
 
 
April 22, 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, 
 
 
Thank you for your response dated March 23, 20261 to our letter sent to you on February 27, 
20262. We appreciate your different points of recalibration or adjustments for future meetings 
and the past AMN Expansion public workshop.  
 
We welcome your Department’s decision to prioritize community safety concerns related to 
immigration enforcement when determining the meeting format. It was reassuring to hear your 
acknowledgment that the conditions surrounding a government meeting can significantly affect 
community participation. We hope that similar considerations are applied when selecting future 
venues.  
 
Furthermore, a true sense of “partnership” would be strengthened by providing meaningful 
responses to all of our outlined concerns. As noted, clear communication can positively shape 
the AMN’s impact. For this reason, addressing our collective concerns remains essential to 
fostering transparency and integrity, improving the program to support DPR’s responsibility to 
protect public health . 
 
Returning to our concerns:  
 

1.​ We respectfully request that the Deputy Director for Environmental Justice 
participate in the meetings.  
We contend that it is “appropriate” that the Deputy Director for EJ and Equity be in 
attendance at these meetings—after all, the AMN emerged as a program to address 
environmental injustice—and offer one of limited opportunities for the Deputy Director for 
EJ and Equity to engage with communities.   

 

2 February 27, 2026. CPR Letter to DPR “Re: Feedback on Air Monitoring Network community outreach”. 
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/2026_02-Letter-to-DPR-AMN-Community-Vi
rtual-Meetings.pdf 

1 March 23, 2026. Response Letter from DPR to CPR. 
https://www.pesticidereform.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/03/DPR-Response-to-CPR-Mar-23rd-2026.pdf 
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2.​ DPR must improve efforts to communicate methods, results and conclusions to 
the public in ways that encourage meaningful dialogue.  
We appreciate and look forward to future AMN materials and AMN Monitoring Data 
presentations being shared in advance of the upcoming meeting. We also look forward 
to contextualizing the discussion to support community engagement. However, the 
following concern remains: 
 

a.​ All presentations should be recorded in English and Spanish and available 
for review on DPR’s website.  
Will upcoming meetings be recorded? 

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

build trust.  
As previously stated, it is fundamental for DPR to recognize the community’s lived 
experience and serious scientifically-grounded concerns about chronic exposure, and 
address their skepticism regarding DPR’s methodologies and the value of the air 
monitoring program. In the spirit of transparency, accountability, and meaningful 
community engagement while holding DPR to higher standards of scientific rigor in 
fulfilling its mission to protect human health, we restate the following unanswered 
questions and concerns: 

a.​ To state that “numbers did not surpass health concern levels” during the virtual 
community meetings, while failing to address the concerns below, not only 
disregards community health concerns but can be misleading when the analysis 
does not meet rigorous scientific standards. We request answers for the following 
questions: 

●​ 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? 

●​ We noted that DPR’s level of health concern may be exceeded if monitors 
are placed closer to treated fields. How will DPR address this in its 
analysis and mitigation efforts?  

●​ We again elevate the community’s concern over cumulative impacts, as 
well as DPR’s legal obligation to consider cumulative impacts.3 How will 
DPR monitor and reduce the risk of cumulative impacts beyond the 40 
pesticides monitored? 

●​ Given that the Department uses regulatory parameters based on 70 kg 
adults that may not adequately protect children, how will DPR ensure that 
its models protect children and other vulnerable populations?  

●​ Why does DPR use a regulatory target for 1,3-D that is 14 times higher 
than the OEHHA NSRL for the same cancer risk level? We highly 
encourage DPR to provide clarity to impacted communities and most 
importantly, we urge DPR to use the most health protective regulatory 
targets. 

3 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.p
df?_gl=1*tkcmec*_up*MQ..*_ga*MTk0NTAzMzc4MS4xNzcxMDA4NDE0*_ga_LH03WX2T8B*czE3NzEw
MDg0MTMkbzEkZzAkdDE3NzEwMDg0MTMkajYwJGwwJGgw (2025). 
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b.​ On methyl bromide, as stated, 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: we expect DPR to ensure it 
communicates data and findings accurately and look forward to corrected 
presentation slides that accurately reflect regulatory targets for 1,3-D air 
concentrations. 

d.​ When community members asked Dr. Kandelous about follow-up chloropicrin 
cancer toxicology study completion timelines over different community meetings, 
he was unable to provide an update. It is important that staff are fully prepared to 
address concerns and questions from the community in future meetings. 
Providing clear and timely information will help maintain transparency and 
community engagement. Furthermore, this reinforces our request for the Deputy 
Director for Environmental Justice and Equity to attend these meetings in order to 
help address community concerns. 

e.​ Similarly, we ask DPR to carefully review its presentations and rectify omissions 
such as the omission of captan and malathion from Prop. 65 listing in the AMN 
Report4. 

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 2020.5 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. 

The AMN Expansion Public Workshop held on April 14, 2026 did not allow participants to 
make themselves or their questions visible. Practices like this, which have been 
repeatedly observed in DPR’s community or public meetings, contribute to growing 
distrust in the agency.  

 
5.  We continue to strongly disagree with DPR’s decision to discontinue posting draft Air 

Monitoring Network results for public comment. Transparency is a key element in 
advancing environmental justice and allowing to co-develop is also necessary. We 
urge DPR to reconsider this decision.  

 
 

5 November 24, 2020 CPR letter to DPR “Re: Nov 17th Environmental Justice Workshops” 

4 California Department of Pesticide Regulation. Air Monitoring Network Results for 2024. 
https://www.cdpr.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/11/2024_amn_report_2025.pdf 
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We request a response to the concerns in this letter. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Angel García 
Co-Director 
 

 
Mayra Sánchez  
Associate Director 
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