
Order	  of	  Public	  Comments	  from	  PfSE	  members:	  
	  

1. Suzanne	  Llewellyn,	  resident	  of	  Walnut	  Creek,	  retired	  from	  UC	  Berkeley’s	  
School	  of	  Public	  Health,	  Environmental	  Health	  Program.	  	  Will	  read	  Dr.	  	  
Sharon	  Hiner,	  MD	  CCRMC	  Director	  of	  Oncology	  Program	  statement	  on	  
pesticides	  and	  cancer.	  CANCER	  and	  PESTICIDES	  
	  

2. Robin	  Spencer-‐Holmes,	  resident	  of	  Orinda,	  environmental	  consultant	  and	  
certified	  hazardous	  materials	  manager.	  	  Inadequate	  posting	  to	  give	  people	  a	  
choice	  to	  stay	  away	  from	  pesticide	  treatments	  &	  tracking	  of	  spraying	  
inadequate.	  	  Highest	  pesticide	  usage	  in	  these	  Right	  of	  Way	  Program	  along	  
with	  Bad	  Actor	  Pesticides.	  	  POSTING	  &	  PESTICIDE	  TRACKING	  IN	  RIGHT	  OF	  
WAYS	  INADEQUATE;	  EXPOSURE	  TO	  CHILDREN	  AND	  	  
	  

3. Richard	  Long,	  Orinda	  life	  long	  resident,	  recent	  retiree	  to	  Rossmoor	  will	  read	  
Jared	  Lewis’	  statement	  on	  grazing	  efficacy	  to	  replace	  herbicides.	  	  GRAZING,	  
EFFECTIVE	  AND	  NON-‐CONTAMINATING	  SOLUTION	  FOR	  FCD	  WEED	  
CONTROL	  NEAR	  WATER	  

	  
4. Shirley	  Shelangoski,	  Pleasant	  Hill:	  Costs	  not	  addressed	  &	  discouragement	  to	  

reduce	  pesticides	  by	  IPM	  Staff.	  	  LACK	  OF	  TRANSPARENCY	  AND	  
ACCOUNTABILITY	  ON	  COSTS	  OF	  HERBICIDE	  USAGE	  AND	  COMPARISON	  TO	  
ALTERNATIVES	  

	  
5. Susan	  JunFish,	  Moraga:	  	  Lack	  of	  transparency	  and	  accountability	  in	  

documents	  and	  still	  difficult	  to	  get	  records	  to	  improve	  communication	  and	  
collaboration.	  VIOLATION	  OF	  PUBLIC	  RECORDS	  REQUESTS	  in	  2014;	  
OMITTED	  &	  MISLEADING	  STATEMENTS	  IN	  STAFF	  REPORTS	  

	  
6. Michael	  Sullivan,	  Lafayette:	  TRANSPARENCY	  REQUESTS	  IN	  COUNTY	  IPM	  

PROGRAM	  
	  

7.	   Margaret	  Lynwood,	  Walnut	  Creek:	  	  TRAPPING	  COST	  EFFECTIVE	  IN	  PLACE	  
OF	  RODENTICIDES.	  	  DIPLOMATIC/COLLABORATIVE	  REQUEST	  FOR	  IPM	  
STAFF	  

	  



December 3, 2014 
 
Public Comment from Sharon Hiner, MD  
 
Addressed to the Transportation, Water & Infrastructure Committee Chairs, 
Supervisor Mary Piepho and Supervisor Candace Andersen 
 
 

I have been a staff of the Contra Costa County Regional Medical Center 
for the past 32 years and live in Martinez with my family.  I was the Cancer 
Center Director for 25 of my years working at CCRMC.  I support the work of 
Parents for a Safer Environment and regret that I cannot be there to give my 
testimony in person. 
 

By end of 2014, 1.66 million of us in the U.S. will be diagnosed with 
cancer; everyday 4, 500 people will be told they have cancer.  Over 585,000 of 
them will result in death.  Cancer is now the second most common cause of 
death in the U.S., accounting for nearly 1 of every 4 deaths. 
 

Behind each diagnosis is an individual’s life that is abruptly put in limbo 
even if the cancer does not result in death. The cancer patient is forced into a 
painfully harsh journey that was not chosen. 
 

The National Cancer Advisory Board stated bluntly in its 1994 report to 
Congress that a lack of appreciation for environmental contaminants has stalled 
cancer prevention efforts.  It further asserted that government has a responsibility 
to identify and prevent environmental health hazards and called for a coordinated 
investigation of industrial chemicals and pesticides as causes of cancer.    
 

National Cancer Institute senior researchers have declared an epidemic of 
cancer in the U.S. stating, “Cancers of all types and all causes display all the 
characteristics of an epidemic in slow motion.”  This unfolding crisis, they assert, 
is being fueled by “increasing contamination of the human environment with 
chemical and physical carcinogens and with chemicals supporting and 
potentiating their action.”   
 

I have hope that the leadership of this county would take the first steps to 
assure that your constituents of Contra Costa County do not bear more risk from 
cancer than absolutely necessary. 
 
 

The evidence today says that lowering population-wide exposures to 
hormone disruptors prevents breast cancer.  The county is currently using 
numerous pesticides listed as hormone disruptors, possible human carcinogens, 
and known human reproductive or developmental toxins in its arsenal according 
to Parents for a Safer Environment’s analysis of county’s pesticides used in the 
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most recent fiscal year.  My understanding is that this is a great improvement 
over the past 12 years and is a testament to the leadership in Contra Costa 
County that is willing to listen and work with the community. 
 

Nevertheless, there is much improvement that can be made. It is difficult 
for me to understand as a physician who cares for cancer patients on a daily 
basis, that one arm of the county can be triggering or exacerbating illnesses 
while another arm of the county could be spending half a billion dollars annually 
in order to keep people healthy.   
 
Let’s first do no harm.   
 
Yours Truly,  
 
Sharon Hiner, MD 

Susan JunFish


Susan JunFish




TWIC	  meeting,	  Dec	  4,	  2014	  
Public	  Comment	  from	  Robin	  Holmes,	  Orinda	  Resident,	  rspencerchmm@yahoo.com	  

	  
My	  name	  is	  Robin	  Spencer	  Holmes	  and	  I	  am	  a	  resident	  of	  Orinda	  and	  an	  

environmental	  consultant	  and	  certified	  hazardous	  materials	  manager.	  	  I	  am	  also	  actively	  
engaged	  as	  a	  volunteer	  in	  a	  research	  project	  to	  determine	  environmental	  causes	  for	  late	  
stage	  breast	  cancer	  in	  teenage	  girls	  in	  the	  West	  Bank,	  Palestine.	  A	  good	  part	  of	  the	  
evidence	  points	  to	  exposure	  to	  pesticides.	  
 

	  I	  have	  been	  concerned	  about	   the	  pesticide	  usage	  by	  Contra	  Costa	  County	  over	  
the	   past	   decade	   and	   wish	   to	   bring	   to	   your	   attention	   the	   inadequacy	   of	   the	   county’s	  
current	  posting	  program	  that	  fails	  to	  properly	  notify	  people	  of	  spraying.	  
	  

The	  County’s	  Posting	  Policy	   states	   that	  posting	   is	   required	  where	   there	   is	   foot	  
access	  by	  the	  public	  or	  where	  the	  area	  is	  used	  for	  recreation.	  	  	  
	  

For	   over	   15	   years,	   the	   county	   has	   been	   applying	   thousands	   of	   gallons	   of	   Bad	  
Actor	   pesticides	   annually	   that	   are	   broadcast	   sprayed	   along	   access	   roads	   of	   the	   Flood	  
Control	  District	  where	  people	  use	  for	  biking	  and	  walking.	   	  There	   is	  no	  posting	  before,	  
during	   or	   after	   treatments.	   I	   can’t	   tell	   you	   how	   much	   is	   sprayed	   now	   because	   staff	  
decided	  that	  this	  information	  is	  “not	  useful”	  to	  them	  nor	  important	  to	  track	  according	  to	  
the	   Transparency	   Subcommittee	   Report.	   	   Most	   IPM	   professionals	   would	   agree	   that	  
tracking	  data	   for	  each	  program	   is	  an	  essential	  element	  of	  a	  performing	   IPM	  program.	  
Moreover,	  the	  Flood	  Control	  District	  and	  Roadsides	  are	  where	  the	  county	  applies	  by	  far,	  
the	  largest	  amount	  of	  toxic	  pesticides.	  	  	  

	  
Trucks	  on	  each	  side	  of	  the	  access	  roads	  of	  the	  creeks	  take	  a	   long	  perforated	  hose	  

that	   are	   manually	   switched	   on	   and	   off	   for	   a	   less	   than	   precise	   spraying	   into	   the	   flood	  
control	  channel	  banks.	  	  Inadvertent	  spraying	  and	  drift	  from	  target	  areas	  is	  a	  given	  under	  
the	   slightest	   amount	   of	   wind	   because	   the	   spraying	   occurs	   well	   above	   6	   feet	   above	   the	  
targets.	  	  

	  
PfSE	  has	  shown	  you	  photos	  of	  children	  walking	  along	  these	  access	   trails.	   	   I	  am	  

submitting	  one	  for	  the	  record.	  	  	  
	  

These	  access	  roads	  look	  just	  like	  walking	  trails	  along	  often	  idyllic	  looking	  creeks	  
that	  community	  use	  on	  a	  daily	  basis.	  	  No	  one	  in	  this	  room	  would	  choose	  to	  be	  hit	  with	  a	  
wall	  of	  pesticide	  drift	  while	  taking	  a	  walk	  or	  have	  their	  children	  or	  dog	  track	  pesticides	  
from	   treatments	   and	   bring	   it	   home.	  A	  2003	  published	   study	  by	  Dr	  Ruddel	   showed	   that	  
many	  pesticides	  tracked	  indoors	  do	  not	  break	  down	  for	  months	  to	  years	  (due	  to	  absence	  of	  
sunlight	  and	  soil	  microbes	  in	  part).	  	  Of	  particular	  concern	  are	  for	  those	  who	  are	  pregnant,	  
have	  a	  baby	  or	  toddler	  along	  as	  we	  commonly	  see	  using	  these	  trails.	  We	  want	  our	  children	  
&	  pets	  to	  stay	  on	  the	  roads	  but	  maybe	  we’ll	  be	  more	  careful	  if	  we	  saw	  a	  sign	  for	  spraying.	  	  
Posting	  at	  least	  gives	  people	  a	  choice	  to	  avoid	  areas	  if	  they	  wish.	  
	  
The	  community	  deserves	  to	  know	  where	  and	  when	  the	  county	  staff	  plan	  to	  spray	  and	  to	  
post	  this	  at	  least	  on	  line	  and	  at	  major	  access	  points	  to	  these	  trails.	  	  Even	  though	  the	  Staff	  



Response	  Table	  to	  PfSE	  states	  that	  the	  website	  will	  post	  by	  August	  of	  2014,	  there	  is	  still	  no	  
posting	  to	  date.	  	  	  	  
	  
I	  ask	  you,	  Supervisors	  Andersen	  and	  Piepho	  as	  well	  as	  Directors	  Julie	  Bueren	  and	  Joe	  Yee	  
to	   help	   us	   prevent	   breast	   cancer	   and	   other	   illnesses	   in	   the	   first	   place	   by	   decreasing	  
exposures.	  
	  



TWIC Meeting of Dec 4, 2014 
 
Good afternoon Honorable Board Members, Peipho and Andersen. 
 
My name is Richard Long.  I have been a resident of central Contra Costa County 
for over 45 years.  I am retired and recently moved to Rossmoor with my wife, 
Anne. 
 
I urge you to listen carefully to the information presented by the volunteers from 
Parents for a Safer Environment.  Much new information is becoming available as 
scientists learn more about the serious public health dangers of pesticides used 
regularly in past years. 
 
I will be reading a public comment from Jared Lewis who is an environmental 
consultant for Bay Ecology. 
 
Thank you for the chance to share our thoughts with you this afternoon. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Richard Long 
rlong3a@comcast.net 



December 2, 2014 

 

To:  Transportation, Water, and Infrastructure Committee Chairs 

From: Jared Lewis, Bay Ecology & former research associate with                                                    

Parents for a Safer Environment 

 

Many of us in the natural resource management community, as well as those tasked with 

implementing IPM strategies are acutely aware of the need to address pesticide and herbicide 

use at a broader scale. This is critically important to sustainability and environmental goals, and 

to reduce public health risks associated with herbicide and pesticide use. There is a growing 

consensus in the larger scientific community regarding the detrimental effects of herbicides and 

their impact on human and ecosystem health. At the same time, agencies are expected to 

implement environmentally sound vegetation management practices that can accommodate both 

practical and financial constraints. 

 

Public agencies are increasingly focused on protecting biological resources, which has 

generated renewed interest in novel ecological and environmental management approaches. The 

use of grazing animals for vegetation management is one of these novel approaches that has 

been used successfully by numerous public agencies. However, efficacy and contamination 

from grazing has not been well documented in the literature.  In response to this research need, I 

worked with Parents for a Safer Environment to draft a review paper for my graduate study on 

the impacts of managed grazing systems, compiling and analyzing water quality data from four 

agency-managed grazing programs along watercourses, including projects here in the Bay Area. 

The conclusions of our research (soon to be published in a white-paper) are both promising and 

surprising, suggesting that grazing can be both an effective vegetation management tool and in 

many instances, ecologically beneficial. Most notably, in each of the four case studies, grazing 

had NO significant impact on water quality.  It is my hope that this research can provide 

decision makers with confidence that managed grazing is an effective, economical and safe 

vegetation management tool along watercourses. 

 

Thank you, 

Jared Lewis, jaredalewis@gmail.com 

Environmental Project Manager/ Ecologist 

Bay Ecology 



	  December	  4,	  2014	  TWIC	  meeting	  	  
	  
Public	   Comment	   from	   Shirley	   Shelangoski,	   Parents	   for	   a	   Safer	  	  	  
Environment	  
	  
My	   name	   is	   Shirley	   Shelangoski	   and	   I	   have	   been	   volunteering	   with	  
Parents	   for	   a	   Safer	   Environment	   for	   nearly	   3	   years	   now.	   	   The	   single	  
most	  underlying	  problem	  I	  see	  in	  the	  IPM	  Program	  is	  that	  there	  is	  little	  
to	   no	   leadership	   in	   guiding	   county	   staff	   to	   reduce	   pesticides.	   	   Nearly	  
every	   step	   of	   progress	   has	   been	   achieved	   with	   vigilant	   oversight	   and	  
participation	  by	  the	  community	  over	  10	  years.	  	  The	  community	  expects	  
better	  performance	  from	  the	  IPM	  program.	  	  
	  
I	  found	  the	  county’s	  Vision	  Statement	  online	  and	  it	  states:	  	  
	  
“Contra	  Costa	  County	  is	  recognized	  as	  a	  world-‐class	  service	  organization	  
where	   innovation	   and	   partnerships	   merge	   to	   enable	   our	   residents	   to	  
enjoy	  a	  safe,	  healthy	  and	  prosperous	  life.”	  
	  
Contrary	   to	   the	   county’s	   Vision	   Statement,	   it	   is	   disconcerting	   to	   hear	  
IPM	  county	   staff	   correcting	  members	  of	   the	   IPM	  Committee	  when	  any	  
mention	  is	  made	  about	  reducing	  pesticides	  with	  the	  statement:	  	  
	  
“IPM	  is	  not	  about	  reducing	  pesticides.”	  
	  
Due	  to	  this	  coaching	  from	  staff,	  it	  is	  not	  surprising	  that	  the	  IPM	  Advisory	  
Committee	  accomplishes	  very	  little	  of	  its	  original	  objectives.	  
	  
At	   the	   August	   19,	   2014	   Cost	   Accounting	   subcommittee	  meeting	   that	   I	  
attended,	  IPM	  Staff	  directed	  members	  away	  from	  investigating	  the	  costs	  
to	   spray	   herbicides	   in	   the	   Grounds	   program	   to	   even	   the	   expressed	  
surprise	   of	   members.	   	   The	   justification	   was	   that	   “since	   such	   small	  
amounts	  were	  used,	  the	  costs	  for	  its	  usage	  was	  not	  a	  factor	  that	  needed	  
to	  be	  addressed	   for	   the	  Grounds	  Dept”.	   	  That	  cut	  off	   the	  discussion	  on	  
the	  original	  objective	  of	   the	  Cost	  Accounting	  Committee,	  which	  was	   to	  
come	   up	   with	   costs	   that	   can	   possibly	   show	   economic	   feasibility	   for	  
switching	  to	  alternatives.	  
	  



I	  looked	  up	  the	  Grounds	  pesticide	  usage	  in	  the	  county’s	  spreadsheet	  for	  
FY	   13-‐14	   and	   saw	   that	   they	   used	   a	   known	   human	   reproductive	   and	  
developmental	   toxin	   (Fusilade	   for	  Turf),	   a	  possible	  human	  carcinogen,	  
(Gallery)	  and	  a	  Bad	  Actor	  rodenticide	   (Weevilcide)	  among	  others	  with	  
the	  latter	  being	  applied	  at	  Livorna	  Park	  in	  Alamo.	  	  With	  over	  a	  thousand	  
pounds	   of	   pesticide	   products	   being	   used,	   including	   Bad	   Actors,	   it	  
certainly	  appears	  that	  the	  Grounds	  Division’s	  pesticide	  usage	  is	  worthy	  
of	  being	  assessed	  for	  its	  costs.	  
	  
At	  the	  November	  5th	  full	  IPM	  Advisory	  Committee	  meeting,	  staff	  on	  the	  
Cost	   Accounting	   subcommittee	   noted	   that	   they	   were	   not	   able	   to	  
recommend	   any	   changes	   nor	   produce	   any	   helpful	   information	   on	   cost	  
issues.	   	   Instead	  of	  discussing	  pesticide	  issues,	  the	  IPM	  staff	  steered	  the	  
Cost	   Subcommittee	   to	   discuss	   issues	   that	   had	   nothing	   to	   do	   with	  
addressing	  costs	  of	  herbicide	  usage.	  
	  
The	   community	   has	   steadfastly	   worked	   with	   the	   county	   for	   over	   a	  
decade	  and	  many	  improvements	  are	  slowly	  starting	  to	  be	  realized.	  	  But	  
it	   has	   been	   a	   source	   of	   frustration	   when	   the	   IPM	   staff	   impedes	   good	  
discussion	   and	   work	   by	   the	   Committee	   and	   redirects	   members	   to	  
pursue	  objectives	  that	  do	  not	  promote	  IPM	  improvements.	  	  
	  
Shirley	  Shelangoski,	  	  
Pleasant	  Hill	  Resident	  



December	  4,	  2014	  
	  
To:	  	  Transportation,	  Water,	  and	  Infrastructure	  Committee	  	  
Co-‐Chairs,	  Supervisors	  Mary	  Piepho	  and	  Candace	  Andersen	  
	  
From:	  Susan	  JunFish,	  Parents	  for	  a	  Safer	  Environment	  (PfSE)	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  (underlined	  spoken)	  
	  
RE:	  	  Voids	  in	  Decision	  Making	  Flow	  Charts	  &	  Transparency	  Subcommittee	  Report	  Integrity	  
	  
Honorable	  Chairs	  Piepho	  and	  Andersen:	  
	  
I’m	  really	  happy	  to	  see	  the	  improvements	  this	  year,	  particularly	  in	  the	  area	  of	  
rodenticide	  application	  that	  was	  300%	  greater	  a	  year	  ago.	  	  This	  is	  a	  reduction	  to	  about	  
1/3	  and	  it’s	  also	  assuring	  to	  learn	  that	  Special	  District	  of	  the	  Public	  Works	  Department	  
stopped	  using	  all	  second-‐generation	  rodenticides	  in	  the	  public	  parks	  and	  elsewhere.	  	  
However,	  the	  community	  still	  wishes	  to	  see	  the	  cessation	  of	  all	  rodenticides	  used	  in	  
open	  space,	  similarly	  to	  how	  our	  county	  has	  been	  able	  to	  eliminate	  all	  rodenticides	  for	  
maintenance	  in	  over	  300	  buildings	  during	  2006-‐2009.	  
	  
I	  wish	  to	  bring	  your	  attention	  to	  the	  way	  decisions	  are	  made	  for	  choosing	  pesticides.	  	  
As	  a	  side	  note,	  these	  are	  also	  not	  the	  high-‐risk	  pest	  control	  programs	  and	  we	  ask	  the	  
county	  why	  the	  high-‐risk	  programs	  are	  not	  being	  addressed	  first.	  	  Numerous	  Decision-‐	  
Making	  Flow	  Charts	  have	  been	  drafted	  this	  year	  for	  mostly	  Department	  of	  Agriculture	  
weed	  control	  and	  the	  Airports	  weed	  control	  program	  of	  the	  Public	  Works	  Dept.	  	  The	  
problems	  with	  these	  Decision-‐Making	  Flow	  Charts	  or	  “trees”	  are	  the	  following:	  	  	  
	  

1. They	  do	  not	  show	  a	  break	  down	  in	  costs.	  	  The	  Cost	  Subcommittee’s	  objective	  
originally	  was	  to	  look	  at	  the	  break	  down	  in	  costs	  of	  pesticide	  usage	  over	  that	  of	  
least	  toxic	  alternatives	  of	  programs	  that	  used	  the	  highest	  risk	  pesticides	  that	  
were	  risking	  public	  health	  and	  wildlife.	  	  These	  are	  the	  Flood	  Control	  District,	  
Special	  District,	  Grounds,	  Roadside	  and	  the	  Dept	  of	  Ag’s	  ground	  squirrel	  control	  
and	  aquatic	  weed	  control	  programs.	  We	  have	  yet	  to	  receive	  the	  cost	  
breakdowns	  as	  requested	  multiple	  times	  over	  many	  years.	  
	  

2. They	  do	  not	  specify	  if	  a	  product	  is	  listed	  as	  one	  of	  the	  4	  categories	  for	  cancer	  
causing	  agents,	  listed	  as	  a	  human	  hormone	  disruptor,	  or	  listed	  as	  a	  known	  
human	  reproductive/developmental	  toxin.	  	  It	  only	  lists	  Prop	  65	  and	  this	  is	  just	  
one	  category	  and	  does	  not	  cover	  all	  carcinogen	  and	  
reproductive/developmental	  toxin	  categories.	  

	  
The	  Decision	  Making	  tree	  will	  be	  helpful	  only	  if	  it	  is	  actually	  showing	  least	  toxic	  
options	  and	  if	  it	  justifies	  clearly	  why	  the	  safer	  alternatives	  were	  not	  chosen.	  	  These	  
flow	  charts	  are	  not	  yet	  providing	  the	  data	  as	  to	  why	  non-‐chemical	  options	  are	  not	  
chosen.	  	  Costs	  are	  often	  the	  reason	  for	  not	  choosing	  the	  alternative	  methods.	  	  If	  cost	  is	  
the	  reason,	  a	  comprehensive	  cost	  breakdown	  that	  is	  readily	  trackable	  as	  well	  as	  



attempting	  to	  estimate	  the	  risk	  to	  health	  and	  the	  environment	  needs	  to	  be	  in	  the	  
equation	  even	  if	  it’s	  an	  unknown.	  	  	  	  	  
	  

I	  wish	  to	  also	  request	  that	  the	  FY	  13-‐14	  final	  report	  of	  the	  IPM	  Transparency	  
Subcommittee’s	  Report	  to	  the	  Board	  reflects	  the	  correction	  made	  by	  community	  
members	  who	  stated	  that	  they	  did	  not	  make	  the	  conclusions	  attributed	  to	  the	  
Subcommittee.	  	  In	  the	  November	  5th	  meeting,	  Dr.	  Patti	  Tenbrook	  stated	  that	  she	  
did	  not	  prepare	  the	  comments	  attributed	  to	  her	  as	  stated	  on	  top	  of	  the	  
document,	  “Prepared	  by	  Patti	  Tenbrook.”	  	  In	  addition,	  Dr.	  Cheng	  Liao,	  asked	  if	  
the	  statement	  in	  the	  document	  that	  “tracking	  of	  pesticide	  usage	  in	  each	  flood	  
control	  district	  and	  roadside	  is	  not	  useful	  to	  the	  department”	  is	  the	  opinion	  of	  
staff	  since	  he	  didn’t	  recollect	  that	  conclusion	  being	  made	  “as	  a	  group.”	  	  Each	  
Transparency	  Subcommittee	  member,	  Patti	  Tenbrook	  and	  Scott	  Cashen	  also	  
agreed	  that	  that	  statement	  appeared	  to	  be	  the	  opinion	  of	  the	  staff	  and	  should	  be	  
changed	  to	  reflect	  such.	  	  Ms	  Drlik	  conceded	  and	  said	  she	  would	  make	  the	  
changes.	  	  	  
	  
The	  community	  is	  aware	  that	  tracking	  pesticide	  usage	  for	  each	  IPM	  program	  is	  a	  
critical	  component	  of	  assessing	  an	  IPM	  program’s	  effectiveness.	  	  Without	  
separating	  Right	  of	  Way	  treatment	  (Flood	  Control	  District	  and	  Roadside),	  how	  
do	  we	  know	  if	  changes	  in	  a	  pesticide	  regime	  is	  working	  well,	  if	  it’s	  the	  most	  least	  
toxic	  regime	  that	  can	  still	  provide	  effective	  pest	  control?	  	  Not	  tracking	  usage	  of	  
each	  distinct	  program	  can	  result	  in	  using	  unnecessarily	  more	  toxic	  pesticides	  to	  
obtain	  acceptable	  results.	  	  Tracking	  pesticide	  usage	  for	  each	  program	  is	  
therefore	  a	  critical	  component	  of	  a	  well-‐run	  IPM	  program	  as	  well	  as	  a	  
transparency	  issue	  for	  the	  community.	  
	  
Please	  assure	  that	  those	  changes	  are	  reflected	  in	  the	  final	  Transparency	  
Subcommittee	  report:	  
	  
1) Patti	  Tenbrook	  is	  not	  noted	  as	  author	  or	  “preparer”	  of	  the	  Transparency	  

Subcommittee	  Report	  that	  the	  IPM	  Coordinator,	  Tanya	  Drlik,	  prepared.	  
2) 	  Transparency	  Committee	  Community	  members	  did	  not	  agree	  with	  staff	  that	  

“Public	  Works	  has	  no	  need	  to	  separate	  the	  data	  on	  the	  Pesticide	  Use	  
Reports....”	  

3) Transparency	  Committee	  Community	  members	  did	  not	  agree	  with	  staff	  that	  
“…it	  is	  not	  possible	  to	  separate	  the	  data	  in	  the	  new	  reporting	  system.”	  (for	  
Flood	  Control	  District	  and	  Roadsides)	  	  	  	  	  

	  
I	  wish	  to	  thank	  the	  Chairs	  and	  Staff	  for	  the	  improvements	  achieved	  since	  the	  
last	  fiscal	  year	  and	  we	  look	  forward	  to	  working	  with	  staff	  to	  improve	  the	  
program	  where	  there	  are	  still	  voids	  and	  much	  room	  for	  improvement	  such	  as	  
tracking	  pesticide	  usage	  in	  each	  program	  and	  making	  that	  public	  information.	  	  	  
	  



Public	  Comments	  to	  the	  TWIC	  and	  staff	   	   December	  4,	  2014	  
	  
My	  name	  is	  Michael	  Sullivan	  and	  I	  am	  a	  retired	  teacher	  and	  Lafayette	  
resident.	  	  I	  have	  been	  attending	  IPM	  meetings	  for	  years	  and	  wish	  to	  
thank	  you	  for	  the	  many	  improvements	  in	  the	  recent	  fiscal	  year.	  	  

	  	  
The	  following	  are	  questions	  regarding	  existing	  transparency	  concerns	  
and	  requests	  that	  Parents	  for	  a	  Safer	  Environment	  has	  compiled	  on	  
behalf	  of	  community	  members	  throughout	  Contra	  Costa	  County	  who	  
wish	  to	  see	  the	  County’s	  IPM	  Program	  become	  self-‐regulating	  with	  an	  
internal	  desire	  to	  improve.	  
	  
1) What	  is	  your	  position	  of	  whether	  pesticide	  reduction	  should	  be	  one	  

of	  the	  objectives	  for	  the	  county’s	  IPM	  program?	  This	  basic	  tenet	  
requires	  definitive	  clarity	  to	  provide	  guidance	  to	  the	  IPM	  staff	  who	  is	  
leading	  the	  program	  with	  the	  belief	  that	  reduction	  of	  pesticides	  is	  not	  
an	  objective.	  

	  
2) Require	  each	  program	  to	  track	  its	  pesticide	  usage	  and	  post	  pesticide	  

usage	  reports	  online	  so	  that	  the	  community	  does	  not	  have	  to	  struggle	  
to	  access	  public	  information.	  	  Monthly	  reports	  are	  required	  by	  the	  
State	  and	  a	  copy	  can	  be	  uploaded	  simultaneously	  for	  the	  IPM	  
website.	  	  Maintstar	  technical	  staff	  has	  advised	  PfSE	  that	  providing	  all	  
the	  pesticide	  usage	  data	  is	  simple	  in	  their	  database	  upon	  request.	  

	  
3) Implement	  posting	  on	  the	  website	  and	  in	  all	  areas	  where	  the	  public	  

has	  foot	  access	  such	  as	  access	  roads	  in	  the	  flood	  control	  district	  and	  
roadsides	  where	  people	  are	  known	  to	  walk,	  jog,	  ride	  bikes,	  or	  push	  
strollers.	  	  	  

	  
4) Please	  instruct	  staff	  to	  provide	  breakdown	  costs	  for	  each	  of	  the	  

seven	  pesticide	  dependent	  programs.	  	  	  Please	  provide	  a	  timeline	  for	  
staff	  to	  provide	  this	  data	  for	  which	  we	  have	  requested	  for	  nearly	  six	  
years.	  	  

	  
	  

Michael	  Sullivan,	  
Resident	  of	  Lafayette	  
swimmersullivan@yahoo.com	  



Public Comments to the TWIC and staff  December 4, 2014 
 
My name is Margaret Lynwood and I am a resident of Rossmoor in 
Walnut Creek and am delighted to learn that the county has stopped 
using all second-generation rodenticides recently.  However, I wish to 
know why other rodenticides are still being used by the public works 
and Ag departments.  I’d also like to see a more concerted effort to 
engage trapping experts in 2015 to control ground squirrels instead of 
using first generation rodenticides that impose risk of secondary 
poisoning.  
 
PfSE calculated that it would cost only $60,000 more per year 
according to former Ag Commissioner’s estimate that the entire 
program costs them $120,000 annually.  A study conducted by 
Ventura County’s Agriculture Department concluded that trapping 
would cost 2 times more than the use of poisons.  $60,000 is really a 
very small amount annually relative to the 1 billion dollar budget that 
the county has at its disposal.  There are many men who are still 
unemployed and can be trained by expert trappers who service other 
public agencies for burrowing rodents.  We can do this if you are 
open to collaboration.   
 
The community wishes IPM staff to focus on pesticide reduction in 
the areas where the largest amount is being applied and where the 
highest risk of exposure to wildlife and people exist.  This has not 
been a priority of IPM program staff. 
 
Finally, please encourage the IPM Program staff to treat the 
community with respect and foster collaboration.  We do appreciate 
the improved response to the public records request regardless of 
records being provided or not.  It’s a good start. 
 
Thank you for the many improvements this past year.  In order to 
keep up the progress we need strong leadership in the IPM program 
with earnest desire to reduce pesticides. We wish to see staff seeking 
and offering alternatives to the pesticide dependency by collaborating 
with the community and other public agencies. 
 
 
 



Posting by Contra Costa Operations in 2013 

Date Location Number of Signs Notes 

Public Works Vegetation Management 

1/7/13 Clyde Pedestrian Path Approx. 3 signs 

1/7/13 Iron Horse Corridor: Concord Approx. 6 signs 
to Marsh & Clayton Valley 
Drain 

2/11113 Iron Horse Corridor: Walnut Approx. 8 signs 
Creek Channel slopes 

8/19/13 Iron Horse Corridor: fence- Approx. 14 signs 
lines for Drittrichia 

10/7113 Iron Horse Corridor: pre- 26 signs 
emergent on fence-lines 

Grounds Division 

November, 2013 Camino Tassajara between Approx. 10 signs total 

1 event at each location 
Knollview and Oakgate, pre-

(1 at each intersection) emergent for weeds: 

1. Part of the bank going up 
from the sidewalk along 
Camino Tassajara 

2. Near Casablanca off of 
Camino Tassajara 

Facilities 

No postings outside the Buildings serviced by Pestec 
permanent posting notices. have a permanent posting of 

a limited number of products 
that can be used without 
additional posting (this is 
similar to Santa Clara and 
San Francisco). 

Agriculture 

9/11/13 In Brentwood for ground Approx. 25 signs (posted at The majority of the baiting 

1 event 
squirrels, Marsh Creek Trail each public access point took place on the side where 
from Central Blvd. to Big along the trail) access is closed to the 
Break public. There were 2 small 

spot treatments done by 
hand on the public trail side 
(<1 lb. used on the public 
side--<0.0016 oz. of actual 
diphacinone) 



Public	  Records	  Review	  Request	  (PRRR)	  Violations	  in	  FY	  13-‐14:	  
	  

1. November	  19,	  2014	  PRRR	  for	  a	  .doc	  file	  of	  the	  FY	  13-‐14	  Annual	  IPM	  Status	  
Report	  was	  denied	  by	  Ms.	  Drlik.	  	  On	  Nov	  21,	  2014	  Ms	  Drlik	  stated	  that	  “You	  
can	  easily	  make	  comments	  on	  a	  PDF	  file.	  	  Look	  under	  the	  “Comments”	  drop-‐
down	  menu	  at	  the	  top	  of	  the	  window.”	  	  These	  instructions	  were	  in	  error.	  	  
“Annotate”	  button	  allows	  for	  some	  insertions	  of	  color,	  underlining,	  
highlighting	  and	  strike-‐out,	  but	  no	  insertions	  of	  text	  are	  allowable	  on	  PDF	  
files	  so	  the	  format	  provided	  by	  the	  County	  made	  it	  more	  difficult	  to	  provide	  
comments	  in	  this	  81	  page	  document.	  
	  
Tracking	  edits	  on	  a	  PDF	  file	  is	  impossible	  and	  that	  is	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  why	  
PDF	  files	  exist,	  to	  prevent	  editing	  and	  changes.	  	  	  
	  

2. December	  12,	  2013	  PRRR	  for	  the	  Sampling	  Plan	  Grazing	  Study	  that	  occurred	  
in	  2013	  was	  not	  provided	  until	  September	  30,	  2014	  by	  the	  Public	  Works	  
Dept.	  10	  months	  after	  the	  initial	  request	  and	  repeated	  request.	  
	  

3. September	  26,	  2014	  PRRR	  for	  fecal	  coliform	  data	  from	  the	  2013	  Grazing	  
Study	  to	  Public	  Works	  Dept	  was	  denied	  on	  Oct	  4,	  2014	  citing	  Sect	  6252(3)	  
of	  the	  CA	  public	  records	  act	  that	  allegedly	  does	  not	  bind	  the	  County	  to	  
providing	  the	  data	  that	  is	  not	  prepared,	  owned,	  used,	  or	  retained	  by	  the	  
county.	  	  Data	  had	  to	  be	  used	  by	  the	  County	  in	  order	  to	  design	  the	  2014	  study.	  

	  



Collins Elementary School Children walk daily along Pinole Creek banks that was once part of the Contra Costa County 
Public Works Department's Flood Control District weed control program that received scheduled broadcast pesticide 

Treatments biannually during the rainy seasons of Feb/March and Dec/Jan 
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