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This is the final Legislative Activity Report for the 2006 Legislative Session on Association legislative matters of interest.

INTRODUCTION


The Legislature adjourned on August 31, 2006 and is scheduled to reconvene the 2007-08 Regular Legislative Session on December 4, 2006.  Under the Constitution, the Governor had until September 30, 2006 to sign or veto bills passed by the Legislature in the regular session.  During the 2006 Legislative Session, the Association’s Legislative Committee tracked 34 bills and took active positions on 13 of those measures.  


The most significant action of the 2006 Session involved the approval of $37 billion in infrastructure bonds to be voted on in November of this year.  The package includes transportation, housing and flood control funding.  The Governor initially offered a strategic growth plan of five and ten year financing of $222.6 billion which included $68 billion in general obligation bonds.  This package also included public safety and courts infrastructure which were not included in the final package.  

I.  
SPONSORED LEGISLATION

1.  Assembly Bill 1059 (Matthews)

Under existing California law, the Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax is imposed on each gallon of gasoline sold in the state unless the use is specifically exempted.  Revenue and Taxation Code Section 8101(a) define exemptions from the tax which are granted to uses of fuel for purposes other than operating a motor vehicle on public roadways.  Most of the gasoline in California’s agricultural and horticultural industries is used off-road and therefore qualifies for an exemption from the tax.  However, very few refunds are requested.  In 2003, CalTrans and CDFA reported that only 4.4% of eligible refundable taxes were actually returned to agricultural or horticultural users.  

In recognition of this low refund request rate, beginning in 1970, statute directed that the estimated refundable taxes be allocated back to agriculture in the form of services from the state and from county governments.  Specifically, unclaimed gasoline tax attributable to agricultural and horticultural off-road uses jointly estimated by CalTrans and Food and Agriculture, then annually transferred from the Motor Vehicle Fuel Account to the Food and Agricultural Fund.  This program, which currently generates $33 million annually, is used for three purposes: administrative use, to help address pest emergencies, and to partially reimburse counties for carrying out agricultural programs supervised by the Department of Food and Agriculture.  

CACASA sponsored AB 1059 to provide more fiscal certainty to counties, the Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR), and Food and Agriculture (CDFA) associated with this funding source.  Specific benefits included strengthening the pesticide use enforcement program, increased funding for pest emergencies and placing in statute many provisions that have historically been included in each year’s annual Budget Act.  Specific benefits to agriculture included placing $12 million in statute for DPR for allocation to counties for pesticide use enforcement which added $2 million over historical levels of allocation for this purpose.  It also allowed county agriculture commissioners to contract forward, which provided better certainty in funding pest exclusion, pest detection and other agricultural services.  
Although not required by statute, inherent in the benefits associated with AB 1059 was the expectation and the necessity to negotiate a change in the method of determining the unclaimed gasoline tax attributable to agricultural and horticultural uses.  Initially, a “gut and amend” legislative vehicle in the Senate, AB 1059 easily passed the Senate Agriculture Committee but became the subject of substantial and at times intense negotiations between the Association, CDFA, DPR, the Department of Finance and Legislative staff once the measure was in the Senate Appropriations Committee on the “suspense” file.  While all groups essentially concurred on the final amendments proposed for AB 1059, other factors, including committee policies on bill passage and bill deadlines, resulted in AB 1059 being held in the Senate Appropriations Committee.  Issues which were raised but successfully negotiated included separation of AB 1059 provisions from the 2006-07 State Budget, State administrative funding and pest detection and trapping funding, emergency funding and agricultural commissioner’s prospective contract criteria and funding.  

Based on the substantial progress in State Administrative and Legislative support for AB 1059 in 2006, a second bill with urgency status will be introduced in an attempt to achieve the effective date included in AB 1059, which was July 1, 2007.


2.  Assembly Bill 2297 (Ruskin)

AB 2297 was introduced to restore and enhance funding for the High Risk Pest Exclusion Program (CHRPE) operated by counties to inspect plant shipments and other commodities arriving in California that might contain exotic pests and diseases detrimental to agriculture, the environment and the economy.  Specifically, AB 2297 would have appropriated $16 million for these activities which was based on a study authorized by the Legislature in 1996, coupled with cost of living adjustments since that time.  

AB 2297 was co-sponsored by the California Citrus Mutual and co-authored by sixteen Assembly members in addition to Assemblymember Ruskin.  Despite this support, AB 2297 was held in the Assembly Appropriations Committee suspense file.  The attention at that time turned to the State Budget process to provide for additional CHRPE funding (refer to Section V, State Budget Issues for additional CHRPE comments).  


3.  Assembly Concurrent Resolution 135 (Matthews)

The Association sponsored ACR 135 in recognition of the 125th Anniversary of the Agricultural Commissioners system in California.  A prior resolution, ACR 54 (Chapter 29, ’81) was sponsored by CACASA to recognize the centennial anniversary of the Association.  

The support letter urging passage of ACR 135 noted that it is a system that has resulted in strong cooperation between state and local government with the result being better enforcement to protect the industry and the environment; and better service, not only to agricultural interests in this state, but to our citizens as a whole.  

(Final Status:  Chapter 25, ’06) 

II.
Other 2006 Agricultural Commissioners Legislation

1.  
Assembly Bill 87 (Bermudez) 



Position:  Support

Existing law requires persons other than a fur dealer, who traps fur bearing mammals or non-game mammals, designated by the Commission, or who sells raw furs of those mammals to possess a trapping license from the Department of Fish and Game.  Existing law also provides licensing for structural pest control operators and persons who apply pesticides.  

AB 87 exempts both a structural pest control operator and a person or business licensed or certified by the Department of Pesticide Regulation from the licensing requirement for trapping mammals.  

AB 87 is the final product of three years of effort, beginning with AB 1926 in 2004, also by Assemblymember Bermudez.  CACASA supported AB 1926 and has supported AB 87 during its two-years of movement through the process.  CACASA supported the policy because persons engaged in the application of pesticides have existing qualifications sufficient to perform these services and these bills provide a more efficient way to deal with these types of incidental pest control problems.  

The bill was enrolled to the Governor and signed on September 22nd.

(Final Status: Chaptered, #406, ‘06)   

2.  
Assembly Bill 552/Asseembly Bill 2247 (La Suer) 
Position:  Oppose

Current law provides a statute of limitations for violations of the Business and Professions Code and two years for violations of the Agricultural Code which is set at one year from the date of occurrence.
AB 2247 contained language from a bill from last year, AB 552, which would have placed an unreasonable burden on the Agricultural Commissioner and on the Structural Pest Control Board to process a notice of proposed action for violations of pesticide laws or regulations within 60 days of the notice of violation.

When the Author was made aware that San Diego County was willing to work with him to correct issues which initiated the original measure, he immediately suspended action on the bill for the current year and agreed to negotiate an acceptable compromise for this year.  Additionally, the Association agreed to work with the Author and the proponents of the measure to find ways to streamline the process and remedy their concerns. 
During the summer recess this year, the Author and his staff visited his district to observe new streamlining procedures that San Diego County had put in place to address the issues raised by AB 2247.  The Author was pleased with the improvements and saw no need to move forward with the legislation. 
(Final Status: Bill died on the Senate Floor)    

3.
Assembly Bill 1147 (Leno) 




Position:  Pending

This bill would revise the definition of marijuana so that the term would instead not include industrial hemp, as defined, except where the plant is cultivated or processed for purposes not expressly allowed for. The bill would define industrial hemp as an agricultural field crop.

The basic purpose of the bill, on the surface, was to solve the issue in which California and the country may import and sell hemp products, but are unable to cultivate and grow them on our own soil.  As a side note, it was discovered that AB 1147 sought to pressure the federal government to make a determination on the legality of harvesting hemp on US soil.  

CACASA legislative representatives contacted the California Farm Bureau to discuss the legitimacy of the bill.  At first glance they did not categorize hemp as a viable agricultural product, but received information from a Kern County Supervisor that stated otherwise.  When approached by sponsors for a position on the measure, the CACASA Legislative Committee opted to take a “pending” position to avoid potential conflicts with federal law.
The measure passed the Legislature and was enrolled to the Governor, who subsequently vetoed the bill.  In his veto message, the Governor stated that the bill would create a conflict with policies followed by the Drug Enforcement Agency and with existing federal law pertaining to cannabis plants.

(Final Status: Vetoed)

4.  
Assembly Bill 1598 (Committee on Agriculture) 

Position: Support

CACASA supported a provision of AB 1598, which was one of the Committee on Agriculture’s 2006 Omnibus Measures.  

Existing law provides county agriculture commissioners with the authority to levy civil penalties for violations of quarantine laws and regulations.  However, unlike several other civil penalty provisions, there is no provision enabling the commissioner to enforce the decision by entering the judgment in superior court should the respondent fail to pay the penalty as ordered.  Current law also requires the agriculture commissioner to involve the district attorney for criminal prosecution, or engage the county counsel to approach the superior court with an injunction request.

AB 1598 adds a new subsection which includes nearly identical language to similar civil penalty provisions, granting authority to members of CACASA to directly enter the judgment into superior court.

This new subsection will accelerate and streamline the process, considering that once the judgment is entered into superior court, the Revenue and Recovery Office of the particular county can immediately proceed to enforce the commissioner’s decision and order.  

(Final Status: Chaptered, #499, ‘06)

5.         Assembly Bill 2425 (Matthews)

Position:
 Support if Amended
This bill was intended to improve compliance with quarantine pest movement restrictions associated with shipment of apples into and within California.  The Author introduced the bill to address several serious apple pests that threaten the apple industry in California.  Insufficient resources for carrying out inspections has resulted in a growing concern within the apple industry that improved compliance with existing standards is necessary to protect the industry.

This bill would have provided a limited amount of funding to support inspection and investigation and would have expanded the authority of the Apple Commission to actively participate in the investigation and compliance process. The bill would have also created an advisory committee to assist the Secretary in developing effective tools to prevent the movement of pests detrimental to the apple industry. 

CACASA sought to amend AB 2425 to increase and better define agricultural commissioner’s involvement in the program.  Commissioners wanted a more clear definition of the new duties mandated by the bill and a defined funding source to finance the work.  Although the Author and the sponsor were agreeable to the requested amendments, the measure was stalled due to industry concern with the level of increased fees to fund the Commission.  
Industry representatives indicated that they will take the next few months to create a consensus within the apple industry on the best way to protect California’s apple industry from exotic pests and diseases.
(Final Status: Died)

6.
Assembly Bill 2479 (Cogdill) 


Position:  Support

This measure increases the administrative budget for the Noxious Weed Management Account of the Department of Food and Agriculture by 5 percent.  CACASA supported this measure due to their direct involvement in programs funded by this account.  CACASA believes that this increase will expedite transfer of funding into Weed Management Areas (WMA’s).

County Agricultural Commissioners have been directly involved with WMA’s and in several counties have organized stakeholders into an effective team to develop and prioritize work plans to successfully attack invasive weed pests.  WMA’s involve a variety of public agencies, private interest groups, and private land owners.  The funding provided through this program provides the catalyst to leverage matching funds from other participants, organize volunteer pest management efforts and generate effective weed awareness education to prevent the spread of invasive weed pests. These programs have a proven track record for effectiveness.

AB 2479 was amended to become an implementation bill.  A portion of the $2.5 million of funding formerly found in the measure is now included in the State Budget.  
(Final Status:  Chaptered, #323, ’06)

7.
Assembly Bill 2490 (Ruskin) 


Position:  Watch

Existing law authorizes the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal-EPA) to request any business to submit the information required to be submitted in the toxic chemical release form pursuant to the federal Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA). Existing law also prohibits the Cal-EPA from requiring the form from certain businesses or in an amount lower than the applicable threshold amount specified in EPCRA.


This bill would have enacted the California Toxic Release Inventory Program Act of 2006 to require Cal-EPA to establish the California Toxic Release Inventory Program if the Secretary of Cal-EPA determines there has been a specified change made to EPCRA, or the regulations adopted pursuant to EPCRA, so as to make the act or regulations less stringent or to reduce or lessen any reporting requirement imposed pursuant to the federal regulations, that reduces the timely access by the public to accurate information about chemical releases.

The Governor received the bill from the Legislature and subsequently vetoed it.  In his veto message, he stated that the bill was “overly broad, premature and duplicative (pertaining to existing federal law).”  

(Final Status:  Vetoed)

8.
Assembly Bill 2644 (Montanez) 


Position:  Watch

Existing law prescribes various quality and labeling standards for bottled water and vended water and limits the levels of certain contaminants that may be contained in those water products.  Existing law also requires the State Department of Health Services to perform various duties under these provisions.  

AB 2644 would have increased the annual license fee for a water-vending machine and would require water-vending machines to be cleaned and serviced at least once every 31 days. The bill required that maintenance and complaint records be kept for a minimum of 2 years and be made available to the department upon request.  

CACASA was approached with this proposal by the Author and the sponsor, who informed representatives that this bill would require the State Department of Health Services to contract with the county sealer to visually inspect the water-vending machines.  Although AB 2644 provided funding for the additional workload, CACASA decided to take a “watch” position on the bill, which eventually was stalled by the concerns of the State Department of Health Services.

(Final Status:  Died in the Senate Appropriations Committee)

9.
Assembly Bill 2676 (Committee on Agriculture)

Position:  Support
CACASA took a “support” position on AB 2627, which extends the sunsets for collection of a fee for specified participants in each Certified Farmers' Market and the authority for civil penalties for failure to comply with rules and regulations.
California Farmers Markets have provided agricultural producers a means to deliver their products directly to consumers for many years and throughout the State have become a vital part of agricultural marketing. The county agricultural commissioners are the local enforcement agency entrusted to ensure that these markets maintain their integrity and continue to provide certified producers a fair venue where all producers have the same advantage to sell items of their production directly to the consumer. 
This bill will continue to authorize the issuance of certificates for producers, markets and the accompanying operator fees that help to off set the costs of enforcement and oversight of the Direct Marketing Program.  The bill will also extend the sunset on administrative civil penalties to January 1, 2012, one of the key enforcement tools used to ensure compliance with the rules and standards under which the markets operate. 

(Final Status: Chaptered, #440, ‘06) 
10.  
Assembly Bill 2865 (Torrico)



Position:  Watch

Existing law requires that the preferred method of managing pests at schoolsites be to use effective, least toxic pest management practices and requires schoolsites to maintain records of all pesticides used at the schoolsite for a period of 4 years. Existing law requires schools to provide all staff and parents or guardians of pupils enrolled at a school written notification of expected pesticide use.


This bill would expand the definition of "schoolsite" as used in these provisions to also include private child day care facilities, as specified. This bill would also require property owners to notify tenants who operate a child day care facility of their pest management practices and to provide a specified notice prior to the application of pesticides. This bill would also require child day care facilities to inform contractors hired to apply pesticide at the schoolsite that the facility must comply with the act and require persons hired to apply pesticides at a child day care facility to provide specified information to the facility.

AB 2865 is similar to several other pesticide notification bills that agriculture commissioners have taken an interest it throughout the past few years.  While the current language of the measure does not directly affect county agriculture commissioners, CACASA took a “watch” position on this measure, with the expectation that, if signed, local enforcement of the provisions of the bill by commissioners could be an issue in the future.
(Final Status: Chaptered, #865, ‘06)

11.  
Senate Bill 230 (Figueroa)




Position:  Watch

Existing law provides that the Los Angeles County Agricultural Commissioner or the Orange County Agricultural Commissioner may contract with the Director of the DPR to perform increased structural fumigation, inspection, and enforcement activities. Existing law authorizes the director to adopt regulations to carry out these provisions and to levy a civil penalty against a person violating these provisions. Under existing law, these provisions would be repealed on July 1, 2006.  This bill extends these provisions indefinitely.  An earlier bill, SB 1848, also contained this provision; however, SB 230 was used to expedite the issue prior to July 1, 2006.  
Additionally, several additional counties, including Ventura and Santa Clara counties, sought to be included in the measure.  These counties are among those who believe that there is sufficient fumigation activity within their counties to warrant inclusion in this bill.  Santa Clara County was the only county to receive the approval of industry to move forward with a bill; however, the Association was unable to secure an Author to carry the measure during the late stages of the Session.
(Final Status: Chaptered, #42, ’06)

12.  
Senate Bill 497 (Simitian) 




Position:  None

The existing Marine Invasive Species Act, requires the master, owner, operator, or person in charge of a vessel, as defined, carrying or capable of carrying ballast water, as defined, that operates in the waters of the state to take specified actions to minimize the uptake and release of non-indigenous species, as defined. The act requires the State Lands Commission, on or before January 31, 2006, to submit to the Legislature and make available to the public, a report that recommends specific performance standards for the discharge of ballast water into the waters of the state or into waters that may impact waters of the state.

This bill would require the commission, on or before January 1, 2008, to adopt regulations that require an owner or operator of a vessel carrying, or capable of carrying, ballast water that operates in the waters of the state to implement certain interim and final performance standards for the discharge of ballast water, as

specified. The bill would require the commission to disseminate, to the public, specified information regarding experimental ballast water treatment systems.
CACASA has supported prior Legislative efforts to limit invasive species.

(Final Status:  Chapter 292, ’06) 
13.
Senate Bill 509 (Florez)




Position:  Oppose

Existing law provides that pesticide applications on public property that take place on school grounds, parks, or other public rights-of-way where public exposure is foreseeable shall be posted with signs in English and Spanish that contain a warning that the area has been treated with a pesticide and that individuals are not to enter the area.

The original version of SB 509 would have required the county agricultural commissioner of a county in which property on which any aerial pesticide application is to occur is located, to provide written notification, as specified, to all individuals who are at-risk of coming into contact with that pesticide at locations within one mile from the application site.  This bill would require the notification to be received at least 24 hours before the application, and to include contact information for the applicator and a description of the pesticide being applied. This bill would also require county agricultural commissioners to work with the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment to minimize pesticide contact by members of the public and avoid the use of particularly deleterious pesticides when possible.

County Agriculture Commissioners opposed the bill based on several factors.  First, commissioners already have a standing practice of working with the Department of Pesticide Regulation to develop effective policy and procedures to protect the public, the applicators and the environment.  Secondly, the phrase directing the county agriculture commissioner to “assist (the operator of the property)” was ambiguous and unclear in defining an exact role for the commissioner in this new program and requires individual interpretation.  The term “adjacent (locations)” is also a nebulous expression that leaves room for uncertainty.  Finally, SB 509 could have required a substantial new cost to Agriculture Commissioners and local governments.   

The Author, when confronted with heavy opposition, dropped SB 509 and introduced SB 1229 this year, which only applied to Kern County and would have required Kern County permittees to indicate to the Commissioner his or her preferred method of notification.  This bill was also eventually amended to other non-related provisions.
(Final Status:  Died in Committee)
14.  
Senate Bill 879 (Escutia)




Position:  Concern
This bill would have required that initiation and completion of human illness investigations in connection with these provisions take no longer than 60 days. This bill would have also required that civil penalties be levied for any violation that creates an actual health or environmental hazard or harm, or for a failure to comply with provisions specifying requirements for protecting people, animals, and property, as specified.
The Association participated in numerous roundtable discussions with the Author’s staff, CRLA, DPR and other interested parties to achieve an agreeable compromise on SB 879.  The Association took a “concern” position on the measure due to specific mandated enforcement actions for various pesticide use violations which severely limited the Commissioner’s discretion in applying appropriate levels of enforcement for violations of state laws and regulations governing the use of pesticides.
The Department of Pesticide Regulation together with the Association, crafted a new “Pesticide Enforcement Response Policy” which requires that enforcement actions be imposed for certain classes of pesticide use violations very similar to what was proposed in SB 879. At the same time, this policy continued to allow the discretion to refer cases to the District Attorney or take licensing action as an alternative to the more common administrative fine procedure.
Eventually, all participating parties could not reach an agreement regarding SB 879, and the bill was held in the Assembly.

(Final Status:  Held in Assembly Rules)
15.
Senate Bill 1056 (Florez)     

Position:  Support if Amended to Support
Under existing law, California’s Seed Law enforcement program does not specifically prohibit local government from adopting ordinances or passing ballot initiatives that differ from existing law governing seed.  SB 1056 would provide that the California Seed Law is of statewide concern and all provisions contained therein regarding the registration, labeling, sale, storage, transportation, distribution, ratification of use, and actual use of seeds preempts local regulations that are passed after July 1, 2006.

CACASA supported SB 1056, as amended, to prevent a patchwork of agricultural policy in California related to seed and nursery stock, while allowing for the continuance of all legally enacted local ordinances currently in full force and effect.

Due to strong opposition, SB 1056 was passed by the Assembly but held in the Senate upon return to that house for concurrence to Assembly amendments. 

(Final Status:  Held in the Senate Rules Committee)

16.
Senate Bill 1426 (Denham) 




Position:  Watch


SB 1426, an urgency measure, would have established an emergency account in the Department of Food and Agriculture Fund and appropriate $5 million from the General Fund for detection, emergency eradication, and research on agricultural plant and animal diseases.  It would also have created  the Emergency Threat Intervention Account in the Department of Food and Agriculture Fund and appropriate $9 million from the General Fund to that account for imposition of quarantines, sanitary and police regulations as may be needed to respond to any condition determined to be necessary by the State Veterinarian, as specified.  

CACASA support for SB 1426 included $1.8 million in funding to allow CDFA to contract with local agriculture commissioners in support of the State Veterinarian’s actions.  This would be a key link to local preparedness in the event of an animal disease outbreak.  In addition, the $5 million emergency account to facilitate the immediate response to plant or animal disease outbreaks or pest infestations is paramount to preventing the spread of the pest and escalation of the cost of control and eradication.


SB 1426 was held in the Senate Appropriations Committee, in part, on the basis that base funding for the fiscal year for the Department of Food and Agriculture should be determined in the budget process.


(Final Status:  Held in Senate Appropriations Committee)

III.
County Sealer Legislation


1.  Assembly Bill 695



Position:  Watch

AB 695 provided that every retail seller that maintains a return authorization system, as defined, must clearly and conspicuously display information about its  return authorization system in at least one of several listed locations.  This bill also limited, as specified, the purposes for which a retail seller may use customer-specific return information.
The Legislature approved the measure and sent it to the Governor’s desk.  The bill was subsequently vetoed.  In his veto message, the Governor stated that the bill went “too far,” and could have an adverse impact on small retail businesses and California-based businesses.
(Final Status:  Vetoed)


2.  Assembly Bill 2285



Position:  Support

Existing law requires automated checkout systems that display for the consumer all price reductions, surcharges and taxes on goods and services.  AB 2285 clarifies vague provisions enacted in AB 2732 (Washington, Chapter 888, Statutes of 2002) by eliminating some requirements placed on retail business establishments regarding customer viewing on the sales transactions on “point of sale” devices.  The display will show prices to the consumer as they are being rung up, meeting the requirement that all charges must be conspicuously displayed to the customer, but would allow special discounts, taxes and surcharges to be included only at the end of the transaction.  

CACASA, led by the efforts of Los Angeles Agriculture Commissioner Kurt Floren, worked with the California Retailers Association to further clarify provisions in the bill relating to price reductions and applicable taxes.  These revisions recognize the limitations of existing technology while continuing to provide for the consumer protections intended by AB 2732.  When these changes were made, CACASA took a support position on the bill, which was enrolled to the Governor and signed.

(Final Status:  Chaptered, #566, ’06)
IV.
Animal Control Legislation

1.  Assembly Bill 2110 (Hancock)



Position: Watch


Existing law makes it a crime to commit animal cruelty, as specified.  This bill would provide, in addition, that any person who knowingly engages in "live field coursing" as defined, is guilty of a misdemeanor punishable by imprisonment in a county jail for a period not to exceed 6 months, by a fine not to exceed $1,000, or by both that imprisonment and fine.  “Live field coursing” is a competition defined as an acitivity in which dogs are, by the use of rabbits, hares, or foxes, assessed as to skill in hunting live rabbits, hares, or foxes.


CACASA considered taking an interest in the bill to clarify the right of farmers and livestock owners to use untethered dogs in the management of livestock or for hunting.  When it became clear that the legislative intent of the bill did not infringe upon these activities, CACASA took a “watch” position on the bill.  


(Final Status: Died)

2.  Senate Bill 1349 (Soto) 


Position:  Support

SB 1349 increases the misdemeanor penalty for causing an animal to fight with another animal, or permitting the same to be done on property under his or her control, or aiding or abetting the fighting of any animal.

County agriculture commissioners cite linkages to the spread of Exotic Newcastle Disease and avian flu as a result of blood and animal handling practices.  CACASA typically will lend support to efforts to assist in the stifling and eradication of these difficult to control diseases. CACASA also believes that increasing penalties for cockfighting will reduce the practice and the gambling, drug trafficking and violence that often accompanies cockfighting.  

The bill passed through the Legislature, was enrolled to the Governor and eventually chaptered on September 22, 2006.

(Final Status:  Chaptered, #430, ’06) 

V. State Budget Issues

· High Risk Pest Exclusion Funding
In order to meet reduction goals in the 2004-05 State Budget, the Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) reduced the CHRPE program funding by $4.5 million.  Part of the rationale for this reduction was an increase in unclaimed gas tax distributed to county agriculture commissioners which was scheduled to increase by $8.3 million during the 2004-05 fiscal years.  The reduction in CHRPE funding in 2004-05 left only $977,000 in the CDFA budget which was not sufficient to provide for a statewide program and was allocated to only two counties in recent years.  

In addition to the introduction of AB 2297 mentioned earlier in this report, CACASA and the agricultural industry sought additional funding in the budget through the budget subcommittee process.  With the addition of Assemblymember Ruskin, who was added to Assembly Subcommittee #3 on resources, $5 million in budget augmentation was added to the CDFA budget for this purpose by the Subcommittee.  In addition to this augmentation, Senator Jeff Denham, Chair of the Senate Committee on Agriculture and Assemblymember Ruskin submitted a separate request to the full Budget Conference Committee requesting the approval of $19.2 million to provide statewide funding for CHRPE and the Emerging Threats Program which was also a part of the CDFA budget request for 2006-07.  This request was co-signed by thirty-two Members of both houses and both parties.  The Budget Conference Committee’s final action on CHRPE was a $3 million augmentation to the existing funding or approximately $4 million in total funding for this purpose.  
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