
 
 
May 11, 2026 
 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 

Re: Air Monitoring Network (AMN) Expansion 
 
Dear Department of Pesticide Regulation, 
 
 
We appreciate your plan to expand California’s Air Monitoring Network. Thanks for the 
opportunity to submit our comments, as well as the White Paper describing your process, the 
PREC presentation on March 20, the Public Workshop on April 14, and the presentation during 
the Environmental Justice Advisory Committee on April 24.  
 
Our main concern is that California spans over 155,859.2 square miles and permits the use of 
nearly 180 million pounds of pesticides every year—many of these known to harm human 
health and the environment beyond the target species. A program with only 10 monitors, 
measuring 35 pesticides and 5 breakdown products out of over 1,000 registered pesticides in 
the state (less than 3.5%), is gravely insufficient to meaningfully assess air quality or protect 
public health. Furthermore, air monitoring is only one component of evaluating potential 
pesticide exposures and risk. The presence of a monitor does not provide assurance of safety, 
nor does the absence of measured spikes guarantee absence of risk. More fundamentally, given 
the high costs and significant practical limitations of monitoring pesticide exposure, permitting 
the use of such vast quantities of these chemicals to grow our food is unjustifiable. 
 
That said, we are still grateful for the expansion and would like to submit responses to the 
questions regarding ranking the locations, but first we would like to share some concerns and 
comments to improve the program.  
 

I. Comments for Improvement 
II. Answers to Questions on Ranking Prioritized Communities 

 
I. Comments for Improvement 

1. Community Engagement.  
a. While we are grateful for the extended comment period, a three-week lead time 

for a Public Workshop on the AMN Expansion is quite limited—especially given 
that this time of the year often coincides with Spring breaks. Communities 
currently not included on your list of potential locations (such as Patterson and 

 



 
 

Lindsay) may benefit from a more thorough explanation of the Air Monitoring 
Network program. 

b. We request that in addition to the list of monitored pesticides, and identification of 
those no longer registered, AMN presentations should also provide important 
contextual information, such as the proportion of pesticides monitored relative to 
those used in California.  

c. During the PREC presentation, the presenter erroneously said the Pajaro monitor 
was previously known as “Royal Oaks”, and that it is in Watsonville, while it is 
actually in the unincorporated town of Pajaro. Please correct this in order to avoid 
confusion among the public. 

d. The presenters at the PREC meeting clearly stated that decisions around 
revaluations and mitigations based on monitoring results are “above [their] pay 
grade”. This  inappropriate response diminishes the public’s trust in DPR’s 
commitment to transparency and accountability. We ask that DPR have clear and 
transparent procedures for how analysis of air monitoring data influences 
regulatory decisionmaking, and that their staff can communicate these openly to 
the public. 

 
2. Objectives. DPR should add to the list of AMN objectives: “Investigate likely causes of 

detected high pesticide concentrations (or "spikes"), and report the findings of those 
investigations to the public”. The presenter at the PREC meeting on March 20, 2026 said 
this is implicit; it should be explicit. 

 
3. Expanding the Air Monitoring Network 

a. Conversion and Updating of Existing Locations 
i. We are concerned that findings from the Pajaro monitor may be treated 

as representative of all of Monterey and Santa Cruz Counties. For 
example, the Agricultural Commissioner for Monterey County has 
indicated that he relies on data from the Pajaro monitor to inform 
decision-making in the southern Salinas Valley. Additionally, census tracts 
in the Salinas Valley may have elevated levels of fumigants and OPs yet 
may be excluded because they fall outside the 10-mile radius used to 
define clusters. 

b. Mobile Monitoring Station.  
i. DPR should use data collected from its new mobile air monitoring station 

to validate the predictions generated by its models. For example, how 
accurately do these models estimate fumigant concentrations in relation 
to nearby sites in Notices of Intent, and how well do they account for 
differences between high-emission and low-emission application 
methods? 

ii. The mobile monitoring station should also be used to conduct some more 
comprehensive monitoring (e.g., 4 days per week) at monitoring sites 
during time periods when high air concentrations of certain pesticides 
(such as 1,3-D) have been recorded in the past. 
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iii. During the PREC presentation on March 20, 2026, the presenter 
referenced the mobile monitor, but did not describe the additional 
capabilities for ground-level monitoring referenced in the White Paper. 

c. Community prioritization procedure.  
i. Community Boundaries. 

● Geographic boundaries. Since children live in varied locations 
within a school district, DPR should include total pesticide use 
within school district boundaries in order to more accurately track 
children’s potential exposure to the 40 pesticides monitored.  

ii. Pesticides use data. 
● Organophosphates. When choosing which areas are considered 

organophosphate (OP) communities, only 11 organophosphates 
are considered. We recommend that: 

a. Methidathion and oxydemeton-methyl are no longer 
considered since they are no longer registered. 

b. Ethoprop—which is heavily used on sweet potato fields in 
Stanislaus and Merced Counties—be considered.  

● PFAS. DPR should add PFAS pesticides to the list of pesticides 
monitored in AMN samples–particularly those with moderate or 
higher vapor pressure. That should include both active ingredients 
that themselves are PFAS, and pesticide products that contain 
inactive ingredients that are PFAS. 

d. Emission Fraction Adjustment for Fumigants. 
i. DPR should not rely on reported fumigant application methods to 

assess which communities are likely to experience high air 
concentrations when prioritizing monitoring sites. In other words, 
DPR should not reduce the priority of a particular site based on the use of 
reported “low-emission” application methods.  

● First, application methods can change year to year. A 
community currently surrounded by lower-emission fumigant 
applications this year, may be exposed to higher-emission 
methods in the future. 

● Second, there is insufficient evidence at this time to conclude 
that any particular fumigant application method consistently 
results in low-emissions. While DPR has conducted field studies 
measuring emissions under various application methods, these 
studies are limited in number relative to the wide range of soil 
types, weather conditions, and operational practices across 
California. Moreover, DPR’s field studies were conducted under 
certain situations, including proper soil preparation, correct 
injection depth, and intact tarps maintained throughout the 
fumigation. In contrast, field conditions often deviate from these 
standards. Injection depth might be too shallow, tarps may blow off 
or are removed prematurely, etc. For example, a Monterey County 
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Agricultural Commissioner staff member once indicated that, in his 
experience, tarps may blow off prematurely in about half of all field 
fumigations! 

e. Geospatial Data and Analysis 
i. Adjusted Use Density. The use density in each zone was adjusted 

based on the average wind speed. We offer the following concerns and 
recommendations: 

● Adjusted use density should also factor in temporal wind speed 
and direction. These factors are key to plans for mitigation and, 
more importantly, for prevention. 

● We request that DPR test whether their assumption that the 
5-year average wind speed meaningfully correlates with 
actual ambient pesticide concentrations across different 
conditions, as it is currently used to prioritize communities 
for pesticide air monitoring1. A single averaged value (eg, 6 
mph) obscures significant day-to-day and seasonal variability, 
including calm periods when pesticide concentrations can be at 
the highest—even in generally windy regions. Perhaps the mobile 
unit could test whether a single parameter, average wind speed, is 
correlated with ambient air concentrations in a particular region. 

ii. Data sample collection. Given that DPR approves the Notice of Intent to 
Apply Restricted Materials, and thereby knows when and where restricted 
materials will be applied, we recommend that DPR time the data 
collection to coincide with anticipated restricted material applications. 

iii. Zone boundaries. The Regional Zone and the Greater Regional Zone 
are too limiting to capture the “big picture” of pesticide use.  

● DPR should include the pesticide use density within geographic 
areas larger than the 5-mile (for organophosphates) and 10-mile 
radius (for fumigants).  

f. Environmental Justice Factors 
i. Population Characteristics. We support DPR’s use of Population 

Characteristics (PC) from CalEnviroScreen 4.0 as part of its prioritization 
step #5. However, this indicator does not fully capture key population 
characteristics that contribute to susceptibility to pollutant exposure of a 
community’s population, including the presence of young children (ages 
0-5), elderly populations, nor pregnant individuals. Although 
CalEnviroScreen 4.0 does not include these population characteristics, 
these population characteristics are census data publicly available and 
should be included in the prioritization of communities, or at minimum in 
the analysis of the findings.  

1 Department of Pesticide Regulation. (2026) Air Monitoring Network Site Selection: Standard Operating 
Procedure. California Environmental Protection Agency. Available from: 
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/site_selection_report_01272026.pdf (Accessed April 
24, 2026) 
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ii. Pollution Burden. It is concerning that the procedure for prioritizing 
communities omits key CalEnviroScreen 4.0 data on pollution burden. 
DPR should incorporate CalEnviroScreen's indicators for airborne toxics 
beyond pesticides, such as PM2.5, diesel particulate matter, and toxic 
releases from facilities. For example, air quality, ozone, and pesticide use 
are all related indicators in pollution burden and potential harm. Pesticide 
concentrations may have more impact in communities already burdened 
by non-pesticide toxics and by cumulative exposures.  

b. Communities with Schools within 1-mile radius. 
i. We support prioritization step #6, which evaluates whether multiple 

high-exposure communities are located in close proximity and designates 
one as “representative” of the cluster. However, during the PREC 
meeting, the presenter noted that DPR does not consider prevailing wind 
direction when selecting the representative community. As mentioned 
above, incorporating wind direction into this determination would be 
important, as it could help prioritize communities located downwind of, 
and in closest proximity to, areas with the highest pesticide use. 

ii. Siting criteria. It is probably best for AMN sites to include a mix of 
schools and non-school sites, such as residential areas located within 
regions of high pesticide use. Recent restrictions on fumigant use near 
schools (3 CCR 6691) that include buffer zones may have reduced 
exposure at schools. In contrast, those restrictions do not extend to 
residential areas, so children's highest exposure might occur in residential 
areas near agricultural fields. For instance, a census tract that includes a 
senior neighborhood with a significant population of vulnerable older 
adults in Watsonville where there is high exposure to fumigants per 
SprayDays notifications, recorded OP and carbamate use, and yet no 
buffer zone. 

g. Top Ranked Counties and Communities 
i. Population density. DPR should consider human population density. In 

other words, in each community being considered, DPR should include an 
estimate of how many people are potentially exposed to airborne 
pesticides. 

ii. The remaining 5 counties on the priority list all contain areas of high 
fumigant and/or OP use. However, when fumigant and organophosphate 
use are counted for each county, ranking order differs from DPR’s (see 
Table 1). The top 6 counties all have, or will soon have, monitors. Ideally, 
all 12 counties would have one or more monitors in areas of high 
exposure risk, determined by proximity, population vulnerabilities, and 
pollution burden.  
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County Fumigant and OP poundage 
between 2017-2022  

Kern 
Fresno 
Monterey 
Santa Barbara 
Ventura 
Merced  
Stanislaus  
San Joaquin 
Siskiyou 
San Luis Obispo 
Kings 
Tulare 

32.5 million 
27.5 million 
19.5 million 

17 million 
16.2 million 

15 million 
12 million 
8.8 million 
6.7 million 
6.7 million 
6.1 million 
5.7 million 

   Table 1. Top Counties based on fumigant and OP poundage 
 
 
II. Answers to Questions on Ranking Communities 
 
Question 1: Top Ranking of Proposed List 
of Counties for Placement of AMN 

Question 2. Ranking of the communities 
within each county that would be the most 
desirable location for monitoring 

#1 Tulare County #1 El Rancho 
#2 Tooleville 

#2 Stanislaus County #1 Westley 
#3 Imperial County # 1 Westmoreland 

#4 San Joaquin County  
#5 Siskiyou County #1 Doris for the mobile monitor 

 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Ángel García  
Co-Director 
 
 
Mayra Sánchez 
Associate Director 
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