AGENDA
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY INTEGRATED PEST
MANAGEMENT (IPM) ADVISORY COMMITTEE
An Advisory Body to the Board of Supervisors

May 19, 2022
10:00 AM to 12:00 PM
VIRTUAL MEETING pursuant to Government Code Section 54953(e)(1)(A)
The Public may observe and participate in the Virtual Zoom webinar by
using this link: https://zoom.us/j/99941696650 or by calling (669) 900-6833
and entering webinar ID: 999 4169 6650.

Committee Members
Jim Donnelly, Chair

Public Member #3 Seat

Michael Kent, Vice Chair

1. 10:00 to 10:05 Convene and introductions

Health Services Department Rep.

Carlos Agurto, Secretary

Pest Management Contractor Seat

2. 10:05 to 10:10 Public comment on items not on the agenda
(speakers are limited to 3 minutes each)
3. 10:10 to 10:15 APPROVE minutes from March 17, 2022

Susan Captain

Public member #1 Seat

Staff Report

4. 10:15 to 10:45 RECEIVE a presentation regarding per- and
polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in artificial turf
Staff Report
5. 10:45 to 11:30 ADVISE staff on potential revisions to the draft
template for departmental/divisional IPM plans
Staff Report
6. 11:30 to 11:40 RECEIVE a verbal report on Resolution No. 2022/96
commemorating the 100th anniversary of the birth of
IPM pioneer, Dr. Robert van den Bosch in Martinez

Stephen Prée

Public Member #2 Seat

Andrew Sutherland

Environmental Organization Rep.

Susan Heckly

Fish & Wildlife Commission Rep.

Kimberly Hazard

Sustainability Commission Rep.

Michele Mancuso

County Stormwater Program Rep.

Dave Lavelle

Public Works Facilities Designee

7. 11:40 to 11:55 Updates and announcements from Committee members
and staff

Chris Lau

8. 11:55 to 12:00 RECOMMEND future agenda items and ADJOURN

Beth Slate

Next Meeting of this Committee: Thursday, July 21, 2022 at 10AM
Upcoming Subcommittee Meetings:
• IPM Decision Making—Thursday June 16, 2022 at 10AM

Public Works Maint. Div. Designee
Agriculture Commissioner Designee

Amy Budahn

Public Member Alternate Seat
—voting members in bold—

The IPM Advisory Committee will provide reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities planning to attend IPM Advisory
Committee meetings. Contact the staff person listed below at least 72 hours before the meeting.
Any disclosable public records related to an open session item on a regular meeting agenda and distributed by the County to a majority of
members of the IPM Advisory Committee less than 96 hours prior to that meeting are available for public inspection by contacting the staff
person listed below.
For additional information contact: Wade Finlinson, Committee Staff
Phone: 925.655.3214 or Email: wade.finlinson@cchealth.org
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IPM Advisory Committee Ground Rules
•

Members must receive recognition from the Chair before speaking.

•

One person speaks at a time.

•

Members can speak only once (and for a specified amount of time) on each agenda item until
everyone who wants to contribute has done so.

•

It is the responsibility of the Chair to try to involve all Committee members and to prevent any
one person from dominating the discussion.

•

Public comment on items not on the agenda, but within the purview of the committee, will be
at the beginning of the meeting. Each member of the public will be allowed to speak for a
maximum of 3 minutes, unless the Chair states otherwise.

•

The Public will be allowed to comment on agenda items after discussion of the item by the
committee members. Each member of the public will be allowed to speak for a maximum of 3
minutes, unless the Chair states otherwise.

•

The Committee will treat the public courteously.

•

The typical sequence for an agenda item is as follows:
1. Introduction of item and Staff report, if any
2. Questions/Discussion from Committee members
3. Motion is made (if the item needs action)
4. Discussion of the motion by Committee members
5. Public comment
6. Vote is taken on the motion

•

During meetings held via remote access, Committee members, staff, and citizens are
encouraged to utilize the raise hand function of the software being used to indicate that
they wish to speak. All meeting participants are encouraged to keep themselves on mute
when others are speaking.
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Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management
Advisory Committee
Agenda Item #3 Staff Report
Meeting Date:
Subject:
Department:
Presenter:
Contact:

5/19/2022
Approve Minutes from March 17, 2022
Health Services
Wade Finlinson, Staff to Committee
925.655.3214

Referral History:
County Ordinance (Better Government Ordinance 95-6, Article 25-205, [d]) requires that each
County Body keep a record of its meetings. Though the record need not be verbatim, it must
accurately record the Committee's official decisions and actions. Minutes should include a brief
description of any motion considered (whether or not it is approved), and must record the vote taken
on the motion. Votes must be recorded in the minutes using the format required in California law.
Referral Update:
Any handouts or printed copies of testimony distributed at the meeting will be attached to this meeting
record.
Recommendation(s)/Next Step(s):
Staff recommends approval of the attached minutes for the March 17, 2022 meeting of the Integrated
Pest Management Advisory Committee with any necessary corrections.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Draft minutes of the March 17, 2022 meeting
2018-2021 IPM Recommendations Tracking Table
Annotated Draft Departmental/Divsional IPM Template
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DRAFT Minutes
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY INTEGRATED PEST
MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
An Advisory Body to the Board of Supervisors

March 17, 2022
10:00 AM to 12:00 PM
This meeting was held remotely in accordance with Government Code
Section 54953(e)(1)(A)
Voting Members Present: Jim Donnelly (Chair), Susan Captain (Vice Chair), Stephen Prée, Andrew
Sutherland, Susan Heckly, Kimberly Hazard, Michele Mancuso, Michael Kent
Voting Members Absent: None
Non-Voting Members Present: Amy Budahn, Beth Slate, Chris Lau, Dave Lavelle
Non-Voting Members Absent: Carlos Agurto (Secretary)
Elected Officials Present: Supervisor Candace Andersen
Staff Present: Jill Ray, Mark Goodwin, Jessica Dillingham, Julin Perez, Beth Lee, Russell Milburn,
Wade Finlinson
Members of the Public Present: None
1. Convene and introductions
Vice Chair Michael Kent called the meeting to order at 10:03 AM.
2. Public comment on items not on the agenda
There were no public comments.
3. Approve minutes from January 20, 2022
A motion was made and seconded (JD/SC) to approve the minutes as written.
Ayes: Mancuso, Heckly, Sutherland, Captain, Donnelly, Kent
Noes: None
Abstain: Hazard, Prée
Absent: None
Public Speakers: None
Jim Donnelly arrived during item #3 and took over as Chair on item #4
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4. Discuss previous recommendations to the Board of Supervisors and consider
developing strategies that increase the likelihood of implementation
Supervisor Candace Andersen and Committee members discussed the status of several
recommendations. The IPM Coordinator agreed to incorporate feedback into future versions of
the recommendations tracking table. No formal action was taken.
Pubic Speakers: None
5. Advise staff on potential revisions to the draft template for departmental/divisional IPM
plans
Committee members discussed the draft template and made suggestions that have been
captured in the attached annotated departmental/divisional IPM template draft. No formal
action was taken.
Public Speakers: None
6. Review the process for promoting IPM on properties leased to the County as well as
on County-owned properties leased to private entities
Representatives of the Public Works Real Property Division and Airports Division indicated
that current lease agreements do not specifically include language that requires or
encourages IPM practices. In situations when the County acts as lessee, the property owner
is typically responsible for pest management as part of broader maintenance arrangements.
In situations where the County is lessor, particularly on properties surrounding Buchanan
Field Airport, the lessee is responsible for pest control. A question was raised regarding
whether or not there is a state requirement to report all pesticide applications on Countyowned properties. Beth Slate indicated that the property operator or its contractors who apply
pesticides would need to report them to the state through the Agriculture Department. It was
mentioned that further clarifications are needed regarding to what extent County-owned
properties that are maintained by other entities are subject to Municipal Regional Stormwater
Permit reporting.
Additional discussion included concerns involving potential liabilities associated with
pesticide applications. The IPM Coordinator agreed to continue the conversation with Public
Works personnel and report back to the Committee at a future meeting. No formal action was
taken.
Public Speakers: None
7. Updates and announcements from Committee members and staff
Michael Kent mentioned that the Hazardous Materials Commission has been working on perand polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS). A recent call indicated that PFAS are used in
artificial turf and it may be of interest to the Committee.
8. Recommend future agenda items & adjourn
Agenda items for the May 19th meeting may include a presentation on PFAS in artificial turf,
and resuming the discussion on the draft IPM plan template.
Public Speakers: None
The meeting adjourned at 11:57 AM.
2

DRAFT IPM Advisory Committee Minutes
March 17, 2022
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Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management Advisory Committee
2018-2021 Recommendations Tracking Table
Date of IPM
Advisory
Committee
Approval/Rec. #

Recommendation

Responsible
Department or Property or Program
Staff
Specific?

Status

Additional Information

2021.11.18a

The Probation Department is encouraged to have a dialog with the IPM
Coordinator and representatives from Public Works Facilities Services to
identify possible areas for refinement as it pertains to vegetation management
PWD,
This pertains to the
Public Works Facilities Services and Probation staff indicated an interest in this conversation
at Juvenile Hall. That dialog should prioritize how to utilize the land to promote Probation, IPM Juvenile Hall property Not Started
during the proceedings of the IPM Decision Making Subcommittee.
enhanced landscape stewardship as described in Decision Documentation for
Coordinator
in Martinez.
Vegetation Management at Juvenile Hall . Discussions should identify and
include collaboration with mission-aligned partners.

2021.11.18b

The Public Works Grounds Division is encouraged to initiate a year-long pilot at
Juvenile Hall that suspends the use of products containing glyphosate and
alternatively incorporates a trial use of other formulations being used by other
public agencies in the region.

PWD

Juvenile Hall

The PWD Facilites Services team is interested in moving forward with the pilot trial. Since the
most effective glyphosate alternatives have a signal word of "Warning", the Division would like
Not Started
wait to commence the pilot until their vacant Grounds Maintenance Specialist-Pest Control
position is filled. Currently, applicators are training on "Caution" labeled products only.

2021.11.18c

Public Works Facilities Services is encouraged to assess pavement conditions
throughout the Juvenile Hall property and initiate repairs to cracks where
nuisance vegetation is currently growing or is likely to grow.

PWD

Juvenile Hall

In progress

1
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The PWD Facilites Services team is currently evaluating pavement conditions and has
committed to coordinate repairs in the near future.
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Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management Advisory Committee
2018-2021 Recommendations Tracking Table
Date of IPM
Advisory
Committee
Approval/Rec. #

Recommendation

Responsible
Department or Property or Program
Staff
Specific?

2020.11.19a

Redefine vegetation management practices that promote proactive strategies
and clarify accountability as it pertains to each site’s natural resources. Efforts
should include:
• Adjusting how funds pertaining to grounds maintenance are allocated.
Proactive and regenerative maintenance practices should be prioritized over
corrective maintenance requests. Personnel from the Office of the Sheriff and
the Public Works Department should engage in a dialog with the IPM
Coordinator to determine what alterations could be immediately implemented
PWD, Sheriff,
that would refine the business relationship as it pertains to vegetation
IPM
management.
Coordinator
• Incorporating a vegetation monitoring protocol that documents periodic
status updates from onsite personnel to the Grounds Division. This may include
sharing still photographs and/or video from the security system on a routine
basis that keeps applicable County staff aware of current vegetation conditions.
• Provision of supplemental training modules for all personnel, inmates, or
volunteers who may be involved with vegetation management decisions that
cover the County Integrated Pest Management Policy, these recommendations,
and general safety guidelines.

2020.11.19b

Initiate a dialog with adjacent property owners such as East Bay Regional Parks
regarding both properties and Save Mount Diablo at the Marsh Creek property
to explore formal partnerships that strengthen the mission of each agency.
Also consider contracting for vegetation management services in a manner
consistent with the County IPM Policy.

PWD, Sheriff,
IPM
Coordinator

MCDF

2020.11.19c

Where chemical controls are required to maintain bare-earth objectives,
prioritize applications to reduce glyphosate dependence and continue to
explore the feasibility of implementing alternative tactics such as steam
weeding, mulching, and competitive planting.

PWD, Sheriff,
IPM
Coordinator

WCDF & MCDF

This pertains to the
properties that
contain the West
County Detention
Facility (WCDF) and
Marsh Creek Range
and Detention
Facility (MCDF)

2
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Status

Additional Information

Initiated

Public Works Facilities Services leadership and command staff at each location have indicated
an interest in continuing this conversation. The IPM Coordinator will continue to make efforts
to follow up with all parties in order to prioritize which endeavors best support the IPM Policy.
The Grounds Supervisor has incorporated additional site visits to proactively monitor
vegetation at WCDF.

The IPM Coordinator recently met onsite with the Grounds Supervisor and Save Mount Diablo
(SMD) representatives to preliminarily discuss potential collaborations. Some near term
In Progress
opportunities include coordinating targeted grazing efforts, technical guidance on preserving
habitat, and wildfire prevention efforts.

Initiated

This will be included in the ongoing discussions referenced in 2020.11.19a as well as other
recommendations as guided by TWIC.
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Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management Advisory Committee
2018-2021 Recommendations Tracking Table
Date of IPM
Advisory
Committee
Approval/Rec. #

Recommendation

Responsible
Department or Property or Program
Staff
Specific?

Status

Additional Information

2020.11.19d

Foster mutually beneficial community partnerships that:
•Allow County personnel to provide a higher level of service by focusing on core
tasks, and
•Maximize balanced cooperation between organized labor, community-based
organizations, and employment training enterprises, and
•Build on regional models that are financially sustainable and ecologically
regenerative.
•Facilitate collaborative landscape programming that allows every Countyowned acre to be a shining example of a restorative community asset.

2020.11.19e

The IPM Coordinator is encouraged to play an active role continuing this dialog
WCDF, MCDF,
with other stakeholders in the County. These findings and additional site
Juvenile Hall, Orin
IPM
Allen Youth
stewardship revelations at similar rehabilitation properties in the County should
Coordinator,
be presented to the appropriate body or program for further consideration.
Rehabilitation Facility
The IPM Coordinator welcomes TWIC guidance on which strategic efforts are encouraged for
BOS, ORJ,
Not Started
That may include the Office of Reentry and Justice, The Public Protection
further pursuit.
(OAYRF),
PWD, Sheriff,
Committee, The Community Corrections Partnership and its associated
Underutilized County
Probation
committees, the Juvenile Justice Coordinating Council, or other relevant
Properties, CBO
programs.
Programs

2020.11.19f

At the Marsh Creek Property, consider establishing a site stewardship fund that
receives a portion of fees charged to agencies for range usage or consider
supporting the development of a partner foundation to solicit supplemental
vegetation management funding and to coordinate volunteer efforts.

Sheriff, IPM
Coordinator

MCDF

2020.11.19g

The Marsh Creek facility is encouraged to work with the IPM Coordinator to set
up product demonstrations of steam weeding systems, remote control slope
mowers, and other related machinery to prioritize which equipment
procurements would be appropriate to incorporate into the existing operation.

Sheriff, IPM
Coordinator

MCDF

2020.09.17a

Improve the IPM Website so that it provides as much information as possible.
That may include a link to the Prop 65 list or other databases that contain
information on chronic hazards of certain pesticides.

IPM
Coordinator

IPM Website

This is a top priority of the IPM Coordinator in 2021. Additionally, a group of regional IPM
In Progress Coordinators from multiple jurisdictions are collectively pursuing clarity on how to best classify
the risks of both chemical and non-chemical pest management tactics.

Countywide

Public Works and Agriculture Department staff attendance at IPM meetings has been
commendable over the last few years. That interaction has helped depict a clearer picture of
In Progress operational constraints. The Committee formed the Grants & Pilots Subcommittee in 2021 to
review innovative opportunities, and the IPM Coordinator continues to meet with
departmental staff to discuss how to best advance these types of initiatives.

2019.11.21a

Encourage County operations to continue to evaluate new and existing weed
and ground squirrel management tactics, considering site requirements,
efficacy, cost, impacts to the environment, and impacts to the community.

BOS/CAO

PWD, Ag. Dept.

Countywide

3
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The County owns hundreds of acres of underutilized property. The programming that occurs
on portions of these parcels will likely require the perpetual interest of County operations.
The segments of each property that are not central to the principle function of respective
programs tend to be neglected from a stewardship standpoint. By reimagining how these
Not Started peripheral lands are managed, strategies that promote enhanced landscape stewardship may
be revealed. There are multiple development opportunities that concurrently support the IPM
Policy, the recent Declaration of a Climate Emergency in Contra Costa County, as well as other
related social & racial justice initiatives. The IPM Coordinator is happy to assist as directed by
TWIC.

Not Started Pending TWIC direction

Initiated

The IPM Coordinator has offered services to site leadership and will continue to follow up.

Revised 3/17/2022

Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management Advisory Committee
2018-2021 Recommendations Tracking Table
Date of IPM
Advisory
Committee
Approval/Rec. #

Recommendation

Responsible
Department or Property or Program
Specific?
Staff

Status

Additional Information

2019.11.21b

Direct departments to annually propose and prioritize potential research
BOS/PWD, Ag.
projects associated with emerging and innovative strategies and tactics that will
Dept.
improve the County’s IPM program.

Countywide

Departmental staff have been supportive of initial efforts to incorporate research elements
into IPM programs and to seek external funding. This and the following two recommendations
were codified in Resolution 2020/326, adopted on December 8, 2020. The IPM Coordinator
Complete
continues to survey potential resources that may be applicable. The Departmental IPM Plan
template document currently being developed by the Committee may also include a section
that encourages departments to identify this types of projects and funding sources.

2019.11.21c

Encourage County departments to seek outside funding sources for these IPM
research projects.

BOS

Countywide

Complete See additional information regarding 2019.11.21b above.

2019.11.21d

Consider establishing funding to internally support such research projects.

PWD/Ag. Dept.

Countywide

Complete See additional information regarding 2019.11.21b above.

2019.11.21e

Allocate additional funding or establish alternative procedures whereby they
may procure a contractor to provide carbon monoxide fumigation services for
ground squirrels along levees, irrigation canals, and flood-control channels
during the spring.

PWD
Maintenance
Division

Flood Control
properties

2019.11.21f

Conduct detailed evaluations of the vegetation management programs along
County rights-of-way during the period October 2018 to present, given that no
herbicides were applied. Have they met the control mandates set forth? Have
they saved funds that may be used to evaluate and implement alternatives to
herbicide applications along roadsides and flood control channels?

The Maintenance Division summarized the impact in the 2020 Annual Report. During the
period in question, the increased amount of mowing to meet mandates has diverted resources
PWD
away from other important efforts such as sign clearance, tree trimming, pothole repair, illegal
Flood Control
Maintenance
Complete dumping mitigation, encampment cleanups, and responding to citizen requests. Costs have
properties, roadsides,
Division
increased while the total acreage treated has decreased. The Department has indicated that
the requested level of detailed evaluations is not feasible under current staffing constraints.
The Division resumed herbicide applications in February, 2021.

2018.11.15a

Have County Departments include the Pest Management Flow Chart created by
Public Works staff and the IPM Coordinator within all annual IPM and pesticide PWD, Ag. Dept.
safety training programs for County staff

Countywide

The IPM Committee decided to form a training-focused work group in January, 2022. This
group will survey existing IPM training in applicable departments and report back to the full
In Progress
Committee later this year. Incorporation of the flow chart, decision documents, and the IPM
policy will be a focus of any proposed training programs.

2018.11.15b

Allocate funding to the departmental IPM programs to enable pilot testing and
PWD, Ag. Dept.
evaluation of emerging and innovative pest management strategies and tactics.

Countywide

In Progress See note for 2019.11.21e above.

Subcommittee efforts have effectively engaged various subject matter experts on the topic
In Progress over the last few years and the Maintenance Division has recently commenced a pilot trial of
carbon monoxide fumigation on levees in Richmond.

4
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Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management Advisory Committee
2018-2021 Recommendations Tracking Table

Date of IPM
Advisory
Committee
Approval/Rec. #

2018.11.15c

Recommendation

Revise the County’s Pesticide Use Posting and Notification Policy and signage

2018.11.15d

Investigate posting on flood control channel access roads where people
frequently walk, or on other rights-of-way that are frequently used as walking
paths

2018.11.15e

Investigate the feasibility of erecting permanent signs and determine the most
useful placement for those signs

2018.11.15f

2018.11.15g

Investigate a way for people to make a complaint online about pesticide use

Investigate a way for pesticide treatment notifications to be sent to people who
sign up for email notices

Responsible
Department or Property or Program
Specific?
Staff

PWD

All land and facilities
owned by—and
under the control
of—the County

Status

Additional Information
The Posting Task Force of the IPM Advisory Committee reconvened in 2020 to incorporate
TWIC and PWD feedback in addition to other relevant revisions. The IPM Committee
unanimously approved the revised policy and signage and forwarded them to the Public Works
Nearly
Complete Director for final revision and adoption. Public Works has not formerly incorporated the
finalized policy, but all applications of the Grounds Division are compliant with the revised
policy.

PWD

Flood Control access
roads not intended
for public use

TWIC clearly articulated in the November 2019 meeting that these sites are not intended or
maintained for public access and it would be inappropriate to send mixed messages by posting
pesticide applications. That sentiment was captured in the revised policy. The Department
confirmed that they would continue to post application signs on trails designated for public
Complete use and would also explore mapping solutions that help educate the community in identifying
designated trails. The IPM Advisory Committee is interested in forming a technical advisory
committee to expand geographic information systems (GIS) capacity as it pertains to
Countywide pest management (See Objective 3.2 & Strategic Activity 3.2 on page 20 of the
Annual Report).

PWD

County-maintained
trails

Complete

PWD

PWD

TWIC expressed a preference for temporary signage on County right-of-way. That sentiment
was included in the proposed Policy revision.

Countywide

Since the November 2019 TWIC meeting, Public Works has rolled out Mobile Citizen, a mobile
application that allows citizens to report non-emergency conditions. Additionally, the IPM
Complete Coordinator aims to incorporate a tool on the IPM website as an alternative way for citizens to
report pest management-related concerns to be forwarded to the appropriate department or
jurisdiction.

Countywide

Public Works personnel reviewed this recommendation and determined that their current
system seems to be working. They continue to evaluate methods that promote access to
Complete pesticide application for all citizens. A GIS Technical Advisory Committee will convene in 2022
and will review possible ways of making all pesticide treatments more transparent and
accessible.

1
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DRAFT
Contra Costa County Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Program
Departmental/Divisional IPM Plan for
(Name of department or division)
On November 12, 2002, the County Board of Supervisors adopted the Integrated Pest Management definition provided
by the University of California Statewide IPM Project, which states: "Integrated Pest Management is an ecosystem-based
strategy that focuses on long-term prevention of pests or their damage through a combination of techniques such as
biological control, habitat manipulation, modification of cultural practices, and use of resistant varieties. Pesticides are
used only after monitoring indicates that they are needed according to established guidelines, and treatments are made
with the goal of removing only the target organisms. Pest control materials are selected and applied in a manner that
minimizes risks to human health, to beneficial and non-target organisms, and to the environment."
The Agriculture and Public Works Departments will use the IPM principles set forth in this Administrative Bulletin
whenever providing pest management services. Each department will establish an IPM program. As a part of the
respective IPM programs, each department will develop and maintain a written IPM Plan, or its equivalent, specific to the
operational needs of the department and consistent with the IPM definition above. Each Department will designate a
Departmental IPM Coordinator responsible for implementation. (excerpt from Administrative Bulletin 542)

Section 1: Overview of the pest management function in the department/division
Guidance: Include a general description of the department or division and the role of pest management in
the context of its broader delivery of services. Characterize and quantify site types and list pests
typical to each property. Where applicable, highlight regulatory mandates, customer service
expectations, or industry standards that impact how pest management decisions are made. This
section may also include pest management goals or other organizational values that support the
implementation of integrated pest management.
Notes from the 3/17 IPM Committee Meeting:
•

Departments should include quantifiable data (miles of roadside, acres, etc.) to describe sites and
also include the budgeted amount used on pest management-related efforts..

1

DRAFT Departmental/Divisional IPM PlanTemplate
Revised 3/17/2022
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Section 2: Description of available staff and contractor resources
Name and title of departmental/divisional IPM Coordinator:
(not to be confused with the Countywide IPM Coordinator)
Classification titles of staff who perform pest management tasks and number of positions allocated:
Guidance: This should include titles of all positions making pest management decisions and those
performing field tasks.

Description of IPM training currently available to staff:
Guidance: Detail which IPM-focused training is currently provided to staff and how it complies with the IPM
Policy and provisions in the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit.
Notes from the 3/17 IPM Committee Meeting:
•

Spell out the MRP requirements in guidance

Names of private companies contracted to perform pest management tasks and scope of service rendered:
Guidance: List current service providers under contract that have any pest control component. This includes
services such as landscape maintenance, grazing, trapping, disking, etc.

2

DRAFT Departmental/Divisional IPM PlanTemplate
Revised 3/17/2022
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Section 3: Operational considerations
Description of how sites are monitored for pests and the process for selecting pest management tactics:
Guidance: Indicate who generally monitors each property for pests and the frequency of these visits. What
methods are used? Also include the process for responding to service requests from citizens,
customers, or regulatory bodies. Articulate what pest tolerance levels are in place and describe
how they differ from one property type to another. If pest tolerance levels are not uniform
throughout the property portfolio, describe how certain sites or segments of sites are prioritized.

Description of non-chemical pest management tactics most commonly used:
Guidance: List all non-chemical methods currently in use and include operational advantages and
limitations of the different techniques. Project the long-term viability of each practice and
indicate what barriers currently prevent broader application of each method.

Pesticide selection process:
Guidance: Detail how pesticides are selected to minimize risks to human health, to beneficial and non-target
organisms, and to the environment. List all pesticides currently being used as well as alternative
products being considered.
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DRAFT Departmental/Divisional IPM PlanTemplate
Revised 3/17/2022
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Section 4: Long-Term Planning
Environmental Stewardship:
Guidance: Provide a statement that addresses the department/division’s ability to incorporate other
potential co-benefits of ecosystem-based pest prevention activities. These may include elements
such as wildlife habitat preservation, carbon sequestration, wildfire resilience, and others.

Innovation:
Guidance: Record priorities for potential pest management pilot projects and research endeavors. List
upcoming capital projects or other initiatives that may be able to incorporate proactive principles
of integrated pest management.

Section 5: Transparency
Guidance: Describe how the department/division will fulfil the IPM policy goal to promote availability, public
awareness and public input into written county pest management plans and records.

4

DRAFT Departmental/Divisional IPM PlanTemplate
Revised 3/17/2022
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General Notes from the 3/17 IPM Committee Meeting:
•
•
•
•
•

A suggestion was made to add a section on annual goals to allow departments to measure their progress.
In the goals section, provide guidance that
Include hyperlinks to applicable decision documents that are associated with each department.
Add a section to enter the revision date
Instead of a paper form, consider a smartboard format or similar method that aggregates information in a way
that allows for a more dynamic analysis of departmental entries.

5

DRAFT Departmental/Divisional IPM PlanTemplate
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Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management
Advisory Committee

Agenda item #4

Meeting Date:
Subject:

May 19, 2022
Receive a presentation regarding per- and polyfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS) in artificial turf

Presenter:

Wade Finlinson / Dr. Salar Parvini

Contact:

925.655.3214

Referral History:
On March 17, 2022, Committee members requested a presentation on per- and polyfluoroalkyl
substances (PFAS) in artificial turf. The Committee has included the installation of artificial turf as a type
of cultural control in previous decision documentation for vegetation management considerations.
Referral Update:
In accordance with approved protocols regarding the invitation of presenters to the IPM Advisory
Committee, Dr. Salar Parvini has been invited. Dr. Parvini is a member of the National PFAS Workgroup
Council and has spent the last 4 years of his free time studying and understanding the "PFAS in artificial
turf" problem. He is currently working with local and state officials throughout California to help them
understand and mitigate the risks associated with PFAS. As a parent he was curious about the surface that
his daughter and her friends were playing on when he became aware of the concerns of other parents.
Recommendation(s)/Next Step(s):
Receive the presentation and discuss the items presented.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Report on Safer Children's Play Surfaces
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Safer Children's Play Surfaces
Prepared for: Senate President Pro Tempore Toni G. Atkins, Assemblymember Dr. Akilah Weber, Assemblymember Phil
Ting, Assemblymember Christopher Ward, Assemblymember Brian Maienschein, Assemblymember Tasha Boerner
Horvath; Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials Committee Members: Assemblymember Bill Quirk, Assemblymember
Thurston Smith, Assemblymember Dr. Joaquin Arambula, Assemblymember Rebecca Bauer-Kahan, Assemblymember
Megan Dahle, Assemblymember Cristina Garcia, Assemblymember Chris R. Holden, Assemblymember Devon J. Mathis,
Assemblymember Al Muratsuchi
First and foremost, thank you for your consideration of this matter.
Without your assistance we will not be able to protect our children from exposure to PFAS dust shed from play surfaces
found in our State. It is estimated that nearly 6 million children in the State of California are exposed to this dust annually.
As a parent I believe that it is incumbent upon us to protect our children wherever we can.
At the end of this report, you will find what we believe will stop the practice of inaccurately marketing and portraying
children's play surfaces like artificial turf as “PFAS-Free” in California, and a request for funding for mitigating this dust.
We have garnered the support of our local City and County governmental entities here in San Diego as well as received
support from the NRDC (www.nrdc.org) and Clean Water Action (www.cleanwateraction.org/) and hope to add you to our
list of supporters and hope that you will help us introduce this bill.
For the purposes of this report, “Manufacturer” refers to any company making, distributing, or selling children's play
surfaces and “Field Providing Entity” refers to any entity which owns/operates playing fields for public or private use for
children and adults including, but not limited to School Districts and Parks and Recreation Departments.

What are PFAS?
PFAS, or per-and polyfluoroalkyl substances are a group of chemicals (a class, not a singular one) used to make
fluoropolymer coatings and products that resist heat, oil, stains, grease, and water. 1
There are nearly 9,000 chemical compounds in the family of compounds called PFAS.2 It is vital to differentiate from
singular compounds like PFOS, PFOA, PTFE, etc.
A good example is the gasoline we put in our cars. Gasoline comes in 87, 89, and 91 octane. When we regulate gasoline,
we regulate all three octanes. Same with PFAS as a class. The importance of this distinction cannot be stressed enough as
The State of California is now regulating PFAS as a whole group chemicals. 3 Just like we regulate all gasoline at the pump,
not just 87 octane.
Sources:
1
https://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PFAS_FactSheet.html
2
https://www.cdc.gov/niosh/topics/pfas/default.html
3
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB652
3
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1201
3
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1200,
3
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB343

Why are PFAS so concerning?
This entire class is concerning because they4:
1. Do not break down in the environment
2. Can move through soils and contaminate drinking water sources
3. Build up (bioaccumulate) in fish and wildlife including humans
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4.

Exposure to humans happens by using products that contain PFAS

Please note that the EPA has set a limit of 70 parts per trillion for PFAS in regards to drinking water ingestion.5 This limit
will become more stringent in the coming years as many understand that even this is too high. When we speak of PFAS in
artificial turf, we speak in parts per million. Thus, artificial turf is more than 1,000 times as concentrated with PFAS as
what is deemed safe for ingestion. This will be an important fact for you to know further down in this report when we speak
of inhalation and ingestion of PFAS dust in artificial turf. Ingestion does happen with use.
Attached you will find the MSDS6 for one PFAS chemical (out of 9000). This one in particular is provided to you because it
was used to manufacture the field turf blades that were tested by Tetra Tech , whose test results are also attached later in this
report.
In the MSDS you will see that Section 2 Hazard Identification>2.1. Hazard classification lists the Specific Target Organ
Toxicity (repeated exposure): Category 1.
Category 1 substances have produced significant toxicity in humans, or, on the basis of evidence from studies in
experimental animals, can be presumed to have the potential to produce significant toxicity in humans following repeated or
prolonged exposure.7
This is important as children can be exposed daily to artificial turf in school and after school activities like sports. These
fields degrade, as do all plastics, with use, mechanical wear, and over time as they weather. This will also be an important
fact for your to know further into this report.
Sources:
4
https://www.cdc.gov/biomonitoring/PFAS_FactSheet.html
5
https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/drinking-water-health-advisories-pfoa-and-pfos
6
Attached 3M MSDS: Field Test Exhibit_ 3M_MSDS.pdf
7
https://www.osha.gov/sites/default/files/publications/OSHA3844.pdf ; see page 211

What diseases do PFAS cause?
PFAS act as endocrine-disrupting chemicals due to their ability to interfere with hormone systems.8
Increased risk of testicular, ovarian, liver, prostate, breast and kidney cancer
Increased risk of thyroid diseases like Non-Hodgkin's lymphoma and others
Changes in liver enzymes that indicate liver damage
Increased cholesterol levels
Decreased birth weights
Decreased immune response to vaccines in children
Source:
8
https://www.doh.wa.gov/CommunityandEnvironment/Contaminants/PFAS#HealthConcerns

How are humans exposed to PFAS?
Routes of exposure: 9
1. Dermal - Contacting PFAS containing materials and surfaces
2. Inhalation - Breathing dust containing PFAS particulate matter shed from materials and surfaces
3. Ingestion - Eating particles from materials and surfaces and/or food exposed to particles containing PFAS
Source:
9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6380916/
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Do all artificial turf play surfaces contain PFAS?
Yes.
Every single blade of artificial turf has a form of PFAS in it. This is due to how it is manufactured. To extrude plastic
blades, a non-stick coating must be used. It is Step 3 in the manufacturing process.10 It is critical to highlight that "PFASFree" artificial turf simply does not exist.11 Attached you will find an email from Shaw industries, one of the largest
manufacturers of artificial turf stating PFAS is used in the process.
Every single field tested by the Ecology Center came back positive for PFAS without exception. That test data is available
to the State of California only through The Ecology Center. If you would like to see the laboratory data proving the
presence of PFAS in all the fields they tested please reach out to Jeff Gearhart (jeffg@ecocenter.org), Research Director of
the Ecology Center.
Their testing shows that, on average, artificial turf fields contain more than 100 ppm of PFAS. Since this is ingested and
inhaled in the form of dust, it is well above the 70 ppt set by the EPA for safety.
Sources:
10
http://www.madehow.com/Volume-7/Artificial-Turf.html
11
https://www.ccgrasseurope.com/a-simple-guide-to-producing-synthetic-grass/
11
https://www2.mst.dk/Udgiv/publications/2015/05/978-87-93352-15-5.pdf
11
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Perfluorooctanoic_acid
11
Shaw_Statement_on_PFAS_in_Turf.pdf
11
Jeff Gearhart.pdf
11
MV TurfAnalysisReport_FINAL.pdf

Why do all the turf manufacturers and Field Providing Entities like schools and parks say their fields are "PFASFree"?
Because they can. Neither their claims, nor their marketing is regulated in regards to PFAS.
This must change in California.
When the industry provides their "evidence" of being "PFAS-Free" they use the EPA Method 573.1 . This method is for
testing drinking water, not surfaces. It also only tests for 24-40 out of a possible 9000 PFAS chemicals. It is insufficient for
making a "PFAS-Free" claim based on the new California Department of Toxic Substance Control (https://dtsc.ca.gov/)
testing measures. The DTSC relies on Total Organic Fluorine Testing for the State of California. The EPA standard is
simply not sufficient to make these claims.
In California, sale of products intended for, and provided to children, including, but not limited to playpens, playmats, play
yards need to be free of intentionally added PFAS.12 AB652 was passed in 2021 for the sale of products. We understand
this. We are simply using AB652 as a precedent that play surfaces for children should not have intentionally added PFAS,
which artificial turf does.
By marketing and portraying their products as "PFAS-Free" using this insufficient methodology, while knowing full well
that they do, in fact, continue to use PFAS to make the turf blades, means they are still able to legally, actively, and
knowingly mislead Field Providing Entities like School Districts, Parks and Rec Departments and the general public.
These Field Providing Entities, without fault or knowledge of the truth, turn around and disseminate this false information
to parents and the unsuspecting public at large. This is still happening as recently as December 2021.
This practice is purposefully misleading and must end now.
School districts in San Diego, including SDUSD and GUHSD, have fallen victim to this "PFAS-Free" marketing claim and
continue to perpetuate it when asked by parents if the fields provided to their children, some as young as age 4, are "PFASFree".
I was one of those parents being mislead and my daughter is one of those children exposed.
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Source:
12
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB652
Why use Total Organic Fluorine Tests vs. older methods of testing?
Over the past ten years, there has been an extraordinary amount of attention focused on perfluorooctane sulfonic acid
(PFOS), perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and related per- and polyfluorinated alkyl substances (PFAS), particularly with
respect to their characterization, delineation, management and regulation in the environment. Environmental stakeholders
are continually developing a better understanding of: occurrence, exposure and toxicity; proper sampling and analysis
protocols; and remedial options.
From a testing standpoint, PFAS analysis has been primarily through liquid chromatography coupled with tandem mass
spectrometry (LC/MS/MS). As a “targeted” analytical technique, the results are limited to a fixed set of parameters. In other
words, the results do not provide a comprehensive measure of the magnitude of the total pool of PFAS that may exist in
contaminated soils and water, nor does it measure the potential for targeted PFAS formation due to natural transformation of
precursor compounds over time to the regulated, targeted end products.
In an attempt to identify the presence of other, non-target PFAS present in an impacted sample, the total oxidizable
precursors (TOPs) assay was developed. More recently, there has been a focus in the industry to develop and validate lower
cost alternatives that also provide a more comprehensive measure of total PFAS impact. This has resulted in several
methods for measuring total organic fluorine (TOF) as a proxy for total PFAS contamination.
Each of these analytical approaches offers distinct advantages for environmental practitioners. At the same time, the
limitations of each need to be considered when assessing their utility in different situations.
The advantages and limitations of the various PFAS test methods are presented in Table 1 below:
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As you can see, when you want to claim something is “PFAS-Free”, a Total Organic Fluorine by Combustion Ionization
Chromatography test is used.
The measurement of Total Organic Fluorine in environmental matrices, among others (e.g. AFFF, consumer products, etc.)
provides the user with single result that is representative of the total PFAS concentration in the sample.
Considering organic fluorine as a proxy for PFAS, the concentration measured in a sample will be representative of total
PFAS. The total PFAS concentration in the sample is approximated by dividing the TOF result by 65%; the proportion of
organic fluorine in PFOS.
Source:
https://www.bvna.com/sites/g/files/zypfnx386/files/media/document/PFAS%20TOPs%20and%20TOF_3.pdf

Does artificial turf shed microplastic and release dust containing PFAS that humans come in contact with, inhale,
and ingest during use?
Yes.
As children and adults walk and play on artificial turf, the surface is ground down mechanically to a fine dust invisible to
the naked eye. Fields also degrade over time, like all plastics. The identified wear rate equates to fiber losses (shedding) of
0.5-0.8% of their weight per year. These estimates mean that standard fields shed 110-176 lbs of PFAS contaminated dust
per year.13 Please note that this analysis is part of confidential information provided to the EU Commission
(https://ec.europa.eu/info/index_en) by FIFA (https://www.fifa.com/about-fifa) from data gathered over 3000 fields. There
is no higher source, authority, nor better data in the world in regards to this information.
The Martha's Vineyard Commission (https://www.mvcommission.org/) has also released manufacturer's guides and
warranty information in regards to shedding being a normal characteristic of turf. 14
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Exhibit A: Artificial turf surface with plastic dust under microscopic magnification.

The artificial turf surface in Exhibit A was not used by any living being. It was also never placed outside. The dust specks
you see (in white) come from rubbing two pre-cleaned 12 inch x 12 inch squares (with backing) together to mimic use. This
was done in a controlled environment to prove that any specks of dust were from the plastic blades themselves and not
from a shoe, the wind and surrounding air, nor a plastic or metal agitator tool. What is seen in the pictures is shed only from
the artificial grass blades themselves. This is what needs to be mitigated until a more permanent solution is found.
Sources:
13
14

https://ec.europa.eu/environment/marine/good-environmental-status/descriptor-10/pdf/microplastics_final_report_v5_full.pdf
https://www.mvcommission.org/sites/default/files/docs/Reply%20to%20MVC%20question%20-%20Amanda%20Farber.pdf

Are children at increased risk vs. adults?
Yes. They are still developing.
Here is a direct quote from the EPA:
“Because children are still developing, they may be more sensitive to the harmful effects of chemicals such as PFAS. They
can also be exposed more than adults because children drink more water, eat more food, and breathe more air per pound of
body weight than adults, which can increase their exposure to PFAS.” 15
In the case of artificial turf they are also lower to the ground. A study done using a PIPER robot confirmed what common
sense tells us, that the lower you are to the turf, even outdoors, the more at risk you are to exposure and contamination. 16
Children's exposure time ranges based on combined school and after school activities over 14 years. Without after school
activities their exposure time is estimated to be 2,520 hours of direct contact with an incalculable amount of residual dust
exposure throughout the day. For student athletes their exposure time is estimated to be 5,040 hours - again with an
incalculable amount of residual dust exposure throughout the day. For child athletes their exposure time can reach upwards
of 32,256 hours before reaching maturity.
Sources:
15
https://www.epa.gov/pfas/our-current-understanding-human-health-and-environmental-risks-pfas
16
https://www.nj.gov/dep/dsr/publications/artificial-turf-report.pdf
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What is the DTSC (California Department of Toxic Substance Control; https://dtsc.ca.gov/) doing about Artificial
Turf?:
Here is a direct quote:
"The use of artificial turf at outdoor facilities is of concern since they are frequently used by sensitive subpopulations,
including young children. While air circulation is generally better in an outdoor application, there is also an increased
potential for exposure to Candidate Chemicals in turf due to faster material degradation by outdoor elements, such as
ultraviolet light, and high friction athletic use; in addition to increasing the release of chemicals from artificial turf during
use, these factors also affect the product’s life and make it necessary to replace it every eight to 10 years (STC 2017).
The SCP Program [Safer Consumer Products] is interested in this product due to multiple public comments received on our
proposed regulations to list carpets and rugs containing PFASs as a Priority Product. While there are numerous reports
regarding the presence of many Candidate Chemicals in artificial turf, recent data has emerged regarding the presence of
PFASs (Lerner 2019; Abel 2019; Ecology Center 2019; RTI Laboratories 2019a; PEER 2019; RTI Laboratories 2019b).
The SCP Program has previously evaluated PFASs in carpets and rugs, as well as other consumer products. As with carpets
and rugs, PFASs may be used in the manufacture of artificial turf as an aid in molding and extrusion of the plastic blades,
or may be applied to the finished product to enhance surface properties (Kulikov 2005; Lambert 2007). The PFASs present
in artificial turf have a similar potential to contribute to or cause adverse impacts to sensitive subpopulations. Therefore,
the program plans to leverage its prior work on PFASs in carpets and rugs and other products to begin with an evaluation
of PFASs in artificial turf. We will also explore the presence of other Candidate Chemicals in artificial turf as future
priorities and resources allow."
Ongoing conversations with the project managers, as recently as December 2021, there leads us to believe that artificial turf
will be classified like carpets are currently. This work begins in 2022. It is important to note that the DTSC has no
regulatory authority and only sets guidance. Regulations come from Cities, Counties, States and individuals such as
yourselves. Starting on page 15 of the linked document, you will find their concern about artificial turf. 17
Source:
17
https://dtsc.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/31/2021/04/Final-2021-2023-Priority-Product-Work-Plan.pdf

Points of Exposure and Intervention:
1. Dermal Contact:
When the artificial turf blades are ground down to dust, they create microparticles that can get on people's skin and clothes.
Shedding is estimated to be 0.5-0.8% by weight per year. Children, due to their height relative to adults, are at an increased
risk for dermal contamination on artificial turf fields.
Studies show that the penetration percentage of PFAS can be up to 24%. There are several factors including particle
ionization status that can change penetration coefficients. Regardless, studies show PFAS do, in fact, get into the skin and
remain there if not removed.18
Other studies demonstrate that dermal exposure is immunotoxic and raise concern about potential adverse effects from
dermal exposure.19
2. Inhalation:
Turf blade dust is a microparticle plastic containing PFAS that can be inhaled. As with the PIPER study previously cited,
children are lower to the ground and thus closer to the "kicked up" plume of blade dust.
Based on current understanding of PFAS toxicokinetics, there does not appear to be any contraindication to employing
route-to-route extrapolation in the derivation of a provisional inhalation toxicological criterion for individual PFAS, where
accepted ingestion-based criteria are available. This puts absorption rates of inhalation at 95%-99% based on ingestion
studies.20
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3. Ingestion
Absorption rates of PFAS via ingestion are 95-99% and it is this data that is used to extrapolate the inhalation rates.
Ingestion happens mostly in children, when falling, diving, or sliding but cases of children directly picking and eating the
surface has happened.
Proposed Solution:
The opportunity to mitigate this risk is to apply a cleanser/binder solution to the fields periodically. 21 Spraying of
compounds onto artificial turf is not new and there are currently many companies that do PFAS mitigation on site for water
and soil contamination. The difference is how the PFAS is sequestered on surfaces vs water and soil.
Products currently sprayed onto fields regularly are:
Antimicrobial chemicals
Solvents
Herbicides
Sanitizers
Field Cleansers
Field Conditioners
Paint
Paint Removers
The challenge with artificial turf is the re-creation of this dust as the surface is used and weathered. It is important that the
solution sprayed onto the field does not add further harmful chemicals to the turf that will come in contact with children and
adults like (vinyl based glues used in traditional dust mitigation techniques). It also important to protect the investment in
the turf field and ensure that the solution not harm the turf surface.
Periodic reapplication on a regular schedule is necessary for adequate control of these PFAS containing dust particles. Dust
mitigation products and techniques are also not new concepts and are used ubiquitously by cities and counties on
construction sites, airports, roads etc, and relative to the cost of other PFAS mitigation techniques, fairly low. Logistically,
Field Providing Entities already have water available on site and the equipment necessary to spray liquid solutions as part of
their field purchases and maintenance plans.22
Sources:
18
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/51764277_Dermal_Penetration_Potential_of_Perfluorooctanoic_Acid_PFOA_in
_Human_and_Mouse_Skin
19
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0278691520300016
20
https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/DEEP/PFASTaskForce/HHCBarlowBoydKempHoppeParr2019PFASToxicologypdf.pdf
21
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/342787099_Recent_Developments_of_PFASDetecting_Sensors_and_Future_Direction_A_Review
22
https://dec.alaska.gov/air/anpms/dust/control-techniques-list#bindingparticles/

What can we do about it currently?
Attached to this report you will see the Draft Bill from Legislative Council. We believe that this bill will help stop the
deceptive claims and marketing as well as initiate a safe, simple, and cost effective solution that can be implemented now,
until a more permanent solution is found.
If you have any questions or comments please feel free to reach out via email to ARSParvini@gmail.com or via phone:
(619) 455-0248.
Thank you for your time and consideration,
Dr. Salar Parvini
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Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management
Advisory Committee

Agenda item #5

Meeting Date:
Subject:

May 19, 2022
Advise staff on potential revisions to the draft template for
departmental/divisional IPM plans

Presenter:

Wade Finlinson

Contact:

925.655.3214

Referral History:
Administrative Bulletin 542 requires the Agriculture and Public Works Departments to "develop and
maintain a written IPM Plan, or its equivalent, specific to the operational needs of the department and
consistent with the (University of California Statewide IPM Program) IPM definition." The policy also
requires each department to designate a departmental IPM Coordinator and provide an annual report of pest
management activities to the County IPM Coordinator by September 30th of each year.
One of the primary roles of the IPM Advisory Committee as stated in the IPM Policy is to "serve as a
resource to help both department heads and the Board of Supervisors review and improve existing
programs and the processes used for making pest management decisions."
This body reviewed the most recent versions of the departmental IPM plans on March 18th, 2021. In that
meeting, the Chair advised the IPM Coordinator to develop a template document that could be used by all
County Divisions who manage pests. Departmental IPM Plans can be found on pages 10 to 103 in the
March 18, 2021 agenda packet.
Referral Update:
One objective of the 2022 Work Plan was to recommend County departments/divisions incorporate a
departmental IPM Plan template approved by the Committee to comply with Administrative Bulletin 542.
The initial draft of that template document is attached. This body began reviewing the draft template on
March 17, 2022.
Recommendation(s)/Next Step(s):
Continue to review the draft departmental/division IPM plan template, receive public comment, and
propose revisions as appropriate.
ATTACHMENT(S)
Annotated Draft Departmental/Divisional IPM Plan Template
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