
      

 

   

 

      

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

July 15, 2022 

 

 

 

The Honorable Julie Henderson, Director 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) 

1001 I Street 

Sacramento, CA 95814 

ProjectNotify@cdpr.ca.gov 

 

Re: Statewide Pesticide Application Notification System 

 

Dear Director Henderson: 

 

 

 

https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/pesticide_notification_network/ProjectNotify@cdpr.ca.gov


 

On behalf of the undersigned organizations, we submit updated comments regarding the 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation’s (DPR) ongoing development of a statewide  

pesticide application notification program. We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 

nine areas of interest DPR focused on as part of its recent public meetings, and we look forward 

to continuing to engage on this issue. Our coalition represents the interests of agricultural 

organizations and agricultural service providers in California. 

 

California’s Regulation of Pesticide Products 

 

Our comments reflect the scientific reality that pesticides approved for use in California go 

through the most thorough, scientifically based analysis and review in the world. We believe the 

restatement of these facts are important as DPR moves forward in its development of a 

notification program. These products are evaluated and registered by US-EPA, and as part of this 

process go through over three hundred human health and environmental safety studies. Despite 

the US-EPA registration process, products entering California undergo an independent second 

comprehensive evaluation by DPR scientists before being registered for use. DPR also requires 

additional “California only” studies before registration reviews are complete. This entire process 

can take 5-7 years before a new product can be brought to market in California.  

 

To assure safety to the public and environment, DPR can and does set additional restrictions on 

products, like Restricted Use Pesticides (RUP), and Agricultural Commissioners have discretion 

to require even more restrictions when conditions in their counties may require them. In addition, 

Agricultural Commissioners must be provided a Notice of Intent (NOI) prior to an application of 

a RUP based on risk parameters established through the product’s registered label and DPR’s 

registration requirements. 

 

DPR has requested interested parties submit comments on nine aspects of a pesticide notification 

program. To facilitate time for all interested parties to participate in its recent meetings, 

agricultural interests focused on a limited number of the areas of interest presented.  The below 

comments provide more comprehensive comments on all nine areas of interest.  

 

Anticipated Users  

 

Our coalition believes users of this notification program should be limited to individuals who 

live within the notification boundaries. To alert individuals outside of these boundaries will 

communicate an inaccurate and artificial sense of risk. For those individuals interested in overall 

pesticide use information, DPR releases that information by chemical and county via DPR’s 

Pesticide Use Reporting (PUR) system, which can be publicly accessed. 

 



Access to Notification  

 

We believe notification should be conducted on a sign-up or opt-in basis. To release notifications 

to individuals who have not pro-actively signed up will create confusion and fear. If individuals 

are receiving alerts for a program they are not vested in through a sign-up system, they will 

likely mistake the notification as an exposure or drift alert, resulting in unnecessary fear. 

Community members who simply begin receiving notifications without being backgrounded 

through an opt-in system would likely panic at receiving notifications and seek unneeded 

medical attention and costs, believing they were exposed to a pesticide application. This would 

result in additional medical costs to these community members and potentially impact 

emergency medical services to those who do request immediate medical attention.  

 

There have been concerns raised that community members may not opt-in because of fear of 

having their personal information released to the public or other government agencies. Over the 

past decade, California has established multiple systems to safeguard personal and employment 

information of disadvantaged community members from becoming available to other state and 

federal agencies. This has been even more refined during COVID-19 to assure that 

disadvantaged communities could access healthcare without fear of disclosure of their personal 

information. We believe DPR can utilize these same safeguards to assure the confidentiality of 

local residents who wish to participate in the notification program. 

 

Pesticides Included in the Notification System  

 

We recognize that some communities in California feel it is important to be notified prior to a 

pesticide application, and we appreciate DPR’s effort to develop a notification program that 

balances the desire of some community members and the reality of actual risk from pesticide 

applications. We support DPR’s stated intent that the pesticide notification program be limited to 

agricultural RUPs. From a practical standpoint, the NOI system makes these products the only 

product segment in which a notification program can realistically be developed. Simply put, we 

oppose the inclusion of general use pesticides in this program because the proposed benefits 

would not outweigh the costs.  

 

A pesticide notification program should be based on the mitigated risk of the product established 

through the registration process and not on the mode of application. It has been suggested all 

aerial applications should be included in the notification program. We strongly oppose that 

concept. There are many products applied by air that pose no health risk, and aerial applicators 

provide a wide range of application services that do not include pesticides. Specifying aerial 

applications could create unnecessary pandemonium every time an agricultural plane or 

helicopter is seen over a field or orchard.  

 



Notification Area  

 

We support DPR’s utilization of the pilot projects to establish reasonable notification areas and 

possible use of a grid system. However, we believe the area reflected in the grid should be based 

on scientific parameters based on label warnings established through the registration of the 

product. While we understand it would be impractical for DPR to establish multiple grids for 

various products within the same area, we believe a grid could be established based on the most 

conservative label warning for RUPs reported the prior year in that area. While this may not be 

ideal for all farms, if DPR is going to move forward with a grid system, we believe establishing 

grids based on scientifically established criteria will create a more realistic and defensible 

program. Establishing grids based on artificial boundaries will create confusion as the reasoning 

for them cannot be explained and they will ultimately fail to satisfy any interest group. 

 

If the intent of a notification program is to support community member’s interest in knowing 

about applications, then the program must be based on a local or regional system and be 

geographically limited to such systems. Providing application information to individuals who are 

not impacted by a pending application is an inappropriate use of any notification program. 

Again, if individuals or groups are interested in what pesticides are being used and how much is 

used, they can access DPR’s comprehensive PUR system. There is no justifiable reason 

individuals outside of a geographically established safety area should be included in a 

notification. 

 

Notification Delivery Time 

 

As expressed by many during the recent meetings on the development of a notification program, 

timing for pesticide applications are based on multiple factors including pest pressure and 

potential weather conditions including wind, precipitation, or inversion layers. These conditions 

are never static. As such, we believe a 24 hour advance notification is the most accurate and 

appropriate delivery time for a notification program.  

 

The 24 hour notification period will allow more accurate notification of actual applications of a 

RUP. An earlier notification requirement could result in repeated notifications and cancellations 

of the same application as farmers and applicators adjust to present day conditions. We believe 

this will result in residents first being frightened by what would appear to be an overstatement of 

the number of applications, and shortly thereafter, residents ignoring notifications altogether as 

they would appear unreliable or like Proposition 65 warnings - so commonplace they are 

generally ignored. If DPR’s intent is to establish a useful notification program, it should not 

initiate a program with an unrealistic lead time that results in it having to expend resources on 

collating and explaining which notifications are legitimate and which are “false notifications.” 

 



Language  

 

We support the concept that DPR should utilize a system that converts a notification into the 

language most useful for an interested resident. There are many software systems that can 

convert languages, so inclusion of a link that provides this type of service seems to be a sensible 

and time effective mechanism to meet this concern. 

 

Delivery Mechanism  

 

We believe the delivery system must be flexible and include local Agricultural Commissioner’s 

knowledge of how best to communicate with interested parties within that area.  We believe 

electronic delivery may be the most efficient mechanism to use. However, we are concerned that 

some systems will not be able to deliver information in context, which will result in confusion 

and fear. 

 

Examples include many text messaging systems do not have the capacity to deliver messages in 

context due to the very limited number of characters allowed for an individual receiving a text. 

Text or push notifications should be limited to reference an interested party to access a link for 

complete information regarding a pesticide notification. DPR should consider such a link which 

could be included in either an e-mail or text. An interested individual could then access complete 

notification after being alerted of a message by a text or push notification. 

 

Information Included in the Notification  

 

Information that should be included in a pesticide application notification should include the 

planned date of the application, the field section or location based on the address or mapping 

required by Agricultural Commissioners, and the RUP to be applied. Home addresses of farmers 

should not be included in the notification. This is irrelevant information to the actual location of 

an application. In addition, as community member’s privacy should be respected through this 

process, so should the home addresses of farmers. 

 

It is crucial that complete information as to what the notification does and does not signify and 

how interested parties can access more information be included. As noted in the “Delivery 

Mechanism” section, complete or contextual information will be difficult to provide by many 

text programs or push notifications. In order to deliver accurate information, a two-step system 

may be the most effective system to develop to provide accurate information.  An example might 

be via text or push notification reading:  

 

“The California Department of Pesticide Regulations pesticide notification system has sent you a 

message.” 



 

The text or e-mail would include the link for the notification program. After receiving a 

notification that a message is available, an individual could access the link where they would 

receive a more comprehensive notification message. Example: 

 

“This notification is to inform you that a pesticide application of (name of RUP) may take place 

at (field location of application) in the next 24 hours. This notification is informational only and 

in no way is intended to indicate that an exposure will occur during the application. For more 

information about CDPR’s notification program and the regulation of pesticides in California, 

go to (DPR Pesticide Notification Page at DPR’s website) 

 

We strongly believe a disclaimer or clarifying statement must be included with any notification. 

Failure to clarify this is a courtesy notification rather than an actual exposure alert will result in 

unnecessary fear or panic. 

 

User Resources  

 

Any notification program must be built around an equally robust public education program. As 

discussed previously, California already has the most comprehensive pesticide review and 

analysis process in the world. However, the recent public meetings held by DPR clearly 

demonstrated a lack of knowledge within many communities and groups regarding the safety 

review protocols that take place at the federal and state level prior to the registration of a 

pesticide. The workshops also demonstrated a lack of knowledge or a misunderstanding of 

DPR’s regulatory responsibilities, both in enforcing safe pesticide use regulations and laws and 

the continuous monitoring of pesticides to protect public health and the environment. This lack 

of understanding further demonstrates the need for a clarifying statement to be included in any 

notification so participants are not confused by the intent of the notification. 

 

We encourage DPR include, as part of the information link, access to DPR’s already published 

White Papers and informational memos on how pesticides are registered and regulated in 

Spanish and English. DPR has created a number of informational papers over the years, 

however, members of the public who do not regularly access DPR’s website may have difficulty 

locating them. Direct access via a Pesticide Application Notification Program link would provide 

greater access to these documents. We also encourage DPR to consider converting these 

documents to video.  Current use trends indicate more individuals utilize virtual information, 

particularly videos in their information gathering process. This may be particularly helpful for 

individuals whose first language is not English.  Production in English and Spanish could be an 

effective mechanism to reach more people as it may be easier for many people to understand, 

and as the system is developed the use of sub-titles in other languages could be added. 

 



In conclusion, we ask DPR to recognize the importance of all aspects of a pesticide notification 

program reflected in our comments. To develop a successful notification program that serves the 

needs of all interest groups, DPR will need to include: correct notification of when an application 

is going to take place; notification of appropriate community members through an “opt-in” 

program; a robust public education program; and completion of pilot projects to develop viable, 

real-world notification structure for the statewide program. We appreciate your consideration of 

our comments. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact us. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

     
Danielle Diele      Terry Gage  

Membership & Public Policy Coordinator  President 

Agricultural Council of California     California Agricultural Aircraft Association 

 

        
Nicole Helms      Brooke Palmer 

Executive Director     Executive Director 

California Alfalfa & Forage Association  California Association of Wheat Growers 

 

     
Ruthann Anderson     Jane Townsend 

President/CEO     Associate Director 

California Association of Pest Control Advisers California Bean Shippers Association 

       California Seed Association 

 

     
Chris Zanobini     Casey Creamer 

President/Chief Executive Officer   President 

Pesticide Applicators Professional Association California Citrus Mutual 

Plant California Alliance 

California Grain and Feed Association 

California Cherry Grower and Industry Association 

 

      
Taylor Roschen     Debra Murdock 

Policy Advocate     President 

California Farm Bureau Federation   California Pear Growers Association 



 

     
Donna Boggs      Gary W. Van Sickle 

Associate Director     Executive Director 

California Seed Association    California Specialty Crops Council 

Pacific Seed Association 

 

       
Rick Tomlinson      Ann Quinn   

President       Executive Director   

California Strawberry Commission   California State Floral Association 

       California Warehouse Association 
 

     
Darren Barfield     Renee Pinel 

President      President/CEO 

Sweet Potato Council of California   Western Plant Health Association 

 


