
[CHAPTER 13]
 

Funding and Accountability

Fines and fees, like the mill 
assessment on pesticide sales, 

provide most of DPR's funding. 


 
The Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) is funded by regulatory fees, 

penalties and a small amount of federal funds. Some revenue sources are: 

•		 Pesticide product registration and renewal fees. 

•		 Fees from pesticide-related licenses issued to people and businesses that sell, 
apply or recommend the use of pesticides. 

•		 Civil penalties (for example, selling unregistered or misbranded pesticide prod-
ucts). 

•		 Miscellaneous fees and various reimbursements. 

•		 Funds from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA). Federal funding supports DPR activities 
performed jointly or for these federal agencies. For example, under a coopera-
tive agreement, U.S. EPA transfers funds to DPR to conduct pesticide enforce-
PHQW�DQG�SURJUDP�GHYHORSPHQW��LQFOXGLQJ�ZRUNHU�VDIHW\�DQG�HQGDQJHUHG� 
species protection. (The grant covers a small portion of enforcement costs in 
DPR’s wide-ranging program.) 

The largest revenue source is the mill assessment—a fee levied on pesticide 
VDOHV�DW�WKH�SRLQW�RI�¿UVW�VDOH�LQWR�WKH�VWDWH� 

Pesticide Regulatory Program Funding and the "Mill" 

As of 2016, the mill assessment is at the statutory maximum of 21 mills—that is, 
2.1 cents per dollar of sales of registered pesticide products sold in California. (A  
mill is equal to one-tenth of a cent.) Exempt from the mill assessment are products 
UHJLVWHUHG�IRU�PDQXIDFWXULQJ�XVH²WKDW�LV��VROG�WR�RWKHU�¿UPV�WKDW�UHSDFNDJH�LW�DV� 
their own product or use it to manufacture other pesticide products. The company 
WKDW�UHSDFNDJHV�RU�XVHV�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�WR�PDNH�DQRWKHU�SURGXFW�PXVW�UHJLVWHU�WKH� 
product and pay the mill assessment on its California sales. 

An extra three-fourths mill is assessed on agricultural and dual-use products 
(pesticides labeled for both agricultural and nonagricultural use). These funds are 
transferred to the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) to sup-
port its pesticide consultation unit. 

Even when the mill rate stays the same, the revenue collected from the mill as-
sessment varies depending on the total dollar sales of pesticides in California. In 
the last 20 years ending in 2015, yearly mill revenue had increased in all but three 
years, with the increase ranging from 0.3 to 11 percent, averaging about 6 to 7 
percent. In 2015-16, mill revenue was $74 million. 

The mill assessment is self-reported and the law requires those subject to the 
DVVHVVPHQW�WR�NHHS�UHFRUGV�DQG�EH�VXEMHFW�WR�DXGLW�E\�'35��3HVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDQWV�� 
GHDOHUV�DQG�EURNHUV�DUH�DXGLWHG�WR�¿QG�RXW�LI�SHVWLFLGHV�DUH�UHJLVWHUHG��WR�YHULI\� 
VDOHV�DQG�WR�GRFXPHQW�WKDW�PLOO�DVVHVVPHQWV�ZHUH�SDLG��,I�LQYHVWLJDWRUV�¿QG�VDOHV� 
of unregistered products or unpaid mill assessments, the sellers must pay any 
money owed and a 10 percent late penalty. They are also subject to civil penalties. 
DPR annually distributes the required proportion of mill assessment revenue to the 
county agricultural commissioners (CACs) to support local pesticide use enforce-
ment. 
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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 with the passage of the Chemical Spray Residue Act of 1927 and 
the initiation of residue testing in fresh produce. With this, General Funds began 
supporting some of the pesticide regulatory program although the mix between this 
and special funds varies over the years. 

In 1971, a mill assessment on pesticide sales was passed (Chapter 1367, SB 
825). The law set the rate at 8 mills ($0.008), with the counties receiving 62.5 
percent of these funds for local pesticide enforcement. 

The assessment did not change until the 1989 passage of the Food Safety Act 
(Chapter 1200, AB 2161), which increased the assessment to 9 mills. The bill sanc-
tioned full pesticide use reporting and increased produce monitoring, among other 
food safety measures. Five-eighths of the extra 1.0 mill went to CACs to cover 
costs of the new programs. 

In 1990, DPR’s General Fund support was reduced as part of the state’s effort to 
address a statewide budget crisis. To compensate, the mill assessment was in-
creased from 9 to 18 mills (Chapter 1679, Statutes of 1990, AB 2419), with CACs 
UHFHLYLQJ�������SHUFHQW�RI�WKH�PLOO�UHYHQXHV�WR�NHHS�IXQGLQJ�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�WKH� 
amount they had been receiving previously. The bill also required that the depart-
PHQW�³FRQGXFW�D�VWXG\�WR�HYDOXDWH�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�UHJXODWRU\�SURJUDPV�IXQGHG�ZLWK� 
WKH��PLOO��DVVHVVPHQW�«�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKLFK�SURJUDP�FRPSRQHQWV�FDQ�EH�PRGL¿HG� 
or eliminated in order to avoid duplication of any other state or federal require-
ments.” DPR submitted the report to the Legislature in May 1991. 

The 1990 legislation included a new sunset on the mill assessment, which was 
scheduled to revert to 9 mills on July 1, 1992. In September 1992, the Legislature 
again reduced General Fund support and increased the mill assessment (Chapter 
706, SB 1850) to 22 mills, with a new sunset of July 1, 1997. (Because SB 1850 
was enacted with the urgency clause and went into effect before the July - Septem-
ber 1992 assessment was due, the mill rate did not revert to 9 mills.) 

Twenty-one mills were divided between DPR and the counties. Revenue from 
the 22nd mill was divided between CDFA and the counties. The counties received 
32.5 percent of the extra mill to defray costs associated with collection of pesticide 
use data. CDFA received 67.5 percent of one mill (later increased to three-fourths 
mill), which under the law could only be used to fund its pesticide consultation 
unit. A later amendment (Chapter 695, Statutes of 1997, SB 1161) prohibited 
&')$�IURP�XVLQJ�WKH�IXQGV�IRU�SHVWLFLGH�ULVNV�DVVHVVPHQW� 

As required by SB 1850, DPR must consult with CDFA on Section 18 and Sec-
tion 24(c) special local need registrations, denial of new active ingredient registra-
WLRQV��VXVSHQVLRQ�RU�FDQFHOODWLRQ�RI�SHVWLFLGH�UHJLVWUDWLRQV�RU�XVHV��DQG�³RWKHU�PHD-
sures adopted to mitigate unacceptable adverse pesticidal effects.” In 1992, DPR 
DQG�&')$�VLJQHG�DQ�DJUHHPHQW�WR�GHWDLO�WKHLU�FRQVXOWDWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLS�DQG�³HQVXUH� 
that CDFA is provided an opportunity to submit information to DPR, including, but 
QRW�OLPLWHG�WR��WKH�LPSDFWV�RQ�DJULFXOWXUH�UHVXOWLQJ�IURP�WKH�VSHFL¿HG�DFWLRQV��EHQ-
H¿WV�GHULYHG�IURP�WKH�XVH�RI�D�SHVWLFLGH��DQG�DQ\�UHFRPPHQGHG�DOWHUQDWLYH�DFWLRQ�´� 

In 1993, legislation (Chapter 1176, AB 770) closed a loophole in collecting the 
PLOO�DVVHVVPHQW�E\�LGHQWLI\LQJ�WKH�SHUVRQ�ZKR�¿UVW�VROG�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�LQWR�RU�ZLWKLQ� 
WKH�VWDWH��ZKHWKHU�WKH�UHJLVWUDQW��D�SHVWLFLGH�EURNHU�RU�D�SHVWLFLGH�GHDOHU��DV�WKH� 
responsible party for paying the assessment. 

In 1997, legislation (Chapter 695, SB 1161) reauthorized the mill assessment, 
capping the mill at 15.15 from January 1998 through March 1999, then raising it 

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 
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Mill payment reminders being 
prepared in 2015. 

to a maximum of 17.5 mills through December 2002 when, without subsequent 
legislation, it would have reverted to 9 mills. The Legislature set the 17.5-mill 
PD[LPXP�DUWL¿FLDOO\�ORZ�WR�DOORZ�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�WR�VSHQG�GRZQ�D�ODUJH�UHVHUYH� 
in the DPR Fund. The bill increased the assessment that funded CDFA’s pesticide 
consultation to three-quarters of a mill and changed it to apply only on agricultural 
DQG�GXDO�XVH�SURGXFWV��7KH�ODZ�UHTXLUHV�&')$�WR�GHFLGH�HDFK�\HDU�³WKH�QHFHVVLW\� 
of this additional assessment” and it may choose not to have it collected in any 
given year. 

The 1997 mill reauthorization legislation also changed the funding formula for 
CACs so, beginning on July 1, 1998, the counties were to receive the revenue from 
6 mills. The funds are distributed based on each county’s pesticide control activi-
WLHV��FRVWV��ZRUNORDG�DQG�SHUIRUPDQFH�� 

Another pending sunset to 9 mills prompted the 2001 passage of AB 780 (Chap-
ter 523). The bill provided for a continuation of the mill assessment rate at 17.5 
mills plus the extra three-fourths mill on agricultural and dual-use products. The 
law extended the mill assessment sunset to June 30, 2004, when it would revert to 
9 mills.  

$%�����UHTXLUHG�'35�WR�IRUP�D�VXEFRPPLWWHH�RI�VWDNHKROGHUV�WR�KHOS�WKH� 
GHSDUWPHQW�SUHSDUH�D�UHSRUW�WR�WKH�/HJLVODWXUH�WR�UHFRPPHQG�³D�IXQGLQJ�VROXWLRQ� 
«�WKDW�ZRXOG�HOLPLQDWH�WKH�QHHG�WR�UHDXWKRUL]H�WKH�PLOO�DVVHVVPHQW�«�HYHU\�¿YH� 
years and that would preserve the accountability of the department to the entities 
FRQWULEXWLQJ�WR�WKH�¿QDQFLQJ�RI�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�´��See section on Function-based 
Accounting, page 111.) The report was also to analyze ongoing funding needs and 
potential business process improvement measures. DPR submitted the report to the 
Legislature in January 2003. 

$%�����DOVR�FODUL¿HG�WKH�ODZ�WR�PDNH�LW�H[SOLFLW�WKDW�SURGXFWV�SXUFKDVHG�RYHU�WKH� 
Internet or by telephone and sent from out of state were subject to the mill assess-
ment. 

SB 1049 (Chapter 741, Statutes of 2003) was a budget trailer bill that provided 
for new and increased fees for natural resources and environmental protection 
DJHQFLHV��,W�SXW�LQWR�SODFH�WKH�PRVW�VLJQL¿FDQW�FKDQJHV�LQ�'35�IXQGLQJ�LQ�PRUH� 
WKDQ�WZR�GHFDGHV��UHPRYLQJ�DOO�JHQHUDO�IXQGV�DQG�PDNLQJ�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW�D�IHH� 
based agency. The legislation capped the mill assessment at 21 mills and preserved 
DPR’s authority to adjust the mill fee under that cap. It also removed the mill 
assessment sunset and made permanent DPR’s authorization to collect the extra 
three-quarter mill on agricultural and dual-use products to support CDFA’s pesti-
cide consultation, unless requested not to do so by CDFA. 

6%������UHTXLUHG�'35�WR�PDNH�LWV�SURGXFW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�DQG�SURIHVVLRQDO�OLFHQV-
ing programs self-supporting and gave the department authority to adjust fees to 
support spending in each program. Fees had previously been set in statute and 
could only be changed by the Legislature. Before the 2003 passage of SB 1049, the 
last fee adjustment had been in the 1980s. As program costs increased, fees no lon-
ger covered costs. Because fees were set in statute, the department could not adjust 
WKHP�RU�LQVWLWXWH�DGGHG�IHHV�IRU�VHUYLFHV�WKDW�FUHDWHG�VLJQL¿FDQW�ZRUNORDG��6%������ 
JDYH�'35�DXWKRULW\�WR�XVH�UXOHPDNLQJ�WR�VHW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ�DQG�OLFHQVLQJ�IHHV��7KH� 
legislation also allowed the department to charge separate fees for various activi-
ties related to its licensing program. For example, separate fees could be levied 
for conducting examinations, approving continuing education courses and issuing 
duplicate licensing cards. It also allowed the department to charge fees for amend-
ments to pesticide registrations. 

In late 2003, DPR adopted regulations to increase licensing and registration fees 
and raise the mill assessment from 17.5 to 21 mills, plus three-quarters mill on ag-
ricultural and dual-use products. (See page 112 for more information on licensing 
and registration fees.) These changes became effective in January 2004. 
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Function-based Accounting
 

California state government agencies typically use a  
¿QDQFLDO� DFFRXQWLQJ� V\VWHP�GHVLJQHG� WR� WUDFN� RU� UHSRUW� 
costs by organizational units—that is, by divisions and 
branches. However, DPR wanted its accounting to more 
DFFXUDWHO\�FDSWXUH�DQG�WUDFN�IXQFWLRQDO�FRVWV�DQG�SURJUDP� 
management responsibilities across organizational units. To  
GR�VR��'35�XQGHUWRRN�D�IXQFWLRQ�EDVHG�FRVWLQJ�LQLWLDWLYH� 
WR� LGHQWLI\�DQG�DVVLJQ� WKH�GHSDUWPHQW¶V�FRVWV� WR� VSHFL¿F� 
DFWLYLWLHV��$�IXQFWLRQ�LV�D�VHW�RI�DFWLYLWLHV�WKDW�SURGXFHV�D�NH\� 
service to meet program mandates. If budgeting is based on  
RUJDQL]DWLRQDO�XQLWV��LW�LV�GLI¿FXOW�WR�NQRZ�WKH�FRVWV�DVVRFL-
ated with each function or its resulting service. Most DPR 
functions are handled by more than one of its branches. 

Function-based costing allows DPR to see more clearly 
how it uses funds because the system is based on services 
SURYLGHG��,QVWHDG�RI�DVVLJQLQJ�FRVWV�WR�D�VSHFL¿F�SURGXFW�� 
the goal is to estimate the cost of providing a service. For 
DPR, the service might be processing a registration applica-
tion, conducting an environmental assessment or managing  
a grant program. The allocation provides important infor-
PDWLRQ�WR�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�WR�VWDNHKROGHUV�DERXW�KRZ�'35� 
uses its funds and what the costs are of providing various 
services. Knowing what it costs to run a particular branch or  
GLYLVLRQ�LV�QRW�DV�KHOSIXO�LQ�HYDOXDWLQJ�SURJUDPV�DV�NQRZLQJ� 
how much it costs to process a new product registration 
SDFNDJH�RU�FROOHFW�SHVWLFLGH�XVH�UHSRUWLQJ�GDWD��6LQFH�PRVW� 
processes and activities within government agencies change  
only gradually, function-based costing provides DPR with 
D�WRRO�WR�PRQLWRU�FRVWV�RYHU�¿VFDO�\HDUV� 

(OHYHQ�RSHUDWLRQDO�IXQFWLRQV�ZHUH�LGHQWL¿HG� 

•		 Product registration. 

•		 Human health and environmental assessments. 

•		 /LFHQVLQJ�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWLRQ� 

•		 Permitting and pesticide use reporting. 

•		 0RQLWRULQJ�VXUYHLOODQFH� 

•		 0LWLJDWLRQ�RI�KXPDQ�KHDOWK�ULVNV� 

•		 Mitigation of environmental hazards. 

•		 Pest management. 

•		 Use enforcement and compliance. 

•		 Product compliance and mill assessment. 

•		 'LVWULEXWHG�SURJUDP�H[HFXWLYH�PDQDJHPHQW�DQG�DGPLQLVWUD-
tion. 

,Q� ������ ³VWUXFWXUDO� SHVW� FRQWURO´� ZDV� DGGHG� DV� D� EXVLQHVV� 
function when the Structural Pest Control Board (SPCB) was 
WUDQVIHUUHG�WR�'35��,Q�¿VFDO�\HDU����������63&%�ZDV�WUDQVIHUUHG� 
EDFN�WR�WKH�'HSDUWPHQW�RI�&RQVXPHU�$IIDLUV� 

The functions and their supporting activities represent what 
'35�GRHV�WR�SURGXFH�VSHFL¿F�VHUYLFHV��QRW�KRZ�WKH�GHSDUWPHQW� 
is organized. For example, the pesticide registration function  
contains everything DPR does to register a product. This function 
LQFOXGHV�LQWDNH�RI�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�DQG�LWV�WHFKQLFDO�HYDOXDWLRQ��D� 
VFLHQWL¿F� HYDOXDWLRQ�RI� WKH�SURGXFW� DQG�RWKHU� DFWLYLWLHV��+RZ-
ever, they do not all occur in the Pesticide Registration Branch. 
For example, health evaluation of a product involves staff from 
WKH�:RUNHU�+HDOWK�DQG�6DIHW\�DQG�+XPDQ�+HDOWK�$VVHVVPHQW� 
branches, and for environmental effects, the Environmental  
Monitoring Branch. 

DPR adopted function-based accounting in 2004. The in-
formation provided by functional accounting allows DPR to  
UH¿QH�LWV�EXGJHW�DQG�IHHV�WR�DFFXUDWHO\�UHFRYHU�FRVWV�DVVRFLDWHG� 
ZLWK�VSHFL¿F�VHUYLFHV��,Q�HDFK�\HDU¶V�6WDWH�%XGJHW��IXQGLQJ�LV� 
appropriated to DPR based not on its programmatic divisions  
(such as branches), but on its business functions. 

)XQFWLRQ�EDVHG� DFFRXQWLQJ� LV� OLQNHG� WR� '35¶V� RSHUDWLRQDO� 
plan, which describes what DPR plans to accomplish during  
WKH�¿VFDO�\HDU��ZLWK�SHUIRUPDQFH�PHDVXUHV�IRU�HDFK�IXQFWLRQ�� 
DPR’s operational plans and performance measures are posted  
each year on the department’s website, as are the functional ac-
counting year-end reports and detailed descriptions of activities  
ZLWKLQ�HDFK�IXQFWLRQ��7KLV�DOORZV�VWDNHKROGHUV�WR�UHYLHZ�VSHFL¿F� 
goals, costs associated with them and clearly see whether goals  
are being met. 
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Number of pesticide products 
registered in California: 
• 1913: “well toward 10,000” 
• 1935: 3,500 
• 1945: 7,136 
• 1950: 9,070 
• 1956: 11,904 
• 2011: about 13,000 
• 2016: 13,600 

$%�������&KDSWHU������6WDWXWHV�RI�������H[SDQGHG�EURNHU�OLFHQVLQJ�UHTXLUH-
ments to close loopholes in previous laws that allowed some pesticide sellers 
to avoid paying the mill assessment. Internet sales of pesticides and industrial, 
LQVWLWXWLRQDO�DQG�FRQVXPHU�XVH�SHVWLFLGH�VDOHV�E\�LQWHUPHGLDWH�EURNHUV�DQG�WKURXJK� 
the distribution centers of nationwide retailers were often not held accountable to 
report and pay mill fees. Before AB 1011 passed, only sellers of agricultural-use 
SHVWLFLGHV�KDG�WR�EH�OLFHQVHG�E\�'35��7KH�OHJLVODWLRQ�H[SDQGHG�EURNHU�OLFHQVLQJ� 
WR�HQFRPSDVV�DOO�WKRVH�ZKR�¿UVW�VHOO�RU�GLVWULEXWH�DQ\�SHVWLFLGHV�LQWR�&DOLIRUQLD�� 
whether agricultural or nonagricultural products. 

Product Registration Fees 

Each year, manufacturers, importers or dealers who wish to label and sell a 
SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW�IRU�XVH�LQ�&DOLIRUQLD�PXVW�JHW�FHUWL¿FDWHV�RI�SURGXFW�UHJLVWUDWLRQ� 
IURP�'35��7KH�FHUWL¿FDWHV�H[SLUH�'HF�����RI�HDFK�\HDU�� 

Until 2003, registration fees were set in statute. In 1986, the Legislature ap-
proved an increase in product registration fees from $40 to $200, even though that 
did not cover program costs at the time. With the 2003 passage of SB 1049, DPR 
was given authority and required to increase fees to cover program costs. 

In 2003, DPR adopted regulations to raise to $750 the fee for each pesticide 
product submitted for registration or renewal, effective January 2004. Late penal-
ties were increased to $150. The department also established a $100 fee for each 
application to amend a pesticide product registration. Some minor amendments 
were exempted. 

Effective Oct. 1, 2015, DPR revised its regulations to raise the application fee 
for each pesticide product submitted for registration or renewal to support current 
and future business functions of the Pesticide Registration Branch, including the 
development and implementation of the Pesticide Registration Data Management 
6\VWHP��35'06��SURMHFW��35'06�ZLOO�WDNH�WKH�SODFH�RI�WKH�FXUUHQW�SDSHU�EDVHG� 
pesticide registration process and allow for new products, and amendments and 
renewals to currently registered pesticides, to be submitted and accepted electroni-
cally. DPR increased the application fee for each new pesticide product submit-
ted for registration and for annual renewal of each pesticide product from $750 
to $1,150 per product. The department established a $25 application fee for all 
pesticide product amendments, including substantive and non-substantive label 
DPHQGPHQWV��DPHQGPHQWV�WR�WKH�IRUPXODWLRQ�RI�WKH�SHVWLFLGH�SURGXFW��QRWL¿FDWLRQV� 
of minor changes, and label changes required by the U.S. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency or any other federal or state agency. 

The revised fee level generates more than $15 million a year. 

In 2015, the department processed 1,539 applications for registration of new 
products, 2,895 amendments to registered pesticide products, and renewed the 
registrations of 13,128 pesticide products. 

No fees are charged for applications for Section 18 emergency exemptions from 
registration, Section 24(c) special local need registrations, and research authoriza-
tions. 

Licensing and Certification Fees 

'35¶V�/LFHQVLQJ�DQG�&HUWL¿FDWLRQ�3URJUDP�H[DPLQHV�DQG�OLFHQVHV�TXDOL¿HG�DS-
plicators, aircraft pilots, pest control dealer designated agents, and agricultural pest 
FRQWURO�DGYLVHUV��DQG�FHUWL¿HV�SHVWLFLGH�DSSOLFDWRUV�ZKR�XVH�RU�VXSHUYLVH�WKH�XVH�RI� 
restricted pesticides. It also licenses businesses that sell or apply pesticides or use 
pest control methods or devices for hire (that is, pest control businesses, mainte-
QDQFH�JDUGHQHU�SHVW�FRQWURO�EXVLQHVVHV��SHVW�FRQWURO�GHDOHUV�DQG�SHVWLFLGH�EURNHUV��� 

Major exemptions from licensing requirements include individuals and business-
es performing preservative treatment of fabrics or structural materials; household 
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or industrial sanitation services; treatment of seed when this activity is incidental 
to the person’s regular business; and removal of pests without the use of pesticides. 

DPR conducts about 9,000 examinations yearly and issues or renews about 
�������OLFHQVHV�DQG�FHUWL¿FDWHV�HDFK�\HDU��/LFHQVHV�DUH�LVVXHG�IRU�WZR�\HDUV��'35� 
also accredits more than 2,200 continuing education courses. 

Before 2003, licensing fees were last adjusted in the mid-1980s, set in statute at 
$15 to $100, a level designed to cover program costs at the time. With the imple-
mentation of SB 1049, DPR had authority to adjust fees to support spending in 
HDFK�SURJUDP�DQG�FKDUJH�IRU�VHUYLFHV�WKDW�UHTXLUHG�VLJQL¿FDQW�VWDII�WLPH��,Q�-DQX-
ary 2004, the new fees went into effect. They range from $25 to $160. 

Local Assistance 

Among other duties, CACs are charged with local enforcement of pesticide laws 
DQG�UHJXODWLRQV��ZRUNLQJ�XQGHU�VXSHUYLVLRQ�RI�DQG�FRQWUDFW�ZLWK�'35��)XQGLQJ�IRU� 
local pesticide enforcement comes from four sources: the mill assessment, local 
fees and penalties, county general funds and unclaimed gas tax. (State law re-
quires that fuel taxes attributable to the use of off-highway agricultural vehicles be 
WUDQVIHUUHG�WR�&')$��)RRG�DQG�$JULFXOWXUDO�&RGH�6HFWLRQ�����LGHQWL¿HV�KRZ�WKHVH� 
funds are to be expended, with $9 million each year going to CACs for pesticide 
use enforcement.) 

The 2004 passage of SB 1107 (Chapter 230) changed how funds were divided 
among the counties. Among other requirements that had been imposed by the 1978 
passage of AB 3765 (which set up the functional equivalency program for pesticide 
regulation), CACs carry out the restricted materials permit program. They issue 
VLWH��DQG�WLPH�VSHFL¿F�SHUPLWV�IRU�WKH�XVH�RI�UHVWULFWHG�SHVWLFLGHV��UHYLHZ�QRWLFHV�RI� 
intended applications and perform pre-application site inspections to a minimum of 
5 percent of application sites. 

In 1980, CDFA (which then managed the pesticide program) contracted with 
WKH�FRXQWLHV�IRU�WKH�VWDWH�WR�UHLPEXUVH�WKH�FRVWV�RI�WKLV�QHZ�PDQGDWHG�ZRUNORDG�� 
drawing from a $2.88 million General Fund appropriation. The amount remained 
the same (although its source shifted between the General Fund and the DPR Fund) 
XQWLO�WKH���������¿VFDO�\HDU��6%�������D�EXGJHW�WUDLOHU�ELOO��FRQVROLGDWHG�IXQGLQJ�WR� 
CACs for restricted material permits with DPR’s other CAC funding. Instead of a 
¿[HG�GROODU�DPRXQW��WKH�DSSURSULDWLRQ�WR�FRXQWLHV�WR�PDQDJH�WKHLU�UHVWULFWHG�PDWH-
rial permit programs was converted to an extra 1.6 mill, increasing the total CAC 
share to 7.6 mills. That same legislation also ended the distribution to the counties 
of 50 percent of pesticide dealer license fees collected by DPR. 

DPR disburses to the counties the revenue from 7.6 mills of mill assessment as 
partial reimbursement for their costs in carrying out pesticide use enforcement. In 
addition, the law allows DPR to disburse up to 0.5 mill out of existing fees for local 
assistance to counties in an ozone nonattainment area affected by a fumigant emis-
sions limit. (See Chapter 10 for more information on the volatile organic compound 
program.) As of 2015, no county was eligible for this funding. 

Under contract with DPR, CACs are also reimbursed for electronically entering 
PUR data. In July 2012, the individual contracts for PUR data entry are scheduled 
for conversion to a single contract with the California Agricultural Commissioners 
and Sealers Association (CACASA). 

By law, pest control advisers (PCAs) and pest control businesses must register 
with the agricultural commissioner in each county where they plan to conduct busi-
ness. Most of the state’s 58 counties charge fees for these registrations. Counties use 
this revenue for pesticide use enforcement. 

Noncompliance does not 

necessarily call for additional 


or more stringent laws, but 

more often for education as to 


observance. Education concerning 

the purpose of law and with the 


backing of law can be made 

exceptionally effective because 


acceptance usually comes 

with understanding. 


— Economic Poisons: California 
Law and Its Administration 

(1944) 
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