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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: sandra morey 

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 11:32 AM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: The Use of pesticides in City Parks

I was raised in San Francisco and lived there for many decades.  During that time I spent much time in the Sutro 

Forest and other parks including bicycling through Golden Gate Park every weekend.  Whether the plants are 

invasive or not, I do not agree that the ongoing use of pesticides is healthy for people, their pets, their children 

and the wildlife that uses these parks.  Some of the plants affected by herbicide will be indigenous and some are 

the only food for the wildlife that co-evolved with them.  The pesticides are known carcinogens, many made 

from chemicals left over from wars long since ended.  Someone is profiting from putting our citizens and our 

wildlife in danger.  Please consider carefully how you decide. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sandra Morey 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Barry Koron 

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 1:25 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Item 6 of the hearing on Tuesday. January 26th

Dear Sir, 

 

As a homeowner and taxpayer, I am determinedly opposed to spraying pesticides in San Francisco parks, 

including in the Natural Areas.  The whole idea of killing plants deemed "invasive" amounts to vegetable ethnic 

cleansing.    

 

I am particularly opposed to spraying poison on blackberries, which everybody should be able to enjoy eating. 

 

--  

Barry Koron 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Patricia Everall 

Sent: Thursday, January 21, 2016 8:38 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Use of pesticides on undesirable or "invasive" plants

Mr. Anthony E. Valdez: 
 
There is absolutely no excuse for using high level toxic pesticides on plants in our urban area (or elsewhere for that 
matter).  They are ultimately harmful to adults, children, pets, wildlife and ironically other plants (not to mention our water 
and soil). PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW THEIR USE IN OUR SUPPOSEDLY ENLIGHTENED CITY.  People (who need 
employment) and goats are alternatives.  And please don't speak of money:  there always seems to be money for 
bureaucracies and chemical corporations. 
 
Patricia Everall 
Diamond Heights, just above Glen Park 
San Francisco 94131 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Rollam Group 

Sent: Friday, January 22, 2016 3:15 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Stop spraying herbicides and pesticides in our parks!

Hello, 

I am very opposed to the spraying of herbicides and pesticides in our natural areas and parks. 

You might as well be spraying poison directly on children because that is what it amounts to. When kids play in 

the park, they touch everything, toddlers put stuff in their mouths. It is atrocious for you all to be poisoning our 

parks and us. 

The World Health Organization deems roundup to be "probably carcinogenic." The San Francisco Department 

of the Environment classifies it as a "Tier 1 hazardous/toxic” chemical. 

Please stop!!! 

Rose Meyers 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From:

Sent: Saturday, January 23, 2016 10:54 AM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Cc: Woolen, Kevin (REC); Geiger, Chris (ENV)

Subject: Public Comment for Commission hearing regarding IPM policy

Attachments: Kevin Woolen - 11-22-15.docx

Mr. Valdez, Please distribute these comments about IPM Policy to Commissioners in advance of their meeting on 

Tuesday, January 26, 2016.  Thank you. 

Dear Commissioners, 

I ask that you take the following comments into consideration before the annual renewal of the San Francisco’s IPM 

Policy. 

The public is increasingly concerned about pesticides because of the mounting evidence of their toxicity and the 

increasing use of pesticides in San Francisco’s public parks.  The Commission on the Environment would do a great 

service to both the public and to the Recreation and Park Department (RPD) if it would take every opportunity to reduce 

pesticide use whenever possible.  Here are a few specific examples, of how San Francisco’s IPM policy could be 

improved and the public’s concerns addressed. 

I reported to the IPM Program and RPD that pesticides were sprayed under trees that were not the target of the spraying.  

(see below and attached) The manufacturer’s label on one of the pesticides that was used states explicitly that it should not 

be sprayed under trees because it will damage the trees.  There was no response to my report and no response to my report 

to the annual IPM public hearing on December 16, 2015.   IPM policies are meaningless if no effort is made to enforce the 

policy.  I understand that available resources may not enable monitoring, but when the public provides the evidence of 

policy violations, some follow-up should be required. 

I suggest that the Commission consider a ban on the mixing of two or more pesticides in a single spraying, if that mix has 

not been specifically tested for toxicity.  This ban would unfortunately apply to most mixes because little testing has been 

done of mixes.  We have the advantage of a recent example of the toxicity of mixing pesticides.  The EPA initially 

approved a combination of two herbicides (glyphosate and 2-4D), called Enlist Duo.  One year later the EPA withdrew 

approval of that combination after finding laboratory studies that indicated synergistic toxicity; that is, the toxicity of the 

mix is greater than the sum of its individual parts.  Here is an article about the withdrawal of that approval by the EPA:  

http://m.motherjones.com/tom-philpott/2015/11/epa-dow-not-so-fast-herbicide-cocktail 

I suggest that the Commission ban the spraying of pesticides on edible shrubs that are eaten by children and wildlife.  The 

most obvious risk to children and wildlife is the spraying of blackberries.  However, children also eat oxalis because of its 

tart flavor.  Less likely to be eaten by children, but clearly a danger to birds, is spraying of fruiting cotoneaster and 

pyracantha. 

Thank you for taking my comments into consideration.  I understand that the city’s General Plan makes a commitment to 

the preservation of native plants in the city’s parks.  However, the General Plan does not explicitly endorse the use of 

pesticides for that purposes.  The Commission therefore has the authority to set priorities in that regard.  Reducing 

pesticide use in the city’s parks would support the mission of the Natural Areas Program because pesticides damage the 

soil and contribute to the conspicuous and chronic lack of success of native plant “restorations.”  Public opposition to the 

Natural Areas Program would also be reduced by decreasing pesticide use.   

One of the Environment Commission’s most significant accomplishments was the adoption of the Precautionary Principle 

as city policy.  The Commission’s commitment to the Precautionary Principle obligates it to reduce the health hazards 

posed by pesticides used in its parks and open spaces whenever possible.   

Thank you for your consideration. 

Mary McAllister 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

----------------------------------------------------- 

Email sent to Kevin Woolen, RPD, 11/22/15 

Dear Mr. Woolen, 

I understand that you are responsible for the records of pesticide applications on properties managed by San Francisco’s 

Recreation and Park Department.  I have heard you speak at public meetings, so I am aware that you have some expertise 

in that area.  Therefore, I am writing to you about a pesticide application on Mt. Davidson on November 19, 2015.  That 

pesticide application was recorded by this video:  

https://www.facebook.com/ForestAlliance/videos/934479473312166/?fref=nf 

  I have several concerns about this pesticide application:   

•         One of the herbicides that was sprayed was Stalker with the active ingredient imazapyr.  I notice that 

most of the spraying was done around a tree, which was not a target of the application according to 

the posted Pesticide Application Notice.  As you may know, imazapyr is not supposed to be sprayed 

under and around non-target trees according to the manufacturer’s label.  

http://www.cdms.net/ldat/ld01R013.pdf:  “Injury or loss of desirable trees or other plants may result if 

Stalker is applied on or near desirable trees or other plants, on areas where their roots extend, or in 

locations where the treated soil may be washed or moved into contact with their roots” 

Here is a newspaper article about unintentional damage done to trees by spraying an imazapyr herbicide beneath 

them:  http://www.mlive.com/news/grand-rapids/index.ssf/2012/09/no_quick_fix_for_herbicide_dam.html 

•         The Pesticide Application Notice says that the application method will be “spot treatment/daub cut stem.”  This 

does not seem to be an accurate description of the application method on November 19th.  It seems that 

“backpack sprayer” would be a more accurate description of this particular pesticide application. 

•         The Pesticide Application Notice says that Himalayan blackberries were one of the targets of this Pesticide 

Application.  As you know, birds and other wildlife cannot read the signs that are posted to warn the public 

about these applications.  Can you assure me that the Himalayan blackberries were no longer fruiting?  Does the 

Recreation and Park Department have a policy against spraying vegetation when there are fruits eaten by birds 

and other wildlife?  If not, would the Recreation and Park Department consider adopting such a policy? 

•         Although Garlon was not used in this particular pesticide application, it is often used in San Francisco’s so-called 

“natural areas.”  Therefore, it is worth mentioning that Garlon is also known to be mobile in the soil and there 

are documented incidents of it damaging non-target trees when it has been sprayed on the stumps of nearby 

trees after they are destroyed.   

Thank you for your consideration.  I hope you will share my concerns with the staff and contractors who are engaged in 

these pesticide applications. 

Mary McAllister 

Cc:  Chris Geiger 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Dee Seligman 

Sent: Saturday, January 23, 2016 1:26 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Woolen, Kevin (REC)

Subject: Public comment for Commission hearing on IPM list

Attachments: public comment on IPM_Environment Comm_1_26_16.docx

Dear Mr. Valdez, 

 

Please distribute the attached comments for the Commission meeting to all the commissioners before the 

Tuesday meeting. I hope that I (and others) will have the opportunity to state them aloud, but if we are only give 

1 minute or possibly 2, there may not be adequate time. I would like the commissioners to have time to read and 

think about them, as well as have them in the public record.  

 

Thank you. 

 

Sincerely, 

  

Dee Seligman 

Interim President, SF Forest Alliance  



Dee Seligman, Interim President, San Francisco Forest Alliance, public comment 

before Environment Commission, DOE, Jan. 26, 2016 

• Oxalis is the main reason NAP uses Garlon, Its risks outweigh its benefits!   

Risks found by Marin Municipal Water District: 

o Susan Kegley of Pesticides Research Institute says it poses “developmental 

and reproductive risks” to female workers who apply it, with risks 20X 

higher for women of reproductive age than for men.  

o It causes birth defects in rats, is water soluble, and works its way thru 

human skin in about 1 day.  

o It is highly risky through accidental spills, backpack applications, and 

wearing contaminated gloves.  

o For the general public, it poses high risks by brushing up against 

contaminated vegetation.  

o Dogs’ kidneys  may be particularly vulnerable 

o It very probably alters soil biology. “Garlon 4 can inhibit growth in the 

mycorrhizal fungi…”  

o It’s particularly dangerous to aquatic creatures: fish (particularly salmon); 

invertebrates; and aquatic plants. 

o Can persist in dead vegetation for up to two years. 

 

Script 2: we don’t really know how successful Garlon is nor what are the 

biological and even economic costs of using it.   

• “Budget or staffing limitations are not in themselves adequate justifications for 

herbicide use.” [IPM draft language, Dec. 2016] 

o Doug Johnson, Director of CAL Invasive Plant Council: “Oxalis is not a 

target for landscape-level eradication because it’s way too widespread. It 

takes a surprising amount of resources to truly eradicate a population of 

weeds” He said the benefits that would accrue from fighting it on all 

fronts aren’t quite enough to justify the costs—there’s just not enough 

time or people to dedicate to the effort.  [Bay Nature article on oxalis, 

March 2015] 

o Jake Sigg described the doggedness it takes to eliminate oxalis as 

“fanatic” and explained he managed to eradicate it from his garden, but it 



took him five to six years, and he sometimes had to comb through his 

plants by hand. [same article] 

o Cal-IPC focuses its efforts on the battles that can be won with truly 

dangerous weeds.  

• We need a serious study of the use of Garlon on oxalis. 

 

Script 3: We propose DOE add to #12 that allows Tier 1 herbicides for invasive 

species that “Actual field test results must be used as data-driven rationale for this 

purpose.” 

RPD would be asked to complete a study plot to see what happens with Garlon in 

the field on oxalis: 

o How effective is Garlon? Does it kill oxalis completely? How long does 

it take? 

o How many ounces per acre is required? How many applications/year? 

o What is the cost?  

o Most importantly, what biological consequences on humans and resident 

plant, insect and animal life are documented? 

 

• Script 4: Enforcement by IPM of those who apply the pesticides and 

consequences for not complying. This is a matter of health and safety for the 

public and for workers.  

o Workers must follow the manufacturer’s guidelines by not spraying 

pesticides on fruiting plants, not mixing two pesticides that have not been 

tested, and not spraying during nesting season or on windy days. 

o Signage of areas sprayed must be in place, clearly visible, and posted 

close to the areas, not just at entrances. I suggest the signs be much 

larger, possible in red and within the park areas, not just at the 

perimeters. Clear maps of where spraying will take place, protected from 

the weather, should be in place with all signage. 

o Add a dye to the herbicide so that people actually can see where it has 

been sprayed.  

o There must be consequences if the guidelines are not followed by city 

departments.  

 



Script 5 [must research this]: San Francisco IPM should be a leader nationally in 

eliminating the use of pesticides in parks.  

• The new Candlestick Point State Park will not use pesticides.  

• UCSF on Mt. Sutro does not use pesticides.  

• New York City Council has a bill pending  

to prohibit city agencies from applying any chemically based pesticide on 

city properties. 

• NOT using glyphosate in parks:  

• Encinitas, CA 

• Boulder, CO 

• Portland, Maine 

• Takoma Park (outside Washington DC) 

• Rotterdam, Nederlands , Holland, Sweden, and Denmark 

• Menlo Park, 4 parks 

• Fairfax, CA 

• Barcelona, Spain our sister city  

 

 

Script 6: IPM needs improved data collection. 

• If there are discrepancies between departmental reports and those held by 

IPM they should be reconciled immediately. 

• Rec and Park should provide more data points, such as the amount of 

acreage covered at each spraying, which is not currently listed; the time 

of day and weather conditions; whether chemicals were mixed together, 

and if so, in what concentrations each, etc.  

• Mixtures of herbicides, when used, should be carefully documented and 

the proportions.  
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Poe Asher 

Sent: Sunday, January 24, 2016 1:25 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Fwd: item 6

 

 

 

Begin forwarded message: 

 

From: Poe Asher 
Subject: item 6 
Date: January 24, 2016 at 1:05:50 PM PST 
To: <anthony.e.valdex@sfgov.org> 
Reply-To: Poe Asher  
 

I am unable to attend the meeting, and would like to comment on item 6 regarding use of 

pesticides or herbicides in S.F. parks. I am completely opposed to their use. Though it is less 

effective and more labor intensive, I am strongly in favor of using natural means for control of 

invasives. The overall dangers of chemicals is not worth the convenience.  

There is also now a good deal of controversy about what constitutes 'invasive'. The risk to people 

pets and wildlife is obvious. There is strong evidence that products such as Roundup are harmful 

to soil and groundwater contrary to information on the label. 

Thank you,  

Poe Asher 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Brian Luenow 

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 8:56 AM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Pesticide Use in SF

Hi Anthony, 

 

I am writing to express my concern regarding the use of pesticides in San Francisco prior to the commission 

meeting tomorrow.  In case you haven't heard, pesticides containing glyphosate (Roundup, etc.) have recently 

been found to be a possible carcinogen, meaning they can cause cancer.  I don't understand how the commission 

could possibly vote to continue using these types of products knowing this information.  I would encourage you 

to look into alternative methods of treating unwanted plant growth. 

 

You also have to think about the fact that not all of what is sprayed goes onto the plant.  It becomes airborne, 

and therefore, the people in the immediate vicinity of the spraying will also be impacted. 

 

I do not want to  bring my children to a park that has been freshly doused in poison and then let them run 

around and play.  I'm not sure if you have kids, but I'm sure you wouldn't want to either.  San Francisco is one 

of the most progressive cities in the world, yet you are still pushing to spray our beautiful natural areas with 

poison.  Please do what I'm sure you know is right in your heart; vote to stop using these harmful chemicals in 

our city's beautiful natural areas. 

 

Regards, 

Brian 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Linda 

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 1:49 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Public Comment on Item 6, SF Dept. of the Environment, annual Commission hearing 

1/26/2016 5:00 p.m.

 
 

  

 

I am Linda Garcia Milhoan, a resident of San Francisco since 1972, and a Miraloma Park homeowner 

since 1979.    I take a walk around my neighborhood almost every day.  I’ve watched my beautiful 

cloud forest being destroyed right before my eyes, and it makes me heartsick.  My family used to 

spend a lot of time hiking on Mt. Davidson.  We considered ourselves  fortunate  to have an urban 

forest only blocks away from our home!  But something sinister is going on in our mountain park, and 

all throughout the SF Park system, and that is the invasion of the Native Plant extremists that have 

been permitted to force their view of habitat management on our city parks.  Their plan to change our 

parks back to the way they were at some specific time in history, with only the plants that may have 

been growing at that time, and naming more recently arrived plant species “invasive” requires that the 

so-called invasive species be eradicated using herbicides and pesticides. This includes Roundup aka 

glyphosate which has recently been found by the W. H. O. to be "probably carcinogenic," meaning 

that it threatens the health of men, women and children, our pets and wildlife that live in our 

parks.  The S.  F.  Department of the Environment classifies glyphosate as  "Tier 1, a most 

hazardous/toxic" chemical, yet it  allows it to  continue  to be used under these conditions: 1. 

“Treatments for trees or weeds posing a public safety, public health or fire hazard” and for 

2.  “Invasive species posing a threat to species or ecosystems of value to the community.”   I 

am both alarmed and outraged that SF Park and Rec and therefore NAP is allowing the routine 

spraying of our parks with Roundup and other Tier 1 herbicides.   I just cannot comprehend WHY the 

City of San Francisco permits Park & Rec to have such an extreme policy for its parks, and yet plants 

“non-native” species routinely along our streets and public gardens not managed by Park & Rec.  I 

encourage your committee to stop the use of poisons in our park, demand an Environmental Impact 

Report be thoroughly conducted, and stop this ecological madness that is the Native Plant program 

before more harm has been done. 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Vic 

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 1:52 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Public Comment on Item 6, SF Dept. of the Environment, annual Commission hearing 

1/26/2016 5:00 p.m.

 

 

The San Francisco Department of the Environment allows the use of hazardous/toxic chemicals to be used 

under these conditions:  

 "Treatments for trees or weeds posing a public safety, public health or fire hazard" 

 

 "Invasive species posing a threat to species or ecosystems of value to the community" 

The first condition for the most part is reasonable.  However the second condition addressing “invasive species” 

warrants further discussion as does the concept of “ecosystems of value to the community.”    Applying the 

label “invasive species” assumes that there is a known base line ecosystem exclusively populated by non-

invasive species, commonly referred to as “native species.”  Has the Department of the Environment defined 

what constitutes an ecosystem exclusively populated by non-invasive species?  What date was chosen in 

establishing this definition?  For example was it 10 million years ago, 5000 BCE, 2000 BCE, 1750 CE or 

perhaps 1992 CE?  Obviously the definition is an artificial construct and simply a guess.   

 

The concept of resurrecting an ecosystem to some prior time may appeal to personal vanities but challenges 

credulity.  First, the prior condition is an unknown. Second, it implies a desire for a static ecosystem not one 

that is dynamic. And thirdly, it assumes that an ecosystem can be created as opposed to evolving.  New species 

become part of an ecosystem by intentional and unintentional introduction by humans, as well as transmission 

of spores and seed by the wind, birds, insects, and animals. I acknowledge that there may be circumstances 

when attempts to control or eradicate a particular species may be justified based on scientific evidence and 

public consensus.  However destruction of beautiful thriving ecosystems to satisfy personal vanities is 

unjustified. Creationist attempts to resurrect an ecosystem using a flood of toxic chemicals inevitably fail to 

achieve the desired goal but will be very effective in achieving “unintended consequences” that pose a public 

safety and public health hazard,”  as well as compromise “ecosystems of value to the community.”  I appeal to 

the San Francisco Department of the Environment to restrict the use of toxic chemicals to instances of verified 

threats to public safety, public health and hazardous fire conditions and not use them promote schemes lacking 

scientific review and public consensus. 

 

Victor W. Milhoan 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Ron Proctor 

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 2:38 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Commenting on Item 6 - Annual Commission Meeting Tuesday, Jan 26th 2016

Department of the Environment Commissioners 
 
I am very concerned about the City's use of pesticides in our city parks where there are "Natural 
Areas".  I am protesting the SFDoE's sanctioning of the free use of "Tier 1" pesticides (Roundup/aka 
glyphosate) with these 2 exceptions: 
 
- "Treatments for trees or weeds posing a public safety, public health or fire hazard" 
- "Invasive species posing a threat to species or ecosystems of value to the community" 
 
These two exceptions allow San Francisco's Recreation and Parks Department (NAP) to use 
pesticides wherever AND whenever in the City park's "Natural Areas".  
 
The routine spraying of Tier I (and Tier II) herbicides happens year-round. Some spraying is close to 
the ground, like oxalis. Others are bushes, like blackberry, where they don’t stop spraying even in the 
fruiting season when everyone, including kids, may be eating berries off the bushes. 
 
NAP targets 36 different plant species that it considers invasive.  NAP will constantly need to use 
herbicides –  
Roundup, Stalker/ Polaris, Milestone VM, Garlon 4 Ultra. Recently I witnessed such spraying of 
Roundup/aka glyphosate in my neighborhood park: Mt Davidson.  I was shocked to see such 
spraying of blackberry bushes and equally shocked when I came back 2 weeks later and saw the 
same bushes green and thriving.  
 
Again, I am very concerned about the City's use of pesticides in our city parks where there are 
"Natural Areas". NAP is not a science-based program; it is a gardening preference.  
 
Please adopt the policy recently enacted by sister city Barcelona:  public parks and green spaces will 
no longer be treated with the herbicide glyphosate. 
 
Thank you for taking action to ban Roundup (glyphosate) in San Francisco parks. 
 
Ron Proctor  
Miraloma Park resident for 36 years 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: R o b i n S h e r r e r 

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 4:23 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Commenting on Item 6 - Annual Commission Meeting Tuesday, Jan 26th 2016

RPD is in NO way qualified to do a study on Garlon/Oxalis.  
 
The important thing is that herbicides are bad for the environment and unhealthy for all living things 
(insects, birds, animals, people.) They should be banned in all of our parks, as they have been 
banned in many US cities, and most European cities.  
 
There are plenty of studies. No need for (unqualified) SFRP to do one. Existing studies show the 
cancer rate increase, endocrine disruption, obesity.  
 
The use in SF is horribly dangerous, just as it is in agriculture - so  why ALLOW the poisoning of the 
environment?  And why pay for the poisoning?  
 
I am so very sorry that money is now being poured into McLaren Park, with the money and SFRP 
NAP attention have come the poisons, and I am not visiting my park any more.  
 
Robin Sherrer 
Excelsior neighborhood 
 

Right-click here to download pictures.  To help protect your privacy, 
Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

 

R o b i n S h e r r e r   
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: Svetlana Savchuk 

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 4:50 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Public comment on  2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for City Properties.

 

 

Item #6 on the agenda of the Commission on the Environment meeting, January 26, 2016:  Approval 

of Resolution File 2016-01-COE Adopting the 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for City 

Properties.  
 
 
Dear members of the Commission on the Environment, 
 
Last year, in spring, International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) of the World Health 
Organization reclassified glyphosate (Roundup, Aquamaster) as probable carcinogen. 
Last year, in September, American Academy of Pediatrics' meta-study on Children's Exposure to 
Pesticide and Childhood Cancers had determined that exposure to herbicides was "associated with 
slightly higher risk of childhood cancers in general." 
At about the same time International Federation of Gynecology and Obstetrics and International 
Endocrine Society  have issued independent warnings about toxic chemicals in products all around 
us. They focus on endocrine disrupters, chemicals that imitate hormones and often confuse the body. 
“Emerging evidence ties endocrine-disrupting chemical exposure to two of the biggest public health 
threats facing society — diabetes and obesity,” ... “mounting evidence” ties endocrine disrupters to 
infertility, prostate cancer, undescended testicles, testicular cancer, breast cancer, uterine cancer, 
ovarian cancer and neurological issues. Sometimes these problems apparently arise in adults 
because of exposures decades earlier in fetal stages.  “The threat is particularly great when unborn 
children are exposed,” - the Endocrine Society said in its scientific statement.    
 
Each of the toxicity category II & I (more & most toxic) herbicides used in our parks is an endocrine 
disrupter. 
Why would Commission on the Environment want to add them to our environment? 
You say that you adhere to the precautionary principle.  
As far as it concerns herbicides - nothing can be further from the truth. 
There is no excuse for using them. They must be banned. Do not approve the list until all Category II 
& I synthetic herbicides are removed from use (with the only exception allowed for the Harding golf 
park.)  
 
Sincerely, 
Svetlana Savchuk & Valentin Ignatovski 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From:

Sent: Monday, January 25, 2016 10:35 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Subject: 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for City Properties (Item #6 on the agenda)

 

 

 
 
 

Subject: 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for City Properties (Item #6 on the agenda) 
   
 
 
Dear members of the Commission on the Environment, 
 
 
Please do not approve resolution 2016-01-COE Adopting the 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for 
City Properties until toxicity category I & II synthetic herbicides are removed from the list. 
(Only Harding golf course can be granted the use.) 
  
Toxicity Category II & I (more & most toxic) herbicides should not be used in our parks. 
 
As you know, in spring of last year International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) of the World 
Health Organization reclassified glyphosate (Roundup, Aquamaster) as probable carcinogen. 
"The glyphosate story ... seems repetitious of the many stories of failed U.S. pesticide regulation. A 
chemical is allowed on the market under a weak federal statute that is administered with deference to 
the presumed, but unproven, benefits of or need for toxic synthetic chemicals, its market share grows 
to become intertwined in our lives through dietary and nondietary exposure, it is presumed safe and 
used widely where children and pets live and play, the data on adverse effects builds for years in 
obscure scientific journals and conferences, and then the information on hazards emerges in the 
mainstream press, forcing greater public scrutiny and eventual EPA regulatory movement that 
facilitates voluntary action by the manufacturer to withdraw the chemical from the market. The 
manufacturer moves on to the next chemical, leaving victims of cancer, neurological damage, 
respiratory problems, reproductive dysfunction, and learning disabilities in it's wake." (Beyond 
Pesticides, Summer 2015.) 
 
Not only glyphosate but all other Toxicity Category II & I herbicides routinely used in our parks 
("Natural" Areas in particular) are linked by numerous studies to cancer, birth defects, endocrine 
disruption - which in turn is source of numerous illnesses, including obesity, diabetes, and infertility. 
 
There is no excuse for polluting our environment with these toxins. 
You are called Commission on the Environment. 
Do honor to the name and do not act anti-environmental. Adhere to the precautionary principle.  
Don't allow the poisoning of our environment continue - as was the case in the city for at least 15 
years. 
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Time to stop putting extra money in the pockets of chemical companies and think about SF residents. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Eugene Bachmanov 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From:

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 5:04 AM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Comment to Commission for Environment - Pesticide Usage

Attachments: SF Natural Areas Pesticide by Active Ingredient  2008-2015.PNG; SF Natural Areas 

Program Number of pesticide applicns  2008-2015.PNG

Dear Anthony, 
 
Please pass on these comments to the Commission for the Environment for the January 26th 2016 
meeting. I also attach two graphs that go with the comment. 
 
Rupa Bose 
 
------------------------------------------ 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
 
I will be unable to attend the meeting as I will be away, so would like to submit my comments by 
email. 
 
This is relevant to items 5 and 6 on the agenda. 
 
Item 5. I would like to wish Monica Fish all the best as she retires, and thank her.  I've had a few 
occasions to interact with her and have always appreciated her patience and thoughtfulness in 
interacting with the public.  
 
Item 6.  
 
I would like to comment on pesticide use, specifically by SF RPD and the Natural Areas Program. I 
have compiled and analyzed the 2015 SFRPD pesticide usage reports as they pertain to Tier I and 
Tier II herbicides (not including Harding Park golf course, which is managed by the PGA Tour).  After 
many years of rising pesticide use in the natural areas, the Natural Areas Program reduced its 
herbicide usage in 2014 and 2015. The other areas of SFRPD also reduced their usage in 2015. I'd 
like thank Chris Geiger of the Integrated Pest Management Program, and Kevin Woolen of SFRPD 
for all their efforts to reduce toxins in the environment. 
 
However, it is not enough. In 2015, Roundup, long regarded as a "safe" pesticide, was declared a 
probable carcinogen by the IARC and World Health Organization.  There's a growing consensus 
that herbicides are more toxic than the manufacturers claim.  
 
 
Many of these pesticides are also more persistent in soil and vegetation than the manufacturers say. 
The Natural Areas Program uses four herbicides: Garlon (triclopyr), which is the most hazardous and 
has been ranked as Tier I pesticide for many years; Roundup (glyphosate) recently declared Tier I; 
Stalker or Polaris (imazapyr), which is Tier II but is known to be very persistent and mobile in the soil 
and has a neurotoxic breakdown product; and Milestone VM which is even more persistent. If an 
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animal eats it and excretes it, the excreta will still contain active Milestone VM. It was originally Tier I 
but was reclassified as Tier II a few years ago. 
 
The Natural Areas are the places people visit with their families and pets for a sense of nature. They 
don't walk strictly along a trail. They run into meadows, pluck at weeds, play. Kids want to be able to 
run around and explore. Herbicides don’t have a place in our parks where they could impact people – 
especially those who have reasons to worry about their toxic load; children, who are more sensitive 
because of their size and fast growth; and pets who may have more direct contact with ground and 
vegetation. Though NAP has commendably reduced the amount of pesticide they used, they sharply 
increased the *number* of applications - and thus, chances that people would encounter herbicide 
use.And NAP accounts for a significant portion of SFRPD's Tier I and II herbicide usage: 35% of the 
Roundup, 80% of the triclopyr (Garlon, Turflon), and nearly 100% of the Stalker/ Polaris and 
Milestone VM. 
 
People just don’t want any herbicides in our parks, especially in “Natural Areas”  
 
Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments and for all your work in protecting San Francisco's 
environment. 
 
Rupa Bose 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From:

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 4:12 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Comment on 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for City Properties (Item #6 on the 

agenda)

Dear Commissioners, 
 
The proposed list contains Toxicity Category II & I (more & most toxic) herbicides to be used in parks. 
It is unacceptable and anti-environmental. I urge you not to approve the list until these toxins are 
removed from it. 
 
There might be need to use some of the pesticides for the reasons of health and safety – but the use 
of them in parks is purely cosmetic and has no justification. There is no prove that use of them to 
eliminate “invasive” species helps “natives” – on the contrary, there are studies showing that they are 
killing species they are supposed to help. Like the study which had shown that herbicides application 
reduced the butterfly population by about 30%: 
http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Weed-killers-threaten-Lange-s-metalmark-butterfly-
3451816.php  
  
In September 2015 American Academy of Pediatrics’ Meta-study on Children's Exposure to 
Pesticide and Childhood Cancers had found that exposure to herbicides was associated with a 
slightly higher risk of childhood cancers in general.   
http://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/early/2015/09/08/peds.2015-
0006?sso=1&sso_redirect_count=1&nfstatus=401&nftoken=00000000-0000-0000-0000-
000000000000&nfstatusdescription=ERROR%3a+No+local+token 
Meanwhile SF unnatural and anti-environmental “Natural” Areas Program continues using herbicides 
to get rid of vegetation NAP doesn’t like. 
The NAP people think one extra child with cancer is a fair price to pay to get rid of blackberries they 
hate. 
  
At about the same time the International Federation of Gynecology and Obstetrics and the 
International Endocrine Society 
have issued independent warnings about toxic chemicals in products around us. These chemicals are 
linked to breast and prostate cancer, genital deformities, obesity, diabetes and infertility. 
NYT article about it: 
http://www.nytimes.com/2015/11/29/opinion/sunday/contaminating-our-bodies-with-everyday-
products.html?_r=1 
Please note that each and every one of Toxicity Category I & II herbicides used in our parks is an 
endocrine disruptor. 
While the warnings were issued NAP continues using to eliminate oxalis. It was used in December on 
Mt. Davidson and another application is scheduled for this week. 
Oxalis poses no danger to anyone – it is not classified as toxicity category I – most toxic. Garlon 
does. It is category I. 
The NAP people think an extra person with cancer, diabetes, obesity is a fair price to pay to get rid of 
these pesky yellow flowers.  
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In spring of 2015 glyphosate (Roundup, Aquamaster) was reclassified by the International Agency for 
Research on Cancer (IARC) of the WHO as probable carcinogen. 
It is still on the list offered for your consideration. 
Link to a 2010 article about effects of glyphosate on people & environment in Argentina (“GM soy has 
been a death sentence for humans and for the environment. No money can compensate for the 
damage that has been caused – the contamination, the deaths, the cases of cancer and 
malformations.”): 
http://www.i-sis.org.uk/argentinasRoundupHumanTragedy.php 
  
You don’t work for chemical companies. You work for people of San Francisco. You are called 
Commission on the Environment. 
 
Please do the right thing and demand removal of Toxicity Category II & I herbicides from the list, 
 
Anastasia Glikshtern 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From: PATRICK SKAIN 

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 2:11 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Pesticide Management: Is Glyphosate a Carcinogen?

Attached please find an excellent article from Cal-IPC News which explains why there is no need to 
remove glyphosate from our current pesticide management plan.  
 
The article states that "the concentrations (of glyphosate) in those tests were higher than an herbicide 
applicator would experience in the field...the tumor-causing dosages were from 30 to 30,000 ppm. 
Using these dosages, a man weighing 175 pounds would have to drink more than a quarter 
tablespoon to slightly more than 1 gallon of herbicide every day for two years to have an exposure 
that's equivalent to that of the lab animals." 
 
The author therefore concludes, "If exposure is low, risk will also be low. In the final analysis, this 
means that there's no good reason to stop using glyphosate whether it's a carcinogen or not" 
 
I ask that the commission not give in to fear; but instead listen to reason. The protocols that the City 
has already implemented are safe and reasonable. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Patrick Skain 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From:

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 12:42 PM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Public comment on  2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for City Properties.

Dear members of the Commission on the Environment, 
 

This letter is in regard to item #6 on the agenda of your meeting, January 26, 2016:  Approval of 

Resolution File 2016-01-COE Adopting the 2016 Reduced Risk Pesticide List for City Properties. 

As you know, in 1996 a pesticide ordinance was enacted in San Francisco. It was supposed to 
eliminate the use of toxicity category II & I herbicides in the city all together. 
The story told by IPM states that the ordinance was thought impractical due to potential health and 
safety issues. 
So the ordinance was amended in 1997 to require posting notifications and basically allowing to use 
anything in any amount at any place/time as long as the pesticide is included in the list called 
"Reduced Risk Pesticide List."  
  
Very toxic herbicides are routinely used in our parks against different vegetation including 
blackberries and oxalis. 
How do blackberries or oxalis threaten health or safety of SF residents? 
  
On another hand the threat posed by the chemicals used to eliminate them is shown to exist by many 
scientific studies. 
They are linked to cancer and  endocrine disruption (interference with the synthesis, secretion, 
transport, binding, action, or elimination of natural hormones in the body that are responsible for 
development, behavior, fertility, and maintenance of normal cell metabolism) leading to neurological 
damage, reproductive dysfunction, birth defects, diabetes, obesity. 
  
San Francisco claims to be a "green city."      
  
Green cites do not use toxicity category I & II herbicides - please remove them from the list! 
 
Sincerely, 
Susanna Klebaner 
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Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

From:

Sent: Tuesday, January 26, 2016 9:39 AM

To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)

Subject: Pesticide application

Hi there,  

 

I'm a resident of Miraloma neighborhood right under Mt. Davidson. I have a small dog and two children. I am very 

concern with the recent heavy frequency of pesticide application on the mountain. My dog eats the grass and my kids 

have picked some berries in the past. I definitely don't won't to worry about long term implications of applied pesticides 

on my family including my pet. Does it enter a water run off? I'm sure it does with the heavy rains we've encountered 

recently. It can't be good for anyone. Please refrain from using roundup a band substance in Europe and look for natural 

ways of managing Mt. Davidson forest. One could be organizing a volunteer opportunity for those who care. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Kashka Czerw 

 

Sent from my iPhone 



With permission and in its entirety we are publishing the comment ofArthurM.
Shapiro. He is Distinguished Professor ofEvolution and Ecology at UC Davis and a
renowned expert on the butterflies of Calfornia. We hope that you will take his
credentials into consideration as you read his opinion ofnative plant restorations in
general and the Natural Areas Program in San Francisco in particulai

Mission blue butterfly Wikimedia Commons

October 6, 2011
Mr. Bill Wycko
San Francisco Planning Department
Re: DRAFT EIR, NATURAL AREAS PROGRAM

Dear Mr. Wycko:

Consistent with the policy of the University of California, I wish to state at the outset that the opinions stated in
this letter are my own and should not be construed as being those of the Regents, the University of California,
or any administrative entity thereof. My affiliation is presented for purposes of identification only. However,
my academic qualifications are relevant to what I am about to say. I am a professional ecologist (B.A.
University of Pennsylvania, Ph.D. Cornell University) and have been on the faculty of U.C. Davis since 1971,
where I have taught General Ecology, Evolutionary Ecology, Community Ecology, Philosophy of Biology,
Biogeography, Tropical Ecology, Paleoecology, Global Change, Chemical Ecology, and Principles of
Systematics. I have trained some 15 Ph.D.s, many of whom are now tenured faculty at institutions including the
University of Massachusetts, University of Tennessee, University ofNevada-Reno, Texas State University, and
Long Beach State University, and some ofwhom are now in government agencies or in private consulting or
industry. I am an or the author of some 350 scientific publications and reviews. The point is that I do have the
bonafides to say what I am about to say.

At a time when public funds are exceedingly scarce and strict prioritization is mandatory, I am frankly appalled
that San Francisco is considering major expenditures directed toward so-called “restoration ecology.”
“Restoration ecology” is a euphemism for a kind of gardening informed by an almost cultish veneration of the
“native” and abhorrence of the naturalized, which is commonly characterized as “invasive.” Let me make this
clear: neither “restoration” nor conservation can be mandated by science—only informed by it The decision
of what actions to take may be motivated by many things, including politics, esthetics, economics and even
religion, but it cannot be science-driven.

In the case of “restoration ecology,” the goal is the creation of a simulacrum ofwhat is believed to have been
present at some (essentially arbitrary) point in the past. I say a simulacrum, because almost always there are no
studies of what was actually there from a functional standpoint; usually there are no studies at all beyond the
merely (and superficially) descriptive. Whatever the reason for desiring to create such a simulacrum, it must be
recognized that it is just as much a garden as any home rock garden and will almost never be capable of being
self-sustaining without constant maintenance; it is not going to be a “natural,” self-regulating ecosystem. The
reason for that is that the ground rules today are not those that obtained when the prototype is thought to have
existed. The context has changed; the climate has changed; the pool of potential colonizing species has changed,
often drastically. Attempts to “restore” prairie in the upper Midwest in the face of European Blackthorn
invasion have proven Sisyphean. And they are the norm, not the exception.



The creation of small, easily managed, and educational simulacra of presumed pre-European vegetation on San
Francisco public lands is a thoroughly worthwhile and, to me, desirable project. Wholesale habitat conversion
is not.

A significant reaction against the excesses of the “native plant movement” is setting up within the profession of
ecology, and there has been a recent spate of articles arguing that hostility to “invasives” has gone too far—that
many exotic species are providing valuable ecological services and that, as in cases I have studied and published
on, in the altered context of our so-called “Anthropocene Epoch” such services are not merely valuable but
essential. This is a letter, not a monograph, but I would be glad to expand on this point if asked to do so.

I am an evolutionary ecologist, housed in a Department of Evolution and Ecology. The two should be joined at
the proverbial hip. Existing ecological communities are freeze-frames from a very long movie. They have not
existed for eternity, and many have existed only a few thousand years. There is nothing intrinsically sacred
about interspecific associations. Ecological change is the norm, not the exception. Species and communities
come and go. The ideology (or is it faith?) that informs “restoration ecology” basically seeks to deny evolution
and prohibit change. But change will happen in any case, and it is foolish to squander scarce resources in
pursuit of what are ideological, not scientific, goals with no practical benefit to anyone and only psychological
“benefits” to their adherents.

If that were the only argument, perhaps it could be rebutted effectively. But the proposed wholesale habitat
conversion advocated here does serious harm, both locally (in terms of community enjoyment of public
resources) and globally (in terms of carbon balance-urban forests sequester lots of carbon; artificial grasslands
do not). At both levels, wholesale tree removal, except for reasons of public safety, is sheer folly. Aging,
decrepit, unstable Monterey Pines and Monterey Cypresses are unquestionably a potential hazard. Removing
them for that reason is a very different matter from removing them to actualize someone’s dream of a pristine
San Francisco (that probably never existed).

Sociologists and social psychologists talk about the “idealization of the underclass,” the “noble savage”
concept, and other terms referring to the guilt-driven self-hatred that infects many members of society. Feeling
the moral onus of consumption and luxury, people idolize that which they conceive as pure and untainted. That
may be a helpful personal catharsis. It is not a basis for public policy.

Many years ago I co-hosted John Harper, a distinguished British plant ecologist, on his visit to Davis. We took
him on a field trip up 1-80. On the way up several students began apologizing for the extent to which the Valley
and foothill landscapes were dominated by naturalized exotic weeds, mainly Mediterranean annual grasses.
Finally Harper couldn’t take it any more. “Why do you insist on treating this as a calamity, rather than a vast
evolutionary opportunity?” he asked. Those of us who know the detailed history of vegetation for the past few
million years—particularly since the end of Pleistocene glaciation—understand this. “Restoration ecology” is
plowing the sea.

Get real.

Sincerely,

Arthur M. Shapiro

Distinguished Professor of Evolution and Ecology
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Photos by Janet Kessler

The non-native plants that the Natural Areas Program keeps removing is critical habitat for a whole range of birds,
animals and insects. Contrary to what is often claimed, these “invasive non-natives” are actually excellent habitat,
providing food, cover, and safety. The photographs below were all taken within San Francisco, and show wildlife using
non-native plants.
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Natural Area Program destroys trees — an example:

In 2002 the NAP was cutting down mature eucalyptus trees growing around the old tank pad on the Tank Hill to

improve the environment for “native” plants. All of the trees on the hill would have been destroyed if the

neighbors had not protested. Community groups and political leaders were involved and the tree cutting

stopped, but 26 trees have been already killed. Eventually, one of the Management Plan recommendations was

to remove no more eucalyptus “until the newly planted native trees have reached an adequate size to provide

replacement habitat.” About 25 oaks were provided to the neighbors by NAP to plant as “replacement” trees.

Only 5 are still alive. Only one has grown. The remainder are about 36” tall and their trunks about 1” in

diameter, as when they were planted.
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Surviving oak tree

Tank Hill July 2010


