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Background

While California Department of Food and Agriculture’s Office of Pesticide Consultation and
Analysis (OPCA) and University of California, Davis were finalizing the June 21, 2022, report
“Economic and Pest Management Evaluation of Proposed 1,3-Dichloropropene,” DPR informed
CDFA OPCA of a significant potential change in the proposed regulation on May 31, 2022. In the
original proposal given to OPCA, there was one set of application tables and applications were
prohibited in December. In the alternative proposed regulation, there are two sets of
application tables, one for March-October (non-winter) and another for November-February
(winter). Applications in December would no longer be prohibited. This following addendum
includes the number of fields and estimated costs of the alternative proposed regulation but
does not include detailed discussions of methods or other information that did not change from
the June 21, 2022, report. The original report is quoted as needed to provide context.
However, this addendum is not an independent, comprehensive document and should be read
in conjunction with the June 21, 2022, report.

Summary

As in the June 21, 2022, report, this addendum examines the mitigations for acute exposure by
evaluating how growers could comply with the proposed regulations regarding the relationships
between the allowable application method, setbacks to occupied structures, and block size. It
estimates the economic impacts associated with these proposed changes. DPR’s proposed
regulation regarding these three factors is reported in tables for each mitigation option showing
the maximum allowed daily acres treated (block size), which are based on distance from the field
to an occupied structure (100 ft, 200 ft, or 500 ft) and the application rate. As stated in the June
21, 2022, report:

In general, the higher the application rate and shorter the distance to an occupied structure the
lower the maximum application block size for each application method. The maximum permitted
block size can range from 0 acres (application not permitted) to as much as 80 acres for some
application methods and rates. But for untarped applications the proposed maximum block size
has been reduced to achieve the minimum 100 ft setback from occupied structures even with new
application methods. Current restrictions allow a block size of up to 80 acres in an application while
maintaining a 100 ft setback from occupied structures.

We examine the cost of complying with the proposed regulation for acute exposure in two ways.
First, we evaluate the cost for all 1,3-D applications to comply with the proposed changes by
adopting, if needed, a new application method and/or reducing block size to retain a 100 ft setback
and current application rate, regardless of whether or not the applications are in fact near an
occupied structure. This approach identifies how costly the proposed changes would be if all
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applications had to comply with the combinations of application rate, application method, and
maximum block size permitted under the proposed regulation. This analysis uses data on
applications from 2017-2020 (Method 1). Second, for three focal counties in 2017-2018, Fresno,
Kern, and Stanislaus, we integrate GIS data with application data and isolate only those
applications within certain distances of occupied structures. We then identify how much acreage
would have been impacted directly for all crops and the associated mitigation cost (Method 2).
However, we cannot know with certainty that all of the applications examined using Method 2 are
ones that would have been impacted by the occupied distance restriction because fields, not
applications, are mapped. If not all of a field was fumigated with 1,3-D it is conceivable that the
proposed setback distance for that application would not be binding.

Under the newly proposed changes estimated costs range from $1,020,278 (2019) to $1,546,033
(2018) (Table 1). Comparable annual cost results from the June 21, 2022 report are presented in
Table 2, a reproduction of ES-Table 1 in that report. Each year the cost of the original proposed
regulation would have been higher than the proposed regulation considered in this addendum.

Table 1: Updated Annual Cost of Compliance with Occupied Structure Setback for Statewide
1,3-D Applications Assuming a 100 ft Setback and Current Application Rate

Total

Year
Cost
2017 $1,425,081
2018 $1,546,033
2019 $1,020,278
2020 $1,471,936

Table 2: Original Annual Cost of Compliance with Occupied Structure Setback for Statewide 1,3-
D Applications Assuming a 100 ft Setback and Current Application Rate

Y Total

ear Cost
2017 $1,897,283
2018 $1,996,093
2019 $1,278,772
2020 $1,729,988




Methods and Data

Detailed methods can be found in the June 21, 2022, report. Changes in the application of
Method 1 relative to its application in the June 21, 2022, report are presented here. The
differences that characterize the application of Method 2 from the June 21, 2022, report are the
same as the differences for Method 1. The data are the same as in the June 21, 2022, report.

Changes in the application of Method 1: Changes in application methods to retain 100-
foot distance to occupied structures

The updated proposed regulation introduces seasonal differences in the fumigation tables for
1,3-D. For each season there are new maximum block sizes if occupied structures are near the
application site for all non-tarped and some tarped fumigation methods. As in the June 21, 2022,
report, this analysis assumes that all applications would have to choose an application method
and/or split applications into multiple blocks in order to comply with the maximum block size
specified in the proposed regulation for the observed application rate and a 100-ft setback. The
new setbacks and maximum acres for 12-in, 18-in, 24-in, and TIF tarp application methods
proposed by DPR are presented by time period in Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, Table 6 and Table 7,
respectively. Methods with codes 1203, 1204, and 1205 are no longer allowed under the season-
differentiated proposed regulation. No changes from current regulations are proposed for TIF
methods using deeper injection (FFMs 1242, 1247, 1249). These tables were provided to CDFA
by DPR on 5/31/2022.



Table 3: Maximum Block Size (Acres) for Application Rate-Occupied Structure Distance Pairs for

Untarped Application Methods Using 12-in Injection (FFMs 1201, 1202)

a) March-October

Application Rate

Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure

(Ibs/acre) Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 5ac 15 ac 40 ac
110 5ac 10 ac 35 ac
125 4 ac 5ac 25 ac
150 3ac 5ac 15 ac
200 2 ac 3ac 10 ac
250 1ac 2 ac 5ac
300 Not allowed 2 ac 5ac
332 Not allowed 1ac 4 ac

b) November-February

Application Rate

Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure

(Ibs/acre) Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 2 ac 4 ac 10 ac
110 2 ac 3ac 10 ac
125 1ac 3ac 5ac
150 1ac 2 ac 5ac
200 Not allowed 1ac 4 ac
250 Not allowed Not allowed 3 ac
300 Not allowed Not allowed 2 ac
332 Not allowed Not allowed 2 ac




Table 4: Maximum Block Size (Acres) for Application Rate-Occupied Structure Distance Pairs for
Application Methods Using 18-in Injection (FFMs 1206, 1207, 1210, and 1211)

a) March-October

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
110 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
125 Ibs/ac 50 ac 80 ac 80 ac
150 Ibs/ac 25 ac 50 ac 80 ac
200 lbs/ac 15 ac 20 ac 65 ac
250 lbs/ac 5ac 15 ac 40 ac
300 lbs/ac 5ac 10 ac 25 ac
332 Ibs/ac 4 ac 5 ac 20 ac

b) November-February

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 20 ac 35 ac 80 ac
110 Ibs/ac 15 ac 25 ac 65 ac
125 Ibs/ac 10 ac 15 ac 50 ac
150 Ibs/ac 5ac 10 ac 30 ac
200 Ibs/ac 3 ac 5ac 15 ac
250 Ibs/ac 2 ac 4 ac 10 ac
300 Ibs/ac 2 ac 3 ac 10 ac
332 Ibs/ac 1ac 2 ac 5ac




Table 5: Maximum Block Size (Acres) for Application Rate- Occupied Structure Distance Pairs for
Untarped Application Methods Using 24-in Injection (FFMs 1224, 1225, 1226)

a) March-October

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure Setback
Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
110 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
125 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
150 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
200 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
250 Ibs/ac 55 ac 80 ac 80 ac
300 Ibs/ac 30 ac 50 ac 80 ac
332 Ibs/ac 20 ac 40 ac 80 ac

b) November-February

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure Setback
Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
110 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
125 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
150 Ibs/ac 60 ac 80 ac 80 ac
200 lbs/ac 25 ac 40 ac 80 ac
250 lbs/ac 15 ac 20 ac 55 ac
300 lbs/ac 5ac 15 ac 35 ac
332 Ibs/ac 5ac 10 ac 30 ac




Table 6: Maximum Block Size (Acres) for Application Rate-Occupied Structure Distance Pairs for
TIF Application Methods Using Shallow Injection (FFMs 1243, 1245, and 1259)

a) March-October

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure
Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
110 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
125 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
150 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
200 lbs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
250 lbs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
300 lbs/ac 50 ac 80 ac 80 ac
332 lbs/ac 35 ac 65 ac 80 ac

b) November- February

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure
Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
110 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
125 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
150 Ibs/ac 80 ac 80 ac 80 ac
200 lbs/ac 30 ac 50 ac 80 ac
250 lbs/ac 15 ac 25 ac 70 ac
300 lbs/ac 10 ac 15 ac 45 ac
332 lbs/ac 5ac 15 ac 35 ac




Table 7: Maximum Block Size (Acres) for Application Rate-Occupied Structure Distance Pairs for
Drip Application (FFM 1209)

a) March-October

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure
Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 20 ac 40 ac 80 ac
110 Ibs/ac 15 ac 30 ac 80 ac
125 Ibs/ac 10 ac 20 ac 65 ac
150 Ibs/ac 5ac 15 ac 40 ac
200 lbs/ac 3ac 5ac 20 ac
250 lbs/ac 2 ac 4 ac 15 ac
300 Ibs/ac 2 ac 3ac 10 ac
332 lbs/ac 1ac 3ac 10 ac

b) November-February

Application Rate Maximum Application Block Size (ac) and Occupied Structure
Distance

100 ft 200 ft 500 ft
100 Ibs/ac 5ac 10 ac 25 ac
110 Ibs/ac 4 ac 5ac 20 ac
125 Ibs/ac 3ac 5ac 15 ac
150 Ibs/ac 2 ac 4 ac 10 ac
200 lbs/ac 1ac 2 ac 5ac
250 lbs/ac Not allowed 2 ac 5ac
300 lbs/ac Not allowed 1ac 4 ac
332 lbs/ac Not allowed 1ac 3ac

As stated in the June 21, 2022, report,

When choosing an application method, growers balance multiple factors; ideally, they want to

minimize setbacks to occupied structures and costs while maximizing block size and maintaining

pest control efficacy. Season, application rate, application method, occupied structure distance,
and block size can all be adjusted to get the most cost-effective result. We make a series of
assumptions about grower actions to estimate the cost. We assume that:

e Growers will not change application rates; application rates are determined by what is
effective for pest control for that crop so applying at a lower rate for any given method is
largely not an option. Appendix B presents more detailed information on pest management.
Growers will not switch to TIF tarp application methods due to cost. Adding TIF tarp is
currently estimated to cost around $1,150 an acre, including tarp removal. Additionally,
currently there is not a sufficient supply of TIF tarp to allow all crops to use it. If there were a
substantial shift to increased TIF, the price could increase.



e  Growers using shallow injection and TIF tarp will switch to deep injection and TIF tarp when
shallow injection applications would lead to greater setbacks.

e Growers will not increase the setback to occupied structures because in many cases that
would lead to leaving a section of the field untreated. These sections would have to planted
to nematode-resistant plants or left fallow. Nematodes are mobile in the soil and can infect a
field from one untreated section. For perennial crops like almonds, having an untreated
section would risk significant long-term yield loss. For annual crops like sweet potato the
margins are too small to absorb a loss of acreage or yield for the year. We look at the potential
lost acreage in the Method 2 analysis. Appendix B presents more detailed information on pest
management.

e  Growers will choose the least costly application method that maximizes block size. Blocks that
exceed the maximum size based on application method, application rate, and occupied
structure setback are split into smaller blocks that are within the size requirements. In other
words, growers will not shift to an alternative application method or rate in order to increase
the maximum block size, even if that would be sufficient for an existing application to meet
the proposed requirements. Using TIF tarps would allow growers to maintain 80-acre blocks
but comes at a cost. In comparison to the $1,150 per acre cost of TIF, the maximum estimated
cost to split an 80-acre block (derived below) is $1,480, which amounts to $18.50 per acre on
average. There is likely heterogeneity in the cost to split a block across fields and growers.

e  Growers using chemigation (FFM 1209) will add TIF tarps at the cost of $1,150/ac and keep
using chemigation. This is more expensive than switching to deeper injection. However, if a
field is set up to use chemigation, it would likely require significant time and effort to re-do
that field to instead use deep injection.

The updated seasonal regulation added additional considerations.

® \When planting time is flexible, growers will choose to apply in the March-
October timeframe instead of splitting blocks if their desired application does
not meet the November-February restrictions. We assume that planting time
for annual crops is not flexible, and that they will comply with the new
restrictions for the season in which the application was made, including
splitting a field into smaller blocks. For tree and vine crops, there is more
flexibility in when they can plant. For this analysis, we assume that applications
to tree and vine crops that violate the November-February restrictions would
move to March-October.

It is worth noting that particularly hot weather in March would be problematic in the current
scenario. A grower waiting until March to plant an orchard, which is the assumption in this report,
could end up having to wait until the fall or even following March if the desired planting time was
during a severe heat wave. This serves as a caveat that applies to this addendum but not to the
June 21, 2022, report.

As stated in the June 21, 2022, report,
We first identified any application statewide in our study period that would not have been in
compliance under the proposed regulation, assuming they had to comply with the combinations
of application rate, application method and maximum block size required in order to maintain a
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100 ft setback from an occupied structure, regardless of whether or not one is present. Use rates
are rounded up to the next level (i.e., an application with a use rate of 101 Ibs/ac would be bound
by the 110 Ibs/ac rules). Given the assumptions above and DPR’s updated fumigations tables,
applications were separated into three sets: already compliant with the proposed regulation, able
to comply by changing application method, and requiring splitting to comply.

We estimate two types of costs: application method costs and costs associated with splitting fields into
smaller blocks. Based on stakeholder input, we set the cost of converting from 12-in or 18-in injection to
24-in injection depth at $10 per acre due to increased fuel costs®. At the time of this report, adding TIF tarp
cost around $1,150 an acre including tarp removal, as noted above. Any costs that could be associated with
additional soil preparation operations such as deep tillage, if required under some conditions, are not
considered. Given that, and due to the small magnitude of the increase in fuel cost, 24-in injection depth is
the lowest-cost application method for untarped and tarped applications if the method must be altered for
compliance with the proposed regulations.

As described in the June 21, 2022, report, growers incur a time cost when fields must be split in
order to not exceed the maximum block size for a given rate and the lowest-cost application
method. We obtained an estimated cost per split of $185.92. Accordingly, the change in cost for
a field requiring splitting will be the change in application method cost ($10 per acre for 24-in
injection) plus the splitting cost (5185.92 per split).

Results for Alternative Proposed Regulation
Discussion of the results is separated by method.

Method 1: Economic analysis of changes in application methods to comply with 100 ft
setback distance for all 1,3-D applications

Table 8 summarizes the number of violations when the proposed requirements are applied to
historical data.

The number of acres that would have been affected annually by the regulation ranged from
15,045 to 18,066 for low-rate applications, 1,970 to 3,583 for medium-rate applications, and
20,862 to 24,632 for high-rate applications. A total of 38,391-43,528 acres per year would have
been affected. The number of fields out of compliance with the new proposed regulations ranged
from 337 to 432 for low-rate applications, 70 to 133 for medium-rate applications, and 902 to
1,036 for high-rate applications. A total of 1,312 to 1,536 fields per year would have been out of
compliance.

! These fuel cost estimates were obtained prior to the 2022 increases in the cost of fuel.
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Table 8: Incremental Cost Due to 1,3-D Restrictions, 2017-2020

Share of Share of
cost cost dueto

Deep due to deep- Share of cost due
Use Rate #of Affected # of Split  Injection splits injection to TIF 1209
Category Year Violations Acres Splits Cost ($) Cost ($) TIF Cost Total Cost ($) (%) (%) Injection (%)
Low 2017 432 18,066 42 7,809 173,708 799,020 980,536 1 18 81
Low 2018 388 16,271 31 5,764 155,827 791,131 952,721 1 16 83
Low 2019 380 15,784 30 5,578 155,194 304,405 465,177 1 33 65
Low 2020 337 15,045 39 7,251 144,317 705,238 856,805 1 17 82
Medium 2017 133 3,583 55 10,226 35,833 0 46,059 22 78 0
Medium 2018 112 2,626 28 5,206 25,341 105,800 136,347 4 19 78
Medium 2019 103 2,508 23 4,276 23,585 171,925 199,786 2 12 86
Medium 2020 70 1,970 28 5,206 18,003 195,776 218,984 8 89
High 2017 902 21,852 968 179,971 218,516 0 398,486 45 55 0
High 2018 1,036 24,632 1,133 210,647 246,318 0 456,965 46 54 0
High 2019 914 20,862 789 146,691 208,625 0 355,315 41 59 0
High 2020 905 21,376 981 182,388 213,759 0 396,147 46 54 0
Total 2017 1,467 43,500 1,065 198,005 428,057 799,020 1,425,081 14 30 56
Total 2018 1,536 43,528 1,192 221,617 427,485 896,931 1,546,033 14 28 58
Total 2019 1,397 39,155 842 156,545 387,403 476,330 1,020,278 15 38 47
Total 2020 1,312 38391 1,048 194,844 376,078 901,014 1,471,936 13 26 61
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Under the proposed seasonal tables, the addition of TIF tarp for chemigation is a big driver of
cost increases, particularly in the low and medium rate categories. The number of splits required
varied across application rate categories. Low-rate applications required 30-42 splits with a cost
of $5,578 to $57,809 (Table 8). Medium-rate blocks require 23-55 splits and high-rate blocks 789
to 1,133 splits annually to bring them into compliance. For the high-rate fields, the vast majority
of which are tree and vine crops, around 45% of the estimated change in cost is due to the
logistical costs of splitting fields into smaller blocks. Applications requiring splits could incur
higher costs if applicators decide to charge more per acre for smaller blocks and/or charge for
mileage. As stated in the June 21, 2022, report:

Additionally, it is possible that some new maximum block sizes are so small that if all applications
were divided into such blocks applicators simply wouldn’t have the time or resources to treat all
of them in time for planting, particularly if the affected fields are geographically dispersed. That
scenario could likely be resolved by increased hiring and investment in equipment by applicators
but does present a potentially very damaging situation in the short term if growers struggle to
meet planting times and must leave fields fallow.

In total, annual compliance costs ranged from $465,177 to $980,536 for low-rate applications,
from $46,059 to $218,984 for medium-rate applications, and from $355,315 to $456,965 for
high-rate applications (Table 8). The $46,059 for medium-rate applications was from 2017 and is
lower than the other years because no applications had to switch to TIF. For all crops, annual
compliance costs are estimated at $1,020,278-1,546,033 (Table 8).

Costs disaggregated by crop and year are available in Appendix A.

Method 2: Spatial analysis of fields impacted by 100 ft, 200 ft, and 500 ft occupied
structure setback distances in three counties

There were 1,711 1,3-D applications in the three focal counties in total for the years 2017 and
2018. For these counties in total, the estimated costs obtained using Method 1 were $435,257 in
2017 and $240,067 for 2018 (Table 9). Limiting the analysis to the actual fields and acreage
affected by the regulations reduces costs by 66% in 2018 and 76% in 2017 (Table 9).
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Table 9 compares costs from the first analysis (Method 1) and the spatial analysis (Method 2),
disaggregated into costs from splitting blocks, using deeper injection, and using TIF. It also
reports the spatial costs as a share of the first analysis by cost component. Notably, across years
and counties the cost of 24 in-injection under Method 2 is a significantly higher percentage of its
cost under Method 1 than is the case for the cost of block splitting. Limiting the analysis to the

actual fields and acreage affected by the regulations gave estimated costs that were 66% in 2018
and 76% in 2017 (Table 9).
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Table 9. Comparison across Methods of Estimated Cost of Complying with Proposed Regulations on Occupied Structure Setbacks,
Application Methods and Rates, and Maximum Block Size

Method 2 Cost as a Share of

Year Method 1 Costs (S) Method 2 Costs ($) Method 1 Cost (%)

Split Deep In;j. TIF Total Split Deep Inj. TIF Total Split DeeplInj. TIF Total
Fresno 2017 29,189 62,332 0 91,521 18,220 55,454 0 73,674 62 89 80
Kern 2017 28,818 62,947 202,400 294,165 9,668 46,910 158,700 215,277 34 75 78 73
Stanislaus 2017 14,130 35,441 0 49,571 8,366 32,623 0 40,989 59 92 83
Total 2017 72,137 160,720 202,400 435,257 36,254 134,986 158,700 329,940 50 84 78 76
Fresno 2018 22,310 60,100 0 82410 12,643 51,540 0 64,182 57 86 0 78
Kern 2018 31,792 63,890 0 95,683 6,135 45,518 0 51,653 19 71 0 54
Stanislaus 2018 20,451 41,523 0 61,974 10,226 32,600 0 42,826 50 79 0 69
Total 2018 74,554 165,513 0 240,067 29,004 129,658 0 158,661 39 78 0 66
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Table 10, reproduced from the June 21, 2022, report, shows the number of fields with occupied
structures within 100 ft, 200 ft, and 500 ft. There were 268 fields in 2017 and 353 in 2018 with
no occupied structures within 500 ft. This is 33% and 39% of fields, respectively.

Table 10: Number of Fields in 2017 and 2018 with Occupied Structures within 100 ft, 200 ft, and

500 ft Setbacks
Fields with
structures within
Year Setback (ft) setback
2017 100 147
200 223
500 179
2018 100 155
200 226
500 160

Fields with occupied structures within 200 ft would have to use the 100 ft setback rules in Table
5. This was estimated to cost $90,955 in 2017 and $87,053 in 2018, which is 28 and 54% of the
total cost in each year (Table 11).

Applications that did not comply with the proposed regulations on fields with occupied structures
between 200 and 500 ft would need to use deeper injection applications to comply with the
proposed regulations but would be able to use the 200 ft setback rules (Table 5). This was
estimated to cost $33,543 in 2017 and $23,592 in 2018, which is 10% and 15% of the total cost
in each year, respectively (Table 11).

Applications that did not comply with the proposed regulations on fields with no occupied
structures within 500 ft would switch to deeper injection but would be able to use the 500 ft
setback rules in the proposed regulations (Table 5). This was estimated to cost $205,442 in 2017
and $50,974 in 2018, which is 62% and 32% of the total cost in each year, respectively (Table 11).
The higher cost of compliance in 2017 was due to some fields having to add TIF tarp. There was
no TIF added in 2018 in these three counties. This made the estimated compliance cost higher in
2018 using Method 1 but higher in 2017 using Method 2.
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Table 11: Estimated Costs by Year and Occupied Structure Setback Distance in Focal Counties

Setback # of Affected # of Split Cost Deep Injection Cost TIF Total Cost % of Total
(ft) Year Violations Acres Splits ($) ($) 1209 ($) Cost
100 2017 276 6,325 149 27,702 63,253 0 90,955 28
100 2018 294 6,326 128 23,798 63,255 0 87,053 54
200 2017 91 2,797 30 5,578 27,965 0 33,543 10
200 2018 95 2,118 13 2,417 21,176 0 23,592 15
500 2017 89 4,515 16 2,975 43,767 158,700 205,442 62
500 2018 100 4,726 20 3,718 47,256 0 50,974 32
Total 2017 456 13,637 195 36,254 134,986 158,700 329,940 100
Total 2018 489 13,169 161 29,933 131,687 0 161,620 100
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The total estimated cost for the three focal counties to comply with the proposed regulation
using the spatially explicit approach was 76% (2017) and 66% (2018) of the total estimated cost
using the assumption that all fields had a structure within 100 ft. Most of the reduction in
estimated costs is due to fewer splits being required with the larger setback distances. As stated
in the June 21, 2022, report:

Note that these three counties and two years may or may not be representative for all counties in all
years. In particular, none of these are coastal counties where there are more fields using application
methods that would require TIF to be added. However, it does indicate that it is appropriate to treat our
estimates from the first analysis as an upper bound. For growers with blocks farther than 200 ft from an
occupied structure, splitting costs will be lower than what is estimated for all counties on average.
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Appendix A: Estimated Costs by Crop and Year

Commodity Year  Fieldsnotin Acres notin Splits needed  Split costs Deeper injection TIF 1209 Total cost
compliance  compliance costs

ALMOND 2017 384 9,155 659 122,521 91,552 214,073
ALMOND 2018 501 11,198 780 145,018 111,980 256,997
ALMOND 2019 407 8,917 616 114,527 89,166 203,693
ALMOND 2020 421 9,363 680 126,426 93,628 220,053
APPLE 2018 2 19 1 186 190 376
APPLE 2019 2 23 1 186 225 411
APRICOT 2017 5 64 4 744 639 1,383
APRICOT 2018 1 4 - - 40 40
APRICOT 2020 3 65 5 930 650 1,580
ASIAN PEAR 2019 1 7 - - 65 65
BEAN DRIED 2017 1 48 - - 480 480
BEET 2017 2 15 - - 150 150
BEET 2019 - - - - - -
BLACKBERRY 2017 - - - - - -
BLACKBERRY 2018 - - - - - -
BLACKBERRY 2019 - - - - - -
BLACKBERRY 2020 - - - - - -
BLUEBERRY 2017 2 111 10 1,859 1,107 2,966
BLUEBERRY 2018 2 178 16 2,975 1,780 4,755
BLUEBERRY 2019 1 40 3 558 400 958
BROCCOLI 2017 4 113 - - 1,130 1,130
BROCCOLI 2018 - - - - - -
BROCCOLI 2019 2 60 - - 602 602
BROCCOLI 2020 1 33 - - 333 333
BRUSSEL SPROUT 2017 90 1,807 5 930 18,071 19,000
BRUSSEL SPROUT 2018 65 1,294 4 744 12,941 13,684
BRUSSEL SPROUT 2019 82 1,491 3 558 14,909 15,467
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