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

November 18, 2021
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/98130540999
Or by dialing (669) 900-6833
Meeting ID: 981 3054 0999

Committee Members
Jim Donnelly, Chair

Public Member #3 Seat

1. 10:00 to 10:05 Convene and roll call

Susan Captain, Vice Chair

2. 10:05 to 10:10 Public comment on items not on the agenda
(speakers are limited to 3 minutes each)

Carlos Agurto, Secretary

Public member #1 Seat

Pest Management Contractor Seat

Stephen Prée

3. 10:10 to 10:15 APPROVE minutes from July 15, 2021

Staff Report

4. 10:15 to 10:35 APPROVE Decision Documentation for Vegetation
Management at Juvenile Hall as recommended by the
Decision-Making Subcommittee
Link to Document
5. 10:35 to 10:55 APPROVE the concept of the Pesticide Risk Footprint
Tool as recommended by the Decision-Making
Subcommittee
Staff Report
6. 10:55 to 11:55 DISCUSS the 2021 IPM Annual Report and 2022
Work Plan and APPROVE with recommended final
edits
Link to Document
7. 11:55 to 12:00 RECOMMEND future agenda items and ADJOURN

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.

Michael Kent

Health Services Department Rep.

Dave Lavelle

Public Works Facilities Designee

Chris Lau

Public Works Maint. Div. Designee

Beth Slate

Agriculture Commissioner Designee

Next Meeting of this Committee is Thursday, Jan. 20, 2022 at 10AM
Upcoming Subcommittee Meetings:
• IPM Decision Making—Thursday Feb. 17, 2022 at 10AM

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:

11/18/2021
Approve Minutes from July 15, 2021

Department:
Presenter:
Contact:

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 July 15, 2021 meeting of the Integrated
Pest Management Advisory Committee with any necessary corrections.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Draft minutes of the July 15, 2021 meeting
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DRAFT Minutes
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY INTEGRATED PEST
MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE
An Advisory Body to the Board of Supervisors

July 15, 2021
10:00 AM to 12:00 PM
This meeting was held remotely per Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20
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: Carlos Agurto (Secretary), Chris Lau, Larry Yost, Debbie King (for
Dave Lavelle)
Non-Voting Members Absent: Amy Budahn
Staff Present: Beth Baldwin, Michelle Giolli, Jill Ray, Wade Finlinson
Members of the Public Present: Jim Simon, Karey Windbiel-Rojas
1. Roll call and meeting overview
Jim Donnelly called the meeting to order at 10:02 AM.
2. Public comment on items not on the agenda
There were no public comments
3. Approve minutes from May 20, 2021
A motion was made and seconded (SC/SH) to approve the minutes as written.
Ayes: Kent, Heckly, Prée, Captain, Donnelly, Hazard, Mancuso
Noes: None
Abstain: Sutherland
Absent: None
Public Speakers: None
4. Receive presentation about organic herbicides and alternatives to glyphosate from
Karey Windbiel-Rojas, Associate Director for Urban & Community IPM—UC Cooperative
Extension and Statewide IPM Program
The presenter gave an overview of how organic herbicides work and spoke about multiple
product trials conducted in 2019 and 2021. She presented the methods used and noted that
the results were not definitive as the trial is ongoing. She also discussed other considerations
such as personal protective equipment needed for several of the formulations used in the trials
4

in addition to chemical costs per 1000 square feet. Future elements of this effort could include
testing different products at different rates, using tank mixes, performing trials in different
weather conditions, and publishing results.
No action was taken by the Committee.
Pubic Speakers: None
5. Receive presentation about the development of an urban pesticide risk footprint tool
from Dr. Andrew Sutherland, Urban IPM Advisor—UC Cooperative Extension and
Statewide IPM Program
An overview of the steps that the Committee has taken up to this point on the subject was
provided. This and the previous presentation were approved for continuing education units
from the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and eight attendees each received
1.5 hours of credits.
No action was taken.
Public Speakers: None
6. Updates/announcements from Committee members & staff
No updates or announcements were provided due to time constraints.
Public Speakers: None
7. Recommend future agenda items & adjourn
The next meeting was scheduled for Thursday, September 16th at 10:00 AM
Public Speakers: None
The meeting adjourned at 12:01 PM.
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DRAFT IPM Advisory Committee Minutes
July 15, 2021
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Contra Costa County
DECISION DOCUMENTATION FOR VEGETATION MANAGEMENT AT JUVENILE HALL
Date: 6/17/2021
Departments: Public Works—Grounds Services
Probation Department
Location: John A. Davis Juvenile Hall, 202 Glacier Dr, Martinez
Situation: Presence of nuisance vegetation throughout property
Unwanted vegetation grows in areas
that can be classified as:
1. Pavement
2. Unplanted or sparsely-planted beds
3. Established ornamental beds
4. Lawn (natural and synthetic)

Parking Area

Former Juvenile Hall

Recreation

Areas

Access
Road
Courtyard

Sally Port

Bosque

Recreation Area

1
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Vegetation Management Decision Documentation
John A. Davis Juvenile Hall, 6/17/2021

What vegetation
management mandates
apply to the site?

Fire Protection Ordinance:
Juvenile Hall is subject to the regulations of the Contra Costa Fire Protection District (ConFire). Minimum
weed abatement standards can be found at:
http://www.cccfpd.org/pdfs/WA-2-minimum-standards-17.pdf
Excerpts from the County’s fire protection ordinance:
Title 7, Division 722, Section 320.4.1 says, “No person who has any ownership or possessory
interest in or control of parcel of land shall allow to exist thereon any hazardous rubbish,
weeds, trees, or other vegetation that constitutes a fire hazard.”
Title 7 Division 722, Section 320.4.2.1 says, “The Fire Code Official is authorized to cause
areas within 10 feet (3048 mm) on each side of portions of streets which are improved,
designed, or ordinarily used for vehicular traffic to be cleared of flammable vegetation and
other combustible growth.”
Contra Costa County Administrative Bulletin #542
“The County will provide pest management in and on County maintained properties and facilities using
integrated pest management (IPM). The purpose of this policy is to promote the combined use of
physical, cultural, biological, and chemical control methods to effectively manage pests with minimal risk
to humans and the environment.”
California Education Code Section17610. (a)
“It is the policy of the state that effective least toxic pest management practices should be the preferred
method of managing pests at schoolsites and that the state, in order to reduce children's exposure to toxic
pesticides…” Full text of the Healthy Schools Act can be found at:
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/schoolipm/school_ipm_law/hsa_final_text.pdf

What are the
management goals for
the sites?

To be responsible stewards of the site in a manner that reinforces the safety and security of the facility while
promoting the restorative beauty of landscape assets. Sustainable strategies are prioritized and are consistent
with the stated mission, vision, or responsibilities of each department as follows:
“Public Works employees deliver cost effective, safe, reliable and sustainable projects, programs and quality
services with a focus on our communities and provide support services that are competitive, attentive,
responsive, efficient and safe to enable County Departments to provide high quality services to the public.”
“A talented Probation team working collaboratively to create opportunities for those we serve to experience a
positive outcome that strengthens the individual and makes the community safe.”
Responsibilities of the Office of Reentry and Justice include: “fostering capacity-building and partnership
development, leading the procurement process and contract management for community-based reentry and
justice service providers,” and “identifying and developing new initiatives and funding opportunities.”
Vegetation management objectives include the following:
1.

Ensure site security through the maintenance of clear sightlines.

2.

Proactive vegetation management that promotes the flourishing of regenerative plant species.

3.

Provision of job skills training, work experience, and horticultural therapy in multiple areas of
vegetation management.

4.

To ensure programmatic linkages that provide career pathways within this institution and the
community that are accessible for youth who are either 1) at risk, 2) detained, 3) on probation.

How often is the site
monitored?

Probation staff are at the site daily but are not directly monitoring for issues relating to vegetation. Grounds
personnel typically visit Juvenile Hall on a weekly basis for routine maintenance and to respond to work
requests. An effective channel of communication exists between Probation and Grounds that allows for timely
reaction to urgent matters.

Weeds have been
identified as the
following:

Generally, weeds common to landscape plantingsi in the region are often Vegetation growing throughout the
property are considered weeds if they create visual obstructions or are not maintained according to the
perceptions of onsite staff. Ornamental plants that impede walkways or otherwise contribute to hazardous
conditions are designated as undesirable growth. Most problematic vegetation on the site

Are populations high
enough to require
control? Explain

There are no predominant plant varieties growing voluntarily onsite in numbers that merit species-specific
action. Vegetation in areas where safety and security are concerned must be mitigated.

2
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Vegetation Management Decision Documentation
John A. Davis Juvenile Hall, revised 6/17/2021

Is this a sensitive site?

Which cultural controls
were considered?

Is this a “highly sensitive site” as defined by PWD
Environmental staff? A highly sensitive site contains a known
habitat for, or is close to sightings of, endangered or
threatened species.

No

Are any sites under management part of any of the courtordered injunction?

No, the closest areas subject to injunctionrelated pesticide use limitation include probable
habitat for the salt marsh harvest mouse which
is approximately 1.6 miles away and probable
habitat for the Alameda whipsnake which is
approximately 2.2 miles away.

Are any of the sites known or potential habitat for any
endangered or threatened species?

No

Are any of the sites on or near an area where people walk or
children play?

Yes

Are any of the sites near a drinking water reservoir?

No, the closest open-air drinking water
reservoir is 1.7 miles from this facility.

Are any of the sites near crops?

No, the closest commercial crop production
facility is 1.5 miles from this facility.

Are any of the sites near desirable trees or landscaping?

Yes

Are any of the sites on soil that is highly permeable, sandy,
or gravelly?

No, site soil is generally classified as clay loam

Is it within a Groundwater Protection Area?

No, the closest Groundwater Protection Area is
approximately 2.3 miles from this facility. There
are no major groundwater basins underlying
Martinez.

Is there a well head near the site?

No, the closest well head listed in the California
Department of Pesticide Regulation’s well
inventory database is approximately 3 miles
from this facility.

Enhanced Landscapeii Stewardship- This tactic promotes a reexamination of how to more closely blend site
landscape programming with the broader aims of the facility. A central tenet of this strategy is to foster holistic
landscape management arrangements through strategic partnerships that maximize land-asset utilization. The
Grounds Division would retain primary responsibility for grounds maintenance and would be keystone partners
in any proposed cooperative. Clear delineation of partner responsibilities that pertain to the ongoing care of
enhanced exterior spaces would be detailed in writing.
There are multiple regional programs,iii county residents, and local community-based organizations (CBO’s)iv
that could inform the development of mutually beneficial collaborations with mission-aligned partners. Some
incorporate career and technical education training programs, while others work to grow food, improve pollinator
habitat, or initiate onsite composting programs among other valuable ventures. The Contra Costa Resource
Conservation Districtv is the local leader in facilitating the implementation of innovative stewardship practices
while prioritizing equity and inclusion.
The facility will be drastically impacted by the current state budget that transitions responsibility to local
jurisdictions for youth sentenced to facilities operated by the Division of Juvenile Justice (DJJ). This could
provoke a reconceptualization of how the property can meet its’ potential as a County resource. Existing
juvenile justice initiativesvi and AB 109vii sources may be able to assist in the design and funding of the transition
to more closely match the County-stated objectives to “create linkages between at-risk youth and various
needed services and community programs.”viii Further cultivation of existing partnerships with Contra Costa
Health Services and Contra Costa County Office of Education may further reveal landscape uses that support
the expansion of clinical and educational programs.
Competitive Planting: The goal of this tactic is to establish desirable plant species to reduce weed coverage.
Plant selection in the context of which weed pressures are present is the predominant factor in projecting the
success of planting activities. These efforts are generally more successful when integrated weed control
methods are employed prior to and after planting. Several elements of this tactic are consistent with the
adopted definition of integrated pest management in the Countywide IPM policy as “an ecosystem-based
strategy that focuses on the long-term prevention of pests…”ix
Currently, the inner courtyard and various vegetated beds in the parking lot and other locations surrounding the
facility use this method.
Mulching: Wood chip mulch has been extensively applied around Juvenile Hall. Some has broken down and
either needs to be replenished or the mulched areas could be transitioned to active gardens. Recent mulch and
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Vegetation Management Decision Documentation
John A. Davis Juvenile Hall, revised 6/17/2021

planting projects around the Probation training facility near the southwest corner of the property will reduce the
reliance on chemical controls as the new plants become established.
Artificial Turf Surfacing: Juvenile Hall transitioned a 30,000 square foot grass recreation field to synthetic
surfacing in 2019.
Flaming: May be effective on certain broadleaf species in smaller ornamental areas and on weeds growing in
pavement cracks if timed to coincide with early phenological stages.
Weed Steaming: There are multiple areas within the property where this tactic could be effective. Some
include the mulched areas in the west side access road, around the basketball court, and in pavement cracks.
Soil Solarization: If areas covered by mulch remain unplanted, this method may be a supplemental tool to
keep nuisance vegetation down in areas currently inaccessible to detained youth.
Crack Sealing: For vegetation growing in cracks, the placement of surface-compatible materials into fractured
sections of pavement will prevent weed growth and prolong the life of hardscape elements.
Summary Statement: Strategies related to enhanced landscape stewardship and competitive planting
represent the greatest potential for long-term impact on pest prevention. Conversely, enhanced landscape
stewardship requires a complex outreach and engagement process. The organizational bandwidth to
appropriately lead such an effort may not exist if realistic outcomes are perceived to be of minimal magnitude.
However, trends in juvenile detention have dramatically shifted over the 16 years this facility has been in
operation. There is willingness to preliminarily discuss opportunities to recalibrate the landscape design to
better support the evidence-based programming for youth detainees.
The sparsely-planted beds in the Bosque area (11,800 square feet) and mulched portion of the main recreation
yard (10,900 square feet) present the most immediate opportunity to utilize the landscape for fruit and vegetable
production, pollinator and avian habitat, or similar pursuits. Portions of the primarily paved recreation yards on
the north side of the property have been identified for their potential to incorporate programming related to
raised bed gardening. Approximately 16,000 square feet of unplanted, mulched beds adjacent to the west side
access road are prime locations for potential competitive planting.
Mulching will continue to be prioritized as a preventative tactic. Decomposing chipped wood fosters
regenerative soil that is conducive to the long-term establishment of healthy plants.
The artificial turf field may become more conducive to weed growth in the coming years, particularly in seams
and surface tears. Even minimal concentrations of dust and other wind-blown materials can allow the
establishment of weeds that subsequently accelerate surface deterioration. Consult the manufacturer for
cleaning guidelines.
Weed steaming and crack sealing are promising strategies for this facility and merit further consideration.
Which physical controls
were considered?

String Trimming: Aside from chemical controls, this is the most common tactic used at this location.
Hand Pulling: This tactic is used in various ornamental landscapes on the property, but isn’t feasible at the
scaled needed during seasonal growth of volunteer weeds.
Mowing: There is little mowing done at Juvenile Hall.
Summary Statement: String trimming will continue be utilized as the primary physical control method used.
Mowing as a weed management tactic is limited at this location primarily due to the compartmentalized nature
of this site. In areas that may otherwise be conducive to mowing, successful mulching activities have reduced
weed growth.

Which biological
controls were
considered?

Grazing: Conditions at Juvenile Hall are not conducive to grazing.
Summary Statement: There are no known biological controls suitable for this facility.
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Vegetation Management Decision Documentation
John A. Davis Juvenile Hall, revised 6/17/2021

Which chemical controls
were considered?

The following herbicides are occasionally used at Juvenile Hall:
RoundUp Pro Concentrate
Active ingredient: glyphosate
Signal word: Caution
Product label/SDS

10

11

12

Risk Factors
Mitigation Measures
2. Listed as causing
cancer on 7/7/2017
4. Spray application -Avoid drift and strictly
enforce 4 hour REI.
-Do not apply or allow to drift
7. Toxic to honey
to flowering plants including
bee brood
weeds. Do not apply to water.
10. Multiple cases
involving litigation
-Incorporate HSA training
11. Annual HSA
into annual IPM Policy
training for all
training to keep costs down
applicators
______________________________________________

9

8

7

SureGuard Herbicide
Active ingredient: flumioxazin
Signal word: Caution
Product label/SDS
Risk Factors
1. Listed GHS
category 2 for
reproductive toxicity
4. Spray application
5. Designated by
the EPA as slightly
toxic to various
aquatic species
11. Annual HSA
training required for
all applicators

Mitigation Measures

10

9

-12 hour REI & avoid drift
-Do not apply where runoff
is likely to occur or when
weather conditions favor
drift from treated areas
-Incorporate HSA training
into annual IPM Policy
training to keep costs down

8

11

7

6

12

9

10
8

11

7

12

6

1

5

2
4

10

3

11

12

1

9

8

7

6

5

2
4

3

2
4

5
1

6

______________________________________________
The following alternative herbicides are being considered:
Suppress Herbicide
IMOX Herbicide
Active ingredient: caprylic
Active ingredient: ammonium
salt of imazamox
and capric acid
Signal word: Warning
Signal word: Caution
Product label/SDS
Product label/SDS

1

3

2
4

5

3

Esplanade 200 SC
Active ingredient: indaziflam
Signal word: Caution (label)
Warning (SDS)
Product label/SDS

9

10
8

11

7

12

6

1

5

2
4

3

Summary Statement: The continued reliance on chemical controls at this location is concerning. Herbicides
can be an effective part of an integrated program but it appears that despite various cultural and physical
controls being utilized, applications remain routine. Grounds personnel coordinate closely with site staff to
ensure youth detainees do not enter treated areas until product labeling allows, but further discussion
between departments is warranted to gain a broader consensus on this and alternative tactics.
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Vegetation Management Division Decision Documentation
John A. Davis Juvenile Hall, page revised 7/15/2021

Recommendations from
the IPM Advisory
Committee:

o
o
o

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 at Juvenile Hall
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 flumioxazin and alternatively
incorporates a trial use of other formulations being used by other public agencies in the region.
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.

i

See Table 1 on UC IPM Pest Notes Publication 7441 Weed Management in Landscapes
“Landscape associates people and place. Danish landskab, German landshaft, Dutch landschap, and Old English landscipe
combine two roots. “Land” means both a place and the people living there. Skabe and schaffen mean “to shape”; suffixes skab and -schaft as in the English “-ship,” also mean association, partnership.” —Anne Whiston Spirn, The Language of
Landscape (1998)
iii
Related Programs in the region: Roots of Success, Math/Science Nucleus @ Tyson Lagoon, Insight Garden Program at San
Quentin State Prison, California State Prisons—Solano & California Medical Facility—Solano; Marsh Creek Viticulture &
Agriculture Programs, San Francisco County Jail San Bruno Complex—The Garden Project, Federal Correctional Institution—
Dublin, Alameda County Juvenile Hall & Camp Sweeney, City View Farm (Alameda County Deputy Sheriffs' Activities League-Dig Deep Farms)
iv
Nearby community-based organizations include but not limited to: Mt. Diablo Audubon Society, Pollinator Posse, Healthy
Hearts Institute, Family Harvest Farm, First Generation Farmers, Urban Tilth-North Richmond Farm, Plating Justice--El
Sobrante Farm & Orchard, Pogo Park-Richmond, Groundwork Richmond, The Watershed Project, and Civicorps.
v
Contra Costa Resource Conservation District
vi
National Center for Youth Law (Oakland based), Annie E. Casey Foundation's Juvenile Detention Alternatives Initiative,
vii
The 2011 Public Safety Realignment Act (Assembly Bill 109) placed additional responsibility for Counties to house low
level offenders locally, provide post-incarceration supervision, and allocate associated revenues from the state.
viii
Contra Costa County Reentry System Strategic Plan for 2018-2023. Mission Statement: The Contra Costa County reentry
system serves as a collaborative partnership that aids individuals, families, and their support system, in achieving successful
community reintegration by facilitating access to a continuum of quality services and improving systemic practices.
https://www.contracosta.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/56655/2018-23-Reentry-Strategic-Plan?bidId=
ix
The County IPM Policy adopts the following University of California Statewide IPM Program definition: “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.”
ii
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Vegetation Management Decision Documentation
John A. Davis Juvenile Hall, revised 6/17/2021

Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management
Advisory Committee

Agenda item #5

Meeting Date:
Subject:
Presenter:

November 18, 2021
Approve the concept of the Pesticide Risk Footprint Tool as recommended by the DecisionMaking Subcommittee
IPM Coordinator

Referral History:
In November 2019, the IPM Advisory Committee identified topics relating to the classification of
pesticides as a priority. While there has not been interest in forming a subcommittee to study the issue, the
Committee has maintained focus on finding a system that helps better evaluate pesticide-associated risks.
In July 2020, the IPM Coordinator presented a Classification Systems Comparison Table of what regional
systems are in place. Santa Clara County, Marin County, and the City and County of San Francisco utilize
various versions of approved pesticides lists. Contra Costa County does not use such a list, but has
historically reported total annual pesticide use alongside chemicals deemed as "bad actors" according to
the Pesticide Action Network North America (PANNA). While PANNA has recently completed major
revisions to their database found at https://pesticideinfo.org/, there have been occasional disparities
pertaining to the date in which certain chemicals used by the County were listed as bad actors and
uncertainty in regards to the rationale for some listings.
In September 2020 and January 2021, Dr. Andrew Sutherland presented on the development of a new
visualization tool for pesticide risk assessment. In the January 2021 meeting, the Committee referred the
item to the Decision-Making Subcommittee for further investigation. The Subcommittee deliberated on the
item between February and June of this year. Dr. Sutherland again presented on the draft procedure
document in the July 15, 2021 meeting of the full Committee.
Referral Update:
The Decision-Making Subcommittee developed the attached procedure document for the Pesticide Risk
Footprint Tool and approved the concept in their August 19th meeting.
Recommendation(s)/Next Step(s):
The IPM Coordinator recommends that the Committee approve the concept of the modified Pesticide Risk
Footprint Tool to be incorporated into County-wide decision-making processes and staff trainings. Once
approved, the most current procedure document will be posted on the IPM Program website.

ATTACHMENT(S)
Pesticide Risk Footprint Tool procedure document
Example of usage from Decision Documentation for Vegetation Management at Juvenile Hall
12

Pesticide Risk Footprint Tool*

Adapted by the Contra Costa County
Integrated Pest Management Program
Contact: Wade.Finlinson@cchealth.org

This tool is intended to assist in the evaluation of risks associated with pesticide products. It is not a comprehensive analysis of all risks. Each of the twelve
triangular panels forming a dodecagon represent a certain type of risk. The placement of a star on the inner portion of the panel indicates that the product being
reviewed does not meet criteria to be considered high risk as specified on the following page. Star placement on the outside edge constitutes elevated risk as
determined by the proposed standards. The stars are then connected to form a footprint. The increased area of the footprint’s spiked portions visually
depicts heightened risk and helps to prioritize mitigation measures. The use of dashed lines in some footprint spikes represents a risk that can be mitigated. If
mitigation measures are not possible or are otherwise unavailable, the associated spike will utilize solid lines.
The mission of the County IPM Policy is to effectively manage pests with minimal risk to humans and the environment. County applicators and personnel
responsible for the procurement and application of pesticides should consider the tool when determining whether a certain product is compatible with the broader
IPM program. Since site characteristics and application methods vary widely across County operations, the footprint for a given product should be analyzed
specifically in the context for which it is used. One application may use a backpack sprayer for a spot treatment of herbicide at a childcare facility. Another situation
could involve the same product being applied near an airport runway with a boom sprayer. These and other scenarios present important circumstantial factors
that merit separate considerations.
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*Jepson, P.C., Murray, M.K.Y. (unpublished) Pesticide cost—benefit trade-off tool. For further information contact Paul.c.jepson@gmail.com

Risk Category
1. Highly Hazardous Pesticides
(HHP)—Chronic
2. CA Prop 65 Listed
3. Occupational Risk (Worker)
4. Exposure Risk
(bystander, site patron, etc.)
5. Risk to Aquatic Species

6. Risk to Terrestrial Species
7. Risk to Pollinators
8. Efficacy

Source Justification or Rationale for Designation
Globally Harmonized System of Classification and Labeling of Chemicals (GHS) category 1A or 1B for carcinogenicity,
mutagenicity/genotoxicity, or reproductive toxicity. Indicated on Table 1 (pages 7-10) of the supplementary index of
Jepson PC, Murray K, Bach O, Bonilla MA, Neumeister L. Selection of pesticides to reduce human and environmental
health risks: a global guideline and minimum pesticides list. Lancet Planet Health 2019: 3: e56–63.
The Proposition 65 List is maintained by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) acute toxicity category 1 (danger), category 2 (warning), or World
Health Organization (WHO) class II (moderately hazardous). WHO class II pesticides are available on Table 3 (pages 2740) of the document available for download at https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789240005662
Panel is marked on the outer edge if the restricted entry interval (REI) is greater than four hours as specified on the
product label in the applicable use requirements section. Application methods & site characteristics may justify star
placement on the outer edge in many circumstances as determined by the IPM Coordinator or staff supervisors.
Panel is marked on the outer edge if active ingredient deemed as an intermediate (I), high (H), or extra high (X)
potential pesticide hazard to fish in queries made to the University of California Statewide IPM Program’s WaterTox
database OR if the product safety data sheet (SDS) references the EPA designation as moderately toxic or highly toxic
to freshwater fish, freshwater invertebrates, estuarine/marine fish, or estuarine/marine invertebrates.
Panel is marked on the outer edge if the product safety data sheet (SDS) references the EPA designation as moderately
toxic or highly toxic to mammalian and avian wildlife.
Panel is marked on the outer edge if active ingredient is rated I (toxic to honey bees and other bee species) or II (toxic
to honey bee brood) in the Bee Precaution Pesticide Ratings tool as maintained by the University of California
Statewide IPM Program.
Subjectively determined by the IPM Coordinator after consulting with departmental staff members, outside agency
personnel who work in similar microclimatic conditions, academic product trials, etc.

9. Cost

Subjectively determined by the IPM Coordinator after reviewing baseline cost data, historic and projected quantities of
product purchased, relative scale and frequency of application(s), actual staff/contractor labor costs, etc.

10. Indirect Costs (Litigation,
public perception)

Subjectively determined by the IPM Coordinator after considering public scrutiny of pesticide-related trends and other
applicable current events.

11. Indirect Costs (Training, PPE,
Equipment, etc.)

Subjectively determined by the IPM Coordinator after evaluating fiscal elements that may include site/programspecific training costs, supplemental personal protective equipment in addition to what the State’s minimal
requirements, specialized equipment acquisition/maintenance/transporting, and other cost considerations.

12. Highly Hazardous Pesticide
(HHP)—Acute

World Health Organization (WHO) class 1A (extremely hazardous) or 1B (highly hazardous). Indicated on Table 1 (pages
7-10) of the supplementary index of Jepson PC, Murray K, Bach O, Bonilla MA, Neumeister L. Selection of pesticides to
reduce human and environmental health risks: a global guideline and minimum pesticides list. Lancet Planet Health
2019: 3: e56–63.
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Executive Summary

Lbs. of Active Ingredient

Pesticide Usage
The amount of pesticides applied by County Departments increased this year for the first time since 2012. The increase is attributed to two divisions
within the Public Works Department—Airports and Maintenance. The high usage at the two Airport properties will be evaluated by the ongoing
work of the IPM Decision-Making Subcommittee who commenced the revision of decision documentation for vegetation management at the
airports in August. The Maintenance Division resumed pesticide applications on roadsides and flood control properties in February after suspending
the program in November 2018. The updated Pesticide Use Summary Report is available at this link.
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IPM Advisory Committee
The Committee developed a pesticide risk visualization tool and decision documentation for vegetation management at Juvenile Hall. They received
presentations about topics ranging from IPM outreach to organic herbicides & alternatives to glyphosate. The Committee initiated efforts to revise
departmental IPM plans and draft an outreach strategy that supports the IPM Policy goat to create public awareness of IPM through education.
In addition to the departmental IPM plan revisions and development of an outreach strategy, the 2022 Work Plan of the Committee will also focus
on enhancing departmental IPM training and recordkeeping. The Committee accomplished many of the ambitious activities outlined in the 2021
Work Plan and seeks to further many of them in the coming year.
Personnel
This year also marked a few impactful personnel developments in the Agriculture and Public Works Departments. Deputy Agriculture Commissioner
Larry Yost retired after 32 years of public service in the department, and Assistant Agriculture Commissioner Jose Arriaga was appointed as
Agriculture Commissioner of Orange County. Two new Deputy Commissioners have been hired along with several key positions within Public Works.
The Grounds Division filled five Gardener vacancies and the Maintenance Division brought three new Vegetation Management Technicians on board.
1
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Introduction
All advisory bodies to the Board of Supervisors (BOS) are required to submit an annual report at the end of each calendar year. The Countywide
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) Policy requires the IPM Advisory Committee to include updates on the development and implementation of IPM
programs within the Agriculture and Public Works Departments. The pesticide usage component of these reports is compiled by fiscal year (July
through June) and the remaining content covers the period from when the previous year’s report was approved by the Committee (typically midNovember).
Pesticide Usage
Since 2000, County departments have decreased pesticide usage by 81% (See updated Pesticide Use Summary Report). During the same time
frame, the use of pesticides deemed bad actors by the Pesticide Action Network have decreased by 74%. There have only been two instances over
the last 20 years when usage increased from one year to the next. The first occurred with a 12% increase between fiscal years 2011-12 and
2012-13. The second happened during this reporting period. This year’s usage nearly quadrupled that of FY 2019-20. While additional exploration
into the full justification for the dramatic increase is warranted; the following findings may provide context:
• Herbicide applications at Byron and Buchanan Field Airports accounted for 70% of the total pesticide usage of all County departments in FY
2020-21.
• The Public Works Maintenance Division (PWD-Maintenance) reconvened their herbicide program in February of this year. Prior to that, they
did not apply herbicides on roadsides or Flood Control properties since November of 2018.
• PWD-Maintenance performed all herbicide applications at airport properties prior to 2018 under the direction of the Vegetation
Management Supervisor. The percentage of herbicide applied to airport properties by PWD-Maintenance personnel before 2018 is not
presently known.
• The last person to occupy the Vegetation Management Supervisor position accepted employment with another public agency in 2016.
• Due to several unsuccessful attempts to fill that position—whose salary was comparatively lower and required a higher level of minimum
qualifications in comparison with equivalent positions in the region—the Department opted to cancel the position in order to help fund a
Training and Staff Development Specialist position in December of 2019.
• The 2-year suspension of the PWD-Maintenance herbicide program not only created vegetation management backlogs along roadways and
on Flood Control properties, but it also placed an unrealistic burden on Public Works Department Airports Division (PWD-Airports) to absorb
a complex herbicide application function without the previously high-level of technical expertise available.
• Staff in the Airport Safety Officer series PWD-Airports the have performed all herbicide applications since 2018.
• The class specification for Airport Safety Officers lists the application of chemicals and other weed control products as typical tasks alongside
fire suppression, airport security, regulatory compliance, and equipment maintenance.

2
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•

•

Despite fewer pesticide-specific regulations applying to airports in general and not having a regulatory responsibility to do so, PWD-Airports
leadership continues to consult with licensed Pest Control Advisors (PCA’s) on the products used to ensure safety conditions mandated by
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA).
The IPM Decision-Making Subcommittee initiated the process for revising the decision document for vegetation management at the airports
in August and will continue to deliberate on that topic in 2022.

The chart below depicts the total pesticide used between the different Public Works divisions and the Agriculture Department over the last 11 years.
The Public Works Facilities Division (PWD-Facilities) and Agriculture saw an overall increase in usage from the previous year. The PWD Grounds
Division (PWD-Grounds) nearly matched their 10-year low for herbicide use this year. Usage data for the last three fiscal years are significantly
impacted by the suspension of the PWD-Maintenance herbicide program as described above. Divisional data from his year and FY 2018-2019 are
abnormally low since applications were only conducted during a few months of each year. PWD-Maintenance did not apply herbicide in FY-2019-20.
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Glyphosate Update
Herbicides containing glyphosate continue to be a controversial topic. In 2017, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) listed glyphosate as a Proposition 65 chemical known to cause cancer. However, there have been no regulatory changes associated with
the use of formulations containing glyphosate by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the California Department of
Pesticide Regulation (DPR).
At the request of the IPM Advisory Committee in
2019, the IPM Coordinator conducted an
assessment of glyphosate use by County
departments. That review revealed the highest
use sites to be the detention facilities at West
County and Marsh Creek, Juvenile Hall, and the
Byron and Buchanan Field Airports. In 2020, the
Committee approved vegetation management
decision documentation for both detention
facilities. The Committee approved similar
documentation for Juvenile Hall this year. As
noted earlier, vegetation management at the
airports is currently being reviewed by the
Decision-Making Subcommittee.

Pounds of Glyphosate Used by Fiscal Year
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The Committee remains interested in assisting
County departments navigate this complex
subject. The development of the Pesticide Risk
Assessment Tool is intended to help
departments and applicators in the County to
weigh multiple risks associated with certain
active ingredients. That tool is described in
greater detail later in this report.

In the July meeting of the Committee, Karey Windbiel-Rojas from the University of California Cooperative Extension and Statewide IPM Program
presented on organic herbicides and Alternatives to glyphosate. She continues to perform field trials for a variety of post emergent products and
closely monitor efficacy of each one. The trials are ongoing and the data she presented were preliminary. Some of the products show promise, but
cost implications and heightened acute health risks to applicators are significant limitations. Additionally, the California Department of Food and
Agriculture has issued two stop-use-notices in the last year for products claiming to be organic alternatives. In each case, the products claimed to be
organic, natural, or glyphosate free but were found to contain glyphosate as well as other synthetic pesticides not included on their respective label.
4
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IPM Advisory Committee
The Committee met five times during the year. The Decision-Making Subcommittee also held five meetings while the Grants & Pilots Subcommittee
convened twice. All agendas and approved minutes can be found online at the County’s Public Meeting Agenda Center. The Committee made
progress on many of the objectives included in the 2021 Work Plan and intends to continue working on them during 2022. The work of the
Committee was driven by the four stated goals of the Countywide IPM Policy:
1. Minimize risks to the general public, staff and the environment as a result of pest control activities conducted by County staff and
contractors.
2. Create, implement and periodically review written IPM plans in the Agriculture, Health, and Public Works Departments specific to their
operational needs and consistent with the UC definition and this policy.
3. Promote availability, public awareness and public input into written county pest management plans and records.
4. Create public awareness of IPM through education.
Some of the activities and accomplishments of the Committee that pertain to each goal are as follows:
Goal #1
• In January, the Committee received a presentation about a new visualization tool initiated by Dr. Paul Jepson and his colleagues at the
Oregon IPM Center. They offered input and referred further discussion and development of the tool to the Decision-Making Subcommittee.
The Subcommittee worked to modify elements of the tool to better identify the types of risk associated with County operations. They
approved the concept of the Pesticide Risk Footprint Tool in August and the full Committee approved it in November.
• Completed Decision Documentation for Vegetation Management at Juvenile Hall and reviewed vegetation management activities at the Orin
Allen Youth Rehabilitation Facility, the Byron Airport, and Buchanan Field Airport.
• Conducted research into alternative vegetation management tactics, pesticide risk assessment, and potentially applicable grants.
• The July meeting of the Grants & Pilots Subcommittee included a presentation on competitive planting from Dr. Chris McDonald from the
University of California Cooperative Extension.
Goal #2
• The Committee reviewed each departmental IPM Plan during the March meeting. Members offered a variety of feedback on the existing
plans and gave suggestions for revision. The Committee Chair recommended that a plan template be developed to ensure all departments
and divisions within the County are implementing IPM in a uniform manner. The template is under active development and will be
discussed in 2022.
• The Committee received a presentation in March regarding an overview of the Healthy Schools Act. The presentation included a summary
of which facilities are subject to the legislation as well as the compliance status of each site.
Goal #3

5
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•

The Committee supported the formation of a geographic information systems (GIS) technical advisory committee (TAC) to explore the
possibilities of improving site-specific pest management data compilation and increasing the transparency of pest management decisions.
The TAC will convene in 2022.

Goal #4
• During the March meeting, the Committee received three outreach-related presentations. Michael Kent presented on the efforts of the
Outreach Subcommittee that was previously convened in 2017 and 2018. Michele Mancuso gave an overview of the Clean Water Program’s
coordination with Our Water Our World, and Greg Spurlock detailed the Alternatives Considered format used by Restricted Materials
Permitees. Committee members provided input on potential outreach methods. The IPM Coordinator agreed to draft an outreach strategy
to be considered by the Committee in 2022.
Attendance, Training, and Member Engagement
IPM Advisory Committee Attendance

2021
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5/20

7/15

Public Member #1

P

P

P

P
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P
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P

P

P
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PWD-Facilities Designee

P

P
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P

PWD Deputy Director Designee

P
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P

P

County Pest Mgmt. Contractor

P

P

P

P
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10
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10
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7

8

8

2

2

1

2

Sustainability Comm. Representative
Fish & Wildlife Comm. Representative

P

Stormwater Program Representative

P

Health Services Representative

P

Ag Commissioner Designee

Voting Members Present
Total Members of the Public attending

P

9/16

9/16
Meeting
Canceled

P=Present

6

21

11/18

Total
Absences

0
0
0
2
2
2
0
1
0
0
0
0
0

• All public members of the Committee
are current on Brown Act and Better
Government Ordinance Training.
• There have been no unexpected
vacancies occur within the reporting
period.
• In addition to the meetings of the full
Committee, many members also
attended subcommittee meetings
throughout the year.
• Only one scheduled meeting was
canceled this year due to advance notice
of several anticipated absences.
• Despite personnel changes in County
departments, staff-designated seats were
100% filled at each meeting held by the
full Committee.
• Of the public member and contractor
seats, three reside in BOS District 1, three
in District 2, and one in each of Districts 3,
4, and 5.
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Public Works and Agriculture Departments

Agriculture
•
In August, Larry Yost retired from the County
after 32 years in the Department. He was on the
Committee for several years and was a valuable
member of the Decision-Making Subcommittee.
•
Jose Arriaga was appointed Orange County
Agriculture Commissioner in September. In March, he
gave a presentation to the Contra Costa County
Sustainability Exchange on the topic of urban
agriculture. The Sustainability Exchange is a quarterly
gathering for local government staff in Contra Costa
County who collaborate on sustainability issues.
•
Erin Herbst and Ivan Godwyn were hired as
Deputy Agriculture Commissioners this year. Deputy
Commissioner Beth Slate now represents the
Department on the Committee and oversees the
vertebrate and invasive plant programs.

Photos: A biologist works to eradicate the invasive Red Sesbania from
a residential property in Lafayette. (Courtesy Janessa Weingand)
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PWD-Airports
• In August, Airport personnel presented an
operational overview of vegetation management at
both airports to the Decision-Making
Subcommittee. They highlighted a few practices
now used at both the Byron and Concord
properties. Some include the following:
o Each site has dedicated mowing and discing
implements that primarily stay at each
location to reduce vegetal pest pressures
from getting established at both airports.
o The bare-earth areas alongside runways
and taxiways have been reduced from an
average width of 50 to 75 feet wide to an
average width of 15 to 25 feet.
o Mowing and spraying were eliminated in a
portion of the Byron Airport where it would
not impact safety and security.

Buchanan Field Airport, Concord

PWD-Grounds
• County gardeners were the first division to adhere to revised posting requirements. 72 applications since February were appropriately
noticed on the County IPM website as well as physically at each location with temporary signage. The IPM Committee recommended
updates to the posting policy and signage in 2020. The recommended changes—which included 2019 TWIC guidance—have not yet been
formally implemented by the Public Works Department. However, the Facilities and Grounds Division are commended for their efforts to
transparently communicate information about each pesticide application in areas where the public has permitted access.
• The Division welcomed 5 new gardeners this year: George Earlywine, Omar Walker, Roberto Sedano, Rochelle Garcia, and Tim Thoene.
• The Grounds team updated the landscape surrounding the Brookside Shelter in North Richmond. The installation included palm trees,
pathways, and graveled areas that will limit harborage for rodents and other pests.
• New on-call landscaping and weed abatement contracts were awarded to H&N Enterprises and The Landscape Company for three year
terms with the option of two one-year extensions. These vendors are used when the demand for landscaping and weed abatement
services exceeds staffing levels.

8
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PWD-Special Districts
• The vertebrate pest program completed its fourth year of not using rodenticide on
properties managed through the Countywide Landscaping District. The contractor
trapped 12 gophers and 1 mole in 2021.
PWD-Maintenance
• Resumed herbicide applications on roadways and Flood Control properties in
February.
• Hired three Vegetation Management Technicians to increase the total number to
four. Emmett Brady, Hannah Clifton, and former Committee member Jim Cartan
filled these vacancies.
• In September, the Department renewed its on-call grazing contract with Goats R Us
for a one-year term with the option of two one-year extensions.

Technician mixing herbicide solution

PWD-Facilities (Pestec)
• The County acquired the former Motel 6 in Pittsburg through a Project Homekey grant in 2020. In June of this year, Pestec began
inspecting and treating the 174-room facility that will be used to support residents transition into supportive housing. The County began
operating the site early in the pandemic as a shelter where residents could isolate. Pestec continues to provide services to the facility with
the goal of getting cockroach and bedbug populations under control and implementing long-term preventative strategies.
• In the spring, Pestec carried out a series of
ground squirrel abatement trials using carbon
dioxide injection at West County Detention
Facility.
• In August, Pestec was awarded a
competetively bid contract renewal for a
three-year term with the option of two oneyear extensions.
• Pestec personnel remained a reliable resource
to consult with on numerous occasions that
included topics as varied as lice-prevention
protocols, urban agriculture gopher control,
Former Motel 6, Pittsburg
and civically-engaged rats.
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2022 Work Plan of the IPM Advisory Committee
The IPM Committee will focus on the following objectives in 2022 that correspond to the four IPM Policy goals:
3. Promote availability, public awareness and public input into
written county pest management plans and records.
a. Investigate the feasibility of standardizing pest
management recordkeeping across County
Departments and centralizing reporting protocols.
b. Convene the TAC focusing on geographic information
systems explore the possibilities of improving sitespecific pest management data compilation and
increasing the transparency of pest management
decisions.

1. Minimize risks to the general public, staff and the environment
as a result of pest control activities conducted by County staff
and contractors.
a. Help refine departmental IPM training to increase
awareness to the County IPM Policy, departmental and
facility IPM plans, The Pesticide Risk Footprint Tool,
and help coordinate annual worker safety training,
annual Healthy Schools Act (HSA) training, and
continuing education for licensed applicators.
2. Create, implement and periodically review written IPM plans in
the Agriculture, Health, and Public Works Departments specific
to their operational needs and consistent with the UC definition
and this policy.
a. Recommend County departments/divisions
incorporate a Departmental IPM Plan template
approved by the Committee to comply with the
Administrative Bulletin 542.

4. Create public awareness of IPM through education.
a. Develop an outreach strategy that supports the work
of community partners and similarly-engaged public
agencies.
b. Review properties leased by and leased to the County
to identify areas for IPM-related outreach.

Marsh Creek Road
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