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Dear Director Morrison and Deputy Director Everett,

Thank you for seeking input on ways to improve pesticide enforcement response in California.
Our comments follow.

1. Proposal to consistently align penalties with the nature of violations

We oppose the proposal to define criteria for Class A (serious) violations based on actual impact
and harm to people because it is important to continue to require strong enforcement action
for violations that cause health, property or environmental hazards and thus have the potential
of causing actual impact and harm.

It is important to continue citing violations that cause health, property or environmental
hazards that have the potential to cause harm as Class A violations to effectively deter these
violations and thereby prevent actual impact and harm.

In addition, we would oppose any proposed requirement for a medical evaluation to determine
that there is health harm. Firstly, both workers and the general population face many barriers
to getting a prompt and thorough medical evaluation. Secondly, standard medical evaluations
are only capable of detecting acute illnesses and injuries, not chronic illness such as cancer or
reproductive harm. Chronic health risks caused by exposures that do not cause immediate
iliness should also be considered Class A or serious because of their potential to cause harm.



It is also important to recognize the many limitations to documenting actual impact and harm
including limitations to proving drift and other exposure due to lack of readily available
analytical methods to analyze residues of some pesticides and delays in reporting incidents.

We agree that the criteria for Class C violations should be defined more clearly and much more
narrowly to include only minor record-keeping violations. We note that fines are optional and
the fine range is very low S50 - $400.

Class C violations are currently defined as violations of regulatory requirements that don’t
mitigate risk. However, the definition also specifically includes violations of the requirements
for PCAs to register in counties and keep records of recommendations (FAC 11732-11733) and
pesticide use record violations (CCR 6624-6628).

This definition is confusing and contradictory. PCA county registration and record-keeping
requirements are critical for mitigating risk by preventing ill-advised pesticide use. Pesticide use
reporting data are utilized to estimate exposure to pesticides and to make many decisions
affecting human health and the environment. Pesticide safety training records and most other
record keeping requirements within DPR’s pesticide use regulations are directly related to
preventing pesticide exposure and offsite movement and therefore to mitigating risk. Violations
of these requirements should therefore be considered Class B violations.

2. Adjust minimum fine levels

We strongly support the proposal to raise minimum fine levels for Class A and Class B violations
to improve consistency, reflect the seriousness of violations and more effectively deter
subsequent violations.

For Class A the current minimum is $700 and maximum is $15,000. Fines are supposed to be
mandatory for these violations. We think the minimum fine should be at least tripled to $2,100.
In addition, fines for violations that have resulted in impacts on the general public or workers
should go into a fund to assist these victims with medical and other expenses related to health
impacts from pesticide exposure.

For Class B the current minimum is $250, maximum is $3,000. Fines are not mandatory unless it
is a repeat violation within the county issuing the fine. We think the minimum fine for an initial
violation should be tripled to $750 and that minimum should be doubled to $1,500 for repeat
violations. Fines for all Class B violations should also be mandatory because the current system
that allows CACs to issue a Decision Report rather than a fine is a huge loophole.

In a recent investigation of statewide pesticide enforcement actions between January 2018 and
the first quarter of 2024, Capital and Main found that over 240 businesses were cited for at



least 1,268 violations in three or more counties. However, for at least 609 (48%) of these
violations, businesses received only Letters of Warning and paid no fines?.

Our own review of data readily available on DPR’s website reveals that in 2023 CACs issued
2251 Warning Letters/ Notices of Violation but only 578 Agricultural Civil Penalties and 281
Structural Civil Penalties?. The table below provides a comparison of fines for common pesticide
violations logged in the DPR enforcement database and non-compliances recorded in
inspections in the CAC Pesticide Use Enforcement Profile. Note that 60% to 88% of fines for
these common pesticide violations result in fines of $250 or less. Of even greater concern, we
estimate that an average of only 25% of these common non-compliances resulted in fines.

Table 1. Comparison of number of fines for common pesticide use violations with non-

compliances recorded in 2023 inspections
Estimated % of

#Fines® % Fines 2023 total non-

Code/ 9/1/23-  $2500r  Range of fine non- compliances
Reg Section  Description 9/30/25 less levels compliances? fined *
T3CCR 6734 Non-ag Decontamination facilities 23 78% $100 - $750 NA

$250 -
T3CCR 6602 Pesticide label at application site 31 71% $3,000 NA

$100 -
T3CCR 6761 Haz Comm for farmworkers A9 posting 18 61% $1,000 133 7%
T3CCR 6761.1  Application specific info display for fw 27 62% $50 - $2,500 131 10%

$100 -
T3CCR 6724 Haz Comm, handler training, records 22 73% $2,000 184 6%
T3CCR 6678 Service container labeling 55 78% $250- $5,000 63 44%
FAC 11732 pest control business registration in county 78 88% $50 - $700 50 78%
T3CCR 6726  Emergency medical care posting 76 83% $100- $1,375 91 42%
T3CCR 6738 PPE provision, maintenance, cleaning, etc 136 67% $100- $1,500 491 14%
FAC 12973 Label/ permit condition requirements 153 40% $250-$7,000 328 23%
T3CCR 6726 Pesticide use records submitted 76 83% $100- $1,375 199 19%
T3CCR 6724  Handler Haz comm and training 22 77% $100-2,000 184 6%
T3CCR 6764.1 Farmworker Haz comm applic specific info 0 NA NA 148 NA
T3CCR 6764  Farmworker training 25 60% $250-$700 50 25%
Average 25%

*Estimated % non-compliances fined = (#Fines 9.1.23-9.30.25/2023 non-compliances)/2

ILax oversight, few inspections leave child farmworkers exposed to toxic pesticides. By Robert Lopez,
Capital and Main. In Los Angeles Times. November 20, 2025 https://capitalandmain.com/lax-oversight-few-
inspections-leave-child-farmworkers-exposed-to-toxic-pesticides

2 california Agricultural Commissioner Pesticide Use Enforcement Profile — All Counties: 2023: Overview of
pesticide use enforcement activities and top 3 non-compliances by inspection type.
https://apps.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/county/statistics/CY%202021%20-
%202023/_California_Statewide_Stat_Profile_.pdf

3 County Administrative Civil Penalties 9.1.23 to 9.30.25 https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/enforcement/#Local-
Enforcement-Actions--County-Agricultural-Commissioner-Actions




If Decision Reports continue to be allowed for some Class B violations, a database of Decision
Reports should be created on the DPR web site and more detail should be provided in county
enforcement profiles to show how many Decision Reports (decision not to issue a fine) each
county issues in any given year.

3. Improve statewide consistency in fine amounts

We strongly support considering statewide compliance history of businesses (farms, pesticide
application companies, pest control advisors, farm labor contractors, etc.) in assessing whether
a violation is a repeat violation and the fine level warranted. We think this should extend to
Class B violations in addition to Class A violations.

We note that the recent investigation by Capital and Main also found that the agricultural
contractor Nextcrop Inc. was cited for 10 violations in 4 counties over a span of 3 years but
received only warnings and notices of violation. Violations reportedly included failure to
provide training for workers and failure to post required pesticide application information.
These are typically cited as Class B violations. The Capital and Main investigation also found that
between January 2018 and the first quarter of 2024, Nutrien Ag Solutions was cited for 35
separate violations in 12 counties but paid a total of only $14,700 for 10 of these violations.

To assist CACs in adjusting to this change and checking statewide enforcement history for
businesses, DPR needs to keep the statewide pesticide enforcement database current by
assuring that counties are submitting copies of citations to DPR in a timely manner.

CACs currently often do not adequately evaluate the severity of actual or potential effects and
need more oversight in this. This was shown in the USEPA audit of CAC investigations which
found that CACs’ evaluation of the pesticide application process was often not thorough or
detailed enough.

CACs should also consider factors which prevent the documentation of actual effects, such as
inability to document pesticide drift due to delay in incident reporting, problems with
laboratory analysis and prior use of a pesticide in an area and issue fines based on evidence of
potential effects from reported illness symptoms.

We support DPR’s proposal to require the CAC to include a justification in the Notice of Proposed
Action to document the CAC's rationale whenever selecting a fine amount within the lower portion
of the allowed range. We encourage DPR to provide written guidance to CACs about the required
content of these justifications, comparable to the guidance provided for justifications in Decision
Reports (DPR Enforcement Letter 19-08).

Currently, the CAC is supposed to use relevant facts, including the severity of actual or potential
effects and the respondent’s compliance history. DPR needs to do more training and oversight
to monitor investigations and check that CAC staff are thorough and objective in accessing



severity of actual and potential effects and the extent of impacts, such as the number of people
or area of land impacted.

Strategies DPR should implement to enhance consistency in fine amounts across the state
include making fines mandatory for all Class A and Class B violations and requiring counties that
fail to issue fines at appropriate levels to submit draft Notice of Proposed Action to DPR for
review before they are issued.

4. General Process Improvements

Other changes DPR is considering:

Increased engagement with District Attorneys, City Attorneys and Circuit Prosecutors is a good
idea. However, it needs to include adequate planning to make sure that, if the DA decides not
to pursue a case, CACs still have time to issue fines before the deadline. We support requiring
DPR review of Notices of Proposed Action from reportable investigations as long as DPR can
complete these reviews in a timely manner.

We support referral to DPR for multi-jurisdictional reportable investigations because increased
oversight on county investigations is needed.

Please contact Anne Katten of CRLA Foundation if you have any questions about these
comments.

Sincerely,

Anne Katten, MPH
Pesticide and Work Health and Safety Specialist
California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation

WJ;@.M

Angel Garcia
Co-Director
Californians for Pesticide Reform

cc. Sophia Carrillo, Deputy General Counsel of Enforcement, Cal-EPA



