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October, 1996

Fellow San Franciscans:
This new Sustainability Plan will be a landmark for San Francisco’s future.

All of us have the responsibility to improve our community’s quality of life and ensure a
beautiful, healthy and prosperous city for the generations that follow. To achieve this goal,
planning must take a three-fold approach, addressing economic development, community
revitalization and our relationship with the environment. This Plan provides a critical
foundation upon which sustainable development and revitalization can occur.

The Economic, Health and Youth summits demonstrated the importance of bringing the
community together to establish a common vision for the future. This community process
has extended to the Sustainability Plan for San Francisco. It unites our goals and our
actions for a better future.

I urge you to join me and the new Department of the Environment in promoting the idea
and the reality of sustainability for San Francisco.

Sincerely,

4B

WILLIE L. BROWN, JR.
Mayor

401 VAN NESS AVENUE. ROOM 336, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102
(415) 554-6141
RECYCLED PAPER
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Fellow San Franciscans:

With the adoption of the Sustainability Plan by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors,
the City joins nearly 2,000 other local authorities around the globe in recognizing that in
order for us to leave a healthy legacy for future generations, we must consciously shift
away from our current course of environmental degradation and resource depletion. For
the first time, the level of human impact on the planet is such that without a change in
direction, we may permanently alter the global climate, decimate the earth’s natural
resources, and destroy our fragile ecosystems. It is our obligation, as a city and
community, to act to best of our abilities to forestall this possibility.

The Sustainability Plan provides a blueprint for San Francisco to follow—a specific road
map for how to best use, and not abuse, our natural environment. The plan provides clear
directions to follow, and a path of simple actions that can bring us to a clean and livable
future. Each piece of the Sustainability Plan can be used by every sector of society to
further our common goals of preserving the beauty and uniqueness of San Francisco.

The Commission on the Environment is committed to creating a sustainable San
Francisco. We will work closely with elected officials, agencies of city government, non-
governmental groups, the business community, and individuals to reach the objectives set
forth in the Sustainability Plan.

Our success will be measured by our ability to maintain the extraordinary quality of life
San Francisco provides us.

Please join me and the Commission in our commitment to working with the whole
community to make San Francisco a leader in sustainable environmental policies and
practices, and a model for other cities in living lightly on the earth.

Yours truly, .

.4)/0/% a/)'Z/&__.__————/’(:o_ J"“(-' -

Francesca Vietor
President

1540 MARKET STREET, SUITE 160, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102
PHONE (415) 554-6390 ¢ FAX (415) 554-6393
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INTRODUCTION

Sustainability is a word you have to spell to people over the phone. How can a community
plan be based on a word that is not in common use? While the word itself has not yet become
popular, the idea it represents encompasses an urgent need, recognized by a growing number
of people around the globe, to ensure a positive common future. This sustainability plan has
come into -being because many people in San Francisco are convinced that there is both a self-
interested and an ethical obligation to live in a way that considers the rights to livelihood of
future generations and of the other living beings on this planet.

Sustainability: A Definition

For simplicity, this planning process has used a definition of sustainability similar to that used
by the UN:

A sustainable society meets the needs of the present without sacrificing the ability
of future generations and non-human forms of life to meet their own needs.

Certainly, there’s a good deal to be inferred here. Nonetheless, it was felt that there would
be a pretty good consensus among San Franciscans about the direction in which it is
important to move without getting hung up on the definition’s details. The community
process, that developed this plan was focused on producing a plan for action, not debating the
fine points of the definition.

A sustainable society
meets the needs of the present
without sacrificing the ability of future generations
and non-human forms of life
to meet their own needs.
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Sustainability: An Explanation

There are some hard facts underlying the ability of civilization to perpetuate itself indefinitely
into the future. For life as we know it to survive here:

1. The physical resources and systems that support life must be maintained:
v They can’t be used up so that there is nothing left; and
v They can’t be made unusable through degradation.

2. The health of plant and animal populations, whether they are considered as the human
food chain or as a highly complex system that interacts with physical life-support systems
(such as the atmosphere) in ways that aren’t well understood, must be insured.

3. A social structure must be created that will be capable of achieving the preceding two
requirements. This means equitable distribution of resources; high quality of life in cities
(which, by their density, are conducive to reduced environmental impact); education and
affluence that lead to population control; social justice to eliminate disruptive social
upheaval; public education that gives people the tools to improve their interaction with
the natural world, and a myriad other social considerations. Social systems without these
attributes are unstable and cannot maintain a proper balance with the natural world.

Human Activity in the Closed System of
Planet Earth

The natural systems of the planet have their own rules. Previous to human development, the
biosphere evolved so that all its parts were in balance, with waste products of one creature
used as building blocks of another.

All human activity interacts with the natural systems of the planet. These activities may not
have a negative effect on nature if the quantities of pollutants generated do not exceed the
quantities that can be absorbed by natural systems. Habitat modification can be accom-
modated by animals and plants if it is slow and slight, allowing them to adjust or move
elsewhere.

However, the volume of chemicals introduced into the environment today far exceeds the
assimilation capabilities of natural systems. This has caused global warming, acidification of
forests and chronic human-health problems, among many other ills.

The reduction of numbers of non-human creatures and destruction of their habitats has
exceeded the levels their populations can accommodate. This has resulted in Canada’s
eastern seaboard fisheries closing, massive extinction of species, and the reduction of genetic
diversity in many surviving species.

If human activities even slightly exceed the levels acceptable to natural systems, those
systems will degrade, sometimes slowly, sometimes—once a critical point has been
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reached—catastrophically. For almost all systems, the level of disruption that triggers
catastrophic decline is unknown.

The obvious, inescapable result of many of our current life practices is the degradation of the
systems that support them, even if the effects aren’t immediately apparent.

Integrating Environmental, Economic and
Social Concerns

A balanced and sustainable social system is not possible without addressing the economic and
community-development needs of the City’s residents. Wealth in the economy will enable
the City to make the long-term capital investments necessary to create and maintain an
environmentally sensitive and esthetically pleasing place to live. An equitable distribution of
the community’s wealth will enable all residents to participate in civic life and will maximize
the City’s human-resource potential. Sustained economic growth and expansion of markets
for the City’s goods and services can be achieved in ways that are environmentally benign
and socially just.

Society cannot be stable unless the basic human needs of all its members are met. Increased
local self-reliance and equity, educational opportunity, and a guarantee of participation and
accountability in civic discourse create a strong population of people who have the leisure to
plan for their own and society’s best interests in the long run, rather than being forced to
continually focus on the most short-term human needs. Social and cultural diversity,
attention to environmental justice, and an understanding of the integral connections between
humans and the natural world, will create a vibrant community base on which to build a
successful long-term culture. Children and youth, representing the “future generations” that
form part of the core of the definition of sustainability, obviously must be better nurtured and
prepared to be full participants in a future society where appropriate technology and civic
participation play a central role.

Steps Toward a Solution

This is all very theoretical, and it is often easy to be overwhelmed by the size of the problem.
However, there is a clear connection between today’s everyday activities and the quality of
life that will be possible for future generations. To construct a sustainable society, one that
can provide for the physical and other needs of local residents while reversing the trends of
increased pollution and environmental degradation now threatening the quality of urban life
and the health of the earth’s other life forms, it is necessary to start changing the conventions
of society. Sustainability can be divided into manageable sections, specific strategies can be
proposed, and action can begin.

It is important to emphasize that the sustainability plan is a means, not an end. The plan is

only a tool for future action. However, to proceed in a sensible way to change long-standing
practices, it’s necessary to come up with some goals, actions, and objectives to be achieved.

i
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To begin to fulfill our responsibility to our own futures and that of our children is the aim of
this sustainability plan.

A journey of a thousand miles begins with a single step.
Lao Tsu
However, you must keep moving in approximately the same direction.

Common Sense

The Plan’s Sponsors

The sustainability plan, now a City document, was drafted by a community collaboration in
which City staff contributed on equal footing with members of other sectors of the
community.

In 1993, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors established a Commission on San
Francisco’s Environment, charged among other things, with drafting and implementing a plan
for San Francisco’s long-term environmental sustainability. Knowing they could not produce
a plan that would actually be implemented without working with a broad cross-section of the
community, several commissioners and others in the community formed Sustainable San
Francisco: an ad hoc steering committee of city agencies, including The City Planning
Department, the Bureau of Energy Conservation, the Recreation and Park Department, and
the Solid Waste Management Program, and others; businesses; environmental organizations;
elected officials; and concerned individuals, to develop a plan for the city’s future.

Nearly 400 people, from every walk of life, volunteered their time to produce this plan.
Sustainable San Francisco structured the drafting process so that people with expertise on the
issues covered in the plan could produce a draft in a fairly short time-frame.

This has been an enormous undertaking, with thousands of hours of time committed to
discussions, drafts, revisions, and meeting management. The hope was to produce a draft that
was comprehensive enough to make a very solid foundation upon which a wider public could
make suggestions for improvement. With this broad base of support, the finalized plan has
the best chance of being effective. '

Structure of the Plan
Volunteers spent the early part of 1995 researching sustainability plans from around the

world and created a format with the best chance of producing a plan that would really be
implemented. This plan uses a “general goals / specific objectives / actions” approach
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modeled on the European Community’s Agenda 21° Implementation Plan (for the United
Kingdom). A supplemental section of indicators, which give a measurable sense of whether
the city is moving in the right direction, is based on work done by Sustainable Seattle.

For each topic, the plan sets out:

Broad, long-term social goals, meant to be very general, that speak to the basic human
and ecosystem needs that are to be addressed.

Long-term objectives to achieve a sustainable society, describing the state of the City
when it reaches sustainability.

Objectives for the year 2002, describing the proposed state of the City within five years.
These objectives are quantified and meant to be feasible within a five-year time-frame.
They include objectives for businesses and individual residents as well as for city
programs.

Specific actions to be taken to achieve the objectives. They include actions for all
sectors: government, business, the non-profit community and individuals. Some are
suggested for specific entities; most are not. These proposed actions are just
that—proposals. The City of San Francisco has endorsed the goals and objectives of the
plan, and will consider the specific actions in the future as more fleshed-out proposals on
which the public have had further opportunity to comment are brought before the Board
or the various City Commissions.

A separate section lists indicators for all topic areas. The indicators were designed to be
numerical measurements that:

Are obvious in what is being measured,
Can be found at low cost given the current information-gathering machinery,
Clearly indicate a trend toward or away from sustainability,

Are understandable to everyone and easily presented in the media.

* Agenda 21 is the United Nations action strategy for sustainable development.
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Topics Addressed in the Plan

Section | Section Il
Specific Environmental Topics Topics that Span Many Issues
Air Quality Economy and Economic Development
Biodiversity Environmental Justice
Energy, Climate Change and Ozone Municipal Expenditures
Depletion Public Information and Education
Food and Agriculture Risk Management
Hazardous Materials (Activities of High Environmental Risk)
Human Health
Parks, Open Spaces and Streetscapes
Solid Waste
Transportation
Water and Wastewater

Clearly, several topics are overlapping. While, for instance, nearly every environmental
section addresses public education, environmental justice, and the other topics from Section
I1, special groups were formed to focus exclusively on these topics, in order to ensure that
they were addressed in depth.

Topics not Addressed in the Plan

Sustainability planning includes equal parts environmental, economic and community
planning. The primary focus of this version of San Francisco’s sustainability plan is the
environmental component, with a section on sustainable economic development, and one on
the social issue of environmental justice. Over the coming months, the mayor’s office will
work to broaden the economic and community aspects of the plan.

Even with a focus primarily on the environmental component, some limits had to be set to
address an issue as broad as environmental sustainability. This plan addresses primarily the
physical systems of the planet that often get short shrift from planners, and the social systems
that have a direct impact on them.

Land-use is a vital issue that does not have a separate section; there are land-use implications
to almost every section’s proposed actions. It is addressed to the greatest extent in the

Transportation, Economy and Economic Development, Food and Agriculture, and Parks
sections.

Differing Structures in Different Sections

Anyone reading this plan straight through will notice that different sections have slightly
different numbering systems and different ways of addressing each topic. The numbering

vi
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systems follow the approach that each drafting group took to its proposals, and could not be
made uniform without violating the logical structures put forward. The numbering
differences reflect the collaborative nature of the planning process, and is irrelevant to the
content of the sections.

What's the Baseline?

In 1994, the Commission on San Francisco’s Environment published a baseline study of San
Francisco’s current environmental situation, the Environmental State of the City Report.
(As of this writing, it is out of print.) It provides a baseline for many of the issues covered in
the plan. However, some of the topics listed above were not covered in the State of the City
report. This sustainability planning effort has been evolving over time, and the topic list has
expanded since the report was done. More research will be needed.

Baseline data for the indicators section has yet to be compiled.

The Plan Drafters

In order to produce a draft reasonably quickly, people were recruited for the various topics
who already knew a lot about the issues. Volunteers came primarily from the environmental
advocacy communities, city agencies, businesses, and the academic community. Members of
the general public who contacted Sustainable San Francisco in time to attend all the meetings
also participated. Everyone volunteered their time.

Although there was remarkable unanimity among the plan drafters about the basic attributes
of a sustainable society, as would be expected in any exercise of this size and scope,
participants didn’t always agree on the best strategy for achieving it. Some feel strongly that
the plan does not go far enough and contains too many compromises; others feel that it has
gone too far and is unrealistic. That it is incomplete is beyond doubt. The plan would be
incomplete at twice its length, and aspects of it will loose their timeliness as circumstances
change every day after its publication. Nonetheless, while not aspiring to be a perfect
treatise, the document can provide the rough game-plan that is necessary for a concerted
effort to achieve a sustainable society, an effort that has been orchestrated by as broad a
cross-section of the community as has been gathered in many years for a common purpose.

The only goal of producing this plan is to begin implementing it.
As large as the drafting group is, it represents only a tiny fraction of the public in San
Francisco who must make the plan part of their personal agendas for it to succeed. This draft

represents an invitation to all San Franciscans to think about a common future, and an
opportunity to make a choice of the routes to that end.

vii
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Public Comment

Public comments were solicited in four day-long public hearings in June, 1996, and were
accepted in writing throughout the summer. Comments were distributed to all participants in
the drafting groups, who finalized this draft in September of 1996. Further opportunities for
public comment occurred during consideration of this plan by the advisory Commission on
San Francisco’s Environment (October, 1996), the new charter Commission on the
Environment (November, 1996) and by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (July, 1997).

Endorsement of the Plan
The Sustainability Plan became policy of the City and County of San Francisco in July, 1997.

City Planning Department staff are currently working a several-year strategy to update and revise
the City’s General Plan. Work will continue to appropriately combine the two documents.

Implementing the Plan

The plan is meant to be a blueprint, but because of its comprehensive nature, implementation
of the various actions within it will take a great deal of (choose one or more) formal
environmental review, advocacy before the commissions responsible for implementation of
that area, legislation, regulation, finding new money, securing public support, and so forth.

A new Department of the Environment, the first in San Francisco’s history, was formed over
the winter of 1996-7. One of the main responsibilities of this new agency is to begin
implementing the sustainability plan. This centra] focus within the structure of the city itself
will go a long way toward ensuring that the plan is more than a community writing exercise.

The fact that a new agency has been created, however, should not minimize the importance of
the work of the City’s older environmental agencies, many of which participated in the
drafting process. They are already implementing of some of the actions proposed here, and
plans for more are in the works. Several of the City’s agencies are on the cutting edge of
environmental program leadership, and it is hoped that the focus on sustainability provided by
this plan will help secure them the resources and support they need to move forward even -
more aggressively on an agenda for San Francisco’s future, and will make them role models
for agencies that have been slower to share this common vision.

A number of the plan’s actions are suggested for the private sector and individuals.
Implementation of these actions will be essential for a fundamental change in the way San
Francisco interacts with the natural world, and the various advocacy groups, city agencies,
and activist individuals involved in drafting the plan will work with the Department of the
Environment to ensure that these changes move forward.

viii
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Many of the actions suggested in this plan will go nowhere without new sources of funding. It
is up to the creativity of our City leadership, including business and the non-profit community,
to find this funding through new money and more efficient use of current resources.

Changes of law and regulation must be addressed one at a time, and will take more concerted
drafting and public discussion than has been possible in this preliminary drafting process.
They will take time and persistence.

This plan is a first step in the long process of changing attitudes that separate humans from
the rest of the natural world and ignore the long-term results of human behavior. Itis a
process of developing the wealth of the community, and strengthening the health and
capacities of all the City’s residents. Through vision, persistence, and a plan of action, San
Franciscans will be able to create a healthy society that respects the needs of all its members,
and the needs of the natural systems of which they are a part.

Thos

Beryl Magilavy
Director
Department of the Environment
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Achieving and maintaining good air quality is crucial to the public health and economic vitality of San Francisco.
As a leader in developing and implementing policies to support good air quality, San Francisco should aim to
provide its residents and visitors with the benefits of clean air and a healthy environment at home, at work and at
play. By setting standards that further the achievement of global sustainability, the City of San Francisco stands
to become a model of a responsible global city.

The surrounding air, both outdoors and indoors, has the potential to affect human health, attitudes, productivity,
and people’s ability to enjoy their lives. It is important to maintain the quality of the outdoor air since all life
forms depend on it, and since the quality of indoor air is dependent on that of the outdoors. In addition, a recent
study reveals that Americans spend 90% of their lives indoors, with the result that there is now an increased
awareness of the importance of the quality of the indoor air.

Outdoor Air Quality

Automobiles are the major source of air pollution in California, and measures must be taken to reduce public
dependence on gasoline-fueled personal vehicles as a primary means of transportation. Advances are being made
in the design of alternatively fueled vehicles, which reduce tail-pipe emissions, and there are many
accommodations that San Francisco could make to encourage less-polluting modes of transportation.
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In addition, environmental tobacco smoke, fireplaces, barbecues, construction practices, improper building
ventilation and many industrial activities have a negative impact on the quality of the air in San Francisco.
Notable examples of stationary sources of pollution in the City of San Francisco include roof tar, power-
transmitting stations, dry cleaning establishments (which emit perchlorethylene), and asphalt paving.

The economic health of the City of San Francisco and the surrounding Bay Area is dependent on good air
quality. Acids from air pollution corrode metals, building exteriors, and painted surfaces. As an esthetic matter,
clear air is crucial for tourism as well as for attracting and keeping other employment centers in the Bay Area.
Creating and maintaining superior air-quality conditions provides a high quality of life and makes good business
sense.

Although pollution from point sources in the City of San Francisco is less harmful than in many major urban
areas, there are regions of the City that are more prone to pollution. In a 1996 study of emissions from all
permitted point sources issued by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Bayview/Hunters Point had the
19th highest relative cancer risk in the region and the highest San Francisco. Thus it should be a priority to
reduce emissions of volatile organic compounds and heavy metals which have an impact on the air in this area.

In addition, nitrogen oxides from combustion-related air pollution make up a surprisingly large one-third of total
sources of ocean pollution. The presence of excess nitrogen in standing bodies of water leads to runaway growth
of algae, which blocks sunlight and suffocates fish. In addition, a growing opinion in the scientific community
blam es airborne chemicals for the increasingly violent and unpredictable weather being experienced around the
world, leading to undefined, but potentially enormous costs. The international insurance industry has recognized
this risk to its livelihood by establishing an emergency task force on global climate change.

Indoor Air Quality

Many complex and interrelated factors affect indoor air quality. These factors involve the emission of odors,
particulates, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), microbial volatile organic compounds (MVOCs), and radon
into the air. Examples of such factors include the outdoor air quality; emissions from construction, building
materials, indoor occupant activities, building maintenance products, cleaning products, personal care products,
and equipment (computers, copy machines, etc.); molds and mildew; building ventilation systems; radon
emissions from below-grade rock; and environmental tobacco smoke.

Research is increasingly showing links between these factors and human health. Particulates, VOCs, MVOCs and
radon can have a negative impact on human health. Some of these impacts have short-term and reversible health
effects, while others cause more serious, long-lasting and even life-threatening health effects. Health problems
that may result from indoor air quality are classified as follows:

* Sick Building Syndrome describes a collection of symptoms experienced by building occupants that are
generally short-term and disappear after the individual has left the building. Examples of such symptoms include
sore throat, fatigue, lethargy, dizziness, lack of concentration, respiratory tract irritation, headache, eye irritation
and other cold- and allergy-like symptoms.

* Building-Related Ilinesses are more serious than sick building condition ailments and are clinically verifiable
diseases that can be attributed to a specific source or pollutant within a building. Examples of such conditions
include cancer, Legionnaire’s disease, and carbon monoxide poisoning.
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* Multiple Chemical Sensitivities. While much more research is needed to understand multiple chemical
sensitivities, it appears that for some people, exposure to low levels of a variety of chemicals can produce many
diverse symptoms in more than one body-organ system.

Unacceptable indoor air quality also carries an economic impact. Costs due to lost productivity when employees
are affected by sick building syndrome are significant to local companies. Furthermore, when building
occupants experience sick building syndrome or building-related illness, the building owners and responsible
design professionals may be exposed to increased liability. Moreover, when poor air quality has a negative
impact on the health of residents, there are increased demands on the health care system, which ultimately
translates into increased health care costs for all businesses and residents.

Finally, when cities begin to implement standards for good indoor air quality, the global effect will be to reduce
ozone depletion and to minimize climate changes. These effects are difficult to quantify, but are ultimately some
of the more important goals of a sustainable world.

This section of the sustainability plan outlines measures that will make San Francisco a model for sustainable air
quality and assure that air-quality concerns are an integral part of the decision-making process and social
consciousness. The matrix below suggests modifications of practices and procedures for individuals,
government entities and businesses that will have a positive impact on air quality. Fundamental to the success of
any initiative is the quality of information available on appropriate actions and the availability of this information
to the target audience. For San Francisco to improve the quality of the air in indoor and outdoor environments, it
is crucial to have a designated "air quality coordinator" in the city government to monitor and coordinate the
many factors which affect the quality of the air. Although many policies and practices to improve air quality are
most effectively handled at the federal level, the City can lobby the federal government to institute regulations to
ensure that product prices reflect the environmental costs created by the full life-cycle of the product. In
addition, the residents of San Francisco should encourage lawmakers to enact taxes on products that pollute the
environment and eliminate subsidies of industries that pollute or otherwise harm the environment. Only through
the cooperation of an enlightened San Franciscans will the City become a leading global citizen.
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Sustainability Strategy

GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

1. To assure level of air
quality that has no
negative impact on the
health of humans or the
ecosystems of the natural
environment.

1-A. Means of travel,
power production and
industrial production that
do not cause chemical,
heat, or particulate
pollution of the
atmosphere have been
adopted.

1-B. Healthy indoor air
quality is pervasive
throughout the city.

1-C. The City has air
quality standards for:

e Procurement
programs,

o Maintenance practices
for buildings and
grounds, and

o  All new construction
of municipal buildings

and incentives for the
private sector to do the
same.

1-D. Environmental
education is offered at all
levels and environmental
awareness is incorporated
into the social
consciousness.

1-1. The environmental
health function of the City
is staffed at a level that
enables it to develop,
implement, and monitor
air quality objectives.

1-2. City and other key
decision-makers include
air-quality goals when
making policy choices.

1-3. All new municipal
building projects meet
specifications that
incorporate air-quality
concerns (including
specifications for the use
of integrated pest
management).

1-4. Five to ten auto-free
zones have been
developed in San
Francisco as model
projects.

1-5. Vehicle-miles
traveled in private
automobiles have been
reduced by 10%.

1-6. The City purchases
only clean-fueled vehicles
for its fleet.

1-a. Develop a
participatory process to
identify and plan for auto-
free zones.

1-b. Increase the use of
clean-fueled vehicles.
(Suggested for the private
sector and city
government)

1-c. Reduce individual
vehicle-miles traveled.
(Suggested for
individuals)

1-d. Adopt a program to
phase out conventionally
fueled vehicles from the
City fleet and investigate
possibilities to replace
conventionally fueled
heavy equipment and
public transit vehicles.

INDOOR

1-e. Design publicly
funded buildings with
indoor-air-quality design
criteria and develop
incentives to encourage
the private sector to use
the criteria.




Air Quality

GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

1-7. 25% of
conventionally fueled
(gasoline and diesel)
vehicle-miles traveled
have been replaced with
alternatively fueled
vehicle-miles traveled.

1-8. Air quality exceeds
federal and state air
quality standards on an
ongoing basis.

1-9. Indoor air quality
standards have been
established for all indoor
environments.

1-10. Residential and
commercial buildings
have modified the
purchasing specifications
for cleaning and
maintenance products to
minimize airborne
toxicity.

1-11. All buildings
exceed the current
American Society of
Heating, Refrigeration, &
Air Conditioning
Engineers (ASHRAE)
standards for indoor air
quality on an ongoing
basis.

1-12. Engineering,
architecture, design and
urban planning schools
include indoor and

1-f. Establish a budget for
and hire an indoor-air-
quality coordinator.
(Suggested for the
Department of the
Environment)

1-g. Endorse and, as
appropriate, adopt
technical manuals and
standards such as those
issued by ASHRAE and
the U.S. Green Building
Council.

(Suggested for city
government)

Use these guidelines and
incorporate new codes to
assure good indoor air
quality.

(Suggested for the
Department of Building
Inspection)

1-h. Establish guidelines
for purchasing low-
emitting products and
distribute them widely to
city agencies, businesses
and consumers.
(Suggested for city
government)

1-i. Institute stronger
health-based occupational
standards.

(Suggested for city
government)
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LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES
GOALS OBJECTIVES FOR THE YEAR ACTIONS
TO REACH 2002
SUSTAINABILITY (5-year plan)
outdoor air-quality
programs in their EDUCATION

curricula.

1-13. An education
syllabus on indoor and
outdoor air quality is in
use at 100% of the City's
public and private schools.

1-j. Establish a resource
center to provide public
access to information on
air quality and the health
effects of the ingredients
of common products.
(Suggested for the
Wallace Stegner
Environmental Center at
the San Francisco Public
Library)

1-k. Reduce personal
impact on the shared
indoor environment by
limiting the use of scented
personal-care products.
(Suggested for
individuals)

1-1. Implement public
education campaigns
about:

o The importance of air
quality and the need
for research,

¢ The need to reduce
dependence on
automobiles, and

« Each individual's
impact on the shared
indoor environment
(such as airborne
emissions from
fragrances and




Air Quality

GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

cleaning and
maintenance
products).

1-m. Create and distribute
an education syllabus on
indoor and outdoor air
quality for use in the
schools.

1-n. Implement a city-
wide notification program
so that the public can be
informed in advance of
the release of air-borne
toxins, such as pesticides
and roofing-tar fumes.

2. To maintain a level of
air quality that prevents
damage to buildings and
infrastructure.

2-A. [See Objective 1-A]

2-1. [See Objectives 1-1,
1-2, and 1-4 through 1-8]

2-a. Study research on
effective policies to
improve air quality in
other cities and countries
and apply it to local
policies and practices.

2-b. [See Actions 1-a
through 1-d, 1-1 and 1-m]

3. To eliminate human
causes of climate change
and prevent depletion of
natural barriers against
ultraviolet rays.

3-A. San Francisco's
contribution to greenhouse
gases has been minimized
and the production and
use of stratospheric
ozone-depleting gases has
been eliminated.

3-B. [See Objective 1-A]

3-1. [See Objectives 1-2
and 1-4 through 1-8]

3-a. [See Actions 1-a
through 1-d, 1-m and 2-a]

4. To link air quality and
energy issues.

4-A. [See Objectives 1-A
and 1-B]

4-1. [See Objectives 1-1,
1-2, 1-11, and 1-12]

4-a. [See Actions 1-¢
through 1-g, and 1-m]




Air Quality

GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

5. To maintain air clarity.

5-A. [See Objective 1-A]

5-1. [See Objectives 1-4
through 1-8]

5-a. [See Actions 1-a
through 1-d and 2-a]




BIODIVERSITY

Drafting group:

Kristin Bowman, Recreation and Park
Department, Volunteer Program
Peter Brastow, Golden Gate National
Recreation Area / Presidio

Scot Campbell, TechKnosis
Consulting

Joe Cannon, Golden Gate National
Park Association

Sharon Farrell, Golden Gate National
Recreation Area / Presidio

Arthur Feinstein, Golden Gate
Audubon Society

Greg Gaar, California Native Plant
Society

David Graves, Friends of McLaren
Park

John Hafernik, San Francisco State
University, Engineering Design
Center

Peter Holloran, California Native Plant
Society

Booker Holton, Westco Consultants

Alan Hopkins, San Francisco resident

Ron Hunter, Patagonia

Dan Imhoff, San Francisco resident

Deborah Learner, Recreation & Park
Department, Parks Division

Don Mahoney, Strybing Arboretum

Anne Marie Malley [Coordinator],
California Academy of Sciences

Tom Moritz, California Academy of
Sciences

Mike Morlin, Recreation and Park
Department

Dan Murphy, Golden Gate Audubon
Society

Arleen Navarret, Department of Public
Works, Bureau of Water Pollution

Trent Orr, San Francisco League of
Conservation Voters

Matt Orr [Recorder], San Francisco
resident

Tom Radulovich, San Francisco
League of Conservation Voters

Becky Tuden [Facilitator], US
Environmental Protection Agency -
Region IX

Mike Vasey, San Francisco State
University

Words defined in the Definitions section following the Biodiversity matrix appear in italics when first used in

this section.

Introduction

San Francisco is a heavily urbanized city, which nonetheless has a rich variety of plant and animal communities.
Among these are coastal scrub, grassland, oak woodlands, marsh, and stream-sides. Some of these habitats hold
species found nowhere outside of California. The City also has landscaped areas designed to resemble plant
communities not native to San Francisco, such as conifer plantings in Golden Gate Park. By providing food and
shelter for migratory and resident birds, they too play a major role in supporting San Francisco's biodiversity.

Harvard professor and Pulitzer-prize winner Edward O. Wilson defines biodiversity as "the variety of organisms
considered at all levels, from genetic variants belonging to the same species through arrays of species to arrays of
genera, families, and still higher...levels [of organization]." A sustainability plan for maintaining biodiversity
must address genetic diversity, the number and variety of species in the City, the variety and quality of the City’s
ecosystems, and the ecological and evolutionary processes that sustain biodiversity.

Even in the increasingly urbanized San Francisco environment, there are four primary reasons why protecting
and maintaining biodiversity are important. As expressed by Wilson:

o Biodiversity maintains the integrity of life known on earth;



Biodiversity

« Through medicine, agriculture and economics, biodiversity provides a range of genetic, biochemical, and
physical properties of plant and animal life that are advantageous to human welfare;

« Biodiversity is worthy of preservation because it represents human kinship through common living

organisms; and

« Biodiversity is a source of national heritage, giving historic importance to place, such as the San Francisco
bioregion, with its distinctive assemblage of species of plants and animals.

Past and present threats to biodiversity include the introduction of non-native plants that displace indigenous
plants; features of urban development that have resulted in loss and fragmentation of habitat; mismanagement of
domesticated animals (past grazing practices decimated native grass species and irresponsible pet ownership
seriously disturbs habitat integrity); and, more generally, the negative effects of industrial pollution on air, water,

and soil.

San Francisco cannot turn back the clock and return to its pre-urban environment, but the City can take actions to
preserve its remaining biodiversity and restore some of what has been lost. Fundamental to this mission is
promoting public understanding of the City’s local plants and animals, and managing San Francisco’s natural and
landscaped habitats in a way that enhances the City’s biodiversity. A strategy for preserving biodiversity is
presented in the following matrix. Terms that appear in quotes are defined in the section following the matrix,
as are several terms that have appeared in this introduction.

Sustainability Strategy

GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

1. To achieve a
greater understanding
of biodiversity, its
importance, how it is
threatened and how to
protect and restore it.

1-A. The public, city
staff, business
community and
academic community
have become
ecologically literate.

1-B. Biodiversity is
taught throughout the
city.

1-C. Ecology,
biodiversity,
stewardship concepts

1-1. Ecology,
biodiversity,
stewardship
concepts and
hands-on activities
have been
integrated into
curricula of all
grade levels in San
Francisco.

1-2. A curriculum
for local
biodiversity has

1-a. Create a San Francisco biodiversity
event that involves the whole
community.

1-b. Educate the public about
biodiversity issues:

+ Disseminate environmental
information in parks;

o Develop Web-sites;

+ Create booklets and/or distribute a

10
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LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES
GOALS OBJECTIVES FOR THE ACTIONS
TO REACH YEAR 2002
SUSTAINABILITY | (5-year plan)
and hands-on activities | been developed. biodiversity newsletter;

have been more
thoroughly integrated
into the State’s
educational framework
and into the city’s
curriculum.

1-3. A hands-on
habitat restoration
program for
students that uses
natural areas as a
framework has
been developed.

1-4. Teacher-
training workshops
that introduce ways
of integrating local
natural areas into
curriculum have
been made
accessible to all
San Francisco
teachers.

o Advertise at bus shelters, libraries,
and other public locations; and

»  Use other appropriate advertising
media.

1-c. Create public forums for discussing
biodiversity issues.

1-d. Develop extension courses,
symposia and lectures about local
biodiversity.

1-e. Establish volunteer opportunities in
which the public, the business
community and students can participate.

1-f. Provide hands-on activities,
including native plant propagation,
ecological monitoring, and invasive-
plant removal, for resident stewardship
on both private and public lands.

1-g. Create a network of resident
community groups that work toward the
protection of local biodiversity.

1-h. Expand and publicize a city
naturalist program.

1-1. Increase the discreet use of
interpretive signs that describe natural
features in the City’s parks and natural
areas.

1-j. Educate and train in biodiversity
protection all city workers involved with
land management. Revise civil service
tests and job descriptions as necessary to
assure that those responsible for open
space management are qualified to give

11
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

adequate consideration to biodiversity.

1-k. Develop native plant propagation
programs in schools to encourage an
early appreciation of native species and
their interactions.

1-1. Develop biodiversity activity kits
and other aids to biodiversity instruction
for the use of teachers.

1-m. Disseminate information about
biodiversity-related education
opportunities (such as lectures, classes,
workshops, plant sales, education packets,
and volunteer opportunities) through the
development of a comprehensive resource
directory.

2. To protect and
restore remnant
natural ecosystems.

2-A. Significant natural
areas are sustained by
natural process and
human stewardship as
needed.

2-B. All watershed
lands are protected and
enhanced.

2-C. All privately
owned natural areas
within city limits have
been publicly acquired
or secured by
conservation easements.

2-D. San Francisco’s
efforts to protect natural
habitat are coordinated
with the policies and
practices of related
organizations (such as

2-1. Biologists
have been hired by
the City, and
relevant scientific
expertise is brought
to bear on projects
initiated through
City departments
with jurisdiction
over natural areas
(such as the
Recreation and
Park Department,
the Department of
Public Works, and
the Water
Department).

2-2. All
environmental
regulations are
strictly enforced.

2-a. Integrate the Recreation and Park
Department’s Significant Natural
Resource Area plans with other
appropriate plans, such as those of the
Golden Gate National Recreation Area,
the water districts and the Department of
Public Works.

2-b. Create a bioregional council
(including San Mateo County) to
coordinate the stewardship of
populations of organisms in a larger
context.

2-c. Identify and acquire natural-area
properties.

2-d. Establish a system of baseline
ecological monitoring of the plant and
animal species of San Francisco.

2-e. Collect scientifically valid
information that will allow staff

12
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

the Recreation and
Parks Department,
National Park Service).

2-E. Remnant natural
€cosystems are
monitored to make sure
the appropriate
management actions are
being implemented for
their sustainability.

2-3. The Significant
Natural Resource
Areas Management
Plan has been
implemented.

2-4. Regional local
stewardship
programs for
natural areas have
been established.

2-5. Policy 13 of
the Recreation and
Open Space
Element of the
Master Plan has
been implemented.

2-6. A framework
for monitoring
management
actions has been
developed.

2-7. San Francisco
Public Utilities
Commission
watershed lands are
managed to protect
natural systems.

2-8. Invasive plant
species are
continually
controlled in
natural areas.

2-9. All city-owned
natural areas are
managed by a

biologists to evaluate the effects of
management actions on biodiversity.

2-f. Establish sources for the
propagation of native plants from local
genetic stock, for use in agency lands
and for resale to individuals.

2-g. Remove the worst invasive plant
species from high-priority natural areas.

2-h. Ban the sale and use of the worst
invasive plants, such as French broom
and pampas grass.

2-i. Begin to enhance wildlife corridors,
with, for example:

«  Appropriate plantings,

o Water,

o Removal of barriers,

» Installment of grade separations,

» Signs such as “Slow - Animal
Crossing.”

13
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

single management
agency.

2-10. Remnant
natural areas have
been identified, and
necessary work on
their management
and restoration has
been prioritized.

2-11. Wildlife
corridors have been
identified and plans
for their
enhancement are in
place.

3. To protect
sensitive species and
their habitats and
support their
recovery in San
Francisco.

3-A. An effective
remedial policy for
protecting sensitive
species has been put in
place.

3-B. Sensitive species
have achieved viable
population levels.

3-C. Some targeted
“extirpated” species

have been reintroduced.

3-D. Habitat is
managed appropriately.
City and other actions
that may have an
impact on sensitive
species are continually
monitored and negative
actions stopped.

3-1. Sensitive
species
conservation
efforts have been
coordinated
between city and
regional groups
(including local
residents,
environmental
organizations,
schools,
universities, and
management
agencies).

3-2. Sensitive
species and their
habitats within the
city have been
identified.

3-a. Develop a plan of action to
conserve sensitive species.

3-b. Identify extirpated species and
consider possible reintroduction.

3-c. [See action 1-f]

14
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

3-E. Effective
mitigation work is done
in a sensitive and
timely way, so that no
habitat destruction is
allowed in areas where
there are sensitive
species.

3-3. Extirpated
species that are
possible candidates
for reintroduction
have been
identified.

4. To maximize
habitat value in
developed and
naturalistic areas,
both public and
private.

4-A. Habitat corridors
and water resources are

preserved and
enhanced.

4-B. Environmental
master plans for parks,
watershed lands, urban
habitat corridors, and
various developed
urban areas are
implemented.

4-C. Public education
to protect the
biodiversity of aquatic
systems has resulted in
an end to harmful storm
drain and sewage
discharges.

4-1. Environmental
master plans for
parks, watershed
lands, urban habitat
corridors, and
various developed
urban areas have
been developed.

4-2. Municipal
agencies have
developed and
begun
implementing an
“integrated pest
management” and
minimal-herbicide-
use policy.

4-3. A network of
wildlife corridors
that link significant
habitat areas with
naturalistic areas
has been identified
and is being
developed with
appropriate
plantings and other
measures.

4-a. Adopt land management practices
beneficial to biodiversity, such as
planting vegetation with wildlife value
and incorporating the needs of migrating
birds.

4-b. Lobby adoption of land
management practices beneficial to
biodiversity by state and federal
agencies.

4-c. Develop strategies to work with
land managers, including private
homeowners, to minimize the use of
pesticides and herbicides and promote
alternative strategies.

4-d. Promote the sale and availability of
indigenous plants that are beneficial to
wildlife.

4-e. Develop a public-private
partnership to expand the availability of
indigenous plants.

4-f. Ban the use of invasive plants by
city agencies.

4-g. Include sensitivity to biodiversity
as part of the planning criteria for
landscaping of the City’s open spaces.

15
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

4-4, Habitat areas
are protected from
inappropriate
traffic
disturbances.

4-5. Wildlife-
friendly landscapes
are more common
on public and
private land.

4-6. Sales of
plants listed by the
City as beneficial
to wildlife,
particularly those
indigenous to San
Francisco, have
increased.

4-7. A city
program has been
developed that
mitigates the
impact of invasive
exotic species and
domestic and feral
animals on
indigenous plants
and animals.

4-h. Educate the public about spaying,
neutering, and keeping pets indoors.

4-i. Provide low-cost neutering.
[Suggested for the City and the SPCA]

4-j. Take potential impacts of biological
control agents into account before their
introduction.

4-k. Adopt city policies to require that
no pesticides, herbicides, or other
materials be used without testing for
safety to humans and other animals.

4-1. Eliminate landscape work at times
of year in which it might be harmful to
nesting birds or other wildlife, or to
native-plant reproduction.

5. To collect,
organize, develop
and utilize current
and historic
information on
habitats and
biodiversity.

5-A. All biodiversity
information collected is
available and
accessible.

5-B. All biodiversity
information collected is
used in an ongoing

5-1. The collection
and organization of
a biological
inventory of the
city’s natural areas
and biodiversity
has begun.

5-a. Develop incentives for universities,
colleges, and other higher-education
groups to conduct research on San
Francisco biodiversity.

5-b. Conduct annual biodiversity audits
of the City on a region-by-region basis,
taking advantage of organizations
already collecting such data (e.g., the

16
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH

SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

fashion in management

decisions.

5-2. Partnerships
between
individuals,
community groups,
city agencies and
institutions to share
research and
expertise have been
developed.

5-3. Ecological
monitoring has
been incorporated
into all aspects of
biodiversity
planning and
policy
implementation.

5-4. Biodiversity
and natural-areas
data are available
to the public via
the Internet and at
libraries and
resource centers.

Audubon Society and the California
Native Plant Society), and including
other organizations, such as schools,
universities, city departments and
resident community groups.

5-c. Establish a mechanism, secure
funding and identify a lead agency to
ensure that data on the City’s natural
areas and biodiversity is collected,
organized, continually updated and
disseminated.

17
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Definitions of Terms Used in
The Biodiversity Matrix

Biodiversity. As expressed by Edward O. Wilson:
Biodiversity maintains the integrity of life known on earth;

Through medicine, agriculture and economics, biodiversity provides a range of genetic, biochemical, and
physical properties of plant and animal life that are advantageous to human welfare;

Biodiversity is worthy of preservation because it represents human kinship through common living
organisms; and

Biodiversity is a source of national heritage, giving historic importance to place, such as the San Francisco
bioregion with its distinctive assemblage of species of plants and animals.

Integrated pest management. An scientifically based strategy that incorporates ecological factors,
such as natural enemies, weather, and crop management to reduce the amount of chemicals used to control
pests.

Invasive species. A species that invades natural habitats and reduces biodiversity.

Master Plan Recreation and Open Space Element - Policy 13. A set of objectives and
policies in the Open Space Element of the Master Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, which
guides current and future city practices and actions. Policy 13 addresses the preservation and protection of
significant natural resource areas within the City.

Sensitive species. Plant and animal species or sub-species for which there is a concern for population
viability, including plant and animal species that are found on the federal list of threatened and endangered
species, the State Department of Fish and Game's list of California listed species, the California Native Plant
Society’s inventory of plants, species that could become candidates for listing, and locally rare species.

Significant natural areas. Sites that support native species or natural communities, contain high
species or habitat richness, are remnants of an original natural landscape, or are adjacent to other natural

resource areas.

Significant natural areas management plan. A program adopted by the Recreation and Park
Department to protect significant natural areas.
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ENERGY,

CLIMATE CHANGE AND

OZONE DEPLETION

Drafting group:

Calvin Broomhead, [Coordinator]
Bureau of Energy Conservation

Wendy Brummer-Kocks, Southeast
Alliance for Environmental Justice

Joan Bullen, City Electric

Stuart Chaitkin, California Public
Utilities Commission

Pam Coxson, San Francisco resident

John Deakin, Bureau of Energy
Conservation

Bart Dickson, National Electrical
Contractors Assn.

Danielle Dowers, Bureau of Energy
Conservation

Paul Gillespie, San Francisco resident

Richard Goetz, Students for
Environmental Action

Mike Gorman, Save Energy Company

Introduction

Richard Gross, Institute for Sustainable
Policy Studies

George Horn, Bank of California

Debbie Hubsmith, Planet Drum
Foundation

Mark Hydeman, PG&E

Carla Kincaid-Yoshikawa, [Recorder]
San Francisco resident

Leslie Kramer, Brown, Vence &
Associates

Yvonne Ladson, Ladson Associates

Peter Melhus, PG&E

Peter Miller, Natural Resources
Defense Council

Arthur O'Donnell, California Energy
Markets

Michael Phillips, Coalition for Urban
Concerns

Z Smith, San Francisco resident

Drew Stelman, AIA, Bureau of
Architecture

Pierre Thiry, City College

Ron Trauner, San Francisco State
University

Joel Ventresca, Commission on San
Francisco's Environment

Mike Warner, Warner Insulation

Tes Welbomn,[Facilitator] San
Francisco resident

Claude Wilson, Southeast Alliance for
Environmental Justice

Mary Wyand, Energy Investment, Inc.

Clemon Youngblood, South Bayshore
Development Corporation

There are two main reasons why today’s patterns of energy use cannot be sustained over the long term:

1. Non-renewable energy sources: Most of the energy people use comes from making withdrawals
from a “savings account” of fossil fuels which took millions of years to build up, and which will

eventually run out.

2. Climate change & toxic buildup: Many of the energy-conversion technologies San Franciscans rely
upon generate waste products which may lead to climate change, are toxic, or both. This will leave
behind an atmosphere laden with ozone-layer-destroying gasses, and chemical or nuclear waste

dumps.

Society will have reached sustainability in energy when it is living on the energy budget set by the
natural supply of solar energy (harvested directly as sunlight converted to heat or electricity, or
indirectly through wind, water or vegetation converted to fuel).
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It might be argued that the first problem, finite fossil fuel resources, can be left to later generations, who
will convert to sustainable sources when fossil fuels run out. Yet, even if our reserves of fossil fuels
were infinite, the second part of the problem, climate change and toxic releases, would force a move
away from fossil fuels and towards sustainable energy resources. Fossil fuels would not be quite so
cheap as they are today if the bill for the environmental and health problems they generate were included
in the price. While an understanding of the potentially costliest problems of all—global warming,
depletion of the ozone layer, and the breakdown of living systems due to the buildup of toxics—are still
at an early stage, in the decade it may take to accumulate definitive and accurate ways of assessing the
“true costs™ of fossil fuel use, irreparable damage may be done.

One way to address the needed change is to increase people’s energy bills to pay for more expensive
renewable sources. However, there is an alternative. By improving the efficiency with which energy is
used, energy bills can be held steady or even lowered, even if the rate charged for each increment of
power goes up. “Energy efficiency” doesn’t just mean more efficient conversion of energy to use (for
example, a new light bulb which gives the same amount of light for half the power input); it also means
only using power where and when it’s really needed (for example, using automated sensors to turn on
only the lights that are needed at the time).

While it is often cheaper to increase the pool of available energy through investing in energy efficiency
than by building a power plant, to date, the action of the marketplace has not automatically led to this
choice. Among the complicating factors:

« Energy cost-accounting conventions are very different between building developers (who make
decisions on efficiency of design) and power-plant operators (who produce the power);

« There are few incentives in the commercial building industry for energy efficiency because the firm
that builds the building is seldom the one which ultimately pays the utility bills; and

« If pay-back on the cost of a major energy-efficient appliance is more than two or three years,
homeowners who anticipate selling their homes run a risk of losing their investments, since the
appliance cost has little influence on the sales price.

« Energy use has an impact on air quality, and the use of hydroelectric power has an impact on riparian
(streamside) habitat and fish populations.

Overcoming these barriers will create an economic bonus. By investing in energy efficiency rather than
energy generating capacity, the energy dollars remain in the San Francisco economy, rather than leaving
to pay for power and fuel produced elsewhere. The City has a role to play through incentives and other
programs, helping overcome the imperfections in the market that lead to energy waste.

The energy-specific goals set out in the following matrix support several basic principles of sustainable
systems which apply to all aspects of our society. Everything living has an important role to play in the
balance in which all species thrive. In our society, the energy system has purpose only if the society
thrives. Therefore, all members of our culture must be valued. Specifically, this can mean supporting
measures which provide everyone a job at a livable wage. Within the context of energy this means
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providing affordable energy services for everyone. The energy aspect of that support has been expressed
in the following principles:

« Ensure that basic energy services are available to all residents;

« Promote local employment and local economic development;

« Promote local, democratic participation and control of energy policy;

« Pursue approaches that maintain the City’s diversity and share the burdens of the energy system fairly
among neighbors; and

« Promote an energy system that is reliable in times of natural or man-made disruptions by emphasizing
diverse, small-scale energy sources, storage, and distribution methods.

Energy use in San Francisco is divided among commercial buildings, residential buildings, and
transportation. Since transportation is addressed in another section of this plan, this section addresses

buildings only.

Sustainability Strategy

LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES
GOALS OBJECTIVES FOR THE ACTIONS
TO REACH YEAR 2002
SUSTAINABILITY | (5-year plan)
1. To reduce 1-A. All those who live | 1-1. Energy and 1-a. Develop outreach programs that use
overall power use or work in San climate change multiple media such as telephone books
through Francisco are educated | information and (an “energy page”), print and broadcast
maximizing energy | about energy and educational advertisements, and Web sites.
efficiency. climate change issues so | programs are
that they can make available in 1-b. Establish and maintain a
informed choices. multiple languages | demonstration center for energy
Everyone knows that: through schools, efficiency and renewables.
the media,
« Their energy choices neighborhood 1-c. Set up a training program on
have an effect on the organizations, and | principles of energy sustainability (such
environment, work places. as Sweden’s Natural Step program)

« They can take steps to

1-2. Local research

which can be used in settings such as
schools, businesses, public agencies,
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

use energy efficiently,
and

o They can use
renewables.

1-B. An identifiable
group of energy-
efficiency technology
providers is located in
San Francisco.

1-C. Per capita
residential energy use is
down 50%.

1-D. Energy use in
municipal and
commercial buildings
has been decreased by
50% through
conservation and use of
on-site renewables.

1-E. San Francisco has
become a model city in
developing,
implementing, and
promoting sustainable
energy use and
production, as well as
conservation.

1-F. “In-fill”
development and
increased density, which
increase use of public
transit, are development
priorities.

and other activities
for energy
efficiency products
and services are
supported and
promoted.

1-3. Each
building’s energy
characteristics
(such as energy use
and insulation) are
disclosed when it is
listed for sale.

1-4. The City of
San Francisco’s
government design
departments have
integrated
sustainable design
concepts into their
operations.

1-5. New energy-
efficiency
requirements that
exceed California
Title 24 standards
by 25% have been
enacted into the
building code and
are being enforced.

1-6. Local tax
policies that
encourage
conservation and
discourage
pollution and waste
(such as a carbon
tax) have been

neighborhood and religious organizations,
and building-trades groups.

1-d. Develop a course on sustainable
energy and the environment to be part of
the core curriculum in San Francisco
public schools.

(Suggested for schools)

1-e. Develop an energy efficiency hot
line and Web site where people can get
general information on:

« Insulation, windows, and other building
materials;

« Efficient lighting;

« Efficient appliances and alternatives to
appliances;

« Efficient design;
« Local suppliers and businesses; and
« Financing and rebates.

1-f. Develop incentives and recruit
manufacturers and suppliers of energy-
efficiency technologies and renewable-
generation technologies to locate in San
Francisco. Support these enterprises by
establishing preference pricing for limited
periods of time.

(Suggested for city government)

1-g. Create local or regional
competitions for the development
of energy efficient products and
services (such as the Golden
Carrot refrigerator design
competition).
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH

SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

enacted.

1-7. Low-interest
financing has been
made available for
energy efficiency
measures in all San
Francisco
subsidized housing
projects.

1-8. All city
government
energy practices
are consistent with
the sustainability
plan.

1-9. Sustainable
energy practices
are promoted to
San Francisco
tourists.

1-h. Facilitate small-business access to
loan and rebate programs for energy-
efficiency services.

(Suggested for city government)

1-1. Lobby for state tax laws to
discourage waste and encourage
efficiency, such as a revenue-neutral
carbon tax.

1-j. Lobby for state and federal policies
to encourage renewables and energy
efficiency.

1-k. Design a program to provide
incentives for low energy use.

1-1. Make available for energy-efficiency
retrofits one-third of the funds allocated
to low-income energy assistance.

1-m. Expand programs for installing
individual meters in rental units.

1-n. Establish a pilot program, modeled
on that developed by the City of Phoenix,
offering:

« Prepaid energy-use meters that provide
lifeline rates to those who pass a means
test, and

« Energy education for participants.

1-o0. Lobby the federal government
to establish a practice of approving
funding for low-income housing
only if the housing is energy-
efficient.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

1-p. Develop a San Francisco building
energy certificate, which:

« Discloses the previous year’s
energy bill,

« Discloses major energy-related
construction elements (insulation,
window ratings, heating and cooling
system efficiency), and

« Requires that a copy of the certificate
be available whenever a property is
shown for sale.

(Suggested for The Department of the
Environment)

1-q. Revive, strengthen and enforce time-
of-sale energy efficiency ordinances (the
Commercial Energy Conservation
Ordinance and the Residential Energy
Conservation Ordinance) for existing
buildings.

1-r. Create a revenue-neutral transfer tax
to provide matching funds for energy-
efficiency improvements.

1-s. Change the city building code to
require that at least 80% of all permanent
lighting fixtures in new construction and
remodeling have an efficiency of 20
lumens per watt or greater.

1-t. Initiate a program to increase market
demand for high efficiency lighting
fixtures and lamps (20 lumens per watt or
greater).

1-u. Develop and implement a program
of education and incentives to convert
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

household lighting (such as porches,
halls, and basements) to high-efficiency
lighting.

1-v. Study and take action on issues that
relate to heat-island effects. Potential
actions include:

« Increasing ecologically appropriate
vegetation and

» Decreasing the amount of asphalt to
reduce cooling needs.

1-w. Conduct a global information
campaign about San Francisco’s energy
successes (for instance, through the
Convention Bureau and Visitors Center).

1-x. Perform an energy efficiency audit
on all public facilities and develop a plan
to improve efficiency.

1-y. Establish a city policy that requires
staff in municipal facilities to turn off
lights and computers when not in use.

1-z. Create a map of energy-efficient
buildings in San Francisco.

1-aa. Create high-visibility
demonstration projects.

1-bb. Establish relationships with other
local governments and with research
institutes for the purpose of adopting and
sharing innovations.

l-cc. Create an incentive-based program
for managers of city agencies to save
energy. (For example, charge PG&E
retail rates for all intra-city sales of Hetch
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

Hetchy electricity and designate a
premium over Hetch Hetchy costs to
energy efficiency technologies and
renewable generation technology within
the City).

1-dd. Create pools with other local
governments for the purchase of energy
efficiency and renewable technology
products and services. An example is the
program developed by the City of Boston.

1-ee. Promote sustainable energy
practices in hotels, restaurants, and other
businesses, such as via the Green Hotels
Association.

1-ff. Highlight, in promotions to
tourists, businesses which practice
energy sustainability.

1-gg. Encourage building construction
that utilizes passive solar technology.

2. To maintain an
energy supply
based on renewable,
environmentally
sound resources.

2-A. Every building is a
renewable energy
provider (that is, it is
equipped with domestic
hot water and
photovoltaic, solar
systems).

2-B. All mechanically-
cooled buildings have
been retrofitted with
passive cooling.

2-C. The energy supply
system is reliable even
in times of natural or
economic disaster.

2-1. The permit
process has been
made easier for
renewable-energy-
generation plants
and harder for non-
renewable-energy-
generation plants.

2-2. The ratio of
renewable energy
use to non-

renewable energy
use has increased.

2-3. Anew
renewable energy

2-a. Initiate demonstration projects that
use solar, wind, ocean and/or biogas as
energy sources (i.€., use of methane at a
wastewater treatment plant).

2-b. Restore Murphy and Queen
Wilhelmina Windmills in Golden Gate
Park to wind operation (no motor).

2-c. Investigate the possibilities for wind
energy generation at sites in and around
San Francisco.

2-d. Initiate a pilot project to convert
diesel buses to bio-diesel, biogas, fuel
cells or other renewable fuels.
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LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES
GOALS OBJECTIVES FOR THE ACTIONS
TO REACH YEAR 2002
SUSTAINABILITY | (5-year plan)
2-D. All new and plant has been 2-e. Establish incentives for projects that
replgcement powerand | developed. increase energy resources with solar,
gas lines are able to .. wind, ocean, and/or biogas energy.
withstand 8.0 2-4. Muni is
earthquakes and 100- powered by 2-f. Establish a simplified permit process
year storms. renewable fuels. for renewable energy systems, such as
2-E. Photovoltaic, 2.5. A system that solar photovoltaics.
wind ar{d other guarantees th.a tno 2-g. Establish solar enterprise zones in
alternative fuels for building is without the Mission District and Bay View/
back-up of electrical power for more Hunters Point
systems have been than 24 hours after ’
installed in critical a disruption has 2-h. Develop a solar access ordinance.
buildings. been established.
2-i. Remove disincentives for utility buy- .
back of renewable energy.
2-j. Increase the amount of renewable
energy purchased by power marketers on
the wholesale market for sale to the
defined groups, such as enterprise zones.
(Bulk purchasers require predictable
demand to make such purchases.)
2-k. Reduce the use of non-recyclable
batteries and encourage the use of
rechargeable batteries, where needed.
2-1. Investigate the possibilities for solar
energy in San Francisco and on City-
owned property. '
3. Eliminate 3-A. Releases of 3-1. CFC-based 3-a. Conduct a baseline survey of CFC-
climate-changing carbon dioxide, chloro- | cooling and based cooling and refrigeration
and ozone- fluorocarbons (CFC’s) | refrigeration equipment in San Francisco.
depleting emissions | and methane to the equipment in San
and toxics environment caused by | Francisco has been | 3-b. Establish a refrigerant conversion
associated with manufacturing products | reduced by 50%. program for refrigerators, chillers, air
energy production | and processes have been conditioning systems.
and use. eliminated.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

3-B. The costs of
pollution and the
economic value of land
used in parking which
arise from fossil-fueled
car use have been
shifted to those who
choose to drive cars.

3-c. Study the opportunities and
implications of a regional carbon tax.

4. To base energy
decisions on the
goal of creating a
sustainable society.

4-A. Basic energy
services (such as
comfort, light, and
cooking) are available
and affordable for all
residents.

4-B. There is local
democratic control of
energy policy, where
appropriate.

4-C. Local
employment and local
economic development
are promoted through
energy policies and
programs.

4-D. Social and
cultural diversity have
been improved and
environmental justice
has been ensured.

4-E. Levels of air
pollution in all districts
are within 20% of the
city average.

[See note 2, following
the matrix.]

4-1. Neighborhood
panels have been
created to decide
on neighborhood
energy issues.

4-2. Laws
encourage work-
force diversity in
energy industries.

4-3. Energy career
paths are available
to everyone
through training
and internships

4-a. Extend low-income rate assistance
to individual rental units.

4-b. Subsidize meter installation in units
with low-income tenants.

4-c. Maintain the Energy Partnership
Program for low-income weatherization
and energy-efficient appliance purchase.
(Suggested for PG&E)

4-d. Train social service agencies to
guide clients to energy subsidies and
weatherization programs.

4-e. Give priority to hiring San Francisco
residents, particularly youth, for energy-
related employment.

(Suggested for city government)

4-f. Train and employ local youth in
minor home repair, weatherization and
commercial efficiency programs.
(Suggested for organizers of programs in
every neighborhood)

4-g. Convene an energy and economic
development conference among
neighborhood associations and local
business groups.

(Suggested for city government)
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

4-h. Convene meetings with community
development corporations and
neighborhood organizations to discuss:

« Energy efficiency programs,

« Opportunities for combining customers
into bulk-purchase groups, and

« Choosing “green” energy sources.

(Suggested for city government)

4-i. Review the municipalization study
(which examines shifting control over
power delivery to the city) for
consistency with sustainability objectives.
[See note 1, following the matrix.]

4-j. Dedicate 50% of the utility franchise
fee to the promotion of energy efficiency
and renewables.

4-k. Change the process of choosing
local Public Utilites Commission officials
from appointment to election.

4-1. Establish neighborhood energy-
planning groups.

4-m. Involve neighborhood groups in the
decision-making process.

4-n. Study alternative sources and
methods for financing energy efficiency
opportunities (such as customer
aggregation or municipalization).
(Suggested for city government)

[See note 1, following the matrix.]

4-0. Develop a policy to phase out the
use of fossil fuels for local electricity
generation.
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Notes to the Energy, Climate Change and Ozone
Depletion Matrix

There were three local issues: municipalization, banning large new power plants (specifically, the
proposed co-generation plant in Bayview), and under-grounding of all power lines in the city, on which
there were significant differences of opinion within the drafting group. The following outline of the
points raised may inform public comment on these issues:

1. Municipalization

Pro « Municipalization would serve the goal of democratic local control because
the City would be accountable to local people (as opposed to stockholders).

« The funds from operating a public power system could be used to support
energy efficiency and renewable energy investments.

» The City would be in a position to purchase renewable energy supplies
available on the market and not buy power from the Diablo Canyon nuclear
plant (which currently supplies 15% of the electricity used in San
Francisco).

Con « Restructuring and competition are happening now. The State Public
Utilities Commission says all residents will be able to choose their own
supplier by 2003.

« Because the utility has made previous investments, the State is going to
allow them to charge an exit-fee to users who choose to purchase their
power from someone else.

. The relevance to sustainability of the ownership of the power lines is
unclear.

« The decision on municipalization should be left pending the outcome of the
official study of that issue.

The actions that were adopted as a result of this discussion appear above as items 4-i and
4-n.
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2. Banning new, large power plants

Pro . Existing power plants are all located in Bayview / Hunters Point, which is
suffering an unfair burden.

« Fossil-fuel plants, no matter how efficient, still contribute to global climate
change.

. Investments in a fossil-fuel plant, even if it is more efficient, detract from
the ability to invest in renewable technologies.

Con » Granted that the toxics levels in Bayview should be addressed, a universal
ban on one type of technology overdoes the attempted remedy.

« Some new large plants, such as a solar-power plant, would be beneficial.

« Cogeneration may be a necessary short-term strategy as a bridge to
renewable technologies.

« A ban would not only apply to the proposed cogeneration plant but could
apply to many smaller cogeneration facilities located in San Francisco,
such as that at General Hospital.

« Stopping all cogeneration now would mean buying more power from less-
efficient sources from outside the City, notably the Diablo Canyon nuclear
power plant.

The objective that was adopted as a result of this discussion appears above as item 4-E.

A proposal was offered that the City withhold approval of any new large plant (50
megawatts or larger) contingent on a plan to meet environmental and equity goals. This
was not accepted because it put the neighborhood in the position of negotiating over
mitigations. Instead, it was proposed that the City develop a policy to phase out all
fossil-fuel powered electricity generation, including the expansion or re-powering of
existing facilities. The last phrase was criticized for not allowing the use of more
efficient technologies and was deleted. (See action 4-0.) Essentially, the intent has been
conveyed, but the disagreement over the content of such a policy continues and will have
to be addressed in the course of developing the phase-out policy.
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3. Under-grounding of all utility wires

Pro

Con

The reliability of the system would be increased by avoiding
downed power lines in storms.

Exposure to electro-magnetic fields would be decreased.

Neighborhoods that cannot afford the fees would receive the
benefits of under-grounding.

It is reported that under-grounding is proceeding at the same rates
in all neighborhoods.

There may not be any electro-magnetic-field reduction benefit,
because the lines are now high in the air and under-grounding
would bring them just a few feet below ground; significantly closer
to people.

This item was set aside.
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FOOD AND
AGRICULTURE

Drafting group:

Lynn Bagley, Marin Farmers Market Ken Hecht, California Food Policy Caleb Lefkowitz, San Francisco

Ocean Berg, Ti Couz Restaurant Advocates resident

Ed Bolen, California Food Policy Claudia Hung, Solid Waste Jack Macy, Solid Waste Management
Advocates Management Program Program

Ruth Brinker, Fresh Start Farms Janet Jacobs, [Recorder], San Francisco Mohammed Nuru, San Francisco

Maradee Davis, University of resident League of Urban Gardeners
California at San Francisco, Sibella Kraus, San Francisco Public Molly O’Malley, San Francisco School
Department of Epidemiology Market Collaborative; Center for District

Elliott Donnelley, Garden Project Urban Education About Sustainable Sonya Ondish, Ti Couz Restaurant

Carrie Durkee, International Society of Agriculture Shelley Stump, [Co-Facilitator],
Culture and Ecology Brian Lease, San Francisco League of California Judicial Council

David Frieders, San Francisco Urban Gardeners Isabel Wade, [Coordinator],
Agriculture, Weights and Sylvie Le Mer, Ti Couz Restaurant Commission on San Francisco's
Measurements Department Diane Mintz [Co-Facilitator] Environment; Urban Resource

Systems

Introduction

Food and agriculture are critical components of a sustainability plan even for a dense, highly urbanized city such
as San Francisco. Historically, large urban centers like Paris, Shanghai, and Mexico City have generated much of
the food needed by city residents. Many cities in developing countries still continue to produce significant
quantities of their own food within a 25-mile circle of the city center. Since most people worldwide will live in
cities by the turn of the century, it is imperative, when planning for sustainability, that all cities consider the
production, marketing and distribution of food, as well as the recycling of food wastes, within their boundaries
and bioregions.

San Francisco has a dramatic influence on regional agriculture. More than 5,000 food-related businesses
purchase enormous quantities of fresh food to meet the demand of a discriminating clientele comprised of
residents, regional day workers, and visitors. Significant institutional purchasing decisions about food are made
at schools, grocery stores, city and non-profit shelters, the city jail, and so on. Using locally grown, organic food
instead of shipping over long distances food grown with pesticides and chemical fertilizers will have a major
impact on the country’s energy budget (the energy used to transport food), regional water quality and wildlife
preservation, regional land use, and public health. San Francisco can make city policies that encourage
sustainable agriculture, and private institutions and individuals can also make food-related choices that greatly
influence many aspects of long-term sustainability.
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In addition to food purchases, there are local opportunities for greater food production. There is still a
surprisingly large amount of vacant land, both public and private, that could be used even temporarily for food
production. Rooftops of new and existing buildings offer a vast amount of potential agriculture space, if
necessary structural modifications for food production purposes were made. Even San Francisco’s typically
postage-stamp-sized back yards could be much more productive if residents increased fruit-tree planting and
salad crop production. It will be necessary to re-think ideas of space, gardening techniques, and even growing
mediums when it comes to food production in cities.

Access to nutritious food is another important consideration. Significant numbers of San Franciscans,
particularly those with low incomes, lack food security. Their access to food which is nutritious, affordable, safe
and culturally responsive must be a principal goal of a plan for sustainability. Food access can be improved
through better systems of commercial food distribution, better transportation for grocery shopping, more grocery
delivery services, more nutritious food in corner stores, more farmers’ markets, better utilization of federal food
programs, expanded opportunities for cooperative food purchasing, additional community, school and household

gardens, and by other means. Improved and increased nutrition education, particularly in schools and senior
centers, can contribute to more healthy food choices.

The City cannot live without food. Supporting sustainable agricultural practices will allow for the production of
food in an ecologically beneficial manner. San Francisco can be on the road to sustainability by creating an
environment in which local and regional agriculture can thrive while ensuring access to safe, affordable food for

all San Franciscans.

Sustainability Strategy
LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES
GOALS OBJECTIVES FOR THE YEAR ACTIONS
TO REACH 2002
SUSTAINABILITY (5-year plan)

1. To increase individual,
public and private-sector
participation in a
sustainable food system.

1-A. Access and
resources are provided to
all San Francisco residents
to grow food, to purchase
regionally, sustainably
grown food, and to
participate in food policy
development.

1-A-1. A city-wide
database of neighborhood-
based sustainable
agricultural resources has
been established and made
available to the public.

1-A-1-a. Create an
internship program for
volunteers to build a
public database of
neighborhood-based
sustainable agricultural
resources.

1-B. San Francisco food-

1-B-2. Effective tax and

1-B-2-b. Allow a

related establishments other economic incentive | sustainability tax
primarily buy regionally | programs for business reduction on sales and
produced, sustainably involvement in property taxes for
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

grown food, when
available.

sustainable food system
activities have been
created.

sustainable practices
described by the City’s
Department of the
Environment.

1-C. 100% of San
Francisco schools include
a sustainable-
food/agricultural
curriculum component at
every grade level.

1-C-1. 25% of San
Francisco schools include
sustainable-
food/agricultural and
nutrition curricula at every
grade level.

1-C-1-a. Identify existing
sustainable food,
agriculture and nutrition
curricula in San
Francisco’s school
district.

1-C-1-b. Create San
Francisco school district
policy that implements a
food, agriculture and
nutrition curricula
teaching about regional,
seasonal foods in all
schools at every grade
level.

1-C-1-c. Ensure ongoing
implementation of the
curricula by the school
district.

1-D. A maximum number
of food-related
establishments donate
excess food.

1-D-1. An infrastructure
that allows and
encourages all food-
related establishments to
donate excess food to food
programs that assist those
in need has been
established.

1-D-1-a. Provide
additional support (staff
and transportation) to
organizations that pick up
and distribute excess food.

1-D-1-b. Educate and
assist food-related
establishments in donating
food.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

2. To establish and
coordinate a community-
based policy and
educational program to
achieve a sustainable food
system.

2-A. Sustainable food and
nutrition policy is
implemented and
coordinated by the policy
council.

2-B. The public is
knowledgeable about
seasonality of food crops.

2-C. All food in
supermarkets is labeled by
country of origin.

2-A-1. A regularly-
convened food-policy
council that promotes
public and private
solutions to the barriers to
and deficiencies of food
access for any group of
San Franciscans has been
established.

2-B-1. The public is less
dependent on out-of-
season food crops.

2-A-1-a. Conduct
periodic assessments of
food access.

2-A-1-b. Establisha
community education
program on food access
issues.

2-A-1-c. Examine other
municipal policies, actions
and expenditures, such as
transit routes, taxes,
economic loan funds,
zoning, housing
development, for their
impact on food access.

2-A-1-d. Introduce
legislation to create a food
policy campaign to
promote seasonal flavors
at farmers’ markets.

2-A-1-e. Use seasonally
available produce at food-
related institutions.

2-A-1-f. Explore
incentives for growers to
sell seasonal foods
locally.

2-a-1-g. Grant permits for
produce street-brokers to
sell produce at locations
in addition to farmers’
markets.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

3. To ensure access by all
people at all times to
enough nutritious,
affordable, safe and
culturally diverse food for
an active, healthy life.

3-A. Safe, convenient,
reliable and nonpolluting
transportation is available
to points of sale that
provide nutritious,
affordable, safe and
culturally diverse food.

3-A-1. Transportation to
points of sale that provide
nutritious, affordable, safe
and culturally diverse
food has improved.

3-A-1-a. Establish better
and more fixed-route
Muni service to enable
shopping to be done with
public transportation.

3-A-1-b. Improve Muni
and special transit services
to enable people with
particular transit needs to
shop using public
transportation.

3-A-1-c. Create
paratransit systems for
shopping by using:

o Idle commuter vans;

» Vans owned by social
service agencies; and

o  Supermarket-funded
paratransit and
shopper shuttles.

3-B. Food markets are
distributed within the City
appropriately to the needs
of residents.

3-B-1. The number of
food markets located in
neighborhoods of the City
(where market analysis
indicates feasibility)
where there is a dearth of
nutritious, affordable and
safe food has increased.

3-B-1-a. Increase
community-based
participation in the design
and operation of food
markets by creating a
community development
corporation or similar
entity.

3-B-1-b. Explore mini-
food markets in certain
districts of the city;
develop various market
models of providing food.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

3-C. All corner stores
carry a wide variety of
nutritious, affordable and
safe food.

3-C-1. 10% of corner
stores provide an adequate
level of nutritious,
affordable and safe food.

3-C-1-a. Create a system
for distribution of
wholesale nutritious,
affordable and safe food
to corner stores which
provides financing for
inventory, capital items
and technical assistance.

3-D. Programs like Self-
Help and Resource
Exchange (SHARE), a
national food-buying
cooperative (in which
participants who perform
two hours of community
service per month receive
groceries each month
worth approximately
twice as much as the
participants pay), are
easily accessible.

3-D-1. A SHARE-type
program is operating and
serving 1,000 San
Francisco households.

3-D-1-a. Inform all San
Francisco neighborhoods
about SHARE and similar
programs on a "Share
Day."

3-E. Consumer food co-
ops are operating in every
neighborhood.

3-E-1. Two consumer
food co-ops are operating
in two San Francisco
neighborhoods with the
highest need.

3-E-1-a. Secure
community development
funds for consumer food
co-op development.

3-F. Federal food
programs, including Food
Stamps, School Lunch and
Breakfast, Child Care
Food, Summer Food, and
the Special Supplemental
Food Program for
Women, Infants and
Children (WIC), are fully
utilized.

3-F-1 Participation in
Food Stamps, the School
Breakfast Program and the
Summer Food Program
has increased by 25%.

3-G-1 Organic growers
provide direct farm-to-

buyer service for 5% of
produce buyers.

3-F-1-a. Conduct
effective outreach and
promotion for the federal
food programs.

3-F-1-b. Teach eligibility
workers in other public
and private benefits
programs serving low-
income people about the
federal food programs and
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

3-G Organic growers
provide direct farm-to-
buyer service for 15% of
produce buyers.

how to enroll their clients
in them.

3-F-1-c. Open and
operate offices at
convenient locations
across the city where
applicants can enroll.

3-F-1-d. Promote the use
of volunteers to solicit and
counsel applicants for the
programs.

3-F-1-e. Speed up the
processing of applications.

3-F-1-f. Promote organic
delivery services. For
example, use posters at all
farmers’ markets and
advertise in phone books.

4. To create, support and
promote regional
sustainable agriculture.

4-A. There are farmers’
or gardeners’ markets in
every neighborhood.

4-A-1. Three additional
certified farmers’ markets
have been established in
locations close to San
Francisco residential
neighborhoods. The
markets enjoy greater
participation from local
small farmers and
gardeners.

4-A-1-a. Through
existing venues, such as
conferences, encourage
more farmers to sell as
mobile produce vendors at
farmers' markets.

4-A-1-b. Develop
workshops for career
counselors about the field
of organic farming;
promote organic farming
as a career choice at
career fairs, seminars and
farmers' markets.

39




Food and Agriculture

GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

- OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

4-A-1-c. Organize field
trips for students to
regional and organic
farms.

4-A-1-d. Assist land
trusts and encourage the
local, state and federal
governments to set aside
agricultural land close to
urban fringes.

4-A-1-e. Create exciting
and attractive farmers'
markets.

4-A-1-f. Ensure that
farmers markets accept
food stamps.

4-A-1-g. Educate food
stamp users to shop at
farmers’ markets.

4-B. Produce purchased
by government,
institutions, schools,
restaurants, and all food-
related establishments is
all organically grown:

e 50% regionally
produced, and

o Atleast45% from
other California
sources.

4-B-1. Produce purchased
by government,
institutions, schools,
restaurants, and all food-
related establishments is
increasingly regionally,
sustainably grown:

e 25% from Bay Area
sources, and

o Atleast 70% from
other California
sources.

4-B-1-a. Educate cooking
students (future chefs)
about organic, regionally
produced foods.

4-B-1-b. Establish
internships in programs
assisting the needy to
teach cooking with
regionally grown foods.

4-B-1-c. Change
purchasing policies of
public institutions to
prioritize buying
regionally and organically
grown foods.
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LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES
GOALS OBJECTIVES FOR THE YEAR ACTIONS
TO REACH 2002
SUSTAINABILITY (5-year plan)
4-B-1-d. Provide

restaurants with
information to promote
the use of regionally
grown, organic food.
(Suggested for food
marketers)

4-C. Community
Supported Agriculture
programs operate in every
neighborhood.

4-C. All San Francisco
residents know about local
and regional food
production and purchase
regionally-grown food.

4-C-1. The level of San
Francisco-resident
participation in
Community Supported
Agriculture (CSA)
programs has doubled.

4-C-1-a. Establish a CSA
San Francisco (modeled
after CSA West) to help
establish links between
Community Supported
Agriculture farms and San
Francisco residents.

5. To maximize food and
agricultural production
within the City itself.

5-A. Community and
rooftop gardens exist in
every neighborhood and
business district, allowing
sufficient access for all
residents.

5-A-1. The number of
community, school and
residential edible-garden

training projects has
doubled.

5-A-1-a. Develop a
collaborative school
gardening program
between the school district
and non-profit
organizations and/or
volunteers who provide
training and on-going
supervision.

5-A-1-b. Establish
demonstration farms on
available land in San
Francisco, such as
Treasure Island, the
Presidio, and any other
public land (with
sensitivity to the needs of
native plants and
wildlife).
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

5-B. All new publicly-
funded construction has
rooftop and/or ground-
level gardening space.

5-C. All new private
multi-unit residential
construction has
gardening space.

5-C-1. All new housing
projects have a dedicated
amount of edible-garden
space.

5-C-1-a. Modify city
regulations to require
green spaces in housing
projects.

5-D. Home food
production, including
small-animal husbandry,
has quadrupled.

5-D-1. Tax and other
economic incentives have
been established for
businesses and home-
owners growing food
using sustainable
practices.

5-D-1-a. Update city laws
and regulations to allow
for small-scale animal
production.

5-D-1-b. Sponsor
programs to promote
home food production.
(Suggested for
commercial garden
centers)

5-E. City orchards and
backyard fruit trees
produce a significant
proportion of fruit for the
City’s consumption.

5-E-1. Two city orchards
and backyard fruit trees
produce fruit for the
City’s consumption.

5-E-1-a. Initiate a "fruit-
tree in every yard"
campaign for San
Francisco backyards.

5-E-1-b. Initiate a city
orchard program with
non-profit organizations
and schools, which will
include the use of
appropriate space in
public parks and other
public land.

5-F. City bee hives
produce 5% of the honey
consumed in San
Francisco.

5-F-1. The amount of
honey consumed that is
produced in SF has
doubled.

5-F-1-a. Identify
appropriate locations and
promote beekeeping in
large parks and public
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

open-space areas,
including San Francisco
watershed lands.

5-F-1-b. Ensure greater
populations of pollinators
by planting appropriate
larvae food vegetation
where possible and in
harmony with the needs of
natural areas (in home
gardens, public parks,
public land).

5-G. All vacant land has
become utilized for
appropriate ecological
purposes, including food
production, wildlife and
native plant habitat, or
Christmas-tree or other
forestry products farms.

5-G-1. 50% of all vacant
land not appropriate for
biodiversity refuge has
become utilized for
productive purposes.

5-G-1-a. Identify and
make available for edible
gardens appropriate
vacant space (temporary
or permanent).

5-G-1-b. Identify and
catalogue all public vacant
properties for ecological
purposes, including
greenhouse and food
producing activities.

5-G-1-c. Donate vacant
land to non-profit
organizations for

| gardening projects.

(Suggested for
corporations)

5-G-1-d. Amend the City
Charter to allow for the
discounted sale of unused
or other city properties to
non-profit organizations
for community-based
food-related projects.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

5-H. Dynamic
public/private partnerships
are operating to maintain
all public land areas
dedicated to food
production.

5-H-1. Dynamic
public/private partnerships
to maintain those public
land areas dedicated to
food production have been
created.

5-H-1-a. Introduce fish
and other aqua-culture
projects; establish a
harvesting program.

5-H-1-b. Identify
appropriate crops, such as
apples, for city-wide
production quotas.

5-H-1-c. Establish a
master gardener and home
economist food and
agriculture program in
San Francisco.

5-H-1-d. Establisha
Cooperative Extension
Office for County of San
Francisco.

6. To recycle all organic
residuals, eliminate
chemical use in
agriculture and
landscaping and use
sustainable practices that
enhance natural biological
systems throughout the

City.

6-A. All agricultural and
food organic residuals are
composted or recycled,
and used as nutrient-value
products for soils and
agriculture and food
production, where
appropriate.

6-A-1. 25% of
agricultural and food
organic residuals are
composted or recycled
and used as nutrient-value
product for agriculture or
food production, where
appropriate.

6-A-1-a. Establish an
infrastructure that allows
and encourages all
residential, commercial
and public organic
residual producers to
recycle their residuals.

6-A-1-b. Establish a city-
wide collection program
for food and agricultural
residuals and process
them into compost or
other agricultural
products.

6-A-1-c. Enact and
enforce building code
regulations that require
food recycling facilities in
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LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES
GOALS OBJECTIVES FOR THE YEAR ACTIONS
TO REACH 2002
SUSTAINABILITY (5-year plan)

all San Francisco food-
related establishments.
6-A-1-d. Provide city-
generated compost and
other organic soil
amendments to all city
schools and community
gardens for food
production and garden
projects (and to general
public if supplies are
sufficient).

6-B. All agricultural and | 6-B-1. All city 6-B-1-a. Evaluate and

food production and departments use organic develop markets for

landscaping only use amendments in compost and other organic

organic-amendments. landscaping projects. residual products, with a

priority of in-city markets.

6-B-1-b. Develop or
modify policies, laws and
regulations to encourage
or require the use of
compost and other organic
amendments in all public
agencies and publicly
financed projects.

6-B-1-c. Develop and
implement economic
and/or tax incentives for
the commercial and
residential sectors which
recycle food residue
and/or use compost and
other organic
amendments.

6-B-1-d. Create a training
program assisting food-
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR
2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

related establishments in
recycling food residue.

6-B-1-e. Establish a tax
incentive for businesses
that reduce their waste
generation by 50%.

6-C. The use of synthetic
chemicals from non-
renewable resources has
been eliminated and
sustainable practices that
enhance natural biological
systems are used
throughout the City.

6-C-1. The use of
synthetic chemicals from
non-renewable resources
has been reduced in all
city departments and city-
funded projects,
substituting sustainable
practices that enhance
natural biological systems.

6-C-1-a. Modify policies,
laws and regulations to
require the reduction of
synthetic chemical use.
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HAZARDOUS

MATERIALS

Drafting group:

David Aldape, Brown Enterprises

Karen Bamett Strandoo, San Francisco
Hazardous Waste Management
Program

Amy Brownell, San Francisco
Department of Public Health

Wendy Brummer-Kocks, Southeast
Alliance for Environmental Justice

Jon Dougal, Chamber of Commerce,
Environmental Committee

Kirby Dugger, Snappy Lube, Inc.

Richard Baker, Peninou French
Laundry & Cleaners

Ben Gale, San Francisco Department of
Public Health, Bureau of
Environmental Health Management

Catania Galvan, Community
Environmental Relations

Introduction

Neil Gendel, Consumer Action’s Lead
Poisoning Prevention Project

Paul Hazell, San Francisco League of
Urban Gardeners

Kathryn Hyde, San Francisco resident

Maggie Johnson [Co-Coordinator and
Co-Recorder], San Francisco
resident

John Katz, US Environmental
Protection Agency - Region IX

Bill Kissinger [Co-Coordinator],
Commission on San Francisco's
Environment

Jack McKenzie, Pacific Gas & Electric

Steve Medbery, San Francisco
Department of Public Works,
Bureau of Environmental Regulation
& Management

Steve Mullinnix, Department of Public
Works, Bureau of Construction
Management

Carol Northrup [Facilitator]

Eric Rubin, Franklin Environmental
Products

Carole Ruwart, Department of Public
Works, Bureau of Construction
Management

Milt Seropan, SF Automotive Service
Council

Ara Tahmassian, University of
California at San Francisco, Office
of Environmental Health & Safety

Hannah Ware [Co-Recorder]

Mark Zemelman, San Francisco
resident and environmental lawyer

There are currently more than 50,000 different chemicals in common use in the United States. Roughly 1,000
others are added each year. The presence of this enormous variety of hazardous materials in everyday life is a
new phenomenon which began only 50 years ago following the technical developments of World War II.
Familiar hazardous materials include gasoline, household and industrial cleaners, disinfectants such as pool

chlorine, and home and garden pesticides. Hazardous materials fall into one of four categories: products which
burn (“ignitable”); products which immediately damage living tissue (“corrosive”); products which can release
great energy when combined with water, air or other products (“reactive”); and products which can cause other
immediate or long-term health problems (“toxic”). Hazardous wastfes are unusable or unwanted hazardous

materials. Contaminated soil and other materials from cleanup of contaminated sites may also be considered
hazardous waste.

Human exposure to once-common hazardous materials such as lead in paint and asbestos in construction
fireproofing is now known to be directly linked to poor health and early death. Hazardous material
contamination of housing is a significant problem which affects children and other specific population groups.
Many other common practices from the past and present continue to have both known and unknown effects on
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human health and the environment. In addition, San Francisco has numerous abandoned or underutilized
properties in both industrial and residential areas, which have not been redeveloped due to concerns about the
perceived cost of environmental clean-up. These properties, recently named “brownfields,” are common in older
urban areas. The cleanup and restoration of contaminated “brownfield” sites will enable new economic
development at the same time that exposure to hazardous materials from these sites is eliminated.

Exposure to hazardous materials is not a risk that occurs in a social vacuum. Many of the items in the following
matrix reflect a recognition of the need to prioritize individual, commercial, and governmental activities to
achieve the greatest overall reduction of risk. This necessity is based on a realistic view of financial and other
resources as well as the variety and relative severity of dangers associated with the past and present use, storage,
and disposal of different hazardous materials. In addition, resources dedicated to hazardous material issues must
be prioritized along with other risks to the environment, such as vehicle-related air pollution. Finally, risk from
hazardous material use must be balanced with other risks to public health and welfare. For example, are limited
resources best spent on contaminated-site cleanup or on increasing pre-natal care?

Fundamental to San Francisco’s goal of achieving a sustainable society is the need to ensure that all San
Francisco’s communities and segments of population equitably bear the impact of past, present, and future
hazardous materials use. Although achieving a sustainable community in which the negative effects of
hazardous materials are eliminated is the goal, the distance yet to be traveled is great. Past management practices
for hazardous material and waste have resulted in disproportionate negative effects on communities of low
income and communities of color. Members of all communities in San Francisco must be able to share in
making decisions regarding the use, storage, cleanup, and disposal of hazardous materials. Success in obtaining

representation from all segments of San Francisco’s population depends on investing resources to allow people to
participate.

Since the early 1970s, strict federal and state regulations have made it increasingly difficult for commercial and
industrial concerns to reduce their costs by disposing of hazardous wastes directly to the environment and at the
expense of future generations. Regulation has caused many businesses to reduce and in some cases eliminate
their use of hazardous materials and their generation of hazardous waste. San Francisco has made strides in
educating individuals about household toxics and alternatives and has provided residents and small businesses
with reliable, if limited, access to proper disposal. At the same time, toxic and other hazardous materials
continue to be produced and purchased in enormous quantities. Many find their way into consumer products
which crowd most people’s household cabinets and garages. Their use may contaminate air, land, water, and the
bodies of people, plants and animals. Achieving a sustainable society will require a vast reduction of the use of
chemicals, as society and nature heal from the damage they have already sustained.
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Sustainability Strategy

Hazardous Materials

GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

1. To minimize risks
to human health and
the environment by
striving to eliminate
hazardous materials
and hazardous waste.

2. To prioritize
hazardous material
and hazardous waste
minimization and
remediation efforts
toward those issues
with the highest risk
of danger to human
and environmental
health.

3. To ensure that the
impact of hazardous
materials and wastes
is not felt
disproportionately by
any one community
or segment of
population.

4. To ensure that all
decisions on
hazardous material
and hazardous waste
issues include all
communities and
segments of the
population.

5. To educate and
inform the entire

A. Housing and
workplaces are
designed and
maintained to eliminate
health hazards to
occupants.

B. The amount of
hazardous material
sold, used and stored in
San Francisco has been
reduced by no less than

5%.

C. The use and storage
of acutely/extremely
hazardous materials has
been banned, with an
exception for the use of
those which provide a
net benefit that supports
and sustains the City.

D. All previously
contaminated sites have
been restored to a level
of safety appropriate
for the desired use.

E. Residents and
businesses understand
and utilize alternatives
to hazardous materials
in their homes and
workplaces.

F. A system has been
established by which

1. The total
amount of
hazardous
materials stored in
San Francisco has
been reduced by
10% from 1995
levels.

2. The number of
options available to
residents and
businesses for the
proper disposal of
hazardous wastes is
double the 1995
number.

3. The City applies
the priorities set
forth by the Task
Force described in
Action (g) to 75%
of its own
operations (such as
city labs, hospitals,
and offices).

4. A process has
been established
through which the
public sets its
priorities for
elimination or
reduction of
hazardous

‘| materials and the

cleanup of

a. Create financial incentives for
businesses and city departments to
reduce their use and storage of hazardous
materials and their generation of
hazardous waste.

b. Establish the following programs to
manage and dispose of hazardous waste
generated by residents and small
businesses:

» Curbside collection of oil, paint and
batteries.

 Satellite collection points.
» Mobile collection service.

« Additional “one day” collection
events.

c. Require every retail outlet for
hazardous materials in San Francisco to
actively provide public information
about non-toxic alternatives and proper
disposal of hazardous products.

d. Encourage retailers to stock non-toxic
alternatives to hazardous products.

€. Determine and assess the impact of
known hazardous materials exposure
within the San Francisco population
using existing data.

f. Create a central database and mapping
system identifying sites which use, store,
or are contaminated by hazardous
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

community, public
and private sectors,
about hazardous
materials.

the City’s resources are
used to address high-
priority hazardous
material and waste
problems.

G. Links between
hazardous materials and
wastes and their impact
on human health and
the environment have
been identified.

H. A wide variety of
groups and individuals
participate in making
decisions on hazardous
materials issues.

I. An informed public
understands:

« The risks involved
with their own use of
hazardous materials,
and

« The risks to the
community as a
whole due to the
environmental impact
of the past and
present use of
hazardous materials.

contaminated sites.

5. A system has
been established
for ongoing review
of city regulations
to insure they are
addressing top
priorities.

6. A standardized
self-audit
procedure has been
established which
is mandatory for
businesses required
to register
hazardous material
storage with the
City and voluntary
for residents and
other businesses.
The purpose of the
audit is to provide
the tools to assess
the impact of
operations and
lifestyles on the
environment, as
well as to evaluate
compliance with
applicable
regulations.

7. An
environmental
safety program has
been created that is
focused on
educating groups
identified as more

materials.

g. Develop a hazardous material
prioritization task force, made up of San
Francisco residents, representatives of
city government, and businesses, to:

Define the risks posed by the past
and present use of hazardous
materials,

Determine the populations most at
risk of health damage due to acute
and chronic exposure to hazardous
materials within San Francisco.

Establish or select a single hazard
index that measures the relationship
between hazardous materials and
their impact on human health.

Set priorities for the elimination of
hazardous materials/wastes and
remediation of contaminated sites:

e Among hazardous
material/waste issues and risks,
and

o With other health and welfare
issues, and '

Disseminate results.

h. Increase health care and
epidemiological studies in areas
disproportionately “unhealthy,” focusing
on sites with a high hazard index.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH

SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

at-risk either
because of their
characteristics (for
instance, children
and people with
suppressed
immune systems)
or their location
(for instance,
adjacentto a

contaminated site).

i. Develop criteria in the City’s facility-
siting policy and permit-review
processes to take into account any
disproportionate hazardous
material/waste exposure “load” on the
community.

J- Prepare and make available to the
public a document describing the current
hazardous materials/wastes siting,
zoning, and enforcement decision-
making processes and the institutions
involved.

k. Conduct an inventory and preliminary
risk evaluation of all “brownfields” (sites
unused due to existing or perceived
contamination) within city limits.

1. Require retailers and suppliers of
appropriate hazardous materials to report
annual sales of those materials within
San Francisco in order to determine the
effectiveness of hazardous material-
reduction efforts.

m. Develop an outreach program on
alternatives to the use of hazardous
materials in homes and businesses. The
program should include documents in
non-technical language, appropriately
translated, or use symbols. Work with
organizations that already provide
education to target groups. Target the
program to:

» Neighborhood associations,
« Student-body councils,

» Merchant associations, and
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

« San Francisco neighborhood
emergency response team participants.

n. Increase education about hazardous
materials at workplaces where workers
are likely to have less information (such
as businesses that are exempt from Cal
OSHA hazard communication
requirements).

o. Develop a system for the public to
easily identify neighborhoods and
businesses that are environmentally
progressive and those that are not.
Possible examples include:

» A color-coded “report card” rating
scheme relative to the use or sale of
appropriate alternatives to hazardous
materials, and

« Signs or tags that give recognition to
areas (streets, apartment complexes,
business parks) that meet
environmental criteria.

p. Encourage local news media to
designate an editor or reporter who
specializes in hazardous materials.

g. Develop a public educatien program
that keeps San Francisco residents
regularly informed on progress toward
the objectives and actions set forth in the
sustainability plan.

1. Make as part of the City’s contracting
process the requirement that all prime-
and sub-contractors properly dispose of
all wastes and reduce or eliminate the
use of hazardous materials to the
maximum extent possible.
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GOALS

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE
YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

s. Create and operate a central phone
number which residents could call to
report illegal disposal in San Francisco.
Stencil this number on sewer catch-
basins using alternative community
service labor. Educate city enforcement
staff (such as police and fire personnel)
about the number to develop a consistent
and effective response to complaints.
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HUMAN HEALTH

Drafting group:

Bob Alano, Buchannan YMCA
Theresa Cole [Co-Coordinator and
Recorder], San Francisco resident
Gloria Crosson, Health Access
Shirley Dockstader, YMCA & Institute
for Health & Healing: California
Pacific Medical Center
Neil Gendel, Consumer Action's Lead
Poisoning Prevention Program
Fernando Gomez Benitez, Mission
Neighborhood Health Center
Alyonik Hrushow, Department of
Public Health, Tobacco Free Project

Introduction

Lixin Huang, American College of
Traditional Chinese Medicine

Jeff Jackson, Kaiser Permanente

Martita Jeung, Department of Public
Health, Hazardous Waste Program

Gary Keep, Sanitary Fill Company

Judith Klein, Department of Public
Health, AIDS Office

John Knapp, Institute for Conservation
& Health

Ross Mirkarimi [Co-Coordinator],
Commission on San Francisco's
Environment

Melissa Mischak, Blue Cross of
California

Maria Poroy, Access Benefits

Tom Rivard, Department of Public
Health, Bureau of Environmental
Health Management

Jonathan Rubens [Facilitator], San
Francisco resident

Diana Scott, freelance writer

Andrea Shorter, Center on Juvenile &
Criminal Justice

The Ottawa Charter for Health Promotion defines the fundamental conditions and resources for health as “peace,
shelter, education, food, income, a stable ecosystem, sustainable resources, social justice, and equity.” This
vantage point expresses the unavoidable connections between all aspects of society and the natural world.

In order to focus this broad understanding toward creating social change that leads to a healthy urban
environment, this section focuses primarily on those aspects of the environment that can directly lead to
improvement in people’s physical, mental and emotional well-being. This goal depends on social and
environmental change that leads to better health. It may be pursued by reducing negative aspects of life, such as
violence, drug abuse, disease, and pollution; and by increasing attributes that lead to health, such as personal
responsibility, appropriate medical care, and access to green spaces and fresh, organically grown food. Clean air
for exercise, physical education, and recreational opportunities all have a role to play. (Please see the Air
Quality, Energy, and Transportation sections for further discussion of clean air.) While the issue of
homelessness is beyond the defined scope of this planning effort, it is recognized that this condition has an
important impact on human health, and should be addressed in a plan independent of this document.

To achieve a sustainable society, environmental, cultural, and institutional barriers to good health must be
removed and appropriate health care services must be equitably distributed throughout the city. A primary value
underlying these goals is that no individual or group should bear a disproportionate health burden or abridge
another group’s health. Care-providers themselves should reflect the diversity of San Francisco, and the types of
care available should include therapies that reflect the diverse traditions of the community. This approach will
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ensure an environment for health and care of illness that is appropriate to the human spirit as well as the human
body.

Perhaps most importantly, public awareness must be increased about resources, rights and responsibilities related
to health maintenance. Health professionals and educators must provide the information and motivation that can
help people take more responsibility for their own health. Insurers must provide the economic context that
makes it possible for people to secure preventative guidance. The focus of achieving public health should shift
very strongly to prevention, while maintaining and improving the remediation services that will be needed during
and after the long transition toward a more healthful society.

The following goals, objectives and actions address some of the factors that have an impact on human health.
Since “human health” is a topic of very wide scope, the intention in this section is to highlight the connection
between human health and the health of the environment. A collaboration between environmentalists and health
professionals is critical to the implementation of this plan.

Many of the data on existing conditions and the objectives proposed in the following material came from the
federal government’s health-promotion report, Healthy People 2000. However, some of the specifics of this plan
have not been researched for the local area, and objectives are based on the best judgment of the group drafting
this section. References noted in the text follow the matrix. Numbers for which references are not given, (which
have been cited to the nearest digit) come from San Francisco SB 697 Community Needs Assessment, the
Indicator Data Report [ref 4].

Sustainability Strategy

GOALS

To minimize environmental factors that create health risks and illnesses.

To promote personal and community responsibility in maintaining a healthy lifestyle in both public and private
arenas that minimizes damage to non-human parts of the ecosystem.

To promote adequate health care access for all.

To create an environment for community members which maximizes their physical, spiritual, mental, and
emotional health and well-being.

To ensure broad access to family planning information and techniques, which not only maintains the integrity of
individual families but protects the environment through minimized human population numbers.
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Human Health

LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

1. Access to Health Care

1-A. Language barriers to
health-care access have
been minimized.

1-B. Cultural barriers to
health-care access have
been minimized.

1-C. Transportation
barriers to health care
access have been
minimized.

1-D. Access to alternative
forms of medical
treatment, such as
acupuncture, nutritional
therapy, chiropractic,
traditional Chinese
medicine, herbal medicine
and other traditional
treatments exists for all
community members.

1-E. Health care
resources and providers
are equitably distributed
throughout the City.

1-F. The number of
uninsured has been
decreased to zero.

1-1. The number of signs in multiple
languages at city health facilities has
increased.

1-2. A diverse population of health-care
professionals that reflects the community
they serve has been recruited.

1-3. Financial barriers to clinical
preventive services have been eliminated
(through improvements in financing and
delivery of screening, counseling, and
immunization services).

1-4. Access to mental health services has
been improved:

+ Publicly-funded hospital days for
mental illness has been reduced to
210 days per 1,000 persons.

e No less than 15% of persons eligible
for public mental health services
receive non-hospital services.

o The rate of involuntary detentions of
mentally ill persons in danger to self
or others or gravely disabled will not
exceed 12 detentions per 1,000
persons.

1-5. The proportion of all pregnant
women who receive prenatal care in the
first trimester has increased to 90%. (SF
=79; CA75)

1-6. The proportion of low-birth-weight
infants has been reduced to no more than

1-a. Establish an ongoing,
neighborhood-based health “circle”
(incorporating the views of all interested
local residents, non-governmental
organizations, public agencies, and
businesses) to identify significant health
problems, prescribe corrective measures,
and set up a timetable for achieving
goals.

1-b. Ensure that health care providers
reflect the population served by:

» Increasing internship opportunities at
health care facilities, in recruitment
and in hiring; and

« Establishing hiring policies that
result in staffs that reflect the
population served.

(Suggested for health-care
providers)

1-c. Expand education about and respect
for nuances of diverse cultural practices,
customs, and beliefs.

(Suggested for health-care providers)

1-d. Provide interpreters and public
information material in different
languages.

(Suggested for health care providers and
public educators)

1-e. Provide public advocacy and
ombudsman services for those who do

not have access to such services.

1-f. Enforce the standards set out in the
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LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH

SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

5% of live births. (SF =7, CA =6)

1-7. Infant mortality in all segments of
the community has been reduced to no
more than 7 per 1000 live births. (SF =
7, with a range of 5-16)

(The conditions described in items 1-6
and 1-7 are usually the result of
inadequate prenatal care.)

1-8. At least 80% of Medi-Cal and low-
income (up to 200% of poverty) children
receive periodic “well” exams as defined
by Federal/State Early Periodic
Screening Diagnosis and Treatment
(EPSDT) guidelines.

1-9. Access to alternative forms of
medical treatment has been greatly
increased.

Americans with Disabilities Act for
building accessibility at health-care
facilities.

1-g. Publish pamphlets of all existing
medical transportation services, rates,
and time-schedules, including Muni

wheelchair routes and time schedules.

1-h. Expand coverage of alternative
medical options.

(Suggested for providers of employee
health insurance programs)

1-i. Provide a minimum "safety net" for
under-insured and uninsured residents of
San Francisco.

1-j. Provide fair access to medical
equipment for all San Franciscans
through low-cost rental services.

1-k. Prescribe low-cost, generic drugs
for all San Franciscans.
(Suggested for health care providers.)

1-1. Create and distribute a multi-lingual
directory of available health care
resources and low-cost medical
equipment rental programs.

1-m. Create a reuse program for medical
equipment, infant car seats, and other
reusable medical products.
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LONG-TERM
OBJECTIVES
TO REACH
SUSTAINABILITY

OBJECTIVES
FOR THE YEAR 2002
(5-year plan)

ACTIONS

2. lliness Prevention and Wellness

2-A. A broadly accepted
preventative-health-
promoting ethic has
minimized the need for
remedial health care.

2.1 The proportion of schools with
preventive health-care training has
increased, specifically:

« Elementary and secondary schools
that provide planned and sequential
in kindergarten through 12th grade
quality school health education.

« Post-secondary institutions with
institution-wide health promotion
programs for students, faculty, and
staff.

2-2. Hospitalizations due to asthma have
been reduced to no more than 160 per
100,000 people. (SF=178) (Asthma
itself is not generally preventable, but
with proper care, hospitalization is rarely
necessary.)

2-3. Basic immunization among
children under two years of age has
increased to at least 90%. (SF =49%;
CA =49%)

2-4. The number of births to adolescents
has been reduced in all segments of San
Francisco’s population to no more than
50 per 1,000 adolescents. (SF: Range is
from 11 to 94 depending on year and
ethnic/racial group.)

2-5. There is a greater understanding
among local government, residents, non-
governmental organizations and
businesses about the new medical field
of clinical ecology, which seeks to

2-a. Establish more diagnostic testing
clinics, public education campaigns, and
“healthy neighborhood” fairs, for all the
City’s communities.

2-b. Administer a health census to
randomly measure the self-reported
health status of 500,000 people.

2-c. Educate the community on disease-
prevention and wellness<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>