
 

 
 

 
  
    

   
    

 
   

 
  

 
           

             
             

 
             
             

           
              

             
            

               
          
             

           
       

 
             

            
            

           
            
             

             
              

              
            

            
              

           
            

             
     

 
            

            

Jacqueline Campion 
Department of Cannabis Control 
2920 Kilgore Rd 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

April 30, 2025 

Dear Ms. Campion: 

Thank you for submitting the standardized regulatory impact assessment (SRIA) and 
summary (Form DF-131) for the proposed Pesticide Testing regulation, as required in the 
California Code of Regulations, title 1, section 2002 (a)(1) for major regulations. 

In February of this year, Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) released an updated 
list of pesticides for use for the cultivation of cannabis and provided recommended 
action levels (detectable pesticide residue levels) for testing cannabis products. The 
pesticides list provided by DPR in 2017 had been adopted into regulation with required 
testing for each batch of cannabis and cannabis products. New scientific data on 
pesticide toxicity and residue levels have emerged since then, therefore now allowing 
DPR to reassess the risk of pesticide residues found in cannabis. Changes in federal and 
state risk assessment methodologies and advancements in lab testing technologies 
have also highlighted the need for more precise and health-based action levels. The 
proposed regulations would set new residual pesticide testing standards and methods 
for the now 80 recommended pesticides. 

The Department of Cannabis Control (DCC) will revise the action levels for residual 
pesticide and redefine the Limits of Quantification (LOQ), the lowest concentration that 
a laboratory can quantitatively detect, for each pesticide. Establishing lower LOQs will 
prevent laboratories and distributors from falsely passing pesticide residue testing and 
ensure products that reach the market meet consistent minimum standards based on 
current science and data. The proposed regulation is estimated to impact the 22 
licensed testing laboratories that conduct the majority of the compliance testing. As a 
result, the SRIA estimates that the testing laboratories would incur costs of $1.36 million 
per laboratory due to increased labor, materials, and equipment costs for a total of 
nearly $30 million industry-wide for all 22 labs. The proposed regulation also estimates 
that the updated standards would lead to additional processing time which would 
reduce the supply of cannabis, resulting in reduced surplus revenue of $66.5 million on 
average from consumers, producers and retailers. The benefits of the proposed 
regulation were not quantified, but would result from the reduced amount of products 
with harmful levels of chemicals reaching consumers, as well as creating equal testing 
standards throughout laboratories. 

Finance generally concurs with the methodology in the SRIA, with the following 
exceptions. First, the SRIA must include quantitative estimates within the fiscal impact 



              
            

           
               

              
              

              
             

              
            

            
               

            
            

            
 

 
            

            
             

               
               
  

 

 
 
 
 

  
  

 
      

         
        
  

analysis. DCC acknowledges that fiscal impacts will be minimal and will be absorbed 
through the existing budget, however all quantitative estimates must be estimated and 
disclosed regardless of magnitude. In addition, the SRIA should discuss and quantify 
impacts to state revenue, such as losses in sales tax revenue resulting from the reduced 
surplus revenue in the fiscal impacts section in addition to the investment in the state 
and taxes section. Second, the SRIA must include two regulatory alternatives to the 
proposed regulation, not including the status quo in the absence of the regulation. No 
action is simply the current regulatory environment and the baseline for the regulation. 
Instead, as one of the provided alternatives is taking a less stringent approach, we 
suggest providing an analysis with a more stringent approach as the second 
alternative. Third, DCC estimates that half of the 22 licensed laboratories would be 
eliminated, however the cost analysis seems to indicate that all 22 active labs would be 
impacted. Agency should clarify what the expected impacts are and update the 
impact analysis accordingly. Finally, the SRIA discusses the indirect and induced effects 
as net impacts, however the analysis should disclose the impacts separately without 
netting. 

These comments are intended to provide sufficient guidance outlining revisions to the 
impact assessment. If any significant changes to the proposed regulations result in 
economic impacts not discussed in the SRIA, please note that the revised economic 
impacts must be reflected on the Standard Form 399 for the rulemaking file submittal to 
the Office of Administrative Law. Please let us know if you have any questions regarding 
our comments. 

Sincerely, 

Somjita Mitra 
Chief Economist 

cc: Ms. Dee Dee Myers, Director, 
Development 
Mr. Kenneth Pogue, Director, Office of Administrative Law 
Ms. Nicole Elliott, Director, Department of Cannabis Control 


