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Comment Letter O-HCA

Healthy Children Alliance
San Mateo County
September 4, 2018

Response 1
The commenter (“HCA”) is concerned that previous comments on the March 2016 Draft PEIR were
“dismissed” in the revised Draft PEIR.
Appendix F includes all of the comments and supporting documentation received on the initial Draft PEIR
(March 2016) and responses to those comments. Several changes to the Draft PEIR were made in
response to HCA comments and can be found in Chapter 7, Human Health, and are outlined below:
> Section 7.2.5.1.1 Glyphosate: The analysis was revised to include additional discussion of the
potential for endocrine disruption.
> Section 7.2.7.2.2 Pyrethroids, Pyrethroid-Like Compounds, and Synergists: The analysis was revised
to address the issue of potential for increased risk of autism spectrum disorder/developmental delay
(ASD/DD).
> The impact determinations were updated where new information was available, including those
concerning endocrine disruption, Weight of Evidence (WoE) conclusions for PBO, and pyrethrins.
For a summary of the substantive changes made to the 2018 Draft PEIR, see Section S.8. As stated in
the introduction to these responses (Chapter 1), CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 requires persons and
agencies reviewing an EIR to “focus on the sufficiency of the document in identifying and analyzing all
possible impacts.” All of the conclusions in the Draft PEIR are supported by substantial evidence
reviewed by technical experts in the use of all of the chemical products included in the District’s Draft
IMVMP, including glyphosate and pyrethroids, which are the focus of the comments provided by HCA.
There is clearly disagreement between the commenter and the PEIR preparers on the hazards to human
health associated/not associated with the use of the herbicide glyphosate, pyrethroids, and pesticide
“residues” from aerial applications (fogging) of mosquito adulticides. The rationale for PEIR conclusions is
provided in the Draft PEIR and below in the responses as appropriate to each comment to ensure that the
decision-makers (Board of Trustees) have the relevant information prior to certifying this PEIR and then
approving the IMVMP Plan.

Response 2
The commenter disputes the expert analysis of Dr. Bill Williams, toxicologist, and indicates that his
analysis of glyphosate (including the IARC declaration and precautionary principle) “cannot be trusted.”
The qualifications of Dr. Bill Williams, who led the preparation of the Draft PEIR chapters and appendices
dealing with human and ecological health, are provided as Attachment A to this response. Dr. Williams is
considered an expert in the field of toxicology of pesticides and is more than qualified to analyze the
project’s impacts on human and ecological health, particularly impacts associated with the use
of glyphosate.
CEQA does not require experts to agree, and the District may rely on the substantial evidence presented
in the Draft PEIR. A court’s “limited function” under CEQA is to determine if there is “substantial evidence”
supporting the agency’s conclusions, that is, “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences
from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other
conclusions might also be reached.” (Neighbors of Cavitt Ranch v. County of Placer (2003) 106
Cal.App.4th 1092, 1101, quoting Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of University of California
(1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 393 and CEQA Guidelines § 15384(a); see also, § 21080(e); CEQA Guidelines
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§§ 15064(f) and 15384(e) [“substantial evidence” includes not only facts, but also reasonable
assumptions and expert opinion based on facts].)
Moreover, there is substantial evidence in the Draft PEIR supporting the glyphosate-related conclusions.
The Draft PEIR includes review of numerous studies of the effects of glyphosate use over decades and
other material, in particular as reported in Section 7.2.5.1.1 Glyphosate (pp. 7-21 through 7-24). For
example, Draft PEIR Section 7.2.5.1.1 provides, in part, the following discussion on the issues of toxicity,
carcinogenicity, and endocrine disruption:
“The lack of a definitive, or more positive statement about linkage of glyphosate to cancer
by the WHO panel (2015) is due, in part, because the information and data provided in
the updated reports contain numerous confounding factors (such as interactions with
personal care products, medications with estrogenic activity, and even the estrogenic
activity in some foods and vegetables) that could contribute to the reported results.
Because the WHO publication has received so much attention, this claim should be
considered, but it is clearly not supported by the work of several other researchers
(Rhomberg and Goodman. 2012; Mink et al. 2012) who do not attribute any carcinogenic
effects to humans from potential exposure to glyphosate.” (p. 7-21).
“The conclusions of the independent panels are in sharp contrast to those of the WHO
report. This new panel of experts reviewed all relevant information pertaining to
glyphosate exposure, including animal carcinogenicity, genotoxicity, and epidemiologic
studies…. As a result, following their compiled results of the review of the evidence, the
panels concluded that “the data do not support IARC’s conclusion that glyphosate is a
“probable human carcinogen” and, consistent with previous regulatory assessments,
further concluded that glyphosate is unlikely to pose a carcinogenic risk to humans.”
(p. 7-22)
“While no reports or information have demonstrated relevant toxicity, endocrine
disruption, or carcinogenicity, it is likely that USEPA will continue to provide updated
reviews of the potential risks in the next several years, but current data indicate that
glyphosate is nontoxic to humans. Concerns about adverse human health effects at high
doses are not applicable to the District’s proposed activities because those doses would
not be replicated under the Program and the herbicidal activities would not occur for any
substantial amount of time in any one location, such that the amount of exposure would
be negligible. Therefore, the acute and chronic impact on both healthy and
physiologically sensitive populations would be less than significant.” (p. 7-24)
Further, the commenter states that the Draft PEIR’s analysis of the IARC’s glyphosate conclusions cannot
be trusted. Again, as explained in Section 7.2.5.1.1, there is substantial evidence supporting the Draft
PEIR’s conclusion that impacts to human health from the use of glyphosate are less than significant. A
concept condoned by the IARC panels is the adherence to the “Precautionary Principle” which has been
problematic in much of the scientific reporting in Europe. This concept assumes that where the
information about a specific risk is contrary or lacking, the societally correct decision might be to declare
there is likely an adverse effect without validation. Although this concept could be appropriate in some
instances, this concept may actually elicit an unnecessary response that itself results in an unwarranted
adverse impact. Its use is not appropriate here because there are decades of peer reviewed published
data and reports indicating the safety of approved uses of glyphosate. USEPA and many other regulatory
agencies have archives of these data. The IARC inappropriately suggested the use of the Precautionary
Principle stating the panel did not have all possible data on glyphosate. There is sufficient information
about glyphosate (and other products used by the District) that the potential for an adverse impact can be
ameliorated by controlling the characteristics and locations of product applications.
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Further, a 2018 report by Tarone, who is an accredited statistician, was critical of the IARC findings of
glyphosate being a probable carcinogen and indicated that a re-examination of the animal studies cited by
IARC resulted in a contrary finding. The author concluded that the data used was scientifically deficient
and could not corroborate the finding by the WHO panel on glyphosate. Tarone reported that the IARC
panel highlighted certain positive results from the rodent studies, they relied upon in the deliberations but
dispelled or ignored contradictory negative results from the same studies and an inappropriate statistical
test was used. The author concluded that when the use of all relevant data from the rodent
carcinogenicity studies of glyphosate relied on by the Working Group are evaluated together, it is clear
that the conclusion that there is not sufficient evidence that glyphosate is an animal carcinogen is
warranted. Even a conclusion that there is limited evidence of animal carcinogenicity would be difficult to
support. (Tarone 2018)
The process of evaluation and registration of herbicides and pesticides used by the District is overseen by
the USEPA, which released a draft risk assessment in December 2017 concluding that “glyphosate is not
likely to be carcinogenic to humans.” (USEPA 2017a, available at https://www.regulations.gov/document?
D=EPA-HQ-OPP-2009-0361-0068)
As with the potential use of any chemical by the District, if new information about the potential risk of a
product becomes available, and it is shown that a scientific consensus indicates that a credible or even a
hypothetical risk may be related to the use of the product could present a significant human health risk, it
would be re-evaluated for use by the District. Generally, new information is provided and evaluated by
any of the regulatory agencies that oversee the registration of these products. Historically, many products
have been used, then retired, for use as public health pesticides, when the state of the science has
evolved. However, after decades of laboratory and field testing of glyphosate, the best available evidence
does not currently support the carcinogenicity of glyphosate.

Response 3
The commenter provides a link to an article (Ahmed 2018) describing a recent court case involving
glyphosate and states that Dr. Williams failed to acknowledge the case in his analysis.
The commenter’s article was reviewed; and it does not contain scientific evidence, studies, or expert
analysis that would change the conclusions in the Draft PEIR.
Recently, the possible association of glyphosate exposure to a specific type of cancer, non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma (NHL), has been in the news. The claim of causal connection of glyphosate exposure and this
form of cancer is the basis of a lawsuit against Monsanto, the primary producer of glyphosate. The lawsuit
contends that an individual contracted this form of cancer after his continued exposure to glyphosate
products, as the person responsible for weed control in his workplace. During the trial, he indicated that
he was inadvertently drenched with Roundup/Ranger Pro after an equipment malfunction and was
exposed to windblown sprays, a possible misuse of the product based on label guidance. It can be
argued that the reports cited and exposures were not sufficient to establish that the individual’s cancer
was caused by glyphosate. The correlations presented by the prosecutors do not clearly provide
causality. A universal premise in science is “correlation is not causation.” “Weak correlations between the
sporadic exposure to glyphosate and onset of Hodgkin’s lymphoma are insufficient to assign a finding of
reasonable certainty of the source of the cancer.” (National Association of Wheat Growers et al. v. Lauren
Zeise [Director, OEHHA] and Xavier Becerra [California State Attorney General]).
Many factors aside from chemical exposures are associated with the development of cancer, and the
exact cause can be impossible to determine. The American Cancer Society statistics list non-Hodgkin’s
lymphoma as approximately 4 percent of all cancers and lists the following risk factors as contributing to
development of this cancer: age, gender, ethnicity, geography, family history, as well as possible
exposure to certain chemicals and drugs.
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“Some studies have suggested that chemicals such as benzene and certain herbicides
and insecticides (weed- and insect-killing substances) may be linked to an increased risk
of NHL. Research to clarify these possible links is still in progress. Some chemotherapy
drugs used to treat other cancers may increase the risk of developing NHL many years
later. For example, patients who have been treated for Hodgkin’s lymphoma have an
increased risk of later developing NHL. But it’s not totally clear if this is related to the
disease itself or if it is an effect of the treatment.” (American Cancer Society 2018)
Furthermore, a trial court case, especially one decided by a jury, is not the same as scientific consensus.
Jurists are not scientists and are dependent upon the information and material provided by the attorneys
in court. The US Environmental Protection Agency’s current draft risk assessment for glyphosate states:
“The draft human health risk assessment concludes that glyphosate is not likely to be
carcinogenic to humans. The Agency’s assessment found no other meaningful risks to
human health when the product is used according to the pesticide label. The Agency’s
scientific findings are consistent with the conclusions of science reviews by a number of
other countries as well as the 2017 National Institute of Health Agricultural Health
Survey.” (USEPA 2017b)
As concluded in the Draft PEIR, analysis of the current scientific evidence available demonstrates that the
District’s proposed use of glyphosate would result in less-than-significant impacts to human health.

Response 4
The commenter states that the two studies provided with their comments on the previous Draft PEIR
present evidence to support the commenter’s claims that pyrethroids used for mosquito control pose
significant negative health risks, and cites the previous Draft PEIR letter from Dr. Robert M. Gould, M.D.
on risks to young children and pregnant women.
These letters are contained in Appendix F of the revised Draft PEIR. Appendix F fully responds to this
comment, and the District emphasizes again that exposures to chemicals used for vector control by the
District are not analogous to exposures to chemical use for agriculture. Unlike agricultural applications,
the District may use pesticides for control of adult mosquitoes when no other tools are available and if
specific criteria are met, including species composition, population density (as measured by landing count
or other quantitative method), proximity to human populations, and/or human disease risk.
Again, Section 7.2.7.2.2 (pp. 7-31and 7-32) of the Draft PEIR provides substantial evidence
demonstrating that the District’s proposed use of pyrethroids will result in a less-than-significant impact to
human health. Table 7-4 of the Draft PEIR explains that pyrethrins and pyrethroids in the District’s IMVMP
Plan are all considered to have human toxicity effect thresholds that are nontoxic to very low.
Finally, the previous response to Dr. Robert M. Gould includes the following (Appendix F, O-PSR):
“The District’s objective is to reduce or minimize the possibility of unwanted nontarget
effects in the local environment while addressing the need for vector control. These
considerations and how unwanted effects can be eliminated or reduced are embodied in
the Program objectives, in product label instructions, and in each of the applicable BMPs
that guide all pesticide applications by the District. By restricting chemical applications to
times when nontarget insects are not active and using care to treat only vector larvae and
adults in locations where they are concentrated (i.e., population is high enough to warrant
chemical control) and in close proximity to human activities, impacts to other species are
eliminated or substantially reduced. Once a pesticide has been released into the
environment, it can be broken down by exposure to sunlight (photolysis), exposure to
water (hydrolysis), exposure to other chemicals (oxidation and reduction), microbial
activity (bacteria, fungi, and other microorganisms), and other plants or animals
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(metabolism). Pesticide labels set out safety and use guidelines that usually focus on
three aspects: rates of application (single and cumulative) for registered crops and pests,
timing of application, and restrictions on areas of application (including required buffer
zones).” (p. 3-2)
Dr. Gould’s (and the commenter’s) concerns about nontarget exposure are also addressed by District
practices (i.e., BMPs, as described on pages 7-15 through 7-17 of the Draft PEIR), including public
notifications for fogging.

Response 5
Commenter does not dispute that other factors may be involved, but asserts that pyrethroids pose risk of
potential impact to human health by contributing to ASD and DD and cites the UC Davis CHARGE study
(Shelton et al 2014).
See Response 4 above. The District notes that, the authors of the UC Davis CHARGE study do not
provide likely exposure timing and relative distance of applications to specific cases of onset of ASD/DD.
Without the important direct links of application and demographic information, the epidemiological
conclusions cannot be validated by the District’s experts.
As explained in Sections 7.2.7.2.1 and 7.2.7.2.2 of the Draft PEIR, applications resulting from typical District
vector control operations using pyrethrin and pyrethroid products are appropriate for District vector control,
and the District’s BMPs minimize the amount of exposure such that impacts to human health are less than
significant. The actual potential exposures are far below the levels resulting from agricultural applications.
Finally, as stated in Response 1, CEQA allows disagreement among experts, and any such disagreement
does not invalidate the PEIR. There is substantial evidence in the Draft PEIR to support the conclusions
pertaining to District use of pyrethrins and pyrethroids.

Response 6
Commenter states that the District should not ignore the risk of the potential impact of pyrethroids
contributing to ASD and DD.
See Response 4 above. The District evaluated and analyzed the potential impacts associated with
pyrethroid use and found that the risk of impacts to human health is less than significant.

Response 7
The commenter states that the PEIR “dismissed” the fact that children could come into contact with
pesticide residues after fogging operations.
The amount of pyrethroids or other pesticides contacting the ground surface as a result of fogging using
the Ultra Low Volume (ULV) method is a small fraction of the fogging material concentration and is below
any meaningful level of concern, as determined by USEPA risk assessments (USEPA 2008). Therefore,
using the published values for the half-life in soil is not likely to be a meaningful metric of safety. The
degradation rate assumes a lack of exposure to sunlight, which will rapidly break down the active
ingredient into its less active constituents (Meyer et al. 2013). When applied to the air using the ULV
method, pyrethroid products are unlikely to reach the soil surface in meaningful amounts. Due to the low
amount of product reaching the surface, it is not likely to be adequate to penetrate the soil surface below
the level that would be subjected to breakdown by sunlight.
In support of a realistic estimate of the breakdown of a pesticide, USEPA conducted an Occupational and
Residential Exposure/Risk assessment for etofenprox in 2008. This study was used to quantify the
amount of residue likely to be deposited on turf after a public health mosquito fogging. The results of the
study provided a conservative Margin of Exposure (MOE) after a ULV application combined (inhalation
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and incidental oral from ground residue) exposure to toddlers which was an MOE of 240,000. An MOE of
>100 is generally considered safe by USEPA. (USEPA 2008)
The simple assumption that young children will be exposed and adversely affected by mosquito fogging
applications is not supportable in that the District does not, and will not, likely apply pyrethroids (or
generally any other pesticides) broadly to areas specifically designated for play by children, unless
specific public health concerns warrant such actions.
If adult mosquitoes are invading residential areas in close proximity to mosquito breeding sites, or if they
are breeding in underground storm drains because water ponds and does not drain properly, then the
District’s IVM principles would require using nonchemical methods first to control the breeding population,
followed by the use of larvicides. ULV fogging or aerial applications to control adult mosquitoes are
infrequent and done to protect public health and only occur after all other methods of mosquito control
have occurred. Aerial adulticiding is often the only means available to cover a very large area quickly in
case of severe mosquito outbreaks or vector-borne disease epidemics. The District has not needed to do
any large scale aerial adulticiding to date and would only do so in the case of an extensive outbreak of
disease or other commensurate public health risk in an area larger than what could be covered by trucks
in a few days. The combination of ULV applications of pyrethroids to the air and direct application of the
adulticide to foliage of the target vegetation would markedly limit or prevent contact with soil, eliminating
any direct exposure to children in outdoor play areas.

Response 8
The commenter cites NIH as a source of data on persistence of pyrethroids and focuses on degradation
in soils. See https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12132343.
The commenter incorrectly cites a study by the NIH on permethrin persistence in soil and, in fact, the
study is not by NIH but by Laskowski (2002). It provides a range of persistence values on soil and in
water with specific conditions of the tests at the time. The report by Laskowski includes some specific
half-life data with the explanation of test conditions associated with the study. The results are within the
wide range of values reported by many other scientists and do not suggest that his data is representative
of all conditions.
The scientific literature is filled with studies that evaluate the persistence of chemicals on soils, and
USEPA is a repository of these studies submitted in pursuit of product registration. A source for this
information is the USEPA documents in the Science Inventory. As in all studies that evaluate the
persistence and half-life of chemicals after direct application to soils, persistence varies from a few hours
to days. The variable that drives the differences are based on the specific physio/chemical characteristic
of the soil and the sunlight reaching the product (Washington et al. 2017).
The comment that the half-life of the pyrethroids in soil suggests that the potential for significant exposure to
the pesticide occurs after fogging is problematic. The primary issue in this assessment is that the exposure
is key, and the concentration in the soil at the point of exposure is an extremely small fraction of the fogging
concentration. In fact, the amount of pyrethroids contacting the ground surface as a result of fogging using
the ULV method is likely to be so minimal as to be below any meaningful level of concern. Therefore, the
half-life of original product in soil does not provide a realistic estimate of the concentration of product on the
soil after fogging. The published degradation rate cited in the comment assumes a lack of exposure to
sunlight. The pyrethroids used break down much faster when exposed to sunlight than when below the
ground surface in soil as indicated in a TEACH database of Toxicity and Exposure Assessment for
Children’s Health (USEPA 2007). When applied using the ULV method, pyrethroid products are unlikely to
penetrate the soil surface and so would not remain available for an extended period.
As explained in Response 7 above, USEPA risk assessments have determined that public health
applications of pyrethroids for mosquito control are unlikely to result in a level of residue that presents a
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health risk to children. Additionally, the District does not apply pyrethroids broadly to areas where children
play, unless specific public health concerns warrant such actions.

Response 9
The commenter states that the District’s fogging technology is designed to reach homeowners’
backyards, and that public parks and schools are in areas that have been treated.
As explained in Section 2.3.5.1.2 of the PEIR, the District’s technology employed for ground adulticiding is
designed to appropriately dispense material in amounts safe for human health, and it is performed
as follows:
“The most common form of adulticide application is via insecticide aerosols at very low
dosages. This ultralow volume method is commonly referred to as the ULV method. This
method employs truck-mounted, handheld or backpack sprayers for ground applications.
Barrier or residual treatments for adult mosquitoes consist of an application using a
material generally applied with a compressed air sprayer to the preferred foliage,
buildings, or resting areas of the mosquito species. Cold aerosol generators, cold
foggers, and ULV aerosol machines were developed to eliminate the need for great
quantities of petroleum oil diluents necessary for earlier fogging techniques. These units
are constructed by mounting a vortex nozzle on the forced air blower of a thermal fogger.
Insecticide is applied as technical material or at moderately high concentrations (as is
common with the pyrethroids), which translates to very small quantities per acre and is,
therefore, referred to as ULV.…As with all applications, staff follow label requirements
and District protocols and BMPs to guide the decision-making process. The optimum
sized droplet for mosquito control with cold aerosols applied at ground level has been
determined to be in the range of 5 to 20 microns.” (p. 2-49)
Moreover, as stated in the Draft PEIR the District does not apply pyrethroids broadly to children’s play areas
(see, e.g., Section 7.2.7.2.1); however, the District has at times fogged in the vicinity of such play areas. The
District only fogs in residential areas when specific public health concerns warrant such actions.

Response 10
The commenter asks the District to “greatly expand and elaborate on notifications given to the public, both
before and after fogging.”
The District’s standard notification procedures for adult mosquito control are as follows:
> Notify city manager or designated alternate contact of affected city/cities Issue media release and
distribute to media contacts and media release subscribers
> Send alert to Adult Mosquito Control and Public Health Alerts subscribers
> Post on District website (front page and adult mosquito control updates section)
> Post on District social media accounts (currently Facebook and Twitter)
> Post on Nextdoor.com in affected neighborhoods
> Add a pre-recorded message to the overnight voicemail on the main phone line
> Coordinate with communication staff or other contacts at affected city/cities for additional notifications
as feasible and desired, including:
- signage in the treatment area (District signs and/or the city’s signs)
- email contact lists or e-newsletters used by affected city/cities
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- other email or phone alert systems used by the city/cities
- posts to city/cities social media accounts
- posts by city/cities on Nextdoor.com
- posts to social media groups or message boards covering affected city/cities
- other outreach methods used by the affected city/cities
The District’s ability to post signs on the street or by the entrances to parks and schools as requested by
the commenter is sometimes curtailed by city or landowner ordinances, policies, or requests. In one adult
mosquito control operation performed this year, staff posted large conspicuous signs at the major
entrances and exits to the treated neighborhood. This signage was done in response to HCA comments
on the initial Draft PEIR.

Response 11
Commenter wants public notifications to acknowledge potential negative health risks associated with
pyrethroid exposure and cites prior Exhibits 1 and 2 to its previous letter, which are contained in
Appendix F, Responses O-VOL 38 and 39.
See Responses 4 through 9 above. The commenter’s prior Exhibits 1 and 2 in Appendix F, Comment letter
O-VOL Response 38 and 39 have been addressed, and the District does not agree with the commenter’s
conclusions regarding its use of pyrethroids.

Response 12
Commenter wants public notifications to acknowledge that pyrethroid residues may persist in sand and
soils for weeks or months after fogging.
See Responses 4 through 9. In addition to the information provided in Responses 4 through 9 above, as
well as the conclusions contained in the revised Draft PEIR, the claim that pyrethroid residues may persist
in sand and soils for weeks or months after fogging is not relevant to the fogging approach used by the
District. The studies indicating extended availability on soil are lab/field studies that apply the active
ingredient (depending on the specific pyrethroid and conditions) directly to the soil and timed collections
of samples evaluated. Under these test conditions, the persistence of these products can vary from hours
to several days. However, the applications in those tests were not conducted using fogging methods. The
amount of product that reaches and persists on soil and sand surfaces after fogging is an extremely small
fraction of the product concentration. Fogging is essentially a mist applied in the air and not directly to the
ground, and droplets that reach the ground are not similar to the direct application to soils as is in the
listed persistence values. In the presence of sunlight, pyrethrins break down rapidly in water and on soil
and plant surfaces. Half-lives are 11.8 hours in water and 12.9 hours on soil surfaces. Pyrethrins also
adhere to soil and have a very low potential to move through soil towards ground water. In field studies,
pyrethrins were not found below a soil depth of 15 centimeters. Soil half-lives of 2.2 to 9.5 days have
been reported by Meyer et al. (2013) when applications have been directly to soil surface.

Response 13
Commenter wants public notice to acknowledge that children playing and digging in sand/soil within the
fogged area may come into contact with known toxins.
See Responses 4 through 9, 11, and 12 above.
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Response 14
Commenter provides a statement that parental decisions on allowing children into play areas can only be
made with robust and transparent disclosure of known health risks.
Responses 4 through 13 address this concern. The District provides public notice of its actions pursuant
to Response 10.

Response 15
Commenter is concerned that the District should increase the number of methods used for public
notifications. Commenter states that current methods are reaching a minority of County residents and asks
the District to include public notices via the County Alert system and large signs at public parks and schools.
Response 10 describes the myriad of measures taken by the District to inform the public of vector control
activities. Some statistics on the use of these, and additional outreach activities, are provided below:
> The District currently has 436 Twitter followers and 313 Facebook subscribers to their social
media posts.
> The District often utilizes Nextdoor.com to share targeted public health and vector control information
to residents who reside in areas affected by current vector conditions or District operations. In
October 2018, the District sent an informational post about standing water and mosquito prevention to
the entire Service Area. This post was viewed by more than 30,000 users and received nearly
200 “Thanks” from Nextdoor.com subscribers.
> District representatives staffed information booths at 11 public events (festivals, farmers markets, fairs)
during Fiscal Year 2017/18.
> Presentations were given at 14 community group or city government meetings during Fiscal
Year 2017/18.
> The District website received nearly 30,000 visits during Fiscal Year 2017/18.
> The District maintains its own email alert system for residents who would like to specifically receive
mosquito treatment and public health alerts. There are currently over 700 email list subscribers.
Residents are encouraged to sign up to receive these alerts on the District website at
www.smcmvcd.org.
The District does not use the SMC emergency alert system (SMC Alert) to announce adult mosquito
control operations for the following reasons:
> Adult mosquito control applications are not considered an emergency by the County, even though they
are conducted as a part of control efforts to defend against an existing public health threat.
> These alerts are typically used to communicate urgent public safety announcements such as fires or
floods, wildlife alerts, or unplanned road closures due to accidents. Adult mosquito control events do
not fit into these categories.
> There is no particular action or precaution being requested or required of residents who live in an adult
mosquito control area.
> SMC Alert is an opt-in, subscription service; it does not reach residents who have not already
expressed interest in receiving emergency alerts.
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