
From:
To: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Cc: Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Yee,

 Norman (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Sheehy, Jeff
 (BOS)

Subject: Garlon used once again on Mt. Davidson
Date: Friday, February 03, 2017 9:28:44 PM

Dear Dr. Geiger, dear Director, dear Commissioners,

On January 31st - a day before the rains resumed - Garlon was applied on Mt.
 Davidson against oxalis. (To maximize the water contamination, I presume.)
It's pretty obvious from the at least 16 years experience that it doesn't work. It is
 applied every year, several times a year.
The very toxic chemical is added to the environment, the oxalis, of course, comes
 back.
Taxpayers money is wasted, the residents, pets, polinators, wildlife are exposed to
 the toxin, the chemical companies earn a little more money.

The new regulations were added to the herbicide applications last year: the signs
 have to be where the applications happen (not at the park entrances were they were
 placed before), the applications are forbidden within 15 feet of the trails, blue dye
 must be always added to the poisons, etc.....

The attached photos show the blue dye right next to the trails and on the trails
 themselves (the dirt on the photos - it's the trails). It was getting dark when I walked,
 so I couldn't verify that it's like that on all trails in grass areas. It definitely was so on
 the wide road in the east - from the plateau where the dead (killed by girdling) tree
 now lays to the turn onto the lower eastern trail, and on all eastern trail (while it was
 visible to me).
There were only 3 signs on the mountain. I'm not sure to how big an area one sign
 can apply. It seems that the number of signs was insufficient. I also saw sickly
 looking oxalis chunks without any blue dye on them. (?)

Of course, spraying on the trails is just a violation of insufficient regulations. 
The "Natural" Areas Program will continue doing what they are doing best - damaging
 the environment.

All the toxicity category I & II synthetic herbicides must be banned. Then none of
 those rules would be necessary.

Sincerely,
Anastasia Glikshtern

Dear Anthony,
Please include this email into the records of the next Commission on the Environment
 meeting as public comment.
Thank you very much.
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From: Svetlana Savchuk
To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang,

 Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Fewer,
 Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS)

Subject: Garlon used again on Mt. Davidson against oxalis
Date: Sunday, February 05, 2017 12:47:05 PM

Dear Commissioners,

On January 31st  Garlon was used on Mt. Davidson against oxalis.
It is used for many years, every year, several times a year.
It is unacceptable.
These are the main issues with Garlon, in brief:

Garlon “causes severe birth defects in rats at relatively low levels of
 exposure.” Baby rats were born with brains outside their skulls, or no eyelids.
 Exposed adult females rats also had more failed pregnancies.
  Rat and dog studies showed damage to the kidneys, the liver, and the
 blood.
  About 1-2% of Garlon falling on human skin is absorbed within a day. For
 rodents, its absorbed twelve times as fast. It’s unclear what happens to
 predators such as hawks that eat the affected rodents.
Dogs  may be particularly vulnerable; their kidneys may not be able to handle
 Garlon as well as rats or humans.  Dow Chemical objected when the
 Environmental Protection agency noted decreased red-dye excretion as an
 adverse effect, so now it’s just listed as an “effect.”
 It very probably alters soil biology. “Garlon 4 can inhibit growth in the
 mycorrhizal fungi…” ( soil fungi that help plant nutrition.)
 It’s particularly dangerous to aquatic creatures: fish (particularly salmon);
 invertebrates; and aquatic plants.
 Garlon can persist in dead vegetation for up to two years.

In violation of the rules the herbicide was sprayed on the trails and right next to the
 trails as the attached photo shows.  

All the toxicity category I & II synthetic herbicides are very harmful to the environment
 and must be banned.

Please include this email as public comment into the records of the next Commission
 on the Environment meeting.

Thank you,
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From:
To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang,

 Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Fewer,
 Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS)

Subject: Garlon against oxalis used again on Mt. Davidson
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 10:31:10 AM
Importance: High

Dear Commissioners,
 
On January 31st Garlon was used - once again - on Mt. Davidson - against oxalis.
It is used every year, several times a year. It is used for many years.
It doesn't work to eliminate oxalis. It works to poison the environment.
It is unacceptable.
 
Below are the main issues with Garlon:

Garlon “causes severe birth defects in rats at relatively low levels of
 exposure.” Baby rats were born with brains outside their skulls, or no eyelids.
 Exposed adult females rats also had more failed pregnancies.
  Rat and dog studies showed damage to the kidneys, the liver, and the
 blood.
  About 1-2% of Garlon falling on human skin is absorbed within a day. For
 rodents, its absorbed twelve times as fast. It’s unclear what happens to
 predators such as hawks that eat the affected rodents.
 Dogs  may be particularly vulnerable; their kidneys may not be able to
 handle Garlon as well as rats or humans. 
 It likely alters soil biology. “Garlon 4 can inhibit growth in the mycorrhizal
 fungi…” ( soil fungi that help plant nutrition.)
 It’s particularly dangerous to aquatic creatures: fish (particularly salmon);
 invertebrates; and aquatic plants.
 Garlon can persist in dead vegetation for up to two years.

Blue dye was used for this application as required by the new rules.The blue dye is
 (or was - by now the herbicide and the dye are probably washed out into the ground
 water by rain)
next to the trails and right on the trails (see attached photo). This is in violation of the
 new rules - that there should be no herbicide application within 15 feet of the trails.
 (Those trails are designated - or better be - one of them is a wide road.)
 
There were only 3 signs on the mountain. It looked like all grass areas were treated. It
 seems that many more signs are required by the new rules for such applications.
 
The problem, of course, is not with the violation of the rules. 
The problem is with the rules themselves. 
The toxicity category I & II synthetic herbicides must be banned - that would be a
 proper rule.
 
Please include this email as a public comment into the records of the next
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 Commission on the Environment meeting.
 
Thank you,
Susanna Klebaner

 
 
 
 
 
 
 





From: Eugene Bachmanov
To: Valdez, Anthony E (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang,

 Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Fewer,
 Sandra (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS)

Subject: Garlon on Mt. Davidson, January 31 2017
Date: Monday, February 06, 2017 8:22:28 PM

Subject:Garlon on Mt. Davidson, January 31 2017

Dear Commissioners,

On January 31st Garlon was used again on Mt. Davidson against oxalis. This is
 happening every year for many years.

These are the main issues with Garlon:

Garlon “causes severe birth defects in rats at relatively low levels of
 exposure.” Baby rats were born with brains outside their skulls, or no eyelids.
 Exposed adult females rats also had more failed pregnancies.
  Rat and dog studies showed damage to the kidneys, the liver, and the
 blood.
  About 1-2% of Garlon falling on human skin is absorbed within a day. For
 rodents, its absorbed twelve times as fast. It’s unclear what happens to
 predators such as hawks that eat the affected rodents.
Dogs  may be particularly vulnerable; their kidneys may not be able to handle
 Garlon as well as rats or humans.  Dow Chemical objected when the
 Environmental Protection agency noted decreased red-dye excretion as an
 adverse effect, so now it’s just listed as an “effect.”
 It very probably alters soil biology. “Garlon 4 can inhibit growth in the
 mycorrhizal fungi…” ( soil fungi that help plant nutrition.)
 It’s particularly dangerous to aquatic creatures: fish (particularly salmon);
 invertebrates; and aquatic plants.
 Garlon can persist in dead vegetation for up to two years.

The herbicide was sprayed on the trails and right next to the trails as you can see in
 the attached photo.
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It violates the new IPM rules.
The main problem, however, is that Garlon and other Tier I & II synthetic herbicides
 are allowed at all. They should be banned. 

Please consider this email a public comment for the next Commission on the
 Environment meeting.
Please include it into the meeting minutes.
 
Thank you,
Eugene Bachmanov 





From: Dee Seligman
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc: Geiger, Chris (ENV); Raphael, Deborah (ENV)
Date: Friday, February 17, 2017 12:35:45 PM

Anthony,
Please forward this information to Commissioners of the Environment. Thank you for your
 assistance.

Sincerely,

Dee Seligman
Interim President,San Francisco Forest Alliance 

I'm sending two URLs for your review:
1. a recent release about a whistle-blower letter from a long-term EPA toxicologist to the EPA
 official in charge of assessing glyphosate. The letter contains specific allegations of political
 conniving and staff intimidation in favor of Monsanto. 
http://www.theecologist.org/News/news_analysis/2988645/suppressed_epa_toxicologist_it_is_essentially_certain_
that_glyphosate_causes_cancer.html

2.  2016 data about the local use of herbicides by the NRD (formerly known as Natural Areas
 Program,NAP)  that shows it applied 143 of the total of 159 applications by Rec and Park,
 and NRD used more Tier I and Tier II herbicides than the rest of SFRPD put together. (excluding
 Greenmatch, essentially an organic.) 

https://sfforest.org/blog-updates/ 

Sincerely,

Dee Seligman
Interim President, San Francisco Forest Alliance
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From: Dee Seligman
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Forward to Environment Commissioners
Date: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 10:19:31 AM
Attachments: 2017 Restrictions for Tier 1 herbicides_ edited DS.docx

Hi Anthony,
Please provide the attached to all Environment Commissioners as soon as possible, especially
 so that the Policy Committee members have a chance to review it before their meeting
 tomorrow. These are proposed changes for the 2017 Restrictions on Most Hazardous (Tier 1)
 Herbicides. I have sent a copy already to Chris Geiger. 

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Dee Seligman

mailto:deesel91@gmail.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org

For San Francisco Environment Commission’s Policy Committee Meeting

Wed., March 1, 2017  5 pm  Rm 416 City Hall



Proposed Changes to 2017 Restrictions on Most Hazardous Herbicides

By Dee Seligman 





2017 San Francisco Reduced Risk Pesticide List:

Restrictions on “most hazardous” (Tier I) herbicides



 (All Chris Geiger’s proposed changes since 1/9/17 have been incorporated and proposed deletions have been added. Dee Seligman’s proposed additions are highlighted in yellow; deletions are in red)



Background

The restrictions below were created in a public process by the San Francisco Department of the Environment Integrated Pest Management Program in close consultation with all City & County of San Francisco departments involved in land management activities, in keeping with the Precautionary Principle and Integrated Pest Management ordinances (Environment Code, Chapters 1 and 3). These restrictions apply only to “most hazardous” herbicides, defined here as herbicide products rated as “Tier I” using San Francisco’s Pesticide Hazard Screening Protocol. US EPA label restrictions take precedence and must be followed. All other uses of “most hazardous” herbicides require an exemption granted by the San Francisco Department of the Environment.



Conditions of use for “most hazardous” herbicides



General requirements

1. 	All treated areas postings must be clearly identify the area to be treated, be set up

three days before treatment, and be identifiable for four days after the treatment. Postings should be placed in location(s) most likely to be seen by users of the treated area. Blue indicator dyes must be used for spray treatments except on golf courses or in cases where posting is not otherwise required.

The use of blue dye must be noted on the posting. Dye must be mixed at a concentration that makes it clearly visible.

2. 	For treatment sites that cannot be readily described using the posting sign alone, a map showing the general location of expected treatment area(s) must be attached to the posting sign.

3. 	Contractors must be fully briefed and trained in the City’s San Francisco IPM program’s ordinance, requirements and policies.

4. 	Any application of ‘most hazardous’ systemic herbicides on City property within the City limits or at San Francisco International Airport must be under the direct supervision of a licensed person. A licensed person is defined for these purposes as a person possessing either an Agricultural Pest Control Advisor license, a Qualified Applicator License, or a Qualified Applicator Certificate issued by the California Department of Pesticide Regulation. “Direct supervision” means that the licensed person must be physically present at the site of application.

5	The Integrated Pest Management Program will keep a log of operational violations of these restrictions, as well as of public complaints about degradation in landscape quality and of any staff complaints, as a webpage on its website. 

6. 	Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded” area, city departments shall provide:

a. above written record of the number of complaints from the public about said area;

b. documentation of non-chemical methods tried and longitudinal study showing actual results of these attempted methods for the designated problem area. 

             7.	City departments shall continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of their reduction strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in such reductions to provide consistent information. 

            







General prohibitions:

5. 	No use for purely cosmetic purposes. including turf areas as well as other managed landscapes.

6. 	No use within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths. “Designated public paths” are walking paths that appear on park maps. If maps do not exist for a park, then “designated public paths” means paths that are actively maintained by City operations. If problematic situations arise near designated, actively maintained public paths, the required default response should be non-chemical treatment, such as regular trimming back of tree re-sprouts, or hand removal or organic approaches with invasive plants. Tier 1 herbicides are not to be used within the 15 ft. boundary. Caution for public health requires such a careful restriction. 

7. 	No broadcast spraying using a spray boom is permitted, except for targeted treatments at Harding Park golf course in preparation for tournament play.

8. 	No use on the grounds of schools, preschools, or other areas frequented by children or childrens’ play areas (see attached list ), or within 15 feet of the boundaries of these areas.

9. No use in areas restricted by the California Red-legged Frog Stipulated Injunction.

10. 	No use on blackberry (Rubus) plants when fruits are present.



Allowed uses (exceptions to General Prohibitions above; only as method of last resort):

12. 	Areas falling under state or federal vegetation management requirements, including airport runways, utility rights of way and easements, dams, reservoir embankments, and watershed lands. If treatments are required within 15 feet of public paths in these areas, a physical demarcation must be erected around the treated area.

13. 	Cases judged by City pest management professionals as posing a significant public safety, public health or fire risk, for example, poison oak along popular trails or resprouting trees that constitute a fire hazard. If such treatments are necessary within 15 feet of a designated public path, a physical demarcation must be erected around the treated area.

14. 	Landscape renovations, provided that weed prevention measures are put in place and the treated area is fenced off for four days after treatment. "A landscape renovation is defined as a contiguous area of land where a significant amount of the existing vegetation is removed and replaced, with a minimum size of 500 square feet." 



15. 	Invasive species that pose a proven threat to local, native, rare, threatened or endangered species or ecosystems, and which cannot be controlled by other means. The threat must be scientifically and reasonably verifiable. Tier 1 chemicals may be used only for plants classified as “high” in invasiveness by Cal-IPC. The preferred course of action should typically be stump grinding, not herbicide. If this method is not used, city departments must provide evidence of its unavailability for each incident. General Prohibitions from the above section apply to all treatments for invasive species. 

16. 	Street median strips in situations where alternative control measures pose safety risks to applicators or the public
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2017 San Francisco Reduced Risk Pesticide List: 
Restrictions on “most hazardous” (Tier I) herbicides 

 
 (All Chris Geiger’s proposed changes since 1/9/17 have been incorporated and proposed deletions have been 
added. Dee Seligman’s proposed additions are highlighted in yellow; deletions are in red) 
 
Background 
The restrictions below were created in a public process by the San Francisco Department of the Environment 
Integrated Pest Management Program in close consultation with all City & County of San Francisco departments 
involved in land management activities, in keeping with the Precautionary Principle and Integrated Pest 
Management ordinances (Environment Code, Chapters 1 and 3). These restrictions apply only to “most 
hazardous” herbicides, defined here as herbicide products rated as “Tier I” using San Francisco’s Pesticide 
Hazard Screening Protocol. US EPA label restrictions take precedence and must be followed. All other uses of 
“most hazardous” herbicides require an exemption granted by the San Francisco Department of the Environment. 
 
Conditions of use for “most hazardous” herbicides 
 
General requirements 

1.  All treated areas postings must be clearly identify the area to be treated, be set up 
three days before treatment, and be identifiable for four days after the treatment. Postings should be 
placed in location(s) most likely to be seen by users of the treated area. Blue indicator dyes must be used 
for spray treatments except on golf courses or in cases where posting is not otherwise required. 
The use of blue dye must be noted on the posting. Dye must be mixed at a concentration that makes it 
clearly visible. 
2.  For treatment sites that cannot be readily described using the posting sign alone, a map showing 
the general location of expected treatment area(s) must be attached to the posting sign. 
3.  Contractors must be fully briefed and trained in the City’s San Francisco IPM program’s 
ordinance, requirements and policies. 
4.  Any application of ‘most hazardous’ systemic herbicides on City property within the City limits or 
at San Francisco International Airport must be under the direct supervision of a licensed person. A 
licensed person is defined for these purposes as a person possessing either an Agricultural Pest Control 
Advisor license, a Qualified Applicator License, or a Qualified Applicator Certificate issued by the 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation. “Direct supervision” means that the licensed person must 
be physically present at the site of application. 
5 The Integrated Pest Management Program will keep a log of operational violations of these 
restrictions, as well as of public complaints about degradation in landscape quality and of any staff 
complaints, as a webpage on its website.  
6.  Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded” area, city 
departments shall provide: 

a. above written record of the number of complaints from the public about said area; 
b. documentation of non-chemical methods tried and longitudinal study showing actual results of 

these attempted methods for the designated problem area.  
             7. City departments shall continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of their 
reduction strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in such reductions to provide 
consistent information.  
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General prohibitions: 

5.  No use for purely cosmetic purposes. including turf areas as well as other managed landscapes. 
6.  No use within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths. “Designated public paths” 
are walking paths that appear on park maps. If maps do not exist for a park, then “designated public 
paths” means paths that are actively maintained by City operations. If problematic situations arise near 
designated, actively maintained public paths, the required default response should be non-chemical 
treatment, such as regular trimming back of tree re-sprouts, or hand removal or organic approaches with 
invasive plants. Tier 1 herbicides are not to be used within the 15 ft. boundary. Caution for public health 
requires such a careful restriction.  
7.  No broadcast spraying using a spray boom is permitted, except for targeted treatments at 
Harding Park golf course in preparation for tournament play. 
8.  No use on the grounds of schools, preschools, or other areas frequented by children or childrens’ 
play areas (see attached list ), or within 15 feet of the boundaries of these areas. 
9. No use in areas restricted by the California Red-legged Frog Stipulated Injunction. 
10.  No use on blackberry (Rubus) plants when fruits are present. 
 
Allowed uses (exceptions to General Prohibitions above; only as method of last resort): 
12.  Areas falling under state or federal vegetation management requirements, including airport 
runways, utility rights of way and easements, dams, reservoir embankments, and watershed lands. If 
treatments are required within 15 feet of public paths in these areas, a physical demarcation must be 
erected around the treated area. 
13.  Cases judged by City pest management professionals as posing a significant public safety, public 
health or fire risk, for example, poison oak along popular trails or resprouting trees that constitute a fire 
hazard. If such treatments are necessary within 15 feet of a designated public path, a physical 
demarcation must be erected around the treated area. 
14.  Landscape renovations, provided that weed prevention measures are put in place and the treated 
area is fenced off for four days after treatment. "A landscape renovation is defined as a contiguous area 
of land where a significant amount of the existing vegetation is removed and replaced, with a minimum 
size of 500 square feet."  
 
15.  Invasive species that pose a proven threat to local, native, rare, threatened or endangered 
species or ecosystems, and which cannot be controlled by other means. The threat must be scientifically 
and reasonably verifiable. Tier 1 chemicals may be used only for plants classified as “high” in 
invasiveness by Cal-IPC. The preferred course of action should typically be stump grinding, not herbicide. 
If this method is not used, city departments must provide evidence of its unavailability for each incident. 
General Prohibitions from the above section apply to all treatments for invasive species.  
16.  Street median strips in situations where alternative control measures pose safety risks to 
applicators or the public 



From: Adam Wiscomb
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 11:31:12 AM

Good morning,

I oppose these loopholes based on these regulations in place to keep us and our
 children safe:

The Integrated Pest Management Program will keep a log of operational violations of
 these restrictions, as well as of public complaints about degradation in landscape
 quality and of any staff complaints, as a webpage on its website. 

6. Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded”
 area, city departments shall provide: 
a)    a. above written record of the number of complaints from the public about said
 area; 
b)    b. documentation of non-chemical methods tried and longitudinal study showing
 actual results of these attempted methods for the designated problem area. 

7. City departments shall continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of
 their reduction strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in
 such reductions to provide consistent information. 

Thank you,

Dr. Adam Wiscomb

mailto:adamwiscomb@gmail.com
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From: Mari Zatman
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Spraying Poison
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 11:41:24 AM

Hello Anthony,

I do not support  the spraying  of toxins and Poisons in our S.F.  Parks.

Please do Not allow this Spraying.

Mari Zatman
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From: Toni Estrella
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Please STOP loopholes allowing NAP to spray herbicides/pesticides in our parks
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 12:00:57 PM

 
Hi - I am making this request because I can no longer allow the children in my
 house to play in Glen Park, which is just across the street, due to repeated
 spraying of herbicides.  It isn't safe for them.  

Kids want to pick and chew on the stems of the little yellow flowers which we call
 sourgrass (oxalis) - NAP/Rec & Park consider this pretty plant a weed to be
 eradicated and they spray it with herbicide. These chemicals are not healthy for
 children to eat, so we keep the kids out of the park & canyon to keep them safe.
  

The use of poisons in parks is not in the best interest of the citizens of SF.
  Please do what you can to stop it, for all of our sakes. 
 
Thanks.

Toni Estrella
  

(SF native mom, grandmother, and great-grandmother)

mailto:sfstarmom@yahoo.com
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From: Rae Bordua
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 12:22:25 PM

Dear Mr. Valdez and the Policy Committee of the SF Environment Commission,

I am concerned about the use of Tier 1 pesticides in park areas used by the general public.  I
 feel it is particularly important that city departments continue to provide to IPM an annual
 written summary of their reduction strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their
 success in such reductions in order to provide consistent information. The San Francisco
 Water Department has begun adding untreated groundwater to our city water supply and
 intends to increase it to 15% of total water volume, and it is well know that these Tier 1
 pesticides percolate through the soil and into our groundwater.  These pesticides pose an
 immediate threat to the safety of our water.

There should be no use within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths.
 “Designated public paths” are walking paths that appear on park maps. If maps do not exist
 for a park, then “designated public paths” means paths that are actively maintained by City
 operations. If problematic situations arise near designated, actively maintained public paths,
 the required default response should be non-chemical treatment, such as regular trimming
 back of tree re-sprouts, or hand removal or organic approaches with invasive plants. Tier 1
 herbicides are not to be used within the 15 ft. boundary. Caution for public health requires
 such a careful restriction.

The threat from invasive species must be scientifically and reasonably verifiable. The use of
 Tier 1 chemicals is allowed only for plants classified as “high” in invasiveness by Cal-IPC.
 The preferred course of action should typically be stump grinding, not herbicide. If this
 method is not used, city departments must provide evidence of its unavailability for each
 incident. This scientific verification and least-toxic method of control applies to all treatments
 for invasive species.

We need to cut back use of Tier 1 pesticides to the absolute lowest level possible.  The
 carcinogenic properties of these pesticides demand that we do everything possible to keep
 them out of the environment and the public's groundwater, and the best way is to not use them
 in the first place.

Thank you for your attention to this very important matter. 

Sincerely,

Rae Bordua

mailto:rae@holymtn.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org
http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/SF-s-pure-drinking-water-to-get-a-new-ingredient-10949336.php
http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/SF-s-pure-drinking-water-to-get-a-new-ingredient-10949336.php


From: sandra morey
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Stop Loopholes which allow NAP to spray in our parks
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 12:25:03 PM

I grew up in San Francisco and lived there until I was 38 years old.  As an Oakland senior
 citizen I am very much opposed to spraying pesticides or herbicides in your precious parks. 
 They are a beloved place of refuge in an increasingly crowded, noisy environment.  Also,
 they are a place of refuge and home to many wild animals.  When you poison plants you
 poison the birds, insects, reptiles, amphibians, mammals which includes us and our pets.  This
 cannot be fixed later and no loopholes will protect any of us.  Please consider how your
 grandchildren will remember you.   What kind of ancestors will you be?  

Thankyou,

Sandra Morey

mailto:sandi.morey@gmail.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: khu
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 12:38:36 PM

Please exercise the Precautionary Principle to restrict the use of dangerous chemicals in our parks. The parks are
 suppose to PROMOTE HEALTH, not expose residents to potentially harmful chemicals.
Additionally, the benefits of herbicide use, i.e. killing non-native plants, does not justify the risks of exposure to Tier
 1 herbicides. 

Karin Hu

mailto:brainz_ca@yahoo.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


Hello, I am Bridget Kelly from 567
 Joost Ave. district 7

I am most aggrieved at the
 supervisors decision to ignore its
 citizens last night at the EIR appeal
 hearing. We have a voice and we
 have not been heard! If the
 supervisors simply choose to ignore
 us, perhaps you will have the
 intelligence to agree that herbicides
 are indeed cancer causing and
 should be eliminated
 COMPLETELY! I do not use them
 in my yard, and have insisted my
 Gardner not use them! But at least
 you can care enough for "we the
 people" to follow this minimal list of
 requirements, Thank you. 

General requirements: 

 5 The Integrated Pest Management
 Program will keep a log of operational
 violations of these restrictions, as well
 as of public complaints about
 degradation in landscape quality and of
 any staff complaints, as a webpage on
 its website. 

6. Before application of any Tier 1
 herbicide to address any “problem or
 degraded” area, city departments shall

From: Bridget Kelly
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Stop the loopholes! No more herbicides in our parks!
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 1:26:44 PM

mailto:bridget-kelly@sbcglobal.net
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


 provide: 
a)    a. above written record of the
 number of complaints from the public
 about said area; 
b)    b. documentation of non-chemical
 methods tried and longitudinal study
 showing actual results of these
 attempted methods for the designated
 problem area. 

7. City departments shall continue to
 provide to IPM an annual written
 summary of their reduction strategies
 to decrease pesticide use and quantify
 their success in such reductions to
 provide consistent information. 

General prohibitions: 

6. No use within 15 feet of designated,
 actively maintained public paths.
 “Designated public paths” are walking
 paths that appear on park maps. If
 maps do not exist for a park, then
 “designated public paths” means paths
 that are actively maintained by City
 operations. If problematic situations
 arise near designated, actively
 maintained public paths, the required
 default response should be non-
chemical treatment, such as regular
 trimming back of tree re-sprouts, or
 hand removal or organic approaches
 with invasive plants. Tier 1 herbicides
 are not to be used within the 15 ft.
 boundary. Caution for public health
 requires such a careful restriction. 



14. Landscape renovations, provided
 that weed prevention measures are put
 in place and the treated area is fenced
 off for four days after treatment. "A
 landscape renovation is defined as a
 contiguous area of land where a
 significant amount of the existing
 vegetation is removed and replaced,
 with a minimum size of 500 square
 feet." 

15. Invasive species that pose a proven
 threat to local, native, rare, threatened
 or endangered species or ecosystems,
 and which cannot be controlled by
 other means. The threat must be
 scientifically and reasonably verifiable.
 Tier 1 chemicals may be used only for
 plants classified as “high” in
 invasiveness by Cal-IPC. The preferred
 course of action should typically be
 stump grinding, not herbicide. If this
 method is not used, city departments
 must provide evidence of its
 unavailability for each incident.
 General Prohibitions from the above
 section apply to all treatments for
 invasive species. 



From: L Tomasita Medal
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc: Tomasita Medál
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 1:44:41 PM

Dear San Francisco Environment Commission:

Having lived in San Francisco my entire life, have enjoyed our San Francisco parks ever since I was a
 little girl watching the abundant rabbits and squirrels and garter snakes and munching on wild
 strawberries in Golden Gate Park, where my mom took me daily before I started to attend St.Anne's
 Grammar School.

During those bucolic days, one could eat the wild strawberries because our city park flora and fauna were
 not being poisoned by pesticides.

Now we never see rabbits or garter snakes or wild strawberries in Golden Gate park. 

We have witnessed in amazed horror the implementation of the Natural Areas Program throughout our
 beloved City for the past two decades. How can this be allowed?

Do the people advocating for this never look in the mirror?  They too are an introduced species, but
 nobody is telling them to go back to Europe from where their ancestors came.

Along with the density of the introduced Europeans, came their creation of European gardens.  These
 gardens have since become the prevailing ecosystems, sheltering all kinds of wildlife. Unless you are
 going to demolish all of the built environment and return us to what San Francisco looked like in 1491,
 then please let the existing parklands live in peace. 

Do not allow the use of pesticides in our city parks. Do not allow the use of Tier 1 toxic herbicides in our
 city parks. 

Please begin by approving and supporting all of the restrictions on Tier 1 herbicides that Dr. Dee
 Seligman is suggesting.

For the children and the wildlife,

Tomasita Medál

mailto:t.medal@sbcglobal.net
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org
mailto:t.medal@sbcglobal.net


From: Susanna Russo
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Pesticides
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 1:56:41 PM

Should not be used in our public spaces, ever!
Susanna Russo D.V.M.
District 8

Sent from my tennis racquet

mailto:sgrdvm1@me.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


For San Francisco Environment Commission’s Policy Committee Meeting

Wed., March 1, 2017 5 pm Rm 416 City Hall

Proposed Changes to 2017 Restrictions on Most Hazardous Herbicides

By Dee Seligman

General prohibitions:
5. No use for purely cosmetic purposes. including turf areas as well as other managed landscapes.

6. No use within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths. ‘Designated public paths”

are walking paths that appear on park maps. If maps do not exist for a park, then designated public

paths” means paths that are actively maintained by City operations. If problematic situations arise neat

designated, actively maintained public paths, the required default response should be non-chemical

treatment, such as regular trimming back of tree re-sprouts, or hand removal or organic approaches with

invasive plants. Tier 1 herbicides are not to be used within the 15 ft. boundary. Caution for public health

requires such a careful restriction.
7. No broadcast spraying using a spray boom is permitted, except for targeted treatments at

Harding Park golf course in preparation for tournament play.

8. No use on the grounds of schools, preschools, or other areas frequented by children or childrens’

play areas (see attached list), or within 15 feet of the boundaries of these areas.

9. No use in areas restricted by the California Red-legged Frog Stipulated Injunction.

10. No use on blackberry (Rubus) plants when fruits are present.

Allowed uses (exceptions to General Prohibitions above; only as method of last resort):

12. Areas falling under state or federal vegetation management requirements, including airport

runways, utility rights of way and easements, dams, reservoir embankments, and watershed lands. If

treatments are required within 15 feet of public paths in these areas, a physical demarcation must be

erected around the treated area.
13. Cases judged by City pest management professionals as posing a significant public safety, public

health or fire risk, for example, poison oak along popular trails or resprouting trees that constitute a fire

hazard. If such treatments are necessary within 15 feet of a designated public path, a physical

demarcation must be erected around the treated area.
14. Landscape renovations, provided that weed prevention measures are put in place and the treated

area is fenced off for four days after treatment. “A landscape renovation is defined as a contiguous area

of land where a significant amount of the existing vegetation is removed and replaced, with a minimum

size of 500 square teet.”

15. Invasive species that pose a proven threat to IoGal—na1we-ra1e-threatened or endangered

species-oc-eGosys1ems, and which cannot be controlled by other means. The threat must be scientifically

and reasonably verifiable. Tier 1 chemicals may be used only for plants classified as “high” in

invasiveness by Cal-IPC. The preferred course of action should typically be stump grinding, not herbicide.

If this method is not used, city departments must provide evidence of its unavailability for each incident.

General Prohibitions from the above section apply to all treatments for invasive species.

16. Street median strips in situations where alternative control measures pose safety risks to

applicators or the public



rc PT-

In addition to the amendments Dee Seligman has proposed Our City San Francisco is seeking the
following important amendments without which we will view the updated rules as being seriously
inadequate.

Under General Prohibitions -

Amend:

7. No broadcast spraying using a spray boom is permitted, except for targeted treatments at Harding Park
golf course in preparation for tournament play.

To Read:

7. No broadcast spraying using a spray boom, or blanket area spraying via a backpack sprayer or
other spraying device, are permitted except for targeted treatments at Harding Park golf course in
preparation for tournament play.

AND Amend:

8. No use on the grounds of schools, preschools, or childrens’ play areas (see attached list), or within 15
feet otthe bouqdariespf these.areas? .

......•

To Read:

8. No use on the grounds of schools, preschools, children’s play areas (see attached list), or
other areas known to be frequented by children, within 15 feet of the boundaries of these areas, or
within 1000 feet on a slope uphill of the boundaries of these areas.

Thanks,

Eric Brooks
Our City San Francisco



WHA T IS BIODIVERSITY? BY AR THUR M. SHAPIRO

A buzzword.
Biodiversity means whatever you want it to mean. I hate the word. Here’s why.

The following is from the introductory biology textbook we use at U.C. Davis, Life. The Science ofBiology,
(10th edition, Sadava et al., p.1229 — yes, I said p. 1229!):

“. . .the term BIODIVERSITY, a contraction of ‘biological diversity,’ has multiple definitions. We may speak of
biodiversity as the degree of genetic variation within a species.. ..Biodiversity can also be defined in terms of
species ricimess in a particular community. At a larger scale, biodiversity also embraces ecosystem diversity—
particularly the complex interactions within and between ecosystems... .One conspicuous manifestation of
biodiversity loss is species extinction...”

Got that?

The glossary at the back of the book defines “biodiversity hot spot” (itself ambiguous, conflating numbers of
species and degree of endemism), but NOT biodiversity itself. One can see why.

Where did this verbal monstrosity come from?

The raw number of species in a defined area or system — what many of us call “species richness”—is a useful
number. There are more species of butterflies in Brazil than in California, and more in California than in
Alaska. That is true even if we pro-rate species number by area, and it is not trivial to ask why.

But there is more to biodiversity than mere numbers of species. Ecologists are also interested in how individuals
are divided among species, that is, the distribution of commonness and rarity among species. You can have a
“community” consisting of exactly two species. It could have, say, 50 individuals of each species, or it could
have 99 of one and I of the other—or any ratio in between. Does this matter? Why? What can those numbers
tell us?

QUANTIFYING DIVERSITY - A DIVERSITY INDEX

A century ago a Danish plant ecologist named Christen Raunkiaer observed that there was a statistical regularity
to this; he called it the “law of frequency.” In subsequent years it was found to hold for bird censuses and moths
collected at lights, as well as for old-field plants. A whole series of mathematical models developed over the
years attempted to account for this regularity by means of assumptions about how species interacted—
competing for resources, for example. These exercises were at the core of community ecology for several
decades, and were seen as immensely important.

During World War II an applied mathematician named Claude Shannon, working on war-related
communications problems at Bell Labs, developed a formula that concisely expressed the information content
of a message. Ecologists discovered the Shannon formula in the I 960s and realized it could easily be adapted
to give a single number that combined the number of species in a community and their relative
abundances.
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Glyphosate Accumulates in Water

4

A US Geological Study in April2014 sampled
waterways in 38 states and found glyphosate in the
majority of rivers, streams, ditches, and wastewater
treatment plant outfalls tested. Glyphosate also was
found in about 70% of rainfall samples.

Glyphosate and Its Degradation Product AMPA Occur
Frequently and Widely in U.S. Soils, Surface Water,
Groundwater, and Precipitation

April 1,2014

This compilation is the largest and most
comprehensive assessment of the environmental
occurrence of glyphosate and
aminomethylphosphonic acid (AMPA) in the United
States conducted to date, summarizing the results of
3,73% water and sediment and 1,018 quality assurance
samples collected between 2001 and 2010 from 38
states. Results indicate that glyphosate and AMPA are
usually detected together, mobile, and occur widely in
the environment. Glyphosate was detected without
aetna t... ....i..nnn. ..t_........I. .1 - Aetna
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2011), due in part to difficulties in quantifying this

polar and water-soluble compound at environmentally

relevant concentrations (Skark et a?., 1998; Sanchis

et uL, 2011). In the early 2000s, scientists at the U.S. -

Geological Survey (USGS; began developing analyti

cal methods Lee et aL, 2002) and conducting recon

naissance studies (Scribner et aL, 2U0; Battaglin

et aL * 2005 for the occurrence of glyphosate and ami

nomethyiphosphonic acid (AMPA) in anticipation of

growing gaps in scientific understanding due to (1)

1Par No. JAWRA-13-0O%8-P of the Jonrizd of tlw Atwrkoii Water Ruurees tion JWRAL ceive4 February 27, 2013;

accepted,JUflG IS, 2O13 ‘ 2024 ierin Water ResoiirCS AssciatiOU. This article Is a US Covernnw-nt work and is in the public domain

in the US& Discussions mc open until six months from print publication

2RGspectiVeIY, Research Hydrologist (BttagIin, U.S. Geological Survey Colorado Water Science Center, Bx 25015, MS 425, DFC, Lake

wood, Co1radö 80225; $eperi’isory RIsearclt Chemist I Meyer), US. Geological Survey Kansas Water Science Center, rncc, Kansas

55o49;sethHydlOl*t (Kuivila), as. Gçilgica1 SurveY Uregn Water Scince C’enter Portland, Oregon 972Ol and Physical Science

Tech dan (Dietze, 135 GQ)gical Survey Kansas Water Science Ceiiter, Law nce Kansas g5049 (E-MailfBattaglin wbattagl&isgs.gov.

Joum’tt. OF mc AruC W,TeFI F1sOueCE$ As.urmOE 275
.5

JOURNAL OF-THEAMERICAN WATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION
,

. 5
- : -

5O No?
4 AMEB1AN WATEFI RESOUFCEs ASSOCIATION

- -

GLYPHdSATEAND ITS DEQRDAf1ON PRODUCT AMPA OCCUR FREQUENTLY AND

WIDELY-IN U.S.-SdILs, SURFACE WATER, GROUNDWATER, AND PRECIPITATION’

S

5-
S

-

Sr

AjyiI 2014

- WA. Bctttuglin, il’f.T. ;Weyer, KM. Kuivita, and J.E. Dietzc2

ABSTRACT: Glyphosate use in the Unit1 States increased frbin less than ,UOO to more than 89,000 metric tonsL

yr between 1987 and 20.07. Glyphosate is popular due to its ease of use on soybean, cotton, and corn crops that are

genetically modified t& tolerate it., utility in no-till farming practices, utility in urban areas, and the perception

that it has low todcity and little mobilIty in the environment. This compilation is the largest and most comprehen

sive assessment of the environmental occurrence of glyphosate and aminomethylphosphonic acid (AMPA) in the

United States conducted to date, summarizing the results of 8,72 water and sediment and 1,018 qualIty assur

ance samples collected between 2001. and 2010 from 8 states. Results indicate that glyphosate and AMPA are

usually detected together, mobile, and occur widely in the environment. Glyphosate was detected without AMPA

in only 2.3% of sampies whereas AMPA was detected without glyphosate in 17.9c’c of samples. Gl5vphosate and

AMPA were detected frequently in soils and sediment, ditches and drains, precipitation, rivers, and streams; and

less frequently in lakes, ponds, and wetlands; soil water; and groundwater. Concentrations of glyphosate were

below the levels of concern for humans or wildlife: however, pesticides are often detected in mixture:;. Ecosystem

effects of chronic low-level exposures to pesticide mixtures are uncertain, The environmental health risk of low-

level detections of glyphosate, AMPA, and associated adjuvant.s and mixtures remain to be determined.

INTRODUCTION

Problem

Commercial glyphosate [N-(phosphonomethyl)

glycine] formulations have been used worldwide for

decades but glyphosate is seldom included in envi

ronmental monitoring programs (GIlliom et at., 200(5;

Loos et ci?., 2010; US. Department of Agriculture.
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WHAT IS

GROUNDWATER?

Groundwater is used for drinking water
by more than 50 percent of the people
in the United States, including almost
everyone who lives in rural areas. The
largest use for groundwater is to
irrigate crops.

JOIN OR
RENEW

The Gr undwater Foundation: Get Informed : The Basics : What is Groundwater Page 1 of 4

GET INFORMED • TAKE ACTION • STUDENTS AND EDUCATORS • SHOP

THE BASICS

THE BASICS

What Is Groundwater

The Hydrologic Cycle

Groundwater Glossary

Wells

Center Pivots

POTENTIAL THREATS TO
GROUNDWATER >

LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES >

QUICK FACTS

READ THE AQUIFER

http://www.groundwater.org/get-informed/basics/whatis.html 3/1/2017



The GrQundwater foundation: Get Informed : The Basics : What is Groundwater Page 2 of 4

GET OUR NEWSLETTER The area where waterfills the aquifer is called
the saturated zone (or saturation zone). The top
of this zone is called the water table. The water
table may be located only afoot below the
ground’s surface or it can sit hundreds offeet
down.

Aquifers are typically made up of
gravel, sand, sandstone, or fractured
rock, like limestone. Water can move
through these materials because they
have large connected spaces that make
them permeable. The speed at which
groundwater flows depends on the size
of the spaces in the soil or rock and
how well the spaces are connected.

Groundwater can be found almost
everywhere. The water table may be
deep or shallow; and may rise or fall
depending on many factors. Heavy
rains or melting snow may cause the
water table to rise, or heavy pumping of
groundwater supplies may cause the
water table to fall.

O’O •O1O

.D

acvc

http:/Iwww.groundwater.orglget-informedfbasicslwhatis.html 3/1/2017



The Groundwater Foundation: Get Informed : The Basics : What is Groundwater Page 3 of 4

Groundwater supplies are replenished,
or recharged, by rain and snow melt
that seeps down into the cracks and
crevices beneath the land’s surface. In
some areas of the world, people face
serious water shortages because
groundwater is used faster than it is
naturally replenished. In other areas
groundwater is polluted by human
activities.

Water in aquifers is brought to the
surface naturally through a spring or
can be discharged into lakes and
streams. Groundwater can also be
extracted through a well drilled into the
aquifer. A well is a pipe in the ground
that fills with groundwater. This water
can be brought to the surface by a
pump. Shallow wells may go dry if the
water table falls below the bottom of
the well. Some wells, called artesian
wells, do not need a pump because of
natural pressures that force the water
up and out of the well.

In areas where material above the
aquifer is permeable, pollutants can
readily sink into groundwater supplies.
Groundwater can be polluted by
landfills, septic tanks, leaky
underground gas tanks, and from
overuse of fertilizers and pesticides. If
groundwater becomes polluted, it will
no longer be safe to drink.

RETURN

3201 Pioneers Blvd Suite 105 Become a MemberOLincoln, NE 68502

http:!/www.groundwater.org/get-informed/basics/whatis.html 3/1/2017
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Areas to get groundwater blend
Beginning next month, San Francisco wilt start adding local
groundwater to its tongtime supply from Hetch Hetchy Reservoit
and distribute the btend to about 60 percent of the thy.

p Groundwater btend distribution areas

Groundwater well Proposed groundwater pipeLine
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From: Robin MacQuarrie
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: spraying
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 2:29:59 PM

WE DO NOT NEED PESTICIDES IN OUR PARKS!!...EVER!!...REALLY!!!..THX ROBIN

mailto:robinpsb@gmail.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Erin Caughman
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 4:26:14 PM

To: The Policy Committee
 
General requirements 

 5 The Integrated Pest Management Program will keep a log of operational violations of
 these restrictions, as well as of public complaints about degradation in landscape quality
 and of any staff complaints, as a webpage on its website. 

6. Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded” area,
 city departments shall provide: 
a)    a. above written record of the number of complaints from the public about said area; 
b)    b. documentation of non-chemical methods tried and longitudinal study showing actual
 results of these attempted methods for the designated problem area. 

7. City departments shall continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of their
 reduction strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in such
 reductions to provide consistent information. 
 
 
 
 
 
Erin Caughman

 

mailto:erin.caughman@att.net
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From:
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 4:35:43 PM

Mr. Valdez:

The use of pesticides in our community is a dangerous undertaking and must be approached as a last resort!

The Integrated Pest Management Program should keep a log of pesticide use, as well as of public complaints about
 degradation in landscape quality and of any staff complaints, as a webpage on its website.

Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded” area, city departments should also
 maintain a written record of the number of complaints from the public about any area and document non-chemical
 methods tried and longitudinal study showing actual results of these attempted methods for the designated problem
 area.

City departments should continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of their reduction strategies to
 decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in such reductions to provide consistent information.

Thank you so much for your time and attention to such urgent matters!

Thomas Polk

mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Ron Proctor
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Message for Policy Committee members for tonight"s meeting
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 5:00:49 PM

Hello Anthony

Please forward to the Dept of the Environment Commissioners and copy director
 Deborah Raphael.

Thank you,

Ron Proctor

Attention Policy Committee Commissioners,

Please consider the merits of these changes (in yellow) for the 2017 Reduced
 Pesticide List:

General requirements
1.         All treated areas postings must be clearly identify the area to be treated, be set up
three days before treatment, and be identifiable for four days after the treatment. Postings should
 be placed in location(s) most likely to be seen by users of the treated area. Blue indicator dyes
 must be used for spray treatments except on golf courses or in cases where posting is not
 otherwise required.
The use of blue dye must be noted on the posting. Dye must be mixed at a concentration that
 makes it clearly visible.
2.         For treatment sites that cannot be readily described using the posting sign alone, a map
 showing the general location of expected treatment area(s) must be attached to the posting sign.
3.         Contractors must be fully briefed and trained in the City’s San Francisco IPM program’s
 ordinance, requirements and policies.
4.         Any application of ‘most hazardous’ systemic herbicides on City property within the City
 limits or at San Francisco International Airport must be under the direct supervision of a licensed
 person. A licensed person is defined for these purposes as a person possessing either an
 Agricultural Pest Control Advisor license, a Qualified Applicator License, or a Qualified Applicator
 Certificate issued by the California Department of Pesticide Regulation. “Direct supervision”
 means that the licensed person must be physically present at the site of application.
5          The Integrated Pest Management Program will keep a log of operational violations of
 these restrictions, as well as of public complaints about degradation in landscape quality and of
 any staff complaints, as a webpage on its website.
6.         Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded” area, city
 departments shall provide:

<!--[if !supportLists]-->a.     <!--[endif]-->above written record of the number of
 complaints from the public about said area;
<!--[if !supportLists]-->b.     <!--[endif]-->documentation of non-chemical methods
 tried and longitudinal study showing actual results of these attempted methods for the
 designated problem area.

             7.           City departments shall continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of
 their reduction strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in such reductions
 to provide consistent information.

 

mailto:rn_proctor@yahoo.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


General prohibitions:
5.         No use for purely cosmetic purposes. including turf areas as well as other managed
 landscapes.
6.         No use within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths. “Designated public
 paths” are walking paths that appear on park maps. If maps do not exist for a park, then
 “designated public paths” means paths that are actively maintained by City operations. If
 problematic situations arise near designated, actively maintained public paths, the required
 default response should be non-chemical treatment, such as regular trimming back of tree re-
sprouts, or hand removal or organic approaches with invasive plants. Tier 1 herbicides are not to
 be used within the 15 ft. boundary. Caution for public health requires such a careful restriction.
7.         No broadcast spraying using a spray boom is permitted, except for targeted treatments at
 Harding Park golf course in preparation for tournament play.
8.         No use on the grounds of schools, preschools, or other areas frequented by children or
 childrens’ play areas (see attached list ), or within 15 feet of the boundaries of these areas.
9. No use in areas restricted by the California Red-legged Frog Stipulated Injunction.
10.        No use on blackberry (Rubus) plants when fruits are present.
 
Allowed uses (exceptions to General Prohibitions above; only as method of last resort):
12.        Areas falling under state or federal vegetation management requirements, including
 airport runways, utility rights of way and easements, dams, reservoir embankments, and
 watershed lands. If treatments are required within 15 feet of public paths in these areas, a
 physical demarcation must be erected around the treated area.
13.        Cases judged by City pest management professionals as posing a significant public
 safety, public health or fire risk, for example, poison oak along popular trails or resprouting trees
 that constitute a fire hazard. If such treatments are necessary within 15 feet of a designated
 public path, a physical demarcation must be erected around the treated area.
14.        Landscape renovations, provided that weed prevention measures are put in place and
 the treated area is fenced off for four days after treatment. "A landscape renovation is defined as
 a contiguous area of land where a significant amount of the existing vegetation is removed and
 replaced, with a minimum size of 500 square feet."
 
15.        Invasive species that pose a proven threat to local, native, rare, threatened or
 endangered species or ecosystems, and which cannot be controlled by other means. The threat
 must be scientifically and reasonably verifiable. Tier 1 chemicals may be used only for plants
 classified as “high” in invasiveness by Cal-IPC. The preferred course of action should typically
 be stump grinding, not herbicide. If this method is not used, city departments must provide
 evidence of its unavailability for each incident. General Prohibitions from the above section apply
 to all treatments for invasive species.
16.        Street median strips in situations where alternative control measures pose safety risks to
 applicators or the public

Thank you for your willingness to listen - and to do something about it - on issues that are of such
 grave concern. 
Again, consider the Precautionary Principle and ask: Is this absolutely necessary?  

Sincerely,

Ron Proctor
San Francisco resident, 37 years



From: Wendy Oakes
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Cc:
Subject: tier i herbicides
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 5:16:47 PM

Dear Mr. Valdez,

I have lived in SF for 30 years. I love it here. I love that we respect and stand up for our diversity. I love that we
 respect and stand up for our progressive values. And I love that we respect and stand up for our environment. Please
 do not use tier one herbicides at all. This is not the rest of the country. This is San Francisco. Our standards are
 higher; our hearts are compassionate; we are informed, and we hold our government to those standards as well.
 Please be a pioneer and forge new ways to address these issues.

Thank you so much,
Wendy Oakes

mailto:wendyjoakes@aol.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Mary Kahn
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: i am late.
Date: Wednesday, March 01, 2017 5:30:49 PM

But am sending this anyway hoping my interest will register.
  Thank you, and sorry -   plus filled with stupidity to have not registered timely.  
 mary kahn
Thank you for your work.

mailto:mhkahn67@yahoo.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Matthew Ramirez
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS!!!!
Date: Thursday, March 02, 2017 4:28:00 AM

 5 The Integrated Pest Management Program will keep a log of operational violations of these
 restrictions, as well as of public complaints about degradation in landscape quality and of any
 staff complaints, as a webpage on its website. 

6. Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded” area, city
 departments shall provide: 
a)    a. above written record of the number of complaints from the public about said area; 
b)    b. documentation of non-chemical methods tried and longitudinal study showing actual
 results of these attempted methods for the designated problem area. 

7. City departments shall continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of their
 reduction strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in such reductions to
 provide consistent information. 

General prohibitions: 

6. No use within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths. “Designated public
 paths” are walking paths that appear on park maps. If maps do not exist for a park, then
 “designated public paths” means paths that are actively maintained by City operations. If
 problematic situations arise near designated, actively maintained public paths, the required
 default response should be non-chemical treatment, such as regular trimming back of tree re-
sprouts, or hand removal or organic approaches with invasive plants. Tier 1 herbicides are not
 to be used within the 15 ft. boundary. Caution for public health requires such a careful
 restriction. 

14. Landscape renovations, provided that weed prevention measures are put in place and the
 treated area is fenced off for four days after treatment. "A landscape renovation is defined as a
 contiguous area of land where a significant amount of the existing vegetation is removed and
 replaced, with a minimum size of 500 square feet." 

15. Invasive species that pose a proven threat to local, native, rare, threatened or endangered
 species or ecosystems, and which cannot be controlled by other means. The threat must be
 scientifically and reasonably verifiable. Tier 1 chemicals may be used only for plants
 classified as “high” in invasiveness by Cal-IPC. The preferred course of action should
 typically be stump grinding, not herbicide. If this method is not used, city departments must
 provide evidence of its unavailability for each incident. General Prohibitions from the above
 section apply to all treatments for invasive species. 

mailto:mramirez1201@icloud.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Vega, Carmen
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Stop Loopholes which allow Nap to spray in our parks.
Date: Thursday, March 02, 2017 8:24:27 AM

The Integrated Pest Management Program will keep a log of operational violations of these
 restrictions, as well as of public complaints about degradation in landscape quality and of any staff
 complaints, as a webpage on its website. 

Before application of any Tier 1 herbicide to address any “problem or degraded” area, city
 departments shall provide: 
a)    a. above written record of the number of complaints from the public about said area; 
b)    b. documentation of non-chemical methods tried and longitudinal study showing actual results
 of these attempted methods for the designated problem area. 

City departments shall continue to provide to IPM an annual written summary of their reduction
 strategies to decrease pesticide use and quantify their success in such reductions to provide
 consistent information. 

Landscape renovations, provided that weed prevention measures are put in place and the treated
 area is fenced off for four days after treatment. "A landscape renovation is defined as a contiguous
 area of land where a significant amount of the existing vegetation is removed and replaced, with a
 minimum size of 500 square feet." 

Sincerely,
 
Carmen Vega

mailto:cvega@maharam.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Belinda Johns
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: herbicides
Date: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:14:30 AM

I would like to know how the use of herbicides in our open space and urban parks affects the ground water the SF
 PUC plans to add to our drinking water.

Thank you.

Belinda Johns
District 7

mailto:belindajohns1@gmail.com
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Blanche Chase
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Stop the loopholes allowing NAP to spray in our parks!
Date: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:51:01 AM

Please, no use of any Tier 1 herbicides within 15 feet of designated, actively maintained public paths!

Sincerely,
Mary Chase

mailto:blanchase@earthlink.net
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Michel Balea
To: lisa.hoyos@sfgov.org; Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Public parks and herbicides
Date: Thursday, March 02, 2017 9:53:07 AM

Dear Commissioner Hoyos,
 
Thank you very much for your call to start a pilot of study of Herbicide/pesticide free recreational Parks

1) It is indecent for Park and Rec. Dept. to let their gardeners exposed to Herbicides and Pesticides when it is NOW
 known that these chemicals are much likely to be cancer causing agents.
 
The time is right to question the use of herbicides and pesticides in public parks which are not considered natural
 area, but places for the people to rest and their children to play in a safe environment
 
3) The French parlement (other countries are following) has passed a law to forbid the use of those chemicals in
 public areas and forests, and in 2019 the public will  not be able to buy those damaging chemicals. SF can do the
 same and be a leader as it is in environment policies.
 
Thank you for your attention, thank you to your staff in doing such a good job.
 
 
Respectfully,

Michel Balea

district #7

mailto:michelbalea@gmail.com
mailto:lisa.hoyos@sfgov.org
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Mort Gensberg
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: Herbicides/Park program
Date: Thursday, March 02, 2017 10:38:36 AM

Mr. Valdez-As a chemist, essentially retired, (I'll be 84 in
 May), I beg you to please place restrictions on the use of this
 dangerous class of chemicals, their only purpose is to kill,
 indiscriminately. I use Bernal Hill to walk my dogs, and fear
 for their safety, as well as mine. Thank you. Mort Gensberg,
 

mailto:mortgensberg@earthlink.net
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


From: Diane Goldman
To: Valdez, Anthony (ENV)
Subject: STOP LOOPHOLES WHICH ALLOW NAP TO SPRAY IN OUR PARKS!
Date: Thursday, March 02, 2017 4:33:20 PM

1. There should be no use of spraying within 15 feet of designated and actively maintained public parks!

2. If problematic situations arise near these public paths the required default response should be non-chemical
 treatment.

3. Treated areas need to be fenced off for 4 days after treatment.

Diane Goldman

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:diane911@comcast.net
mailto:anthony.e.valdez@sfgov.org


Garlon and Oxalis

• Garlon is one of the most toxic permitted herbicides 
• Always been Tier I, Most Hazardous
• “HIGH PRIORITY TO FIND AN ALTERNATIVE” (since 2009 at least)

• SFRPD has stopped using Garlon – except…
• The Natural Resource Department …
• Which now uses it *only* on oxalis.
• In 2016, NRD accounted for 100% of SFRPD Garlon use
• Is it justifiable?

If not, we could eliminate Garlon by relaxing about oxalis 



Shouldn’t be used near 
trails, but it is



Poor competitor, Hard to Poison

• “Oxalis is a poor competitor. This is consistent with the preferential 
distribution of Oxalis in disturbed areas such as ruderal habitats, and 
might explain its low influence on the cover of native species in 
invaded sites.”

• (Anna Sala et al, 2007, Oxford Academic Annals of Botany)

• Moderate invasiveness – Cal IPC 
• (Mainly sand dunes, less in coastal scrub)

• “These herbicides don’t kill the bulbs, and regrowth from bulbs 
should be expected. 

• (UC IPM, revised June 2010)



Oxalis needs disturbed areas



Sutro Forest Native Garden – Oxalis and Flags



Does it really harm other plants or animals?



Habitat Value

Honeybee nectars in oxalis Oxalis feed gopher feeds coyote

Coyote picture copyright Janet Kessler



Doesn’t Destroy Grassland
Before and after: Oxalis season, 2011




