‘ Fluoride
- case goes
~ to court

Tough decision
has Watsonville
seeking help
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ONVILLE — City lea
, rzv ?aa?ght between a state order
\to tiuoridate their drinking vw:ia\t:rrl
" and city voters who passe _
ordinance that essentially ptxi;)
hibits that, have opted to let the
decide. )
co;lrftsthe latest turn in Wat:
sonville’s fluoride saga, the couri{
cil voted Tuesday night to see .
what is known as a “declaratory
judgment” on the state law vs. the
i dinance.
cltIsrrxci\ll‘ovember, voters apgroved
a ballotmeasure that dogsrtx 2 ;rslgg
i uoride by name bu
g:?l? bars its addition to Wat-
sonville’s public water supply. :
That puts the city in cqnﬂlc
i e state. L
wighsgte law mandatesthat cities
with 10,000 ‘or ' more wat}e;r
hookups must ﬂqori(‘ll::ltﬁa tt>1 : |
if funding is aval ;
v’lgﬁ;‘tz‘g tllfle case in Watsonvx}le,. as
the California Dental rékdssai);llg;:%rlx .
Foundation had offe os 3. i
illion to install'a fluon
?g%é?n and operate it for a year. ;
yIn February, the state D?i%igi
i I
ment of Health Sewl.tﬁzls ffuorida-
the city to procet?d wi e
i s, submitting a sc :
g;ml;ui or face fmes of $200A pe?' :
¢ of Healt Services
artment of Health X
oflf)i?:?als said Wednqsday it \(f{:rs
their first-ever compliance o(xi’a s |
That set the stage for Tuesday’s -
meeting; the councitl cou(lidf :églﬁetx_' ;
with the state an ]
g;:':gﬁ from residents or. side.
with residents and face fines from
'th%cs:tfrtx%il members decided a
court case could clear the p1ctur:i
In 2000, state Attorney Gf:ner
Bill Lockyer said 3he IStg:S s; gllég
ide law supersedes lo '
Eldtetiat opinion hasn’t been test
ed in court, City Attorney Alan
Smith said.
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“We knew Watsonville was
grounds for the statewide law,” Jon Roth, director
of the dental association, said by phone Wednesday.

More than two dozen people spoke to the council
during the sometimes heated session, the vast major-
i i d the council to side

angling with the state
y called the threat of fines toothless,

“The council should respect that vote,” city water
customer Mike Barsi urged the council.

going to be the testing ~ ©d States,’

There was even a contingent of fluoride foes from
Redding, where a ballot measure similar to the Wat-
sonville one passed in November.,

“Your decision tonight is being
€r communities in California and
" Redding resident
Some urged the council to

and fluoridate,

“We believe this is a good public policy,” said
Rama Khalsa, who heads the county Health Services
Agency.

The council’s ultimate decisjon came after some
procedural wrangling. A multifaceted motion by
Councilwom,

an Judy Doering-Nielsen that basical-
ly sided with city voters failed.

watched by oth-
the rest of the Unit-
Trudi Pratt said,

comply with the state

A motion by Councilman Rafael Lopez to comply
with the state order also failed.

Eventually, Councilwoman Ana Ventura-Phares
moved to let the courts decide,

The council began fluoridation efforts in July 2001.
The city was offered a $946,000 grant by the Califor-
nia Dental Association Foundation and signed a deal
with the group in May 2002.

As that effort progressed, though, resident oppo-
sition gained momentum. The Watsonville chap-
ter of Citizens for Safe Drinking Water, an antifly-
oride group with chapters throughout the
tioned to get a measure on the Nov. 5 ballot. It banned
adding chemicals that aren’t approved
eral Food and

by the fed-
Drug Administration to the water sup-

ply, with exceptions for chlorine
make water safe for drinking.
That initiative was successful

an

d chemicals that

, §aining 51 percent
of the vote. In response to the vote,

€ grant agreement and later rej
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