APPENDIX D: County Level Usage Data Memo (from BEAD).






reflect actual usage. Also, if a record had incomplete information (e.g., pounds applied
were available but area treated was not), the record was kept in the data set and is reflected
in the number of records, but it was not used in the calculation of application rate. The
number of records or observations represents the number of records used in the calculation
of average, maximum, and percentile rates. Blank cells were used in the spreadsheet for
years where usage was reported but data are missing.

Additional area treated and application rate data aggregations are included. Total annual
area treated was calculated for each chemical at the county level by site and pesticide
active ingredient. Application rates were calculated for each chemical-site combination
across all years and counties. Application rates were calculated for each chemical-county
combination across all years and sites.

Methods

1. Combine pesticide usage data for 58 counties for all 17 years from original CDPR
PUR. data.

2. Keep information only on chemicals of interest.

3. Application Rates

a. Calculated as "pounds of active ingredient applied” divided by "area
treated" for each observation.

b. Calculated across all observations within each dataset for each chemical-
county-site-unit treated combination: Average, Maximum, 95th and 99th
Percentiles for application rates, and the Number of records.

¢. The number of records represents the number of records used to calculate
average, maximum, and percentile values.

4. Pounds Applied and Area Treated

a. For each year, chemical-county and site-unit, sum across all records
(applications) to obtain total pounds applied, total area treated, and the
number of records. Note: The number of records represents the records
used to calculate total values and may be in some cases smaller than the
total number of records for each chemical-county-site-unit treated
combination due to missing data.

b. Calculate averape annual pounds applied and average annual area treated
for each data set, including zeros for years with no reported use.

5. Estimation Steps for Aggregated Usage

a. Application Rate:

Calculate across all observations for each data set for each chemical-
county-unit treated combination: Average, Maximum, 95th
Percentile, 99th Percentile for application rates, and the Number of
records. The number of records represents the number of non-missing
records used to calculate average pounds applied and average area
treated.

b. Pounds Applied and Area Treated:

i. Calculate for each year and chemical-county-unit treated
combination: total pounds applied, total area treated, and the number



of records. The number of records represents the number of non-
missing records used to calculate average pounds applied and
average area treated.
ii. Combine estimated values for each data set.
iii. Calculate average annual pounds applied and average annual area
treated within each data set.
iv. Rate by site, Pounds by site, and Pounds by county use similar
procedures but data are aggregated as required.
Note: The number of records represents the number of non-missing
records used to calculate average/max/percentile values and average
pounds applied and average area treated

ERROR PROCESSING AND DATA UNCERTAINTIES

CDPR PUR developed a statistical methodology for identifying outliers in the 1999 — 2010
data for area treated and pounds applied. CDPR PUR documentation explains that errors
in the data can occur for many reasons such as a misplaced decimal, an incorrect measure,
area treated or units are incorrect, or if a diluted concentration of a pesticide is reported.
CDPR PUR describes outliers as an indication of potential errors and recommends that the
following rules be applied: “Pounds of Al per area treated is greater than 200 for non-
fumigants or greater than 1000 for fumipants or pounds of product per area treated is
greater than 50 times the median rate for this product on this commodity."

BEAD removed outliers flagged by CDPR PUR before calculating the reported statistics.
Thus, statistics calculated directly from data obtained from the California Pesticide
Information Portal, the online query service, will not correspond to BEAD's calculated
values.

BEAD provided four values for application rates to illustrate situations where a small
number of observations may skew average and maximum application rates, which may
indicate potential errors. In some cases the average application rate was higher than the
95™ or 99™ percentile because extremely high application rates skewed the average. As
discussed with EFED, these observations were kept in the calculations despite their
extreme values.

BEAD further identified other records of questionable validity in the final data set using
the following criteria:

Average application rate > 95™ percentile

Number of records for pounds applied and area treated do not maich

Arca units are missing or are labeled “miscellaneous™

Less than one pound applied per year'

Less than one acre or 100 square feet treated per year'

Calculated application rate is less than 0.1 1b per acre (or per sq foot) '

Less than four records of use (area, pounds, or application rate) within each dataset.

! Not applicable to rodenticides and pyrethroids due to low use rates.
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