fed-
HUDO�DJULFXOWXUDO�ZRUNHU�SURWHFWLRQ�VWDQGDUG�E\�WKH�HIIHFWLYH�GDWH�RI�-DQXDU\������ DPR's A Community Guide to 

Recognizing & Reporting Pesticide 
Problems is available online at: 

www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/ 
comguide/ 

In Spanish: http://www.cdpr. 
ca.gov/docs/dept/comguide/ 

spanish/index_sp.htm 

Communication, access 

To bring the public into the regulatory discussion, DPR has been active in  
FRPPXQLFDWLQJ�DQG�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�SXEOLF�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�LVVXHV��,Q�������DV�SDUW� 
of CalEPA’s Environmental Justice Action Plan, DPR collaborated with a commu-
nity advisory group to set up a monitoring project in a rural farm community to  
determine pesticide levels over an extended period. The committee provided input  
RQ�NH\�HOHPHQWV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�LQFOXGLQJ�LWV�JRDOV�DQG�WKH�PRQLWRULQJ�VLWHV��3DUOLHU� 
LQ�)UHVQR�&RXQW\�ZDV�VHOHFWHG��%HVLGHV�LQYROYLQJ�WKH�SXEOLF�IRU�WKH�¿UVW�WLPH�LQ� 
SODQQLQJ�D�PRQLWRULQJ�SURMHFW��RWKHU�DVSHFWV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�EURNH�QHZ�JURXQG�� 
DPR released preliminary results and evaluations as the project continued, post-
ing interim reports online and discussing them with the local advisers at public 
meetings; DPR conducted pesticide air monitoring for over 12 months in a single  
community; and the project monitored a substantial number of pesticides—40 in  
DOO��LQFOXGLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV��7KDW�VDPH�\HDU��FRQWLQXLQJ�LWV�HIIRUWV� 
to engage the public, DPR launched an automated, toll-free phone line (1-87Pes-
tLine) that gives callers their county agricultural commissioner's phone number  
and then offers to transfer the call.  

In 2008, DPR published a 34-page Community Guide to Recognizing and Re-
porting Pesticide Problems. Topics include what to do in a pesticide emergency,  
D�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�GULIW�DQG�RGRU��DQG�D�FKHFNOLVW�WR�UHFRUG�GHWDLOV�DERXW�D� 
SHVWLFLGH�LQFLGHQW��$IWHU�WKH�¿UVW�SULQWLQJ�RI�������FRSLHV�UDQ�RXW��'35�SULQWHG� 
several thousand more, including a Spanish-language version. DPR sent the guide 
to more than 900 community health centers, county health departments and to  
every public library in the state. It may be downloaded from the DPR website and  
free copies are available on request. 

In addition, since 2012, DPR has continued to build a presence on social media 
WR�FRQQHFW�ZLWK�WKH�SXEOLF��7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�XVHV�)DFHERRN��/LQNHG,Q��7ZLWWHU�� 
and YouTube to communicate its mission and achievements and to disseminate  
training materials in English and Spanish. In 2014, DPR also held a series of four  
ZRUNVKRSV�IRU�&$&V²³1HLJKERUV�DW�WKH�(GJH´²WR�JHQHUDWH�GLDORJ�DERXW�SHVWL-
cide use concerns in areas where development abuts agricultural land. 

In 2003, DPR launched the web-based California Pesticide Information Por-
tal—CalPIP. CalPIP provides access to pesticide use data that must be reported 
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by agricultural and structural applicators. It allows the public to search the data  
pesticide, crop, and location (see Chapter 9 for more on pesticide use reporting). 
8VHUV�FDQ�WKHQ�WLH�WKLV�NQRZOHGJH�WR�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�VSHFL¿F�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV� 
using DPR’s database of more than 13,000 registered pesticide products including  
the manufacturer, active ingredient, target pests, sites where the product can be  
applied, and certain chemical and environmental characteristics. 

In 2005, DPR introduced an online tool that gives pesticide users and CACs  
customized information to protect California’s 300-plus endangered and threat-
ened species. The Pesticide Regulation Endangered Species Custom Real-time  
,QWHUQHW�%XOOHWLQ�(QJLQH��35(6&5,%(��DOORZV�XVHUV�WR�FKHFN�IRU�XVH�OLPLWDWLRQV� 
intended to protect sensitive species based on geographical area and pesticides of 
interest. 

In 2009, DPR introduced a web-based search engine of DPR’s database of  
pesticide-related illnesses and injuries. California Pesticide Illness Query (Cal-
PIQ) includes illness and injury data since 1992. Users can request data based  
on customized variables, including year and county where the incident occurred,  
ZKHWKHU�WKH�XVH�ZDV�LQ�DJULFXOWXUH�RU�QRW��DQG�VSHFL¿F�SHVWLFLGH�E\�WR[LFLW\�FDW-
egory, active ingredient or intended use. 

DPR training videos in Spanish, 

Mixteco and Zapoteco.
 

Other activities 

7KH�+HDOWK\�6FKRROV�$FW�RI�������+6$��PDQGDWHG�'35�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�VFKRROV� 
to implement integrated pest management (IPM) programs that encourage effec-
WLYH�SHVW�FRQWURO�ZLWK�OHVV�ULVN�RI�KDUP�WR�SHRSOH�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��7KH�+6$� 
UHTXLUHG�'35�WR�GHYHORS�D�PRGHO�SURJUDP�JXLGHERRN��UHVRXUFH�LQIRUPDWLRQ��DQG� 
training program. In 2007, amendments to the HSA expanded DPR’s responsibil-
LW\�WR�LQFOXGH�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�GD\FDUH�FHQWHUV��'35�DFWLRQV�LQFOXGHG�GHYHORSLQJ� 
educational materials, training school district staff, and creating an extensive web-
site of information oriented toward school employees. In 2010, DPR extensively  
XSGDWHG�DQ�HDUOLHU�ERRNOHW��RULJLQDOO\�FUHDWHG�EHIRUH�WKH�+6$�DQG�ODWHU�LPSURYHG� 
to assist schools in implementing IPM programs. In 2013, DPR developed a Child  
Care IPM Video Series, with outreach materials and training. In 2014, further  
amendments to the HSA required any person applying pesticides at a schoolsite to  
be trained annually. In 2016, DPR began providing online IPM training modules  
for school and daycare employees, volunteers, and contractors. 

DPR has embraced its role to encourage research, innovation, and collabora-
tion to improve pest management systems that achieve acceptable levels of pest  
control with the least impact on people and the environment. In 2012, DPR and  
the California Strawberry Commission launched a three-year, $500,000 research  
partnership to explore ways to grow strawberries in substances other than soil 
which are less pest-susceptible. That same year, DPR convened the Nonfumigant  
6WUDZEHUU\�3URGXFWLRQ�:RUN�*URXS²D�GLYHUVH�JURXS�RI�VFLHQWLVWV�DQG�VWDNHKROG-
HUV²WR�H[SORUH�WKH�EHVW�ZD\�IRUZDUG�WR�¿QG�SUDFWLFDO�DQG�FRVW�HIIHFWLYH�DOWHU-
natives to soil fumigants used by strawberry growers. In April 2013, the group  
SURGXFHG�DQ�DFWLRQ�SODQ�WR�JXLGH�IXWXUH�UHVHDUFK�WR�¿QG�SURGXFWLRQ�SUDFWLFHV�WR� 
PDLQWDLQ�D�YLDEOH�LQGXVWU\�ZLWKRXW�UHOLDQFH�RQ�IXPLJDQWV��7KH�¿VFDO�\HDU������ 
14 and 2014-15 budgets allocated $500,000 to award research grants to improve  
pest management systems with a focus on nonfumigant alternatives in production  
SUDFWLFHV��$�OHJLVODWLYH�DXJPHQWDWLRQ�LQ�¿VFDO�\HDU���������DGGHG�DQ�DGGLWLRQDO� 
$600,000 annually for three years to expand the Pest Management Grant program 
to support research projects that develop effective alternatives to fumigants. 

In 2014, DPR hosted the Soil Health Symposium that assembled experts to  
explore and gain a better understanding of soil ecology with the view that it could  
OHDG�WR�DGYDQFHV�LQ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SUDFWLFHV��'35�KDV�FRQWLQXHG�LWV�,30�,QQRYD-
tor Award program (now called the IPM Achievement Award) which emphasizes  
sharing successful production strategies that favor least-hazardous pest control.  
As of 2015, 149 awards had been given out. 
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Going forward, DPR will continue its broad focus on evaluating and regulating 
pesticides to protect human health and the environment. It will continue to give 
VSHFLDO�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�WKRVH�ZKR�ZRUN�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�WR�WKRVH�FRPPXQLWLHV� 
where they are used. It will actively promote IPM and research to improve pest 
PDQDJHPHQW�IRU�WKH�EHQH¿W�RI�DOO�LQ�VRFLHW\� 
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Rulemaking 
Statutes are laws passed by the California Legislature or by the people of 

California by initiative or referendum. Regulations are rules put in place by state 
agencies in the executive branch of California government. Agencies receive 
power to adopt regulations from statutes. An agency adopts regulations to carry 
out, interpret or make specific the statutes it enforces or administers, or to govern  
its procedures. Properly adopted regulations have the force of law. However, in 
the event of an inconsistency or conflict, statutes take precedence over regulations.  
The process of writing and adopting regulations is called rulemaking. 

The California Administrative Procedures Act (APA) prescribes procedures 
designed to ensure proposed regulations are necessary, not duplicative, clear and 
consistent, go through open public review, and are allowed by law. The APA re-
quires state agencies to give public notice when proposing regulations, to provide 
the public with a meaningful opportunity to participate, and to consider public 
comments before making the rules final. Text and notices of proposed regulations  
and supporting documents must be posted on an agency’s website. If the agency 
makes substantial changes in its proposed regulations, the public must again be  
given an opportunity to comment. Agencies must submit documentation to support 
the need and authority for the regulation, including a response to public comments 
to the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) for review to ensure compliance with  
the APA. After the regulations are adopted by the rulemaking agency, approved  
by OAL and filed with the Secretary of State, they are published in the California  
Code of Regulations (CCR). 

OAL’s role is to ensure that state agency regulations are authorized by statute 
and within the agency’s conferred authority, consistent with other law, written in 
an understandable manner, not duplicative of other law, and necessary to accom-
plish a statutory purpose. OAL also ensures that all APA procedures are followed. 

The CCR consists of 28 titles. Title 3, Food and Agriculture, Division 6, 
Pesticides and Pest Control Operations, contains most pesticide-related regula-
tions. Title 16, Professional and Vocational Regulations, Division 19, contains 
most Structural Pest Control Board regulations. The CCR is available at offices  
of county clerks, county law libraries, many public libraries, and OAL's website.  
Regulations overseen by the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) are avail-
able on DPR's website. 

The regulation process typically takes six months to a year to complete. The  
APA also allows agencies to file emergency regulations without the regular 45-day  
public notice and comment period provided the agency can show the situation calls 
for immediate action to avoid serious harm to the public peace, health, safety, or 
general welfare. Unless specifically allowed by statute, emergency regulations ex-
pire in 180 days. During this time, the rulemaking agency must conduct a regular  
rulemaking process to permanently adopt the regulation.  

EXTERNAL SCIENTIFIC PEER REVIEW 

The purpose of peer review is to find technical problems or unresolved issues in 
a draft document so the final publication will reflect sound technical information  
and analyses. 

As a result of a legislative mandate (Chapter 295 , Statutes of 1997, SB 1320), 
no California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) board, department or 
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Rulemaking flowchart 

 

PREPARATION OF THE 

PROPOSED ACTION FOR 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Legislature gives limited 
lawmaking power to a state agency 
or department when, by passing a 
statute, it gives the agency a task. 

An agency or department must 
have delegated authority from the 

Legislature to adopt, amend, or 
repeal a regulation, and must 

demonstrate the necessity for the 
proposed regulatory action in the 

rulemaking record. 

} 

Outreach: Outeach to parties who would be subject to the proposed regulations when they involve 

complex proposals. 

DPR: Submits proposed action to the State Office of Administrative Law (OAL). 

OAL: Reviews Notice of Proposed Action for compliance with legal criteria and filing requirements. If 

approved, notice is published in OAL’s California Regulatory Notice Register and mailed to interested 

parties. The notice, initial statement of reasons and proposed text are posted on DPR’s website, 

www.cdpr.ca.gov 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

(45-day minimum) 

Public Comment: Begins when proposed action published. All rulemaking documents must be 

available for public review and comment. Hearings may be scheduled by DPR or by request. 

Written comments may be submitted via mail and e-mail. DPR must consider public input relevant 

to the proposal. 

DPR: Reviews comments, plus any new information from other sources, and decides whether they 

warrant changes to proposed action. 

FINAL REVIEW AND

ADOPTION
After resolution of public

comments and other issues, the
regulation is adopted

A Guide to Pesticide Regulation 
134 | in California 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
  

DPR: Completes rulemaking record, with extensive documentation, including regulation text and a 

final statement of reasons that includes responses to all comments relevant to proposed action. DPR 

must explain how proposed action was changed to accommodate comments, or reasons for no 

changes. Rulemaking record must be submitted to OAL within one year of publication of notice or 

the rulemaking action automatically closes and a new notice of proposed action needs to be issued. 

DPR: Changes that are 

“sufficiently” related require 

a 15-day notice for public 

comment on the revised text. 

Substantial changes to
proposed action 

are necessary 

DPR: Major changes “not 

sufficiently” related require 

a new 45-day notice. 

No changes or
non-substantive changes 

 

 
 
 
. 

DPR: May be possible to 

revise and resubmit to OAL. 

DPR can also abandon 

proposed action. 

OAL: Typically has 30 working days 

to determine whether to approve 

proposed action based upon legal 

criteria and on adequacy of 

response to comments. 

OAL 
disapproves 

Filing: New regulation is filed with the Secretary of State 

and printed in California Code of Regulations. Regulation 

typically goes into effect Jan. 1, April 1, July 1 or Oct. 1. 

OAL 
approves 
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office “shall take any action to adopt the final version of a rule [that establishes  
a regulatory level, standard, or other requirement for the protection of public 
health or the environment … without submitting] … the scientific portions of the  
proposed rule, along with a statement of the scientific findings, conclusions, and  
assumptions on which the scientific portions of the proposed rule are based and the  
supporting scientific data, studies, and other appropriate materials, to the external  
scientific peer entity for its evaluation.” 

The legislatively mandated peer review of the scientific portions of a proposed  
rule is conducted by a committee comprised of members of the National Academy 
of Sciences, the University of California (UC), California State University, any 
similar scientific institution of higher learning, or individual scientists recommend-
ed by the UC president. 
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