
 
 
February 27, 2026 
 
Karen Morrison, Director 
Celia Pazos, Deputy Director for Environmental Justice 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
1001 I Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
karen.morrison@cdpr.ca.gov  
celia.pazos@cdpr.ca.gov 
 
Re: DPR Air Monitoring Network community outreach 
 
 
Dear Director Morrison and Deputy Director Pazos, 
 
 
We appreciate the opportunity offered by DPR for the public to learn about the results of the 
2024 Air Monitoring Network in the Air Monitor Virtual Community Meetings held this past 
December 2025. These meetings offer one of few spaces for the public to engage with DPR. 
Nevertheless, many of our members who attended expressed concern and frustration about the 
content and delivery of these meetings. At the same time, given DPR’s interpretation and 
communication of the findings, we are also concerned about the potential for misleading the 
public regarding the monitoring data. We offer this feedback for the purpose of continuous 
improvement—enhancing effective communication and supporting DPR’s responsibility to 
protect the public, while fostering transparency and integrity.  
 

1.​ We respectfully request that the Deputy Director for Environmental Justice 
participate in the meetings. The air monitoring program is part of DPR’s responsibility 
to continuously evaluate the environment in support of DPR’s stated commitment to 
address “disparities in the distribution of environmental benefits and burdens within and 
across communities”. Therefore, we request that the Deputy Director for EJ attend these 
meetings in order to learn from and address the community’s concerns, as well as to 
advocate on behalf of communities within DPR. 

 
2.​ DPR must improve efforts to communicate methods, results and conclusions to 

the public in ways that encourage meaningful dialogue. We understand that the 
science is complex and appreciate the presenters’ efforts to explain methods and terms 
used. However, while the presenters may be highly qualified in their fields of work, 
conveying findings to the public requires particular skills. Here are some suggestions for 
improvement:  
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a.​ Slides and factsheets should be uploaded to DPR’s website at least 72 
hours in advance, and should be easy to find. The content is dense; 
presenters moved quickly through the presentation. Not all the slides and 
factsheets were posted online. It’s very helpful for the public to have time to 
review the slides ahead of time and at their own pace. 

b.​  All presentations should be recorded in English and Spanish and available 
for review on DPR’s website. This is the best way to ensure that community 
members who are unable to attend the presentations in real time are able to 
learn about the air monitoring results. 

c.​ Presenters must provide context. The air monitoring program—although 
extremely limited to only six monitors in such a vast and populous state—is part 
of DPR’s mandated responsibility to continuously evaluate the environment. The 
monitors have been placed in sites relatively heavily exposed to pesticides. 
However, DPR did not explain:  

●​ how the locations of the monitors were chosen,  
●​ how many pesticides are monitored versus how many pesticides are 

applied in California,  
●​ the fact that some pesticides included in the monitoring program are not 

registered for use in California and therefore are not expected to be 
detected1, 

●​ the demographics of the area, nor  
●​ how results may or may not apply outside of monitoring areas. 

 
3.​ Community meetings should be an opportunity for DPR to be forthcoming and 

build trust. It is critical for DPR to recognize the community’s lived experience, serious 
scientifically-grounded concerns about chronic exposure, and skepticism regarding 
DPR’s methodologies and the value of the air monitoring program. However, multiple 
community members expressed that they felt dismissed by the presenters, and that their 
questions went unanswered. Such responses generate distrust. For instance: 

a.​ When the presenters stated that the “numbers did not surpass health concern 
levels”, this contention discounted both concerns expressed by community 
members and, in some cases, different conclusions from OEHHA and other 
agencies. Specific concerns include: 

●​ At the Watsonville site the highest single day (24 hour) chloropicrin air 
level was 1.06 ppb in 2024 and 0.97 ppb in 2023. Both are above 0.92 
ppb which is the Reference Level that both DPR and OEHHA 
recommended in the TAC report for children to protect from eye and 
respiratory effects. Why is DPR using a Reference Level of 73ppb, 
which is 76 times higher than the 0.92 ppb level that both DPR and 
OEHHA recommended in the TAC report for children to protect from 
eye and respiratory effects?  

1 November 12, 2024 CPR letter to DPR “RE: Comments on Draft AMN Report for 2023 and response to comments 
on Draft AMN Results for 2020-2022” 
(https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/11/DPR-AMN-2023-CRLAF_CPR_PAN-comments-11.12.2
4.pdf) 
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●​ There are only 4 monitors in the state, plus 2 that measure only 
1,3-dichloropropene, and detections may come from fields that are 
located relatively far from the monitors. It is likely that air concentrations 
are even higher closer to the treated field. DPR’s own levels of health 
concern may well be exceeded closer to the actual applications yet 
DPR did not address this fact. 

●​ Quantifying the concentration of pesticides detected in the air samples 
separately for each of the 40 pesticides monitored without considering 
them cumulatively, ignores the impacts of exposure to multiple pesticides 
and the obligation for considering cumulative impacts of exposure to 
restricted material pesticides—which County Agricultural Commissioners 
should consider when issuing permits to apply.2 DPR did not address its 
failure to assess cumulative impacts. 

●​ As community members brought up, regulatory and screening levels used 
by DPR are based on 70 kg adults, falling short from protecting children 
and vulnerable populations. It is unlikely that the regulatory levels 
protect children at the schools where the air monitors are situated, 
but DPR did not address this issue.  

●​ When presenters were asked at each of the five meetings why the 
regulatory target for 1,3-D is 14 times higher than the OEHHA NSRL for 
the same cancer risk level, they stated that they were not prepared to 
address the question. This evasive response leaves community members 
frustrated and concerned that DPR is failing to adhere to the most 
protective scientific guidelines. In a community meeting it is reasonable 
for residents to question DPR when their screening levels differ from 
those established by other expert state scientists, such as those at 
OEHHA, who are not under pressure from the regulated industry and who 
enjoy a greater level of public trust. DPR should not dismiss these 
concerns, and instead clarify the basis of its decision-making to 
ensure human health is adequately protected. 

Overall, concluding that the “numbers did not surpass health concern levels” 
while omitting such limitations of the program, does not hold the program to high 
standards of scientific rigor and integrity.  

b.​ Dr. Kandelous stated at the meeting for Watsonville that the ocean could be one 
of many natural sources for the frequent methyl bromide detections. Although the 
Pesticide Use Annual Report Data Summary for 2024 has not been published 
yet, community members suspect that these detections are associated with 
agricultural and other commodity use applications. Given that this highly 

2 CCR Section 15355: Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act; CCR Section 6432: 
Permit Evaluation; In the Matter of the Agricultural Commissioner of the County of Monterey, Permit Appeal No. 
A-0002 at 17 (March 6, 2024); Timothy Malloy & Patrick Allard. Building Capacity for Robust Pesticide Regulation: 
Part I – Cumulative Impacts. University of California Los Angeles. 
https://law.ucla.edu/sites/default/files/UCSL-0371_UCLALaw_Cumulative-Impacts-Report_Final_Screen.pdf?_gl=1
*tkcmec*_up*MQ..*_ga*MTk0NTAzMzc4MS4xNzcxMDA4NDE0*_ga_LH03WX2T8B*czE3NzEwMDg0MTMkbzEkZzA
kdDE3NzEwMDg0MTMkajYwJGwwJGgw (2025). 
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neurotoxic and ozone-depleting fumigant has been globally banned since 
2005—except under narrowly defined “critical use exemptions”—without a 
rigorous investigation, community members fear that these detections may 
indicate DPR’s failure to effectively minimize the use of methyl bromide due to 
inadequate environmental monitoring and overly permissive granting of 
exceptions. Therefore, we look forward to DPR’s thorough investigation into 
the source of these methyl bromide detections and to appropriate follow-up 
actions to reduce use and exposure. 

c.​ Misrepresenting/mischaracterizing data: a graph going back to 2011 included 
on the presentation slides showed that the regulatory target for 1,3-D air 
concentration levels was 0.56 ppb; it was not 0.56 ppb that whole time; it was 
0.14ppb until 2016. Omitting this fact is very misleading.  

d.​ When asked when the follow-up chloropicrin cancer toxicology study would be 
completed and results publicly shared, Dr. Kandelous said they would check in 
with toxicology staff. When the issue was brought up at subsequent AMN virtual 
community meetings the answer was the same. If a question arises at one of a 
series of community meetings and may come up again, staff should ensure 
they are prepared to answer it at subsequent meetings.  

e.​ In at least two of the meetings, DPR was asked why captan and malathion 
continue to be omitted from the list of Prop. 65 cancer-causing chemicals. CPR 
has repeatedly called attention to this omission over the past several years, and 
DPR has consistently declined to address it. Dr. Kandelous acknowledged the 
omission and committed to rectifying it. It should not take years to make this 
change. 

f.​ Lack of transparency. Not listing the number and names of participants in the 
zoom meeting or identifying those asking questions in the Q&A, unless they 
choose to remain anonymous, prevents participants from knowing who is in the 
meeting. Not allowing questions to be visible to all attendees as they are 
submitted limits the public’s ability to understand the full range of community 
concerns and obscures whether DPR has addressed all questions. This is an 
issue we have previously raised with DPR as far back as November 2020.3 It 
cannot be called a community meeting if the community cannot see each other or 
even know who is present. 

●​ We ask that the participants and Q&A have the option of being visible for 
transparency.  

●​ Some questions were not answered at all or as mentioned above, were 
inadequately answered. All questions during the presentation need to be 
answered by the presenters and if unable to answer, all questions during 
the presentation should be publicly listed on the website/ in follow-up 
email to attendees with answers.  

●​ All questions should be visible in real time. No one was able to see the 
questions until DPR decided to answer a question. 

 

3 November 24, 2020 CPR letter to DPR “Re: Nov 17th Environmental Justice Workshops” 
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5.  In addition to the points above concerning the Air Monitoring Virtual Community 
Meetings, we urge DPR to reconsider its decision to no longer post draft Air 
Monitoring Network results for public comment. For years the CPR coalition has 
provided critical feedback on the Air Monitoring Network draft reports, flagging inaccuracies, 
inconsistencies and misrepresentations in the data. Allowing the public, especially for those 
from disproportionately impacted communities, the opportunity to recommend revisions and 
provide feedback is not only a key principle of environmental justice but is also an essential 
step towards co-constructing more accurate knowledge. Cutting off this public avenue for 
correcting data that directly affects community understanding and well-being undermines 
DPR’s stated values of transparency, accountability, continuous improvement, and integrity 
as well as its commitment to environmental justice. We strongly urge DPR to reconsider 
its decision not to release AMN drafts for incorporation of public feedback.    

 
We request a formal written response to this letter addressing these points of concern. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Angel García 
Co-Director 
 

 

Mayra Sánchez  
Associate Director 
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