Appendix C

A History of Pesticide
Regulation in California
California has regulated pesticides for more than a century.
7KURXJKWKHOHJLVODWLYHSURFHVVVWDWHODZPDNHUVKDYHHVWDEOLVKHGDFRPSUHKHQsive 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.
7KHVWDWH¶V¿UVWSHVWLFLGHUHODWHGODZZDVSDVVHGLQDQGVLQFHWKHVD
body of increasingly science-based pesticide law and regulation has come into being. As we begin the second century of pesticide regulation, we build and improve
upon these developments.
7RGD\'35 VPLVVLRQLV7RSURWHFWKXPDQKHDOWKDQGWKHHQYLURQPHQWE\UHJXODWLQJSHVWLFLGHVDOHVDQGXVHDQGE\IRVWHULQJUHGXFHGULVNSHVWPDQDJHPHQW

EARLY PESTICIDE REGULATION: FOCUS ON CONSUMER
FRAUD
$UVHQLFF\DQLGHDQGRWKHUQDWXUDOSRLVRQVKDYHEHHQXVHGIRUFHQWXULHVWRNLOO
insects and rodents in homes and on farms. In the mid-1800s, farmers found they
FRXOGXVHDFRPPRQDUVHQLFFRQWDLQLQJSDLQWSLJPHQWFDOOHG3DULVJUHHQWRNLOO
LQVHFWVLQWKHLU¿HOGV2WKHUDUVHQLFEDVHGLQVHFWLFLGHVIROORZHGLQWKHV

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.

French grape growers accidentally discovered that a combination of hydrated
OLPHDQGFRSSHUVXOIDWHFRXOG¿JKWSRZGHU\PLOGHZIXQJXV6LQFHODERUIRUZHHG
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
ZLGHVSUHDGDQGZDVFRQ¿QHGODUJHO\WRKLJKYDOXHWUHHIUXLWFURSV$OWKRXJKD
few scientists expressed concerns over pesticide residues, arsenic was not considered harmful in the small amounts remaining on sprayed produce. The chemical
ZDVXVHGWRFRORUSDSHUFDQGOHVDUWL¿FLDOÀRZHUVIDEULFVWR\VSODWHVFDUSHWVDQG
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, including foods and drugs, were often adulterated or mislabeled. It was not unusual for
PDQXIDFWXUHUVWRPDNHH[WUDYDJDQWFODLPVIRUSHVWLFLGHSURGXFWVWKDWZHUHXVHOHVV
at best and sometimes even destructive to the plants on which they were used.
1HZ<RUNSDVVHGWKHQDWLRQ¶V¿UVWSHVWLFLGHODZLQ&DOLIRUQLD¶V¿UVWODZ
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 staWLRQZLWKGRFXPHQWDWLRQGHVFULELQJEUDQGQDPHSRXQGVLQHDFKSDFNDJHQDPH
and address of manufacturer, and percentage of Paris green. UC analyzed samples
DQGVHOOHUVRIGH¿FLHQWSURGXFWVZHUHJXLOW\RIDPLVGHPHDQRU5HVXOWLQJ¿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¿FDQWVDIHW\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 insecticides and fungicides to register their products for a $1 fee with UC, submitting a
VWDWHPHQWRQ³WKHFRPSRQHQWSDUWVRIWKHVXEVWDQFHVZKLFKWKH\SURSRVHGWRRIIHU
for sale.” Proper labeling was required with the product name, manufacturer’s
name and address, and place of manufacture. The registration application had to
EHDFFRPSDQLHGE\DFKHPLFDODQDO\VLVVKRZLQJ³WKHSHUFHQWDJHRIHDFKVXEVWDQFH
claimed to have insecticidal value, the form in which each is present and the maWHULDOVIURPZKLFKGHULYHGDQGWKHSHUFHQWDJHRILQHUWLQJUHGLHQWV´7KLVZDV³WR
HQDEOHWKHXVHUWRNQRZWKHLQVHFWLFLGDOYDOXHRIWKHPDWHULDODQGDOVRWRPDNHWKH
manufacturer more careful as to the composition of his products.” This provision
ZDVGHVFULEHGDVWKH³PRVWUDGLFDORIDQ\RIWKHUHTXLUHPHQWVDQGZDVWKHRQH
most seriously objected to by those who wished to oppose the law … Practically
WKHRQO\VHULRXVREMHFWLRQVFDPHIURPWKHPDNHUVRIµVHFUHW¶UHPHGLHVZKRKDG
EHHQSUR¿WLQJE\WKHXVHRI¿FWLWLRXVQDPHV´
"The laws previous to 1901 had,
as their principal concern, the
regulation of the sale of Paris
green, as this substance was the
¿UVWWREHPDGHFRPPHUFLDOO\
— The Workings of the California
Insecticide Law (1914)

The statute required UC to analyze all registered pesticides yearly. However,
E\WKHQXPEHURIUHJLVWHUHGSURGXFWVJUHZWRDERXWPDNLQJDQQXDO
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
SURGXFWODEHOLQJUHTXLULQJLQVWHDGD³JHQHUDO´VWDWHPHQWRIWKHFRQWHQWV$QRWKHU
1913 bill (Chapter 211) exempted several classes of products from registration,
LQFOXGLQJKRXVHKROGLQVHFWLFLGHV IRUH[DPSOHÀ\SDSHUPRWKEDOOVDQGDQWSRLVRQ 
VKHHSGLSOLFHNLOOHUDQGVXOIXU$PHQGPHQWVLQSURYLGHGIRUDQH[WUDUHJLVWUDWLRQIHHDQGIRU8&WRLVVXHFHUWL¿FDWHVRIUHJLVWUDWLRQ
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
RYHUVHHLQJKRUWLFXOWXUHGDLU\IDUPVYLWLFXOWXUHFDWWOHSURWHFWLRQSURGXFHPDUNHWing, and weights and measures.
In 1921, legislation (Chapter 352) brought the county horticultural commissionHUV ODWHUFDOOHGFRXQW\DJULFXOWXUDOFRPPLVVLRQHUV XQGHU&'$¶V³VXSHUYLVLRQDQG
control.” Commissioners had no statutory role in overseeing pesticide use. Their
DVVLJQHGGXWLHVLQFOXGHG³SURWHFWLRQRI>DJULFXOWXUHDQGSUHYHQWLQJ@WKHLQWURGXFtion of insects and diseases, or animals, injurious to fruit, fruit trees, vines, bushes
RUYHJHWDEOHV´$QRWKHUGXW\ZDV³VWDQGDUGL]DWLRQRIIUXLWVYHJHWDEOHVDQGRWKHU
plant products,” ensuring that fruits and vegetables met minimum quality and
labeling standards.
,QLWV¿UVWDQQXDOUHSRUWLQ&'$VDLGDQHZODZZDVQHHGHGWRUHJXODWH
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 prepared 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 Legislature responded by passing the Economic Poison Act of 1921 (Chapter 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 insecticides and fungicides. A related statute (Chapter 606) allowed the new department
WRVHWXSD³GLYLVLRQRIDJULFXOWXUDOFKHPLVWU\´WREHWWHUFDUU\RXWLWVQHZUHVSRQVLbilities.
$&'$UHSRUWFDOOHGWKH(FRQRPLF3RLVRQ$FW³DQRYHOW\LQOHJLVODWLRQRI
this type, there being no other law, state or national, regulating the manufacture
and sale of rodent poisons and weed poisons.” The legislation gave CDA authority
to control not only the manufacture and sale but also the use of pesticides.
7KH&'$UHFRJQL]HGORFDOSHVWLFLGHHQIRUFHPHQWDVHVVHQWLDO³7KHVWDWHLVD
ODUJHRQH´WKHGHSDUWPHQWVDLG³DQGWRDWWHPSWWRGLVWULEXWHDFRUSVRILQVSHFWRUV
ODUJHHQRXJKWRGHWHFWIUDXGXOHQWSUDFWLFHVZRXOGEHDKRSHOHVVWDVN«$UUDQJHPHQWVDUHQRZEHLQJPDGHIRUWKHDSSRLQWPHQWRI¿YHRUVL[FRXQW\KRUWLFXOWXUDO
commissioners to act as collaborators in the enforcement of the Economic Poison
Act.”
The Economic Poison Act required that applications for pesticide registration
submit information on how the product was formulated (but not necessarily its ingredients), and a sample to ensure quality standards. CDA was authorized to cancel
or deny registration of products found detrimental to agriculture or public health
RU³VKRZQWRKDYHOLWWOHRUQRYDOXHIRUWKHSXUSRVH«LQWHQGHG´7KURXJKRXWWKH
V&'$XVHGLWVLQKRXVHODEVWR³WHVWWKHHI¿FDF\RILQVHFWLFLGHVDQGIXQJLcides for which it appears extravagant claims have been made.” Evidence gathered
ZDVXVHGWR¿OHPLVGHPHDQRUFKDUJHVDJDLQVWWKHPDQXIDFWXUHULIWKHSURGXFWZDV
already registered, or to cancel or refuse registration.

It remains to be seen whether
or not the income derived from
licenses required by the Economic
3RLVRQ/DZZLOOEHVXI¿FLHQWIRU
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

CDA’s authority to deny or cancel registration of pesticides from a manufacturer
³DWWHPSWLQJWRVHOOIUDXGXOHQWRUZRUWKOHVVLQVHFWLFLGHV´ZDVXSKHOGLQD
appellate court decision, overturning a lower court that had declared the 1921
(FRQRPLF3RLVRQ$FWXQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO *UHJRU\Y+HFNH 
Although CDA had the authority to refuse to register a pesticide if it was proven
ineffective, without accompanying authority to require data to evaluate a product
before it was registered, the department was forced to grant registration. The Legislature closed this loophole in 1929 (Chapter 604) when it gave the department
DXWKRULW\WRUHTXLUH³SUDFWLFDOGHPRQVWUDWLRQDVPD\EHQHFHVVDU\´WRGHWHUPLQH
WKDWSURGXFWVZHUHHIIHFWLYHDQGZHUHQRW³JHQHUDOO\GHWULPHQWDORUVHULRXVO\LQjurious to vegetation.” Although the statutes allowed cancellation based on health
RUHQYLURQPHQWDOSUREOHPVWKHDFNQRZOHGJHGIRFXVRISURJUDPVRIWKHWLPHZDV
DGXOWHUDWLRQDQGPLVEUDQGLQJ&'$¶VDQQXDOUHSRUWVDLGLWVSURJUDP³DIfords protection to the consumer as to quality and quantity and to the manufacturer
by preventing unfair competition.” Hundreds of product samples were analyzed
HDFK\HDUDQGDERXWSHUFHQWZHUHURXWLQHO\IRXQG³H[WHQVLYHO\GH¿FLHQW´%\
WKHVWKDWSHUFHQWDJHKDGGURSSHGWRDERXWSHUFHQWDQGGH¿FLHQFLHVZHUH
DWWULEXWHGPRUHWR³LUUHGXFLEOHHUURULQPDQXIDFWXULQJWHFKQLTXHDQGQRWWRDQ
attempt to defraud.” Modern manufacturing techniques in recent decades have all
but eliminated product quality problems.

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-pubOLFL]HGVHL]XUHVRIIUXLWZLWKKLJKDUVHQLFOHYHOVE\KHDOWKRI¿FLDOVLQPDMRUFLWLHV
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
PDGHLWLOOHJDOWRSDFNVKLSRUVHOOIUXLWVRUYHJHWDEOHVZLWKKDUPIXOSHVWLFLGH

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.
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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 programs designed not only to safeguard the consumer but also to certify Californiagrown fruit as free of excess residues.
In 1934, the Economic Poison Act was amended to prohibit pesticide sales in
DQ\WKLQJRWKHUWKDQWKHUHJLVWUDQW¶VFRQWDLQHUZLWK³QDPHDQGSHUFHQWRIHYHU\
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.”
'HOHWHULRXVUHVLGXHVZHUHGH¿QHGDVUHVLGXHVRIDUVHQLFÀXRULQHDQGOHDGWKH
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\LQWURGXFHGV\QWKHWLFRUJDQLFSHVWLFLGHVOLNH''7,QWKH6SUD\
5HVLGXH$FWZDVDPHQGHGWRH[SDQGWKHGH¿QLWLRQRISRWHQWLDOO\KDUPIXOVSUD\
UHVLGXHVWRHQFRPSDVV³DQ\SHVWLFLGHRUFRQVWLWXHQWWKHUHRIZKLFKRQSURGXFHLV
harmful to human health in quantities greater than a maximum amount or permissible tolerances established by rules and regulations of the director.”

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

Today, DPR’s residue monitoring program is the largest state program of its
NLQG,WFRQWLQXHVWRVDPSOHIUHVKSURGXFHWDNLQJVDPSOHVIURPZKROHVDOHDQG
UHWDLORXWOHWVGLVWULEXWLRQFHQWHUVDQGIDUPHUVPDUNHWV(See Chapter 7 for more
information on DPR’s residue monitoring program.)

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\,QDGGLWLRQDV&'$UHSRUWHGLQ³FKHPLVWV KDYH V\QWKHVL]HG
HPXOVL¿HUVZHWWLQJDJHQWVVROYHQWVDQGVLPLODUDGMXYDQWVRUDFFHVVRU\VXEVWDQFHV
which … greatly facilitate accomplishment of pest control.” That same year, the
GHSDUWPHQWH[SUHVVHGFRQFHUQDERXWWKH³KD]DUGVRIQHZSURGXFWV´
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 anticipated. Problems constantly arise as to hazards to workers not only in
PL[LQJRIFKHPLFDOVEXWLQPDNLQJ¿HOGDSSOLFDWLRQV:KHQDFKHPLFDOLV
not acutely poisonous, generally little is known as to the extent of its injuriousness. 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\DQGGHYHORSHGWKHVFLHQWL¿FH[SHUWLVHWREHJLQWKHWDVNRIFROOHFWLQJGDWD
and analyzing the potential long-term effects of pesticide exposure. By the late
VIDUPHUVZHUHXVLQJIDUOHVVLQRUJDQLFDUVHQLFOHDGDQGÀXRULQHEDVHG
FRPSRXQGV1HZRUJDQLFFRPSRXQGVOLNH''7'DQGHWK\OSDUDWKLRQZHUH
revolutionizing agriculture, increasing yields and reducing the need for laborintensive weed and insect control methods.
The number of registered pesticides continued to grow as manufacturers rushed
WRPDUNHWWKHQHZSURGXFWVRIRUJDQLFFKHPLVWU\,QWKHUHZHUHDERXW
SURGXFWVPDUNHWHGLQ&DOLIRUQLDIRUSHVWFRQWURO,QWKHQH[W\HDUVWKHWRWDOKDG
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 prodXFWVRQWKHPDUNHW
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
$JULFXOWXUH 86'$ /LNHHDUOLHUODZV),)5$ZDVPRUHFRQFHUQHGZLWKSURGXFW
TXDOLW\DQGHI¿FDF\WKDQZLWKVDIHW\+RZHYHUWKHVWDWXWHGHFODUHGSHVWLFLGHV
³PLVEUDQGHG´LIWKH\ZHUHKDUPIXOWRSHRSOHDQLPDOVRUYHJHWDWLRQ H[FHSWZHHGV 
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
XQVDIHSURGXFWZDVWRWDNHOHJDODFWLRQIRUPLVEUDQGLQJRUDGXOWHUDWLRQZLWKWKH
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 Economic 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
LQWKH¿HOG7KDWZDVQRWWUXHLQ&DOLIRUQLDZKHUHVWDWHUHJXODWRUVKDGVRPHDXthority over use practices since the 1920s. This became important with the dramatic 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
LQDGHTXDWHNQRZOHGJHRIWKHLUHIIHFWVRUWR[LFLW\3HVWLFLGHGULIWFDXVHGGDPDJHWR
QRQWDUJHWFURSVDQGNLOOHGOLYHVWRFNDQGKRQH\EHHV,PSURSHUDSSOLFDWLRQVFDXVHG
LQMXU\DQGGHDWKWRZRUNHUVDQGRWKHUV6WDWHUHJXODWRUVUHDOL]HGWKH\QHHGHGVWURQger, more targeted control measures.
/HJLVODWLRQLQSXWDFOHDUHPSKDVLVRQVDIHW\DQGOHGWRWKHVWDWH¶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 statute, regulation of professional applicators moved from the county level to become
a responsibility shared by the state and county agricultural commissioners (CACs).

/HVVWKDQ¿YHSHUFHQWRIWKH
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¿GHQFHWKURXJKRXWWKH
agricultural chemical business.
— 1934 California Department of
Agriculture annual report

In 1949, state law was amended to expand state labeling requirements to adjuvants. In 1967, legislation gave the CDA clear authority to require registration and
RYHUVHHWKHXVHRIDGMXYDQWV$GMXYDQWV HPXOVL¿HUVVSUHDGHUVZHWWLQJDJHQWVDQG
RWKHUHI¿FDF\HQKDQFHUV PXVWEHUHJLVWHUHGDVSHVWLFLGHVLQ&DOLIRUQLD7KHIHGHUDO
government does not require registration.
&DOLIRUQLD¶VUHJXODWLRQVFRQWLQXHGWREH¿QHWXQHGWKURXJKRXWWKHVDVDQ
LQFUHDVLQJQXPEHURIFKHPLFDOVZHUHLQWURGXFHGWRWKHPDUNHW'HWDLOHGUHJXODtions were adopted, including buffer zones to protect crops and homes, and restrictions 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
DVNHGIRUUHSRUWVRQJURXQGDSSOLFDWLRQDFUHDJH
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 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
California Department
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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 problems had been apparent for some time—most noticeably, concerns about possible
acute health effects and the increasing resistance of some pests to the new products—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 SpringLVZLGHO\FRQVLGHUHGWRKDYHVSDUNHGWKHPRGHUQHQYLURQPHQWDO
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
IHGHUDODJHQFLHVWRFRQVLGHUHQYLURQPHQWDOPDWWHUVEHIRUHXQGHUWDNLQJQHZDFtions. 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 transferred 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 conducted 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 subject 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 sigQL¿FDQWDGYHUVHLPSDFWV QHJDWLYHGHFODUDWLRQ EHIRUHDSSURYLQJDQ\RIWKHPRUH
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 pesticide regulatory program. In 1977, the state formed an Environmental Assessment
7HDPWRSUHSDUHD³PDVWHU´ SURJUDPPDWLF (,5FRYHULQJWKHXVHRIDOOUHJLVWHUHG
SHVWLFLGHVWKURXJKRXWWKHVWDWH$IWHUPRUHWKDQD\HDU¶VZRUNWKHWHDPFRQFOXGHG
WKDWWKHUHJXODWRU\SURJUDPODFNHGPHFKDQLVPVWRPHHW&(4$SURFHGXUDOUHTXLUHments and that existing processes could not be easily adapted to serve. Also, the
WHDPFRQFOXGHG³WKHPDJQLWXGHRIWKHVWDWHSURJUDPSUHYHQWVDQ\UHDVRQDEOHDWtempt 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
WRHVWDEOLVKUXOHVDQGUHJXODWLRQVWKDWFRXOGEHFHUWL¿HGE\WKH6HFUHWDU\RIWKH
Resources Agency as the functional equivalent of an EIR or negative declaraWLRQ7KLVFHUWL¿FDWLRQPHDQVWKHDJHQF\PDQDJLQJWKHSURJUDPGRHVQRWKDYHWR
prepare an EIR or negative declaration on each activity it approves. Instead, the
FHUWL¿HGSURJUDPKDVWRLQFOXGHJXLGHOLQHVIRUWKHHYDOXDWLRQRIWKHGHSDUWPHQW¶V
actions consistent with the department’s environmental purpose. The program provides for consultation with other agencies, and public notice and comment.
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7RJDLQDSSURYDOIRUFHUWL¿HGVWDWXV&')$H[SDQGHGLWVUHYLHZRIGDWDEHIRUH
registration, changed regulations relating to pesticide registration and evaluation,
and set up procedures to ensure public notice of its proposed registration actions
and decisions.
Regulations were also added to require CACs, before issuing restricted material
permits, to evaluate the proposed application site and to consider feasible alternaWLYHVDQGPLWLJDWLRQPHDVXUHVLIVLJQL¿FDQWULVNH[LVWV7KHGHSDUWPHQWDOVRHVWDElished the Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee to create a mechanism
for interaction between the department and other state agencies that have responsibility for resources affected by pesticides.
,Q'HFHPEHUWKH&')$SHVWLFLGHUHJXODWRU\SURJUDPZDVFHUWL¿HGE\WKH
Resources Agency as functionally equivalent to the EIR requirements of CEQA.
$Q\VXEVWDQWLDOFKDQJHVLQWKHFHUWL¿HGUHJXODWRU\SURJUDPPXVWEHVXEPLWWHGWR
the Secretary of the Resources Agency for review. The Secretary has the authority
WRGHFLGHLIWKHFKDQJHDOWHUVWKHSURJUDPVRWKDWLWQRORQJHUPHHWVWKHTXDOL¿FDWLRQIRUFHUWL¿FDWLRQ

CREATING A SCIENCE-BASED REGULATORY AGENCY
,Q &KDSWHU DQG &KDSWHU &DOLIRUQLDSDVVHGODQGPDUN
OHJLVODWLRQWKDWUHTXLUHGD³WKRURXJKDQGWLPHO\HYDOXDWLRQ´RISHVWLFLGHVEHIRUH
registration and gave the California Department of Agriculture (CDA) clearer authority to establish criteria for studies to be submitted by pesticide manufacturers.
This legislation also gave the department distinct authority to place restrictions on
KRZSHVWLFLGHVPD\EHXVHG7KH&'$ZDVUHTXLUHGWREHJLQ³DQRUGHUO\SURJUDP
of continuous evaluation” of pesticides already registered and eliminate from use
those posing a danger to the agricultural or nonagricultural environment. (More
information on pesticide registration is in Chapter 3; for continuous evaluation,
see Chapter 4.),QWKH&'$KLUHGLWV¿UVWVFLHQWLVWVWRUHYLHZGDWDVXEPLWWHG
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
'HSDUWPHQWRI)RRGDQG$JULFXOWXUH &')$ DQGWKH³$JULFXOWXUDO&RGH´WR
³)RRGDQG$JULFXOWXUDO&RGH´7KHFKDQJHVUHFRJQL]HGDEURDGHUPDQGDWHQRW
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
HQVXULQJ³WKHVDIHXVHRISHVWLFLGHVDQGIRUVDIHZRUNLQJFRQGLWLRQVIRUIDUPZRUNHUVSHVWFRQWURODSSOLFDWRUVDQGRWKHUSHUVRQVKDQGOLQJVWRULQJRUDSSO\LQJ
SHVWLFLGHVRUZRUNLQJLQDQGDERXWSHVWLFLGHWUHDWHGDUHDV´&')$ZDVGLUHFWHGWR
adopt regulations to carry out the mandate, including rules on pesticide handling,
SHVWLFLGHVWRUDJHSURWHFWLYHFORWKLQJZRUNHUHQWU\LQWRWUHDWHG¿HOGVDQG¿HOG
posting. The legislation made enforcement of the rules the joint responsibility of
&')$DQG&$&V7KHVWDWXWHPDGHWKHGHYHORSPHQWRISHVWLFLGHZRUNHUVDIHW\
UHJXODWLRQVWKH³MRLQWDQGPXWXDOUHVSRQVLELOLW\´RI&')$DQGWKH'HSDUWPHQWRI
Health. With the formation of the California Environmental Protection Agency
&DO(3$ LQWKRVHUROHVZHUHWUDQVIHUUHGWR'35DQG&DO(3$¶V2I¿FHRI
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), respectively.
In 1972, Congress overhauled FIFRA to strengthen enforcement and shift its
HPSKDVLVIURPODEHOLQJDQGHI¿FDF\WRSURWHFWLRQRIKXPDQKHDOWKDQGWKHHQYLronment. U.S. EPA was given exclusive authority over product labeling (preempting 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

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\]HRI¿FLDOVDPSOHVRI
and observe and report upon,
products sold to the public. Farm
advisers, county agricultural
commissioners, branches of the
Department and the University,
DQGRWKHURI¿FLDODJHQFLHVKDYH
cooperated as experts on
technical problems.
— 1940 California Department of
Agriculture annual report
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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&DOLIRUQLDSHVWLFLGHXVHHQIRUFHPHQWDQGZRUNSODFHVDIHW\SURYLVLRQV
expanded in the 1970s. Federal grant money that accompanied the passage of the
),)5$DPHQGPHQWVDOORZHGWKHGHSDUWPHQWWRXSJUDGHLWVHQIRUFHPHQW¿HOG
RI¿FHVZLWKDGGHGVWDII7KLVPDGHSRVVLEOHPRUHWUDLQLQJDQGLPSURYHGVXSHUYLsion of local pesticide enforcement by CACs. Field inspection procedures were
standardized, their scope widened to include all aspects of pesticide use (with an
HPSKDVLVRQZRUNHUVDIHW\ UHFRUGNHHSLQJVWRUDJHDQGGLVSRVDO(For more information on enforcement, see Chapters 1 and 2.)

In the 1970s, a series of laws and
regulations bolstered worker
protections.

Regulations adopted in the 1970s required pesticide handlers to receive safety
training, that they be provided protective clothing and equipment, and mandated
ORQJHULQWHUYDOVEHIRUHZRUNHUVFRXOGUHHQWHUWUHDWHG¿HOGV&DOLIRUQLDDOVREHFDPH
WKH¿UVWVWDWHWRUHTXLUHKDQGOHUVWRXVHFORVHGV\VWHPVZKHQPL[LQJDQGORDGLQJ
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, pesticide 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
3HVW0DQDJHPHQW(QYLURQPHQWDO3URWHFWLRQDQG:RUNHU6DIHW\
With the 1980s came far-reaching legislation that added authority and responsibilities to the regulatory program. CDFA’s pesticide expertise encompassed multiple 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 pesticide 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 authority to control airborne toxins. DPR evaluates pesticides in air and, in cooperation
ZLWKVFLHQWL¿FUHYLHZHUVGHWHUPLQHVSRWHQWLDOULVNV3HVWLFLGHVLGHQWL¿HGDV7$&V
are subject to extra controls. (See Chapters 4 and 10 for more information on
DPR’s toxic air contaminant program.)
In 1984, the Legislature passed the Birth Defect Prevention Act (Chapter 669,
SB 950). It requires DPR to collect chronic health effects studies on all pesticides.
This increased the responsibilities of the Registration Branch and led to creation
of the Medical Toxicology Branch (later renamed the Human Health AssessPHQW%UDQFK ZKLFKHYDOXDWHVWR[LFRORJLFDOGDWDDQGSUHSDUHVULVNDVVHVVPHQWV
California has the only pesticide regulatory program in the country with a large
VFLHQWL¿FDQGWHFKQLFDOVWDIIWKDWHYDOXDWHVWR[LFRORJ\HQYLURQPHQWDODQGRWKHU
GDWDUHTXLUHGIRUSHVWLFLGHUHJLVWUDWLRQDQGWKDWFRQGXFWVFRPSUHKHQVLYHULVNDVsessments. (See Chapter 5 for more information on risk characterization and the
Birth Defect Prevention Act.)
The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act (Chapter 1298, Statutes of 1985,
AB 2021) focused on mitigating the effects of pesticides in ground water. The law
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required the department to set up a database of wells sampled for pesticides, to
collect data on the physical properties of pesticides that might lead to ground water
contamination, and to control the use of and monitor for these pesticides. (See
Chapter 10 for more information on the ground water monitoring program.)
7KHVDOVRPDUNHGWKHFRQWLQXHGH[SDQVLRQRIWKHGHSDUWPHQW¶VSHVWLFLGH
HQIRUFHPHQWSURJUDP(QIRUFHPHQW%UDQFKVWDI¿QJZDVLQFUHDVHGDQGOHJLVODtion passed to strengthen enforcement authority. AB 1614 (Chapter 943, Statutes
RI DXWKRUL]HG&$&VWROHY\GLUHFWFLYLOSHQDOWLHVIRUYLRODWLRQVRIVSHFL¿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
VDOHRIXQUHJLVWHUHGRUPLVODEHOHGSHVWLFLGHVDQGIRUSDFNLQJVKLSSLQJRUVHOOLQJ
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 $5,000 per
violation for serious cases resulting from high-priority investigations or multijurisdictional violations (Chapter 806, SB 1970). Also in 2000, CACs were
JLYHQWKHDXWKRULW\WRUHIXVHVXVSHQGRUUHYRNHUHVWULFWHGPDWHULDOVSHUPLWVRI
LQGLYLGXDOVZKRLJQRUH¿QHVRUODZIXORUGHUV,Q$%LQFUHDVHGWKH
¿QHV&$&VFRXOGLPSRVHWRSHUYLRODWLRQ,Q6%EHFDPHODZ
allowing DPR and CACs to impose penalties for each person exposed as a result
of a violation.

ENSURING STABLE FUNDING

DPR's programs are funded in
large part by the "mill," which is
an assessment paid by pesticide
manufacturers based on sales.

A long-standing policy of CDFA was that the state’s General Fund should be
XVHGIRUSURJUDPVWKDWGLUHFWO\EHQH¿WHGWKHSXEOLFRUDJULFXOWXUHLQJHQHUDO
3URJUDPVRIGLUHFWEHQH¿WWRDQLGHQWL¿DEOHSDUWRILQGXVWU\ZHUHWREHVXSSRUWHG
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, departmental 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
ZHUHIXOO\IXQGHGE\LQGXVWU\IHHVZKLFKZHUHLQFUHDVHGDVQHFHVVDU\WRNHHSWKH
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 $0.008
per dollar of pesticide sales) to help support the pesticide regulatory program.
Beginning in the 1990s, the Legislature approved a series of increases in the mill
assessment and, at the same time, decreased the General Fund support for the
GHSDUWPHQW,QWKH¿VFDO\HDUWKH*HQHUDO)XQGFRPSULVHGWZRWKLUGVRI
the regulatory program budget. By 2000-01, the percentage was reversed, with
the DPR Fund funding 69 percent of program costs. Since 2003, the department’s
budget has been based almost entirely on fees and the mill assessment on pesticide
manufacturers’ sales. In 2006, the mill assessment was increased to 2.1 cents per
dollar of pesticide sales (for more on DPR’s funding, see Chapter 13).
In 1993, the Legislature passed AB 770 (Chapter 1176) to ensure that all people
RUEXVLQHVVHVWKDWZHUHWKH¿UVWVHOOHUVRIDJULFXOWXUDOSHVWLFLGHVLQWR&DOLIRUQLD²
ZKHWKHUDSHVWLFLGHUHJLVWUDQWEURNHURUGHDOHU²SD\WKHUHTXLUHGDVVHVVPHQWRQ
their sales. Pesticide dealers already had to be licensed; the bill created a new
OLFHQVHFDWHJRU\IRUDJULFXOWXUDOSHVWLFLGHEURNHUVUHTXLULQJWKHPWRKDYHD'35
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license to conduct business with or within California. The law also made it illegal
for anyone to buy a pesticide labeled for agricultural use except from a person
OLFHQVHGDVDSHVWFRQWUROGHDOHURUEURNHU7KHSDVVDJHRI$% &KDSWHU
 H[SDQGHGEURNHUOLFHQVLQJWRLQFOXGH¿UVWVHOOHUVRIQRQDJULFXOWXUDOSHVWLcides. (See Chapter 13 for a more detailed discussion of regulatory funding.)

PESTICIDE REGULATION BECOMES A CALEPA DEPARTMENT
,Q&DOLIRUQLD¶VHQYLURQPHQWDODXWKRULW\ZDVXQL¿HGLQDVLQJOHFDELQHW
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
WKHQHZO\FUHDWHG'HSDUWPHQWRI7R[LF6XEVWDQFHV&RQWURO '76& DQG2I¿FH
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). As part of this reorganization, 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 enforcement authority with CACs.
The California Environmental
Protection Agency was
established in 1991. That same
year, DPR was created.

In 2009, legislation transferred the Structural Pest Control Board from the
'HSDUWPHQWRI&RQVXPHU$IIDLUV '&$ WR'35,WZDVWUDQVIHUUHGEDFNWR'&$
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 addressing water, air, soil and biological organisms. Other regulatory agencies have
MXULVGLFWLRQDQGDXWKRULW\RYHUVSHFL¿FPHGLDVXFKDV&DO(3$¶V$LU5HVRXUFHV
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
FRQVXOWDWLRQVPD\EHSURJUDPVSHFL¿F)RUH[DPSOHLQWKHHDUO\V'35
ZRUNHGZLWK'76&$5%DQGWKH,QWHJUDWHG:DVWH0DQDJHPHQW%RDUGWRDGGUHVV
proper disposal or burning of empty agricultural pesticide bags and containers.
In other instances, the consultation may be more systematic, as with DPR’s
Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee, which brings together representatives of public agencies whose activities or resources may be affected by
the use of pesticides. It meets about six times a year to advise DPR on regulatory
development and reform initiatives.
By the early 1990s, DPR grew into a fully functional environmental regulator,
addressing mandates and needs that had been neglected or underserved. These
included legislative mandates imposed in the 1980s—most notably requirements
to collect and evaluate health effects and ground water data on pesticides. These
mandates—the Birth Defects Prevention Act and Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act—gave DPR the authority to require the data it needed to more thoroughly evaluate the health and environmental effects of the products it registers to
guide its regulatory decisions.
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DPR also stepped up efforts to carry out its mandate to encourage the develRSPHQWRIUHGXFHGULVNSHVWPDQDJHPHQW7KHVHHIIRUWVLQFOXGHGZRUNLQJZLWK
VFKRROGLVWULFWVDFURVVWKHVWDWHWRLPSOHPHQWUHGXFHGULVNSHVWLFLGHSURJUDPV
utilizing Integrated Pest Management (IPM)—which emphasizes prevention and
non-chemical controls—and, in 1998, awarding a consortium of school districts
to develop a training curriculum for school IPM and a school pesticide recordNHHSLQJV\VWHP,Q'35DOVRHVWDEOLVKHGLWV,30,QQRYDWRU$ZDUGSURJUDP
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 demonVWUDWHLQQRYDWLYHSHVWPDQDJHPHQWSUDFWLFHVWKDWUHGXFHWKHULVNVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
pesticide use.

DPR IN THE 21ST CENTURY
6LQFHLWVFUHDWLRQ'35KDVVLJQL¿FDQWO\VWUHQJWKHQHGLWVSURJUDPVSURWHFWing public health and the environment, and has promoted public involvement,
outreach and transparency. In addition, DPR has adopted programs to stimulate
UHVHDUFKDQGFROODERUDWLRQWRGHYHORSSURGXFWVRUSUDFWLFHVWRUHGXFHULVNLQSHVW
management.
,Q'35DGRSWHGQHZUHJXODWLRQVWKDWSODFHGUHVWULFWLRQVRQKRZWKH¿HOG
IXPLJDQWPHWK\OEURPLGHFRXOGEHXVHGWRSURWHFWERWKSHVWLFLGHZRUNHUVDQG
WKRVHQHDUDSSOLFDWLRQV7KHVHUHVWULFWLRQVLQFOXGHGQRWL¿FDWLRQVWRQHLJKERULQJ
SURSHUWLHVOLPLWDWLRQRQZRUNKRXUVDQGDSSOLFDWLRQPHWKRGV,QDGGLWLRQDOUHJXODWLRQVZHUHDGRSWHGWROLPLWWKHULVNVWRERWKZRUNHUVDQGE\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
ZKLFKUHVXOWHGLQSHVWLFLGHPDNHUVUHIRUPXODWLQJVHYHUDOKLJKXVHDQGKLJK92&
contributing pesticide products and replacing them with low-VOC contributors.
The next year, DPR began the process of developing and adopting regulations
WROLPLWWKHPHWKRGVXVHGWRDSSO\¿HOGIXPLJDQWVWRUHGXFH92&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.

DPR Worker Health and
Safety outreach at the Mexican
Consulate in Sacramento.

$QRWKHUIXPLJDQWVXOIXU\OÀXRULGHXVHGSULPDULO\WRSURWHFWVWUXFWXUHVIURP
WHUPLWHVDQGUHODWHGLQVHFWVZHQWWKURXJKDULVNDVVHVVPHQWDQGUHHYDOXDWLRQ
process. As a result, in 2013, measures required by regulation for some structural
IXPLJDWLRQVZHUHPDGHPRUHVWULQJHQWWRSURWHFWZRUNHUV
,QEDVHGXSRQDULVNDVVHVVPHQWWKDWSURYLGHGDQLQGHSWKVFLHQWL¿F
analysis, and after a series of three community meetings, DPR developed a numEHURIPHDVXUHVUHVWULFWLQJWKHXVHRIWKH¿HOGIXPLJDQWFKORURSLFULQWRSURWHFW
the public. The measures are implemented by permit condition and labels requirements, and include increasing the buffer zone around an application, the size of
the application, and time when an application can occur.
%H\RQGSURWHFWLRQRIKXPDQKHDOWKVHYHUDODFWLRQVZHUHWDNHQWRSURWHFWWKH
HQYLURQPHQW,Q'35DGRSWHGUHJXODWLRQVWKDWLGHQWL¿HGS\UHWKURLG
pesticides with a high potential to contaminate surface water used in outdoor
nonagricultural (structural, residential, institutional, and industrial) settings and
WKDWUHTXLUHXVHUVWRWDNHFHUWDLQPHDVXUHVWRPLQLPL]HWKHSRWHQWLDOIRUVXFK
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
SURWHFWWKRVHZKRVHMREUHTXLUHVWKHPWRZRUNZLWKSHVWLFLGHV'35HPSOR\HHV
DWWHQGZRUNVKRSVWUDLQLQJVHVVLRQVDQGRWKHUHYHQWVWKDWGUDZIDUPZRUNHUV
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IDUPHUVDSSOLFDWRUVDQGRWKHUV6LQFHWRSURWHFWZRUNHUVDWULVNRISHVWLcide exposure, DPR has produced numerous publications, radio public service
DQQRXQFHPHQWVDQGYLGHRVDGGUHVVLQJSHVWLFLGHVDIHW\DQGZKDWWRGRLIDZRUNHU
is exposed or becomes ill. In 2014, DPR created a bilingual brochure with information on licensing requirements for maintenance gardeners who apply pesticides. 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
SHVWLFLGHVLQWKHLUZRUN'35ZRUNLQJZLWKWKH86(3$DOVRSURGXFHGDYLGHR
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
3XQMDEL7KHVHULHVSURYLGHVLQIRUPDWLRQRQVDIHW\UHTXLUHPHQWVIRUZRUNHUV

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

DPR has been continuously strengthening regulations to protect persons hanGOLQJSHVWLFLGHVDQGZRUNLQJLQDQGDERXWSHVWLFLGHWUHDWHGDUHDV5HJXODWLRQVLQ
VSHFL¿HGPRUHVWULQJHQWUHVSLUDWRU\SURWHFWLRQDQGLQLPSURYHGKD]DUGFRPPXQLFDWLRQZDVUHTXLUHG,QH[LVWLQJUHJXODWLRQVUHTXLULQJVSHFL¿F
W\SHVRISURWHFWLYHHTXLSPHQWEHXVHGE\ZRUNHUVXVLQJSHVWLFLGHVZHUHFODUL¿HGDQGLPSURYHGLQFOXGLQJUHTXLULQJSURWHFWLYHH\HZHDUDQGJORYHVWKDWPHHW
nationally recognized standards. In the same year, additional regulations were
DGRSWHGWREHWWHUSURWHFWZRUNHUVPL[LQJSHVWLFLGHV,Q'35PRYHGIRUZDUG
to align any of its regulations that did not already meet or go beyond the new fedHUDODJULFXOWXUDOZRUNHUSURWHFWLRQVWDQGDUGE\WKHHIIHFWLYHGDWHRI-DQXDU\

Communication, access
To bring the public into the regulatory discussion, DPR has been active in
FRPPXQLFDWLQJDQGZRUNLQJZLWKWKHSXEOLFRQSHVWLFLGHLVVXHV,QDVSDUW
of CalEPA’s Environmental Justice Action Plan, DPR collaborated with a community 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
RQNH\HOHPHQWVRIWKHSURMHFWLQFOXGLQJLWVJRDOVDQGWKHPRQLWRULQJVLWHV3DUOLHU
LQ)UHVQR&RXQW\ZDVVHOHFWHG%HVLGHVLQYROYLQJWKHSXEOLFIRUWKH¿UVWWLPHLQ
SODQQLQJDPRQLWRULQJSURMHFWRWKHUDVSHFWVRIWKHSURMHFWEURNHQHZJURXQG
DPR released preliminary results and evaluations as the project continued, posting 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
DOOLQFOXGLQJSHVWLFLGHEUHDNGRZQSURGXFWV7KDWVDPH\HDUFRQWLQXLQJLWVHIIRUWV
to engage the public, DPR launched an automated, toll-free phone line (1-87PestLine) 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 Reporting Pesticide Problems. Topics include what to do in a pesticide emergency,
DGLVFXVVLRQRISHVWLFLGHGULIWDQGRGRUDQGDFKHFNOLVWWRUHFRUGGHWDLOVDERXWD
SHVWLFLGHLQFLGHQW$IWHUWKH¿UVWSULQWLQJRIFRSLHVUDQRXW'35SULQWHG
several thousand more, including a Spanish-language version. DPR sent the guide
to more than 900 community health centers, county health departments and to
every public library in the state. It may be downloaded from the DPR website and
free copies are available on request.
In addition, since 2012, DPR has continued to build a presence on social media
WRFRQQHFWZLWKWKHSXEOLF7KHGHSDUWPHQWXVHV)DFHERRN/LQNHG,Q7ZLWWHU
and YouTube to communicate its mission and achievements and to disseminate
training materials in English and Spanish. In 2014, DPR also held a series of four
ZRUNVKRSVIRU&$&V²³1HLJKERUVDWWKH(GJH´²WRJHQHUDWHGLDORJDERXWSHVWLcide use concerns in areas where development abuts agricultural land.
In 2003, DPR launched the web-based California Pesticide Information Portal—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).
8VHUVFDQWKHQWLHWKLVNQRZOHGJHWRLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWVSHFL¿FSHVWLFLGHSURGXFWV
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 threatened species. The Pesticide Regulation Endangered Species Custom Real-time
,QWHUQHW%XOOHWLQ(QJLQH 35(6&5,%( DOORZVXVHUVWRFKHFNIRUXVHOLPLWDWLRQV
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 (CalPIQ) includes illness and injury data since 1992. Users can request data based
on customized variables, including year and county where the incident occurred,
ZKHWKHUWKHXVHZDVLQDJULFXOWXUHRUQRWDQGVSHFL¿FSHVWLFLGHE\WR[LFLW\FDWegory, active ingredient or intended use.

Other activities
7KH+HDOWK\6FKRROV$FWRI +6$ PDQGDWHG'35WRZRUNZLWKVFKRROV
to implement integrated pest management (IPM) programs that encourage effecWLYHSHVWFRQWUROZLWKOHVVULVNRIKDUPWRSHRSOHDQGWKHHQYLURQPHQW7KH+6$
UHTXLUHG'35WRGHYHORSDPRGHOSURJUDPJXLGHERRNUHVRXUFHLQIRUPDWLRQDQG
training program. In 2007, amendments to the HSA expanded DPR’s responsibilLW\WRLQFOXGHZRUNLQJZLWKGD\FDUHFHQWHUV'35DFWLRQVLQFOXGHGGHYHORSLQJ
educational materials, training school district staff, and creating an extensive website of information oriented toward school employees. In 2010, DPR extensively
XSGDWHGDQHDUOLHUERRNOHWRULJLQDOO\FUHDWHGEHIRUHWKH+6$DQGODWHULPSURYHG
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 training videos in Spanish,
Mixteco and Zapoteco.

DPR has embraced its role to encourage research, innovation, and collaboration 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*URXS²DGLYHUVHJURXSRIVFLHQWLVWVDQGVWDNHKROGHUV²WRH[SORUHWKHEHVWZD\IRUZDUGWR¿QGSUDFWLFDODQGFRVWHIIHFWLYHDOWHUnatives to soil fumigants used by strawberry growers. In April 2013, the group
SURGXFHGDQDFWLRQSODQWRJXLGHIXWXUHUHVHDUFKWR¿QGSURGXFWLRQSUDFWLFHVWR
PDLQWDLQDYLDEOHLQGXVWU\ZLWKRXWUHOLDQFHRQIXPLJDQWV7KH¿VFDO\HDU
14 and 2014-15 budgets allocated $500,000 to award research grants to improve
pest management systems with a focus on nonfumigant alternatives in production
SUDFWLFHV$OHJLVODWLYHDXJPHQWDWLRQLQ¿VFDO\HDUDGGHGDQDGGLWLRQDO
$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
OHDGWRDGYDQFHVLQUHGXFHGULVNSUDFWLFHV'35KDVFRQWLQXHGLWV,30,QQRYDtor 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.
California Department
of Pesticide Regulation
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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
VSHFLDODWWHQWLRQWRWKRVHZKRZRUNZLWKSHVWLFLGHVDQGWRWKRVHFRPPXQLWLHV
where they are used. It will actively promote IPM and research to improve pest
PDQDJHPHQWIRUWKHEHQH¿WRIDOOLQVRFLHW\
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