
 

Appendix C
 

A History of Pesticide 

Regulation in California
 

California has regulated pesticides for more than a century. 

7KURXJK�WKH�OHJLVODWLYH�SURFHVV��VWDWH�ODZPDNHUV�KDYH�HVWDEOLVKHG�D�FRPSUHKHQ-
sive body of law to give California pesticide regulators the tools needed to control 
pesticide sales and use, and to assess and control potential adverse effects. 

7KH�VWDWH¶V�¿UVW�SHVWLFLGH�UHODWHG�ODZ�ZDV�SDVVHG�LQ������DQG��VLQFH�WKH�����V��D� 
body of increasingly science-based pesticide law and regulation has come into be-
ing. As we begin the second century of pesticide regulation, we build and improve 
upon these developments. 

7RGD\��'35
V�PLVVLRQ�LV���7R�SURWHFW�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW�E\�UHJ-
XODWLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�VDOHV�DQG�XVH��DQG�E\�IRVWHULQJ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�� Paris green was a popular 

pesticide in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries. The arsenic 
compound was used to kill rats in 
Parisian sewers, thus the name. 

EARLY PESTICIDE REGULATION: FOCUS ON CONSUMER 


FRAUD
 

$UVHQLF��F\DQLGH�DQG�RWKHU�QDWXUDO�SRLVRQV�KDYH�EHHQ�XVHG�IRU�FHQWXULHV�WR�NLOO� 
insects and rodents in homes and on farms. In the mid-1800s, farmers found they 
FRXOG�XVH�D�FRPPRQ��DUVHQLF�FRQWDLQLQJ�SDLQW�SLJPHQW��FDOOHG�3DULV�JUHHQ��WR�NLOO� 
LQVHFWV�LQ�WKHLU�¿HOGV��2WKHU�DUVHQLF�EDVHG�LQVHFWLFLGHV�IROORZHG�LQ�WKH�����V� 

French grape growers accidentally discovered that a combination of hydrated 
OLPH�DQG�FRSSHU�VXOIDWH�FRXOG�¿JKW�SRZGHU\�PLOGHZ�IXQJXV��6LQFH�ODERU�IRU�ZHHG� 
removal was cheap and readily available, farmers were not generally interested in 
using herbicides. 

Into the early decades of the 20th century, insecticide and fungicide use was not 
ZLGHVSUHDG��DQG�ZDV�FRQ¿QHG�ODUJHO\�WR�KLJK�YDOXH�WUHH�IUXLW�FURSV��$OWKRXJK�D� 
few scientists expressed concerns over pesticide residues, arsenic was not consid-
ered harmful in the small amounts remaining on sprayed produce. The chemical 
ZDV�XVHG�WR�FRORU�SDSHU��FDQGOHV��DUWL¿FLDO�ÀRZHUV��IDEULFV��WR\V��SODWHV��FDUSHWV�DQG� 
clothing. Little thought was given to the potential hazards of cumulative exposure. 

Government regulation of pesticides focused on protecting users from fraud 
by ensuring product quality. Pesticides and many products of the time, includ-
ing foods and drugs, were often adulterated or mislabeled. It was not unusual for 
PDQXIDFWXUHUV�WR�PDNH�H[WUDYDJDQW�FODLPV�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV�WKDW�ZHUH�XVHOHVV� 
at best and sometimes even destructive to the plants on which they were used. 

1HZ�<RUN�SDVVHG�WKH�QDWLRQ¶V�¿UVW�SHVWLFLGH�ODZ�LQ�������&DOLIRUQLD¶V�¿UVW�ODZ�� 
passed in 1901, was concerned only with preventing consumer fraud in sales of 
Paris green, the most widely used insecticide. Dealers were required to submit 
product samples to the University of California (UC) agricultural experiment sta-
WLRQ�ZLWK�GRFXPHQWDWLRQ�GHVFULELQJ�EUDQG�QDPH��SRXQGV�LQ�HDFK�SDFNDJH��QDPH� 
and address of manufacturer, and percentage of Paris green. UC analyzed samples 
DQG�VHOOHUV�RI�GH¿FLHQW�SURGXFWV�ZHUH�JXLOW\�RI�D�PLVGHPHDQRU��5HVXOWLQJ�¿QHV� 
ranged from $50 to $200 ($1,100 to $4,700 in 2015 dollars). 

In 1910, Congress passed the Federal Insecticide Act, a labeling law focused on 
protecting consumers from ineffective pesticides or deceptive labeling. The statute 
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applied to both insecticides and fungicides, not previously covered by any laws. 
However, the legislation contained neither a federal registration requirement nor 
DQ\�VLJQL¿FDQW�VDIHW\�VWDQGDUGV�� 

California’s parallel legislation, the State Insecticide and Fungicide Act of 1911 
(Chapter 653), was also concerned mainly with mislabeling and adulteration but 
went beyond federal law. It required manufacturers, importers and dealers of insec-
ticides and fungicides to register their products for a $1 fee with UC, submitting a 
VWDWHPHQW�RQ�³WKH�FRPSRQHQW�SDUWV�RI�WKH�VXEVWDQFHV�ZKLFK�WKH\�SURSRVHG�WR�RIIHU� 
for sale.” Proper labeling was required with the product name, manufacturer’s 
name and address, and place of manufacture. The registration application had to 
EH�DFFRPSDQLHG�E\�D�FKHPLFDO�DQDO\VLV�VKRZLQJ�³WKH�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�HDFK�VXEVWDQFH� 
claimed to have insecticidal value, the form in which each is present and the ma-
WHULDOV�IURP�ZKLFK�GHULYHG��DQG�WKH�SHUFHQWDJH�RI�LQHUW�LQJUHGLHQWV�´�7KLV�ZDV�³WR� 
HQDEOH�WKH�XVHU�WR�NQRZ�WKH�LQVHFWLFLGDO�YDOXH�RI�WKH�PDWHULDO��DQG�DOVR�WR�PDNH�WKH� 
manufacturer more careful as to the composition of his products.” This provision 
ZDV�GHVFULEHG�DV�WKH�³PRVW�UDGLFDO�RI�DQ\�RI�WKH�UHTXLUHPHQWV��DQG�ZDV�WKH�RQH� 
most seriously objected to by those who wished to oppose the law … Practically 
WKH�RQO\�VHULRXV�REMHFWLRQV�FDPH�IURP�WKH�PDNHUV�RI�µVHFUHW¶�UHPHGLHV�ZKR�KDG� 
EHHQ�SUR¿WLQJ�E\�WKH�XVH�RI�¿FWLWLRXV�QDPHV�´ 

The statute required UC to analyze all registered pesticides yearly. However, 
E\�������WKH�QXPEHU�RI�UHJLVWHUHG�SURGXFWV�JUHZ�WR�DERXW���������PDNLQJ�DQQXDO� 
analysis impractical. The law was amended that year (Chapter 612) to delete the 
requirement for yearly analysis. At the same time, lobbying by manufacturers and 
dealers prompted the California Legislature to delete the mandate for detailed 
SURGXFW�ODEHOLQJ��UHTXLULQJ�LQVWHDG�D�³JHQHUDO´�VWDWHPHQW�RI�WKH�FRQWHQWV��$QRWKHU� 
1913 bill (Chapter 211) exempted several classes of products from registration, 
LQFOXGLQJ�KRXVHKROG�LQVHFWLFLGHV��IRU�H[DPSOH��À\SDSHU��PRWKEDOOV�DQG�DQW�SRLVRQ��� 
VKHHS�GLS��OLFH�NLOOHU�DQG�VXOIXU��$PHQGPHQWV�LQ������SURYLGHG�IRU�DQ�H[WUD�UHJLV-
WUDWLRQ�IHH�DQG�IRU�8&�WR�LVVXH�FHUWL¿FDWHV�RI�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�� 

In 1919, the Legislature created (Statutes of 1919, Chapter 325) the California 
Department of Agriculture (CDA). Transferred to the new department were duties 
previously handled by several state boards and commissioners, including those 
RYHUVHHLQJ�KRUWLFXOWXUH��GDLU\�IDUPV��YLWLFXOWXUH��FDWWOH�SURWHFWLRQ��SURGXFH�PDUNHW-
ing, and weights and measures. 

In 1921, legislation (Chapter 352) brought the county horticultural commission-
HUV��ODWHU�FDOOHG�FRXQW\�DJULFXOWXUDO�FRPPLVVLRQHUV��XQGHU�&'$¶V�³VXSHUYLVLRQ�DQG� 
control.” Commissioners had no statutory role in overseeing pesticide use. Their 
DVVLJQHG�GXWLHV�LQFOXGHG�³SURWHFWLRQ�RI�>DJULFXOWXUH�DQG�SUHYHQWLQJ@�WKH�LQWURGXF-
tion of insects and diseases, or animals, injurious to fruit, fruit trees, vines, bushes 
RU�YHJHWDEOHV�´�$QRWKHU�GXW\�ZDV�³VWDQGDUGL]DWLRQ�RI�IUXLWV��YHJHWDEOHV��DQG�RWKHU� 
plant products,” ensuring that fruits and vegetables met minimum quality and 
labeling standards. 

,Q�LWV�¿UVW�DQQXDO�UHSRUW�LQ�������&'$�VDLG�D�QHZ�ODZ�ZDV�QHHGHG�WR�UHJXODWH� 
pesticide manufacture and sale to: 

•		 Encourage the manufacture and sale of standard and well-tried remedies. 

•		 Discourage the sale of poorly compounded or low-grade remedies pre-
pared in a poorly equipped factory, or by the careless manufacturer.
	

•		 Prohibit the sale of worthless preparations placed on the market either 

through ignorance or with intent to defraud.
	

•		 Prohibit the sale of preparations which are injurious to cultivated plants 

or domestic animals, or are a menace to the public health.
	

"The laws previous to 1901 had, 
as their principal concern, the 
regulation of the sale of Paris 

green, as this substance was the 
¿UVW�WR�EH�PDGH�FRPPHUFLDOO\�� 

— The Workings of the California 
Insecticide Law (1914) 

The Legislature responded by passing the Economic Poison Act of 1921 (Chap-
ter 729). (Economic poison is a synonym used for pesticide. Legislation in the 
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1990s substituted code references to economic poison with the more commonly 
understood term pesticide.) It transferred regulatory authority over pesticides from 
UC to the agriculture department and expanded regulatory authority beyond insec-
ticides and fungicides. A related statute (Chapter 606) allowed the new department 
WR�VHW�XS�D�³GLYLVLRQ�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�FKHPLVWU\´�WR�EHWWHU�FDUU\�RXW�LWV�QHZ�UHVSRQVL-
bilities. 

$������&'$�UHSRUW�FDOOHG�WKH�(FRQRPLF�3RLVRQ�$FW�³D�QRYHOW\�LQ�OHJLVODWLRQ�RI� 
this type, there being no other law, state or national, regulating the manufacture 
and sale of rodent poisons and weed poisons.” The legislation gave CDA authority 
to control not only the manufacture and sale but also the use of pesticides. 

7KH�&'$�UHFRJQL]HG�ORFDO�SHVWLFLGH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DV�HVVHQWLDO��³7KH�VWDWH�LV�D� 
ODUJH�RQH�´�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�VDLG��³DQG�WR�DWWHPSW�WR�GLVWULEXWH�D�FRUSV�RI�LQVSHFWRUV� 
ODUJH�HQRXJK�WR�GHWHFW�IUDXGXOHQW�SUDFWLFHV�ZRXOG�EH�D�KRSHOHVV�WDVN�«�$UUDQJH-
PHQWV�DUH�QRZ�EHLQJ�PDGH�IRU�WKH�DSSRLQWPHQW�RI�¿YH�RU�VL[�FRXQW\�KRUWLFXOWXUDO� 
commissioners to act as collaborators in the enforcement of the Economic Poison 
Act.” 

The Economic Poison Act required that applications for pesticide registration 
submit information on how the product was formulated (but not necessarily its in-
gredients), and a sample to ensure quality standards. CDA was authorized to cancel 
or deny registration of products found detrimental to agriculture or public health 
RU�³VKRZQ�WR�KDYH�OLWWOH�RU�QR�YDOXH�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVH�«�LQWHQGHG�´�7KURXJKRXW�WKH� 
����V��&'$�XVHG�LWV�LQ�KRXVH�ODEV�WR�³WHVW�WKH�HI¿FDF\�RI�LQVHFWLFLGHV�DQG�IXQJL-
cides for which it appears extravagant claims have been made.” Evidence gathered 
ZDV�XVHG�WR�¿OH�PLVGHPHDQRU�FKDUJHV�DJDLQVW�WKH�PDQXIDFWXUHU�LI�WKH�SURGXFW�ZDV� 
already registered, or to cancel or refuse registration. 

CDA’s authority to deny or cancel registration of pesticides from a manufacturer 
³DWWHPSWLQJ�WR�VHOO�IUDXGXOHQW�RU�ZRUWKOHVV�LQVHFWLFLGHV´�ZDV�XSKHOG�LQ�D������ 
appellate court decision, overturning a lower court that had declared the 1921 
(FRQRPLF�3RLVRQ�$FW�XQFRQVWLWXWLRQDO��*UHJRU\�Y��+HFNH�� 

Although CDA had the authority to refuse to register a pesticide if it was proven 
ineffective, without accompanying authority to require data to evaluate a product 
before it was registered, the department was forced to grant registration. The Leg-
islature closed this loophole in 1929 (Chapter 604) when it gave the department 
DXWKRULW\�WR�UHTXLUH�³SUDFWLFDO�GHPRQVWUDWLRQ�DV�PD\�EH�QHFHVVDU\´�WR�GHWHUPLQH� 
WKDW�SURGXFWV�ZHUH�HIIHFWLYH�DQG�ZHUH�QRW�³JHQHUDOO\�GHWULPHQWDO�RU�VHULRXVO\�LQ-
jurious to vegetation.” Although the statutes allowed cancellation based on health 
RU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�SUREOHPV��WKH�DFNQRZOHGJHG�IRFXV�RI�SURJUDPV�RI�WKH�WLPH�ZDV� 
DGXOWHUDWLRQ�DQG�PLVEUDQGLQJ��&'$¶V������DQQXDO�UHSRUW�VDLG�LWV�SURJUDP�³DI-
fords protection to the consumer as to quality and quantity and to the manufacturer 
by preventing unfair competition.” Hundreds of product samples were analyzed 
HDFK�\HDU�DQG�DERXW����SHUFHQW�ZHUH�URXWLQHO\�IRXQG�³H[WHQVLYHO\�GH¿FLHQW�´�%\� 
WKH�����V��WKDW�SHUFHQWDJH�KDG�GURSSHG�WR�DERXW����SHUFHQW�DQG�GH¿FLHQFLHV�ZHUH� 
DWWULEXWHG�PRUH�WR�³LUUHGXFLEOH�HUURU�LQ�PDQXIDFWXULQJ�WHFKQLTXH�DQG�QRW�WR�DQ� 
attempt to defraud.” Modern manufacturing techniques in recent decades have all 
but eliminated product quality problems. 

It remains to be seen whether 

or not the income derived from 


licenses required by the Economic 

3RLVRQ�/DZ�ZLOO�EH�VXI¿FLHQW�IRU� 

its full enforcement. It is probably 
that some support by State 

appropriation will be needed if the 
law is to be made effective .... 

— 1921 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

The 1921 Economic Poisons 
Act gave the California 

Department of Agriculture 
authority to control not only the 
manufacture and sale but also 

the use of pesticides. 

THE 1920S: FOOD PESTICIDE RESIDUES BECOME A 


CONCERN
 

Public concern about pesticide residues on food did not arise until the 1920s. 
Pesticide use by farmers was increasing, as were reports of illnesses and well-pub-
OLFL]HG�VHL]XUHV�RI�IUXLW�ZLWK�KLJK�DUVHQLF�OHYHOV�E\�KHDOWK�RI¿FLDOV�LQ�PDMRU�FLWLHV�� 
In 1927, CDA began analyzing small quantities of fresh produce for residues. In 
1927, the Legislature passed the Chemical Spray Residue Act (Chapter 807) which 
PDGH�LW�LOOHJDO�WR�SDFN��VKLS��RU�VHOO�IUXLWV�RU�YHJHWDEOHV�ZLWK�KDUPIXO�SHVWLFLGH� 

California Department | 121 
of Pesticide Regulation 



 Appendix C: A History of Pesticide Regulation in California
 

residues. It also set allowable residue levels (tolerances) that mirrored those set by 
the federal government that same year. The legislation established monitoring pro-
grams designed not only to safeguard the consumer but also to certify California-
grown fruit as free of excess residues. 

In 1934, the Economic Poison Act was amended to prohibit pesticide sales in 
DQ\WKLQJ�RWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW¶V�FRQWDLQHU��ZLWK�³QDPH�DQG�SHUFHQW�RI�HYHU\� 
ingredient … intended for use on or sold for application to any food crop in such 
a way as to leave a residue deleterious to health must be plainly stated on label.”
'HOHWHULRXV�UHVLGXHV�ZHUH�GH¿QHG�DV�UHVLGXHV�RI�DUVHQLF��ÀXRULQH�DQG�OHDG��WKH� 
only chemicals for which the federal government had tolerances established. CDA  
expanded its monitoring program to sample for these residues. 

In the late 1930s and 1940s, pesticide residue sampling expanded to test for 
QHZO\�LQWURGXFHG�V\QWKHWLF�RUJDQLF�SHVWLFLGHV�OLNH�''7��,Q�������WKH�6SUD\� 
5HVLGXH�$FW�ZDV�DPHQGHG�WR�H[SDQG�WKH�GH¿QLWLRQ�RI�SRWHQWLDOO\�KDUPIXO�VSUD\� 
UHVLGXHV�WR�HQFRPSDVV�³DQ\�SHVWLFLGH�RU�FRQVWLWXHQW�WKHUHRI�ZKLFK�RQ�SURGXFH�LV� 
harmful to human health in quantities greater than a maximum amount or permis-
sible tolerances established by rules and regulations of the director.” 

Today, DPR’s residue monitoring program is the largest state program of its 
NLQG��,W�FRQWLQXHV�WR�VDPSOH�IUHVK�SURGXFH��WDNLQJ�VDPSOHV�IURP�ZKROHVDOH�DQG� 
UHWDLO�RXWOHWV��GLVWULEXWLRQ�FHQWHUV��DQG�IDUPHUV�PDUNHWV��(See Chapter 7 for more 
information on DPR’s residue monitoring program.) 

We should not encourage spraying 

... unless we know just exactly 


what we are spraying for. Perhaps 

you do not all agree with this 


statement because it is a common 

thing to talk about spraying 


insurance … but as a general 

rule the man who sprays with that 


idea in mind and doesn’t know 

just exactly what he is spraying 

for, or what he ought to use, is 


not getting results in his spraying. 

Spraying requires a knowledge of 

the pests which are on the trees. 


It requires a thorough knowledge 

of insecticides and fungicides, 


and until we have that knowledge, 

we can not do spraying that is 


altogether effective.
 

— 1922 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

NEW PESTICIDES PROMPT NEW CONTROLS 

By the mid-1930s, a wider variety of pesticides was being used, including 
pyrethrins, rotenone, zinc sulfate, petroleum oils and the new products of organic 
FKHPLVWU\��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��DV�&'$�UHSRUWHG�LQ�������³FKHPLVWV��KDYH��V\QWKHVL]HG� 
HPXOVL¿HUV��ZHWWLQJ�DJHQWV��VROYHQWV�DQG�VLPLODU�DGMXYDQWV�RU�DFFHVVRU\�VXEVWDQFHV� 
which … greatly facilitate accomplishment of pest control.” That same year, the 
GHSDUWPHQW�H[SUHVVHG�FRQFHUQ�DERXW�WKH�³KD]DUGV�RI�QHZ�SURGXFWV´� 

The rapid increase in the use of synthetic organic chemicals illustrates 
the need for study to provide for intelligent handling of products of this 
nature. Possible industrial health hazards of new products should be an-
ticipated. Problems constantly arise as to hazards to workers not only in 
PL[LQJ�RI�FKHPLFDOV�EXW�LQ�PDNLQJ�¿HOG�DSSOLFDWLRQV��:KHQ�D�FKHPLFDO�LV� 
not acutely poisonous, generally little is known as to the extent of its inju-
riousness. Information should be at hand with regard to insidious chronic 
poisoning of newly developed materials, as well as to their acute toxicity. 

It would be another 40 years before the state’s pesticide regulators received legal 
DXWKRULW\�DQG�GHYHORSHG�WKH�VFLHQWL¿F�H[SHUWLVH�WR�EHJLQ�WKH�WDVN�RI�FROOHFWLQJ�GDWD� 
and analyzing the potential long-term effects of pesticide exposure. By the late 
����V��IDUPHUV�ZHUH�XVLQJ�IDU�OHVV�LQRUJDQLF�DUVHQLF���OHDG��DQG�ÀXRULQH�EDVHG� 
FRPSRXQGV��1HZ�RUJDQLF�FRPSRXQGV�OLNH�''7������'�DQG�HWK\O�SDUDWKLRQ�ZHUH� 
revolutionizing agriculture, increasing yields and reducing the need for labor-
intensive weed and insect control methods. 

The number of registered pesticides continued to grow as manufacturers rushed 
WR�PDUNHW�WKH�QHZ�SURGXFWV�RI�RUJDQLF�FKHPLVWU\��,Q�������WKHUH�ZHUH�DERXW������� 
SURGXFWV�PDUNHWHG�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�IRU�SHVW�FRQWURO��,Q�WKH�QH[W����\HDUV��WKH�WRWDO�KDG� 
doubled to about 3,500 products and in 1945, more than 7,100 pesticide products 
were offered for sale. Eleven years later, there were nearly 12,000 pesticide prod-
XFWV�RQ�WKH�PDUNHW� 

As of 2016, there were about 13,000 pesticide products registered in California, 
containing about 1,000 active ingredients, including spray adjuvants. Federally, 
more than 19,000 products are registered by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
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Agency (U.S. EPA). 

In 1947, Congress responded to the increasing use of pesticides by enacting the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). This law governed 
the registration, sale, possession and use of pesticides. It required that pesticides 
distributed in interstate commerce be registered with the U.S. Department of 
$JULFXOWXUH��86'$���/LNH�HDUOLHU�ODZV��),)5$�ZDV�PRUH�FRQFHUQHG�ZLWK�SURGXFW� 
TXDOLW\�DQG�HI¿FDF\�WKDQ�ZLWK�VDIHW\��+RZHYHU��WKH�VWDWXWH�GHFODUHG�SHVWLFLGHV� 
³PLVEUDQGHG´�LI�WKH\�ZHUH�KDUPIXO�WR�SHRSOH��DQLPDOV�RU�YHJHWDWLRQ��H[FHSW�ZHHGV�� 
when properly used. 

Major defects in the new law soon became clear. The registration process was 
largely a hollow formality since USDA had no power to refuse registration, even 
for a chemical considered dangerous. The only way USDA could deal with an 
XQVDIH�SURGXFW�ZDV�WR�WDNH�OHJDO�DFWLRQ�IRU�PLVEUDQGLQJ�RU�DGXOWHUDWLRQ��ZLWK�WKH� 
burden of proof on the government. Congress did not address this aspect of FIFRA 
until it changed the law to strengthen regulatory authority in 1964. 

In California, regulators had clearer authority. Since the passage of the Econom-
ic Poison Act of 1921 and its 1929 amendments, CDA (later, DPR) could cancel 
or refuse the registration of any pesticide determined to be ineffective, damaging 
to non-target organisms, or detrimental to public health and safety when properly 
used. CDA also had authority to cancel or refuse registration to registrants who 
made false or misleading statements about their products. 

FIFRA provided no authority to the federal government to regulate pesticide use 
LQ�WKH�¿HOG��7KDW�ZDV�QRW�WUXH�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��ZKHUH�VWDWH�UHJXODWRUV�KDG�VRPH�DX-
thority over use practices since the 1920s. This became important with the dramat-
ic increase in pesticide use in the late 1940s. Growers experimented with the new 
products, applying them in various ways on a variety of crops, sometimes with 
LQDGHTXDWH�NQRZOHGJH�RI�WKHLU�HIIHFWV�RU�WR[LFLW\��3HVWLFLGH�GULIW�FDXVHG�GDPDJH�WR� 
QRQWDUJHW�FURSV�DQG�NLOOHG�OLYHVWRFN�DQG�KRQH\EHHV��,PSURSHU�DSSOLFDWLRQV�FDXVHG� 
LQMXU\�DQG�GHDWK�WR�ZRUNHUV�DQG�RWKHUV��6WDWH�UHJXODWRUV�UHDOL]HG�WKH\�QHHGHG�VWURQ-
ger, more targeted control measures. 

/HJLVODWLRQ�LQ������SXW�D�FOHDU�HPSKDVLV�RQ�VDIHW\�DQG�OHG�WR�WKH�VWDWH¶V�¿UVW� 
regulations that governed pesticide handling and imposed controls on certain 
pesticides with the potential to cause injury to people, crops or the environment. 
Permits were required to possess or use these pesticides. With passage of this stat-
ute, regulation of professional applicators moved from the county level to become 
a responsibility shared by the state and county agricultural commissioners (CACs). 

In 1949, state law was amended to expand state labeling requirements to adju-
vants. In 1967, legislation gave the CDA clear authority to require registration and 
RYHUVHH�WKH�XVH�RI�DGMXYDQWV��$GMXYDQWV��HPXOVL¿HUV��VSUHDGHUV��ZHWWLQJ�DJHQWV�DQG� 
RWKHU�HI¿FDF\�HQKDQFHUV��PXVW�EH�UHJLVWHUHG�DV�SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD��7KH�IHGHUDO� 
government does not require registration. 

&DOLIRUQLD¶V�UHJXODWLRQV�FRQWLQXHG�WR�EH�¿QH�WXQHG�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�����V�DV�DQ� 
LQFUHDVLQJ�QXPEHU�RI�FKHPLFDOV�ZHUH�LQWURGXFHG�WR�WKH�PDUNHW��'HWDLOHG�UHJXOD-
tions were adopted, including buffer zones to protect crops and homes, and restric-
tions on nozzle sizes, wind speeds and other factors to limit pesticide drift. Also, 
in 1954, pesticide use reporting in the state was strengthened when state regulators 
DVNHG�IRU�UHSRUWV�RQ�JURXQG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�DFUHDJH�� 

/HVV�WKDQ�¿YH�SHUFHQW�RI�WKH� 
registrants cause more than 


95 percent of the enforcement 

problems. It is believed that in time 


uniformly handled regulations 

not only will outlaw the bad 


practices of the few but will protect 

the many from unscrupulous 

competition and in addition 


provide a bulwark of consumer 

FRQ¿GHQFH�WKURXJKRXW�WKH� 

agricultural chemical business. 

— 1934 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

California has had limited pesticide use reporting since 1934. County agricul-
tural commissioners (CACs) required agricultural pest control operators to send 
monthly reports. County requirements varied but many included a statement for 
each application showing the grower’s name, location, treatment date, crop, acres 
or other units treated, target pest, type of pesticide used, and the strength and 
amount of the pesticide applied. The Food Safety Act of 1989 gave the Department 
of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) clear statutory authority to require full reporting of 
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agricultural pesticide use, and DPR adopted regulations for full use reporting in 
1990. (For more information on Pesticide Use Reporting, see Chapter 9) 

The 1960s forever changed the way society viewed pesticides. Although prob-
lems had been apparent for some time—most noticeably, concerns about possible 
acute health effects and the increasing resistance of some pests to the new prod-
ucts—the signal event was the publication in 1962 of Silent Spring. Author Rachel 
Carson presented compelling arguments that pesticides and other chemicals were 
being used with little regard for their effect on human health or the environment. 
Silent Spring�LV�ZLGHO\�FRQVLGHUHG�WR�KDYH�VSDUNHG�WKH�PRGHUQ�HQYLURQPHQWDO� 
movement. 

In subsequent years, Congress passed several environmental statutes touching on 
pesticide regulation to various degrees, including the Clean Water Act, Clean Air 
Act, Endangered Species Act and Occupational Safety and Health Act. In 1969, 
Congress passed the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), which required 
IHGHUDO�DJHQFLHV�WR�FRQVLGHU�HQYLURQPHQWDO�PDWWHUV�EHIRUH�XQGHUWDNLQJ�QHZ�DF-
tions. In 1970, Congress created the U.S. EPA to bring cohesion to expanding 
federal environmental programs. Both the USDA pesticide registration functions 
and U.S. Food and Drug Administration’s tolerance-setting authority were trans-
ferred to U.S. EPA. 

These are good laws and everyone 
knows they work. Under them, 

the department has endeavored to 
work with vision and does those 

things that are generally accepted 
as honestly sound by the best 

informed persons. 

— 1938 California Department 
of Agriculture annual report 

FUNCTIONAL EQUIVALENCY UNDER THE CALIFORNIA 


ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT
 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), passed in 1970, requires 
state and local agencies to follow a protocol of analysis and public disclosure of 
environmental impacts of proposed projects. CEQA applies to most projects con-
ducted by a public agency, supported by public funds or which must be permitted, 
licensed or approved in some way by a public agency. 

In 1976, the state Attorney General issued an opinion on the roadside use of 
herbicides in Mendocino County. The Attorney General determined that when the 
county issued permits for the use of pesticides, it was a government activity sub-
ject to the provisions of CEQA. This meant that CACs throughout the state would 
have to prepare an environmental impact report (EIR) or a determination of no sig-
QL¿FDQW�DGYHUVH�LPSDFWV��QHJDWLYH�GHFODUDWLRQ��EHIRUH�DSSURYLQJ�DQ\�RI�WKH�PRUH� 
than 60,000 restricted material permits issued each year. Similarly, the department 
would be required to prepare an EIR or negative declaration before issuing any of 
roughly 11,000 pesticide product registrations each year. 

The Legislature immediately placed a moratorium on applying CEQA to the pes-
ticide regulatory program. In 1977, the state formed an Environmental Assessment 
7HDP�WR�SUHSDUH�D�³PDVWHU´��SURJUDPPDWLF��(,5�FRYHULQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�DOO�UHJLVWHUHG� 
SHVWLFLGHV�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�VWDWH��$IWHU�PRUH�WKDQ�D�\HDU¶V�ZRUN��WKH�WHDP�FRQFOXGHG� 
WKDW�WKH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�ODFNHG�PHFKDQLVPV�WR�PHHW�&(4$�SURFHGXUDO�UHTXLUH-
ments and that existing processes could not be easily adapted to serve. Also, the 
WHDP�FRQFOXGHG��³WKH�PDJQLWXGH�RI�WKH�VWDWH�SURJUDP�SUHYHQWV�DQ\�UHDVRQDEOH�DW-
tempt to consider in a single report all of the information CEQA requires for each 
pesticide regulatory decision.” 

The determination that the program was inadequate to meet the needs of CEQA  
led to the passage of AB 3765 (Chapter 308, Statutes of 1978). It required CDFA  
WR�HVWDEOLVK�UXOHV�DQG�UHJXODWLRQV�WKDW�FRXOG�EH�FHUWL¿HG�E\�WKH�6HFUHWDU\�RI�WKH� 
Resources Agency as the functional equivalent of an EIR or negative declara-
WLRQ��7KLV�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ�PHDQV�WKH�DJHQF\�PDQDJLQJ�WKH�SURJUDP�GRHV�QRW�KDYH�WR� 
prepare an EIR or negative declaration on each activity it approves. Instead, the 
FHUWL¿HG�SURJUDP�KDV�WR�LQFOXGH�JXLGHOLQHV�IRU�WKH�HYDOXDWLRQ�RI�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V� 
actions consistent with the department’s environmental purpose. The program pro-
vides for consultation with other agencies, and public notice and comment. 
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7R�JDLQ�DSSURYDO�IRU�FHUWL¿HG�VWDWXV��&')$�H[SDQGHG�LWV�UHYLHZ�RI�GDWD�EHIRUH� 
registration, changed regulations relating to pesticide registration and evaluation, 
and set up procedures to ensure public notice of its proposed registration actions 
and decisions. 

Regulations were also added to require CACs, before issuing restricted material 
permits, to evaluate the proposed application site and to consider feasible alterna-
WLYHV�DQG�PLWLJDWLRQ�PHDVXUHV�LI�VLJQL¿FDQW�ULVN�H[LVWV��7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�DOVR�HVWDE-
lished the Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee to create a mechanism 
for interaction between the department and other state agencies that have responsi-
bility for resources affected by pesticides. 

,Q�'HFHPEHU�������WKH�&')$�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�ZDV�FHUWL¿HG�E\�WKH� 
Resources Agency as functionally equivalent to the EIR requirements of CEQA. 
$Q\�VXEVWDQWLDO�FKDQJHV�LQ�WKH�FHUWL¿HG�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDP�PXVW�EH�VXEPLWWHG�WR� 
the Secretary of the Resources Agency for review. The Secretary has the authority 
WR�GHFLGH�LI�WKH�FKDQJH�DOWHUV�WKH�SURJUDP�VR�WKDW�LW�QR�ORQJHU�PHHWV�WKH�TXDOL¿FD-
WLRQ�IRU�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ� 

The staff of the Bureau consists 
of the administrative, laboratory, 
inspection, and sampling forces, 

who make investigations of 
suspected violations of law, 
conduct hearings, draw and 
DQDO\]H�RI¿FLDO�VDPSOHV�RI�� 

and observe and report upon, 
products sold to the public. Farm 

advisers, county agricultural 
commissioners, branches of the 
Department and the University, 
DQG�RWKHU�RI¿FLDO�DJHQFLHV�KDYH� 

cooperated as experts on 
technical problems. 

— 1940 California Department of 
Agriculture annual report 

CREATING A SCIENCE-BASED REGULATORY AGENCY 

,Q�������&KDSWHU�������DQG�������&KDSWHU��������&DOLIRUQLD�SDVVHG�ODQGPDUN� 
OHJLVODWLRQ�WKDW�UHTXLUHG�D�³WKRURXJK�DQG�WLPHO\�HYDOXDWLRQ´�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�EHIRUH� 
registration and gave the California Department of Agriculture (CDA) clearer au-
thority to establish criteria for studies to be submitted by pesticide manufacturers. 
This legislation also gave the department distinct authority to place restrictions on 
KRZ�SHVWLFLGHV�PD\�EH�XVHG��7KH�&'$�ZDV�UHTXLUHG�WR�EHJLQ�³DQ�RUGHUO\�SURJUDP� 
of continuous evaluation” of pesticides already registered and eliminate from use 
those posing a danger to the agricultural or nonagricultural environment. (More 
information on pesticide registration is in Chapter 3; for continuous evaluation, 
see Chapter 4.)�,Q�������WKH�&'$�KLUHG�LWV�¿UVW�VFLHQWLVWV�WR�UHYLHZ�GDWD�VXEPLWWHG� 
to support registration requests. The department previously had relied on scientists 
at the University of California and other state agencies. 

Legislation in 1972 (Chapter 225) changed the CDA’s name to the California 
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�)RRG�DQG�$JULFXOWXUH��&')$��DQG�WKH�³$JULFXOWXUDO�&RGH´�WR� 
³)RRG�DQG�$JULFXOWXUDO�&RGH�´�7KH�FKDQJHV�UHFRJQL]HG�D�EURDGHU�PDQGDWH�QRW� 
only to promote and protect agriculture but also protect public health, safety and 
welfare. 

Also in 1972, legislation (Chapter 794) gave CDFA primary responsibility for 
HQVXULQJ�³WKH�VDIH�XVH�RI�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�IRU�VDIH�ZRUNLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV�IRU�IDUP-
ZRUNHUV��SHVW�FRQWURO�DSSOLFDWRUV��DQG�RWKHU�SHUVRQV�KDQGOLQJ��VWRULQJ�RU�DSSO\LQJ� 
SHVWLFLGHV��RU�ZRUNLQJ�LQ�DQG�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH�WUHDWHG�DUHDV�´�&')$�ZDV�GLUHFWHG�WR� 
adopt regulations to carry out the mandate, including rules on pesticide handling, 
SHVWLFLGH�VWRUDJH��SURWHFWLYH�FORWKLQJ��ZRUNHU�HQWU\�LQWR�WUHDWHG�¿HOGV�DQG�¿HOG� 
posting. The legislation made enforcement of the rules the joint responsibility of 
&')$�DQG�&$&V��7KH�VWDWXWH�PDGH�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RI�SHVWLFLGH�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\� 
UHJXODWLRQV�WKH�³MRLQW�DQG�PXWXDO�UHVSRQVLELOLW\´�RI�&')$�DQG�WKH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI� 
Health. With the formation of the California Environmental Protection Agency 
�&DO(3$��LQ�������WKRVH�UROHV�ZHUH�WUDQVIHUUHG�WR�'35�DQG�&DO(3$¶V�2I¿FH�RI� 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), respectively. 

In 1972, Congress overhauled FIFRA to strengthen enforcement and shift its 
HPSKDVLV�IURP�ODEHOLQJ�DQG�HI¿FDF\�WR�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�DQG�WKH�HQYL-
ronment. U.S. EPA was given exclusive authority over product labeling (preempt-
ing states from requiring their own label language). The law established national 
standards for certifying restricted-pesticide applicators. It also prohibited states 
from registering pesticides not registered federally. After California imposed extra 
data requirements as a condition of pesticide product registration, industry groups 
sued the state in 1980. They argued FIFRA preempted states from imposing their 
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own registration requirements and fees. A federal district court found in favor of 
the state, ruling there was no federal preemption of state registration requirements. 
The litigants also tried unsuccessfully to persuade Congress to amend FIFRA to 
prevent states from requiring data that were different from, or in addition to, data 
required by U.S. EPA. 

,Q�&DOLIRUQLD��SHVWLFLGH�XVH�HQIRUFHPHQW�DQG�ZRUNSODFH�VDIHW\�SURYLVLRQV� 
expanded in the 1970s. Federal grant money that accompanied the passage of the 
�����),)5$�DPHQGPHQWV�DOORZHG�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�XSJUDGH�LWV�HQIRUFHPHQW�¿HOG� 
RI¿FHV�ZLWK�DGGHG�VWDII��7KLV�PDGH�SRVVLEOH�PRUH�WUDLQLQJ�DQG�LPSURYHG�VXSHUYL-
sion of local pesticide enforcement by CACs. Field inspection procedures were 
standardized, their scope widened to include all aspects of pesticide use (with an 
HPSKDVLV�RQ�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\���UHFRUGNHHSLQJ��VWRUDJH�DQG�GLVSRVDO��(For more infor-
mation on enforcement, see Chapters 1 and 2.) 

Regulations adopted in the 1970s required pesticide handlers to receive safety 
training, that they be provided protective clothing and equipment, and mandated 
ORQJHU�LQWHUYDOV�EHIRUH�ZRUNHUV�FRXOG�UHHQWHU�WUHDWHG�¿HOGV��&DOLIRUQLD�DOVR�EHFDPH� 
WKH�¿UVW�VWDWH�WR�UHTXLUH�KDQGOHUV�WR�XVH�FORVHG�V\VWHPV�ZKHQ�PL[LQJ�DQG�ORDGLQJ� 
certain highly toxic pesticides into application equipment. The department also 
established a pesticide illness reporting and investigation system still unique in the 
nation. (For more information on DPR’s worker safety program, see Chapter 8.) 
Each year, a report is issued to the public with a summary of illness data. 

In 1977, CDFA recognized the increasing importance of pesticide regulation by 
elevating the program to division status. From the 1920s through the 1950s, pesti-
cide registration and regulation had been one function of the department’s bureau 
(later division) of chemistry. When the department’s chemistry laboratories were 
consolidated, regulation of both pesticides and fertilizers became the province of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Chemicals and Feed within the Division of Inspection 
Services. In 1977, pesticide functions were split off to CDFA’s new Division of 
3HVW�0DQDJHPHQW��(QYLURQPHQWDO�3URWHFWLRQ�DQG�:RUNHU�6DIHW\� 

With the 1980s came far-reaching legislation that added authority and responsi-
bilities to the regulatory program. CDFA’s pesticide expertise encompassed mul-
tiple media (air, water, soil, and impacts on human health and wildlife), prompting 
a 1983 gubernatorial executive order giving the pesticide program primacy over 
pesticide regulation. This lead role was reinforced by the Legislature, which in 
passing several legislative mandates, maintained the department’s primacy in pes-
ticide safety and enforcement and in evaluating and controlling the environmental 
effects of pesticides. 

Increasing concern about air pollution resulted in the 1983 passage of the Toxic 
Air Contaminant Act (Chapter 1047, AB 1807) to give state agencies clear author-
ity to control airborne toxins. DPR evaluates pesticides in air and, in cooperation 
ZLWK�VFLHQWL¿F�UHYLHZHUV��GHWHUPLQHV�SRWHQWLDO�ULVNV��3HVWLFLGHV�LGHQWL¿HG�DV�7$&V� 
are subject to extra controls. (See Chapters 4 and 10 for more information on 
DPR’s toxic air contaminant program.) 

In 1984, the Legislature passed the Birth Defect Prevention Act (Chapter 669, 
SB 950). It requires DPR to collect chronic health effects studies on all pesticides. 
This increased the responsibilities of the Registration Branch and led to creation 
of the Medical Toxicology Branch (later renamed the Human Health Assess-
PHQW�%UDQFK���ZKLFK�HYDOXDWHV�WR[LFRORJLFDO�GDWD�DQG�SUHSDUHV�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQWV�� 
California has the only pesticide regulatory program in the country with a large 
VFLHQWL¿F�DQG�WHFKQLFDO�VWDII�WKDW�HYDOXDWHV�WR[LFRORJ\��HQYLURQPHQWDO�DQG�RWKHU� 
GDWD�UHTXLUHG�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDWLRQ��DQG�WKDW�FRQGXFWV�FRPSUHKHQVLYH�ULVN�DV-
sessments. (See Chapter 5 for more information on risk characterization and the 
Birth Defect Prevention Act.) 

In the 1970s, a series of laws and 
regulations bolstered worker 

protections. 

The Pesticide Contamination Prevention Act (Chapter 1298, Statutes of 1985, 
AB 2021) focused on mitigating the effects of pesticides in ground water. The law 
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required the department to set up a database of wells sampled for pesticides, to 
collect data on the physical properties of pesticides that might lead to ground water 
contamination, and to control the use of and monitor for these pesticides. (See 
Chapter 10 for more information on the ground water monitoring program.) 

7KH�����V�DOVR�PDUNHG�WKH�FRQWLQXHG�H[SDQVLRQ�RI�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�SHVWLFLGH� 
HQIRUFHPHQW�SURJUDP��(QIRUFHPHQW�%UDQFK�VWDI¿QJ�ZDV�LQFUHDVHG�DQG�OHJLVOD-
tion passed to strengthen enforcement authority. AB 1614 (Chapter 943, Statutes 
RI�������DXWKRUL]HG�&$&V�WR�OHY\�GLUHFW�FLYLO�SHQDOWLHV�IRU�YLRODWLRQV�RI�VSHFL¿HG� 
provisions relating to pesticides. Later legislation (Chapter 843, Statutes of 1989, 
AB 1873) gave CDFA (and, later, DPR) authority to levy civil penalties for the 
VDOH�RI�XQUHJLVWHUHG�RU�PLVODEHOHG�SHVWLFLGHV��DQG�IRU�SDFNLQJ��VKLSSLQJ�RU�VHOOLQJ� 
of produce containing illegal pesticide residues. AB 1142 (Chapter 908, Statutes of 
1988) improved the director’s authority to seize and destroy a crop treated with a 
pesticide not registered for that crop. 

In 2000, DPR was given authority to levy civil penalties up to $5,000 per 
violation for serious cases resulting from high-priority investigations or multi-
jurisdictional violations (Chapter 806, SB 1970). Also in 2000, CACs were 
JLYHQ�WKH�DXWKRULW\�WR�UHIXVH��VXVSHQG�RU�UHYRNH�UHVWULFWHG�PDWHULDOV�SHUPLWV�RI� 
LQGLYLGXDOV�ZKR�LJQRUH�¿QHV�RU�ODZIXO�RUGHUV��,Q�������$%�����LQFUHDVHG�WKH� 
¿QHV�&$&V�FRXOG�LPSRVH�WR��������SHU�YLRODWLRQ��,Q�������6%�����EHFDPH�ODZ�� 
allowing DPR and CACs to impose penalties for each person exposed as a result 
of a violation. 

DPR's programs are funded in 
large part by the "mill," which is 
an assessment paid by pesticide 
manufacturers based on sales. ENSURING STABLE FUNDING 

A long-standing policy of CDFA was that the state’s General Fund should be 
XVHG�IRU�SURJUDPV�WKDW�GLUHFWO\�EHQH¿WHG�WKH�SXEOLF�RU�DJULFXOWXUH�LQ�JHQHUDO�� 
3URJUDPV�RI�GLUHFW�EHQH¿W�WR�DQ�LGHQWL¿DEOH�SDUW�RI�LQGXVWU\�ZHUH�WR�EH�VXSSRUWHG� 
by special charges or fees. However, these distinctions were seldom easy to decide 
and quantify as programs grew in responsibility and complexity. In any case, de-
partmental policies did not have the force of law. The governor and the Legislature 
determined the source and division of funding. 

Pesticide and pest control legislation in the early part of the 20th century was 
sponsored by the regulated industry and focused on preventing fraudulent practices 
and unfair competition. Activities clearly related to registration and product quality 
ZHUH�IXOO\�IXQGHG�E\�LQGXVWU\�IHHV��ZKLFK�ZHUH�LQFUHDVHG�DV�QHFHVVDU\�WR�NHHS�WKH� 
programs self-supporting. Public health protection became part of the regulatory 
program mission in 1927, when the Chemical Spray Residue Act became law and 
residue testing of fresh produce began. The General Fund provided all or most of 
the funding for this program until 2003, when the department became funded by 
special funds. 

In 1971, the mill assessment on pesticide sales was enacted (set then at $0.008 
per dollar of pesticide sales) to help support the pesticide regulatory program. 
Beginning in the 1990s, the Legislature approved a series of increases in the mill 
assessment and, at the same time, decreased the General Fund support for the 
GHSDUWPHQW��,Q�WKH���������¿VFDO�\HDU��WKH�*HQHUDO�)XQG�FRPSULVHG�WZR�WKLUGV�RI� 
the regulatory program budget. By 2000-01, the percentage was reversed, with 
the DPR Fund funding 69 percent of program costs. Since 2003, the department’s 
budget has been based almost entirely on fees and the mill assessment on pesticide 
manufacturers’ sales. In 2006, the mill assessment was increased to 2.1 cents per 
dollar of pesticide sales (for more on DPR’s funding, see Chapter 13). 

In 1993, the Legislature passed AB 770 (Chapter 1176) to ensure that all people 
RU�EXVLQHVVHV�WKDW�ZHUH�WKH�¿UVW�VHOOHUV�RI�DJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWLFLGHV�LQWR�&DOLIRUQLD² 
ZKHWKHU�D�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDQW��EURNHU�RU�GHDOHU²SD\�WKH�UHTXLUHG�DVVHVVPHQW�RQ� 
their sales. Pesticide dealers already had to be licensed; the bill created a new 
OLFHQVH�FDWHJRU\�IRU�DJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWLFLGH�EURNHUV��UHTXLULQJ�WKHP�WR�KDYH�D�'35� 
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license to conduct business with or within California. The law also made it illegal 
for anyone to buy a pesticide labeled for agricultural use except from a person 
OLFHQVHG�DV�D�SHVW�FRQWURO�GHDOHU�RU�EURNHU��7KH������SDVVDJH�RI�$%�������&KDSWHU� 
�����H[SDQGHG�EURNHU�OLFHQVLQJ�WR�LQFOXGH�¿UVW�VHOOHUV�RI�QRQDJULFXOWXUDO�SHVWL-
cides. (See Chapter 13 for a more detailed discussion of regulatory funding.) 

The California Environmental 
Protection Agency was 

established in 1991. That same 
year, DPR was created. 

PESTICIDE REGULATION BECOMES A CALEPA DEPARTMENT 

,Q�������&DOLIRUQLD¶V�HQYLURQPHQWDO�DXWKRULW\�ZDV�XQL¿HG�LQ�D�VLQJOH�FDELQHW� 
level agency—the California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA). This  
brought the Air Resources Board (ARB), State Water Resources Control Board,  
and Integrated Waste Management Board (IWMB) under an umbrella agency with  
WKH�QHZO\�FUHDWHG�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�7R[LF�6XEVWDQFHV�&RQWURO��'76&��DQG�2I¿FH� 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). As part of this reorga-
nization, the pesticide regulation program was removed from CDFA and given  
departmental status as the Department of Pesticide Regulation within CalEPA.  
Pesticide-related statutory responsibilities and authorities were transferred to  
DPR. The pesticide residue laboratory remained with CDFA and local enforce-
ment authority with CACs. 

In 2009, legislation transferred the Structural Pest Control Board from the  
'HSDUWPHQW�RI�&RQVXPHU�$IIDLUV��'&$��WR�'35��,W�ZDV�WUDQVIHUUHG�EDFN�WR�'&$� 
in 2013, as directed under the Governor's Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 2012. The  
Structural Pest Control Board licenses businesses and individuals who conduct 
structural pest control. 

CalEPA was created to improve environmental protection by coordinating  
multimedia issues in a single agency. DPR long had a cross-media program ad-
dressing water, air, soil and biological organisms. Other regulatory agencies have 
MXULVGLFWLRQ�DQG�DXWKRULW\�RYHU�VSHFL¿F�PHGLD��VXFK�DV�&DO(3$¶V�$LU�5HVRXUFHV� 
Board and State Water Resources Control Board. DPR has entered into formal 
agreements with these and other agencies to ensure a coordinated and effective 
approach to pesticide regulation regardless of the media affected. Besides these  
written agreements, DPR engages in frequent interagency consultations. Such  
FRQVXOWDWLRQV�PD\�EH�SURJUDP�VSHFL¿F��)RU�H[DPSOH��LQ�WKH�HDUO\�����V�'35� 
ZRUNHG�ZLWK�'76&��$5%�DQG�WKH�,QWHJUDWHG�:DVWH�0DQDJHPHQW�%RDUG�WR�DGGUHVV� 
proper disposal or burning of empty agricultural pesticide bags and containers. 

In other instances, the consultation may be more systematic, as with DPR’s  
Pesticide Registration and Evaluation Committee, which brings together repre-
sentatives of public agencies whose activities or resources may be affected by  
the use of pesticides. It meets about six times a year to advise DPR on regulatory  
development and reform initiatives. 

By the early 1990s, DPR grew into a fully functional environmental regulator,  
addressing mandates and needs that had been neglected or underserved. These  
included legislative mandates imposed in the 1980s—most notably requirements  
to collect and evaluate health effects and ground water data on pesticides. These  
mandates—the Birth Defects Prevention Act and Pesticide Contamination Pre-
vention Act—gave DPR the authority to require the data it needed to more thor-
oughly evaluate the health and environmental effects of the products it registers to  
guide its regulatory decisions.  

DPR also stepped up efforts to carry out its mandate to encourage the devel-
RSPHQW�RI�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW��7KHVH�HIIRUWV�LQFOXGHG�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK� 
VFKRRO�GLVWULFWV�DFURVV�WKH�VWDWH�WR�LPSOHPHQW�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SHVWLFLGH�SURJUDPV� 
utilizing Integrated Pest Management (IPM)—which emphasizes prevention and  
non-chemical controls—and, in 1998, awarding a consortium of school districts  
to develop a training curriculum for school IPM and a school pesticide record-
NHHSLQJ�V\VWHP��,Q�������'35�DOVR�HVWDEOLVKHG�LWV�,30�,QQRYDWRU�$ZDUG�SURJUDP� 
to recognize individuals and organizations that emphasize pest prevention, favor  
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least-hazardous pest control, and share their successful strategies with others. 

In 1997, DPR’s IPM Alliance Grant Program was created to help fund projects  
that increase implementation and adoption of IPM practices. DPR is one of the  
few government agencies nationally awarding grants to help develop and demon-
VWUDWH�LQQRYDWLYH�SHVW�PDQDJHPHQW�SUDFWLFHV�WKDW�UHGXFH�WKH�ULVNV�DVVRFLDWHG�ZLWK� 
pesticide use. 

DPR Worker Health and 

Safety outreach at the Mexican 


Consulate in Sacramento.
 

DPR IN THE 21ST CENTURY 

6LQFH�LWV�FUHDWLRQ��'35�KDV�VLJQL¿FDQWO\�VWUHQJWKHQHG�LWV�SURJUDPV�SURWHFW-
ing public health and the environment, and has promoted public involvement,  
outreach and transparency. In addition, DPR has adopted programs to stimulate  
UHVHDUFK�DQG�FROODERUDWLRQ�WR�GHYHORS�SURGXFWV�RU�SUDFWLFHV�WR�UHGXFH�ULVN�LQ�SHVW� 
management.  

,Q�������'35�DGRSWHG�QHZ�UHJXODWLRQV�WKDW�SODFHG�UHVWULFWLRQV�RQ�KRZ�WKH�¿HOG� 
IXPLJDQW�PHWK\O�EURPLGH�FRXOG�EH�XVHG�WR�SURWHFW�ERWK�SHVWLFLGH�ZRUNHUV�DQG� 
WKRVH�QHDU�DSSOLFDWLRQV��7KHVH�UHVWULFWLRQV�LQFOXGHG�QRWL¿FDWLRQV�WR�QHLJKERULQJ� 
SURSHUWLHV��OLPLWDWLRQ�RQ�ZRUN�KRXUV��DQG�DSSOLFDWLRQ�PHWKRGV��,Q�������DGGL-
WLRQDO�UHJXODWLRQV�ZHUH�DGRSWHG�WR�OLPLW�WKH�ULVNV�WR�ERWK�ZRUNHUV�DQG�E\VWDQGHUV� 
from methyl bromide use that included a limit on the amount that could be used  
monthly in any township. 

In 2005 and 2006, DPR launched major initiatives to reduce volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs) emitted into the air by pesticides that contribute to poor air 
quality (smog). DPR conducted several reevaluations of nonfumigant pesticides 
ZKLFK�UHVXOWHG�LQ�SHVWLFLGH�PDNHUV�UHIRUPXODWLQJ�VHYHUDO�KLJK�XVH�DQG�KLJK�92&� 
contributing pesticide products and replacing them with low-VOC contributors. 
The next year, DPR began the process of developing and adopting regulations 
WR�OLPLW�WKH�PHWKRGV�XVHG�WR�DSSO\�¿HOG�IXPLJDQWV�WR�UHGXFH�92&�HPLVVLRQV��,Q� 
early 2008, regulations went into effect that restricted fumigation methods in 
those areas of the state most impacted by poor air quality. In 2012, DPR adopted 
regulations to further reduce and control emissions by placing restrictions on 
certain nonfumigant pesticides in the San Joaquin Valley during the months when 
air quality is typically the worst. 

$QRWKHU�IXPLJDQW��VXOIXU\O�ÀXRULGH��XVHG�SULPDULO\�WR�SURWHFW�VWUXFWXUHV�IURP� 
WHUPLWHV�DQG�UHODWHG�LQVHFWV��ZHQW�WKURXJK�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�DQG�UHHYDOXDWLRQ� 
process. As a result, in 2013, measures required by regulation for some structural 
IXPLJDWLRQV�ZHUH�PDGH�PRUH�VWULQJHQW�WR�SURWHFW�ZRUNHUV�� 

,Q�������EDVHG�XSRQ�D�ULVN�DVVHVVPHQW�WKDW�SURYLGHG�DQ�LQ�GHSWK�VFLHQWL¿F� 
analysis, and after a series of three community meetings, DPR developed a num-
EHU�RI�PHDVXUHV�UHVWULFWLQJ�WKH�XVH�RI�WKH�¿HOG�IXPLJDQW�FKORURSLFULQ�WR�SURWHFW� 
the public. The measures are implemented by permit condition and labels require-
ments, and include increasing the buffer zone around an application, the size of  
the application, and time when an application can occur. 

%H\RQG�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�KXPDQ�KHDOWK��VHYHUDO�DFWLRQV�ZHUH�WDNHQ�WR�SURWHFW�WKH� 
HQYLURQPHQW��,Q�������'35�DGRSWHG�UHJXODWLRQV�WKDW�LGHQWL¿HG����S\UHWKURLG� 
pesticides with a high potential to contaminate surface water used in outdoor 
nonagricultural (structural, residential, institutional, and industrial) settings and 
WKDW�UHTXLUH�XVHUV�WR�WDNH�FHUWDLQ�PHDVXUHV�WR�PLQLPL]H�WKH�SRWHQWLDO�IRU�VXFK� 
contamination. In 2014, DPR passed other regulations to limit the use of certain 
rodenticides (second generation anticoagulant rodenticides, SGARs) that create a 
hazard to wildlife that prey on the rodents targeted. 

In recent years, DPR has increased both outreach and regulatory efforts to 
SURWHFW�WKRVH�ZKRVH�MRE�UHTXLUHV�WKHP�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGHV��'35�HPSOR\HHV� 
DWWHQG�ZRUNVKRSV��WUDLQLQJ�VHVVLRQV��DQG�RWKHU�HYHQWV�WKDW�GUDZ�IDUPZRUNHUV�� 
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IDUPHUV��DSSOLFDWRUV��DQG�RWKHUV��6LQFH�������WR�SURWHFW�ZRUNHUV�DW�ULVN�RI�SHVWL-
cide exposure, DPR has produced numerous publications, radio public service  
DQQRXQFHPHQWV��DQG�YLGHRV�DGGUHVVLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�VDIHW\�DQG�ZKDW�WR�GR�LI�D�ZRUNHU� 
is exposed or becomes ill. In 2014, DPR created a bilingual brochure with infor-
mation on licensing requirements for maintenance gardeners who apply pesti-
cides. Learning that a license is required and qualifying for one will give these  
individuals information to ensure their safety and the safety of others as they use  
SHVWLFLGHV�LQ�WKHLU�ZRUN��'35��ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�8�6��(3$��DOVR�SURGXFHG�D�YLGHR� 
series in Spanish, Mixteca and Zapoteca on pesticide safety. The videos are used  
in training in both agricultural and urban outreach settings. In 2015, DPR also  
updated its Pesticide Safety Information Series, published in English, Spanish and  
3XQMDEL��7KH�VHULHV�SURYLGHV�LQIRUPDWLRQ�RQ�VDIHW\�UHTXLUHPHQWV�IRU�ZRUNHUV� 

DPR has been continuously strengthening regulations to protect persons han-
GOLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�ZRUNLQJ�LQ�DQG�DERXW�SHVWLFLGH�WUHDWHG�DUHDV��5HJXODWLRQV�LQ� 
�����VSHFL¿HG�PRUH�VWULQJHQW�UHVSLUDWRU\�SURWHFWLRQ�DQG��LQ�������LPSURYHG�KD]-
DUG�FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�ZDV�UHTXLUHG��,Q�������H[LVWLQJ�UHJXODWLRQV�UHTXLULQJ�VSHFL¿F� 
W\SHV�RI�SURWHFWLYH�HTXLSPHQW�EH�XVHG�E\�ZRUNHUV�XVLQJ�SHVWLFLGHV�ZHUH�FODUL-
¿HG�DQG�LPSURYHG��LQFOXGLQJ�UHTXLULQJ�SURWHFWLYH�H\HZHDU�DQG�JORYHV�WKDW�PHHW� 
nationally recognized standards. In the same year, additional regulations were  
DGRSWHG�WR�EHWWHU�SURWHFW�ZRUNHUV�PL[LQJ�SHVWLFLGHV��,Q�������'35�PRYHG�IRUZDUG� 
to align any of its regulations that did not already meet or go beyond the new fed-
HUDO�DJULFXOWXUDO�ZRUNHU�SURWHFWLRQ�VWDQGDUG�E\�WKH�HIIHFWLYH�GDWH�RI�-DQXDU\������ DPR's A Community Guide to 

Recognizing & Reporting Pesticide 
Problems is available online at: 

www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/dept/ 
comguide/ 

In Spanish: http://www.cdpr. 
ca.gov/docs/dept/comguide/ 

spanish/index_sp.htm 

Communication, access 

To bring the public into the regulatory discussion, DPR has been active in  
FRPPXQLFDWLQJ�DQG�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�SXEOLF�RQ�SHVWLFLGH�LVVXHV��,Q�������DV�SDUW� 
of CalEPA’s Environmental Justice Action Plan, DPR collaborated with a commu-
nity advisory group to set up a monitoring project in a rural farm community to  
determine pesticide levels over an extended period. The committee provided input  
RQ�NH\�HOHPHQWV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�LQFOXGLQJ�LWV�JRDOV�DQG�WKH�PRQLWRULQJ�VLWHV��3DUOLHU� 
LQ�)UHVQR�&RXQW\�ZDV�VHOHFWHG��%HVLGHV�LQYROYLQJ�WKH�SXEOLF�IRU�WKH�¿UVW�WLPH�LQ� 
SODQQLQJ�D�PRQLWRULQJ�SURMHFW��RWKHU�DVSHFWV�RI�WKH�SURMHFW�EURNH�QHZ�JURXQG�� 
DPR released preliminary results and evaluations as the project continued, post-
ing interim reports online and discussing them with the local advisers at public 
meetings; DPR conducted pesticide air monitoring for over 12 months in a single  
community; and the project monitored a substantial number of pesticides—40 in  
DOO��LQFOXGLQJ�SHVWLFLGH�EUHDNGRZQ�SURGXFWV��7KDW�VDPH�\HDU��FRQWLQXLQJ�LWV�HIIRUWV� 
to engage the public, DPR launched an automated, toll-free phone line (1-87Pes-
tLine) that gives callers their county agricultural commissioner's phone number  
and then offers to transfer the call.  

In 2008, DPR published a 34-page Community Guide to Recognizing and Re-
porting Pesticide Problems. Topics include what to do in a pesticide emergency,  
D�GLVFXVVLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�GULIW�DQG�RGRU��DQG�D�FKHFNOLVW�WR�UHFRUG�GHWDLOV�DERXW�D� 
SHVWLFLGH�LQFLGHQW��$IWHU�WKH�¿UVW�SULQWLQJ�RI�������FRSLHV�UDQ�RXW��'35�SULQWHG� 
several thousand more, including a Spanish-language version. DPR sent the guide 
to more than 900 community health centers, county health departments and to  
every public library in the state. It may be downloaded from the DPR website and  
free copies are available on request. 

In addition, since 2012, DPR has continued to build a presence on social media 
WR�FRQQHFW�ZLWK�WKH�SXEOLF��7KH�GHSDUWPHQW�XVHV�)DFHERRN��/LQNHG,Q��7ZLWWHU�� 
and YouTube to communicate its mission and achievements and to disseminate  
training materials in English and Spanish. In 2014, DPR also held a series of four  
ZRUNVKRSV�IRU�&$&V²³1HLJKERUV�DW�WKH�(GJH´²WR�JHQHUDWH�GLDORJ�DERXW�SHVWL-
cide use concerns in areas where development abuts agricultural land. 

In 2003, DPR launched the web-based California Pesticide Information Por-
tal—CalPIP. CalPIP provides access to pesticide use data that must be reported 
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by agricultural and structural applicators. It allows the public to search the data  
pesticide, crop, and location (see Chapter 9 for more on pesticide use reporting). 
8VHUV�FDQ�WKHQ�WLH�WKLV�NQRZOHGJH�WR�LQIRUPDWLRQ�DERXW�VSHFL¿F�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFWV� 
using DPR’s database of more than 13,000 registered pesticide products including  
the manufacturer, active ingredient, target pests, sites where the product can be  
applied, and certain chemical and environmental characteristics. 

In 2005, DPR introduced an online tool that gives pesticide users and CACs  
customized information to protect California’s 300-plus endangered and threat-
ened species. The Pesticide Regulation Endangered Species Custom Real-time  
,QWHUQHW�%XOOHWLQ�(QJLQH��35(6&5,%(��DOORZV�XVHUV�WR�FKHFN�IRU�XVH�OLPLWDWLRQV� 
intended to protect sensitive species based on geographical area and pesticides of 
interest. 

In 2009, DPR introduced a web-based search engine of DPR’s database of  
pesticide-related illnesses and injuries. California Pesticide Illness Query (Cal-
PIQ) includes illness and injury data since 1992. Users can request data based  
on customized variables, including year and county where the incident occurred,  
ZKHWKHU�WKH�XVH�ZDV�LQ�DJULFXOWXUH�RU�QRW��DQG�VSHFL¿F�SHVWLFLGH�E\�WR[LFLW\�FDW-
egory, active ingredient or intended use. 

DPR training videos in Spanish, 

Mixteco and Zapoteco.
 

Other activities 

7KH�+HDOWK\�6FKRROV�$FW�RI�������+6$��PDQGDWHG�'35�WR�ZRUN�ZLWK�VFKRROV� 
to implement integrated pest management (IPM) programs that encourage effec-
WLYH�SHVW�FRQWURO�ZLWK�OHVV�ULVN�RI�KDUP�WR�SHRSOH�DQG�WKH�HQYLURQPHQW��7KH�+6$� 
UHTXLUHG�'35�WR�GHYHORS�D�PRGHO�SURJUDP�JXLGHERRN��UHVRXUFH�LQIRUPDWLRQ��DQG� 
training program. In 2007, amendments to the HSA expanded DPR’s responsibil-
LW\�WR�LQFOXGH�ZRUNLQJ�ZLWK�GD\FDUH�FHQWHUV��'35�DFWLRQV�LQFOXGHG�GHYHORSLQJ� 
educational materials, training school district staff, and creating an extensive web-
site of information oriented toward school employees. In 2010, DPR extensively  
XSGDWHG�DQ�HDUOLHU�ERRNOHW��RULJLQDOO\�FUHDWHG�EHIRUH�WKH�+6$�DQG�ODWHU�LPSURYHG� 
to assist schools in implementing IPM programs. In 2013, DPR developed a Child  
Care IPM Video Series, with outreach materials and training. In 2014, further  
amendments to the HSA required any person applying pesticides at a schoolsite to  
be trained annually. In 2016, DPR began providing online IPM training modules  
for school and daycare employees, volunteers, and contractors. 

DPR has embraced its role to encourage research, innovation, and collabora-
tion to improve pest management systems that achieve acceptable levels of pest  
control with the least impact on people and the environment. In 2012, DPR and  
the California Strawberry Commission launched a three-year, $500,000 research  
partnership to explore ways to grow strawberries in substances other than soil 
which are less pest-susceptible. That same year, DPR convened the Nonfumigant  
6WUDZEHUU\�3URGXFWLRQ�:RUN�*URXS²D�GLYHUVH�JURXS�RI�VFLHQWLVWV�DQG�VWDNHKROG-
HUV²WR�H[SORUH�WKH�EHVW�ZD\�IRUZDUG�WR�¿QG�SUDFWLFDO�DQG�FRVW�HIIHFWLYH�DOWHU-
natives to soil fumigants used by strawberry growers. In April 2013, the group  
SURGXFHG�DQ�DFWLRQ�SODQ�WR�JXLGH�IXWXUH�UHVHDUFK�WR�¿QG�SURGXFWLRQ�SUDFWLFHV�WR� 
PDLQWDLQ�D�YLDEOH�LQGXVWU\�ZLWKRXW�UHOLDQFH�RQ�IXPLJDQWV��7KH�¿VFDO�\HDU������ 
14 and 2014-15 budgets allocated $500,000 to award research grants to improve  
pest management systems with a focus on nonfumigant alternatives in production  
SUDFWLFHV��$�OHJLVODWLYH�DXJPHQWDWLRQ�LQ�¿VFDO�\HDU���������DGGHG�DQ�DGGLWLRQDO� 
$600,000 annually for three years to expand the Pest Management Grant program 
to support research projects that develop effective alternatives to fumigants. 

In 2014, DPR hosted the Soil Health Symposium that assembled experts to  
explore and gain a better understanding of soil ecology with the view that it could  
OHDG�WR�DGYDQFHV�LQ�UHGXFHG�ULVN�SUDFWLFHV��'35�KDV�FRQWLQXHG�LWV�,30�,QQRYD-
tor Award program (now called the IPM Achievement Award) which emphasizes  
sharing successful production strategies that favor least-hazardous pest control.  
As of 2015, 149 awards had been given out. 
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Going forward, DPR will continue its broad focus on evaluating and regulating 
pesticides to protect human health and the environment. It will continue to give 
VSHFLDO�DWWHQWLRQ�WR�WKRVH�ZKR�ZRUN�ZLWK�SHVWLFLGHV�DQG�WR�WKRVH�FRPPXQLWLHV� 
where they are used. It will actively promote IPM and research to improve pest 
PDQDJHPHQW�IRU�WKH�EHQH¿W�RI�DOO�LQ�VRFLHW\� 
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